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SUMMAR Y 

The main a i m of this stud y is to contri bute t o the e x pl i cation 

of the central discourse notion , ' co herence ' , b y comparing t he 

d e ns i ties of differen t te x tual features in mor e cohe rent a n d 

l e s s cohe rent studen t a c ademic writing . The l a tt e r ty p e of 

writin g i s d efined as that sub-genre of e x posi t ory wr i ting tha t 

is req uired f ro m studen ts in the stu dy o f "c o ntent " sub j ects , 

with composition writi ng e xcluded . A corpus o f stude n t academ i c 

te x t s was assessed i mpressionistic al ly f or c oher e nce by three 

rate r s, u sing Bamberg ' s Ho lis t i c Coherence S ca l e ( Bamberg 1983 ; 

1984) as a gu id e , an d s o eac h t e x t ' s Holi sti c Coherence Rat ing 

( HCR ) was der i v ed . 

The te x t ual fea tu r es investiga t ed are r e f erenc e and c onjuncti v e 

cohes i o n and errors in these domains, a n d also relat i onal 

coherence, th i s l atter term re f erri n g to the wa y s in whic h the 

funct i onal units of te x t coher e wit h one ano ther in terms of 

binary r elation s (c f . Crombie 1985a; 198 5 b) such as 

Reason-Res ult a n d Means- Purpose. 

One of the ke y bac kgrou n d assumptions of the study is that te x ts 

are c ommunicati v e phenomena , and a f ter a cr i tical review of 

various approac hes t owards the e x p li cation of ' coherence ' in 

text l inguistics and in quanti t ative ( corpus-based) writing 

research, an a n al y t i cal f ramewor k is developed in which 

subcategories of reference and conjunctive cohesion, and errors 

in these domains, are defined not only formally, but also in 

terms of how they function in the conte x t of communication -

with specific reference to the pragmatic conte x t of student 

academic writing . Relational coherence is also included i n this 

framework, and the study develops a measure for the 

quantification of the amount of relational coherence in a text -

the Relational Coherence Quotient. Sample analyses demonstrating 

the application of the framewor k to the texts form part of the 

study. 



The main findings of the study are: that the application of the 

analytical framework identifies considerably more features that 

correlate significantly with Holistic Coherence Ratings than do 

two other quantitative writing research approaches; that the 

functionally defined features correlate more significantly with 

the HCR ' s than the formally defined features; and that the most 

strongly significant correlation with HCR ' s was revealed by 

relational coherence, as quantified by the Relational Coherence 

Quotient. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER ONE : INTRODUCTION 

1.0 . Introducti o n 

1 . 1 . Aims of the s tud y 

1 . 1.1. Statemen t of probl e ms 

1 . 1 . 2 . The prob l ems: some bac kground c onsideration s 

1.1. 3 . Statement of aims 

1. 2 . Research focus 

1.2.1. The corpus 

1 .2.2. The text - linguistic phenomena 

1 .2.2.1. A note on background assumptions 

1.2.2.2. Cohesion 

1 .2 . 2.3. Coherence 

1. 2 .2.4. Summary 

1. 2 .3. Hypotheses 

1.3. Structure of the study 

CHAPTER TWO: ' COHERENCE' IN TEXT LINGUISTICS 

AND WRITING RESEARCH 

2.0. Introduction and objectives 

2.1. Coherence: product or process? 

2.1.1. Cohesion as product 

2.1.2. Coherence as process 

Page 

1 

1 

1 

2 

4 

7 

9 

9 

:1.1 

11 

13 

16 

18 

18 

23 

24 

24 

26 

28 

29 

2. 1 .3. Process-oriented criticism of cohesion theory 36 

2.1.4. Process-oriented approaches: scope and limitations 39 

2.1.4.1. Process-oriented approaches to writing 

production and writing teaching 40 

2.1.4.2. Process-oriented approaches to textual 

understanding 

2.1.5. Perspective: product and process orientations 

43 

50 



Contents 

2.2. Quantitative studies of coherence 

2 . 2.1. Assessing impressions of te x tual coherence 

2.2.2. Topical structure analysis 

2.2.2.1 . Topical struc ture in student composition 

writing: Witte ' s study (1983b) 

2.2.2.2. Sample applica tion of topical structure 

ana lysis to student academic writing 

2.2.2.2.(a) Findings 

2.2.2.2.(b) Critique 

2.2.3. Argumentation analysis 

2.2.3.1. Argumentation analysis in student composition 

writing: Connor ' s studies (1984, 1987a) 

2.2.3.2. Sample application of argumentation 

analysis to student academic writing 

2.2.3.2.(a) Findings 

2.2.3.2. (b) Critique 

2.3. Conclusion 

Tables 

CHAPTER THREE: ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.0. 

3.1. 

Introduction and objectives 

Coherence and textual communication 

3.1.1. Components of textual communication 

3.1.1.1. Cohesion 

3.1.1.1. (a) 

3.1.1.1.(b) 

Reference cohesion 

Conjunctive cohesion 

3.1.1.2. Coherence 

3.1.1.2.(a) Relational coherence 

3.1.1.3. Intentionality 

3.1.1.4. Acceptability 

3.1.1.5. Informativity 

3.1.1.6. Situationality 

3.1.1.7. Intertextuality 

3.1.1.8. Efficiency 

3.1.1.9. Effectiveness 

3.1.1.10. Appropriateness 

3.1.2. Perspective 

52 

54 

56 

62 

65 

66 

68 

71 

72 

77 

79 

81 

82 

84 

86 

86 

87 

89 

91 

91 

93 

94 

94 

98 

98 

99 

101 

103 

103 

106 

108 

109 



3.2. The analytical fr-amewor-k 

3.2.1. Textual units 

3.2.1.1. The pr-oposition 

3.2 . 1.2. The or-thogr-aphic sentence 

3.2 .1. 3 . The T-unit 

3.2.1.4. The c lause 

3 .2.1.5. The F-unit 

3.2.2. Relational coher-ence analysis 

3.2.2.1. 

3.2.2.2. 

3.2.2 . 3. 

3.2.2.4. 

Backgr-ound 

The (binar-y) functional r-elations 

A note on analytical decision - making 

The Relational Coher-ence Quotient 

3.2.3. Refer-ence cohesion analysis 

Contents 

3 .2.3.1. Per-for-mance analysis of r-efer-ence cohes i on 

113 

113 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

121 

122 

126 

1~5 

138 

144 

145 

146 

148 

156 

156 

3.2.3.1.(a) 

3.2.3.1.(b) 

Refer-ence cohesion items 

Refer-ence ties 

3.2.3.2. Er-r-or- analysis of r-efer-ence cohesion 

3.2.3 .2. (a) 

3 . 2.3.2.(b) 

Er-r-or- analysis 

A r-eader--or-iented classification of 

r-efer-ence er-r-or-s 

3.2.4. Conjunctive cohesion analysis 

159 

177 

3.2.4.1. Pefor-mance analysis of conjunctive cohesion 177 

3.2.4 . 2. Er-r-or- analysis of conjunctive cohesion 182 

CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH PROCEDURES AND SAMPLE ANALYSES 189 

4.0. 

4 .1. 

Intr-oduction and objectives 

Resear-ch pr-ocedur-es 

4.1.1. Text selection 

4.1.1.1. 

4.1.1.2. 

The language gr-oups 

The coher-ence gr-oups 

4.1.2. Analytical pr-ocedur-es 

4.2. Sample analyses 

4.2.1. The analyses 

4.2.1.1. 

4.2.1.2. 

4.2.1.3. 

Refer-ence cohesion analysis 

Conjunctive cohesion analysis 

The r-elational coher-ence analysis 

189 

190 

191 

191 

193 

195 

196 

196 

197 

216 

222 



Contents 

4 . 2.2. Results 

4.2.2. 1 . Re ferenc e cohesion analysis 

4 . 2.2 . 2. 

4.2.2 . 3 . 

Conjunct ive cohes i o n a n a lysis 

Re l ationa l c o herence an aly s is 

4. 2 . 3 . Conclusion 

Tab l es 

CHAPTER FIVE: RESEARCH FINDINGS 

5.0. 

5 .1. 

5.2. 

I ntroduction and ob j ec t i v es 

Results 

Interpretation of results 

5.2.1. Testing the hypotheses: statistical techniques 

adopted 

5.2.2. The Coherence - Reference Hypotheses 

5.2.2.1. H1: Coherence - Reference Density 

Hypothesis 

5.2.2.2. 

5.2.2.3. 

H~: Coherence - Reference Density 

Hy pothesis (Specific) 

H3: Coherence - Reference Error 

Hypothesis 

5.2.3. The Coherence - Conjunctive Cohesion 

Hypotheses 

5.2.3.1. H4: Coherence- Conjunctive Density 

Hypothesis (General) 

5.2.3.2. H~: Coherence - Conjunctive Density 

Hypothesis (Specific) 

Hc:Coherence - Conjunctive Error 

Hypothesis 

5.2.3.3. 

5.2.4. 

5.2.5. 

5.2.6. 

5.2.7. 

H7: Coherence - Relational Coherence 

Hypothesis 

He: Coherence - Academic Achievement 

Hypothesis 

H~: Language - Reference Error 

Hypo t hesis 

H1 0 : Language - Conjunctive Error 

Hypothesis 

5.3. Perspective 

Tables 

227 

228 

229 

2 31 

2 3 1 

23 4 

2 3 8 

2 3 8 

239 

240 

241 

243 

243 

243 

250 

251 

251 

252 

259 

260 

262 

263 

265 

266 

269 



Contents 

CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION 

6.0. Objectives 

6.1. Review 

6.2. Implications 

6.2.1. The teaching of writing 

6.2.2. Further research 

APPENDIX 1: Bamberg's (1983) Four-point Holistic 

Coherence Scale 

APPENDIX 2: Sample Analyses 

Appendix 2A: Topical structure analysis and 

argumentation analysis 

Appendix 2B: Reference cohesion, conjunctive cohesion 

and relational coherence analyses 

APPENDIX 3: 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Sample applications of statistical techniques 

used 

284 

284 

284 

290 

290 

291 

294 

295 

296 

303 

313 

318 



-1-

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

"It has sometimes been maintained that ther-e is no 

linguistic or-ganization above sentence level. However-, 

I suspect that some people believe this because they 

have never- looked for- such or-ganization." 

(Stubbs 1983:15) 

1.0. INTRODUCTION 

The main concer-ns of this chapter- will be to identify the aims 

of the study under-taken, to outline its r-esear-ch focus, and to 

indicate br-iefly how this thesis as a whole is str-uctur-ed. 

1.1. AIMS OF THE STUDY 

Befor-e the aims of the study ar-e detailed, the pr-oblems to which 

they ar-e a r-esponse will be outlined. 
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1.1.1. Statement of pro bl e ms 

Stubbs (1983:15) supports the c o ntention t hat there is indeed 

linguistic organisati o n a bove sen tence l eve l by n ot ing tha t 

''( p ] eople a r e quite a bl e to di st ingu ish betwee n a ran dom lis t o f 

sen t ences and a coherent t e xt, a n d i t i s the pri nciples whic h 

under l ie this r ecognition of coheren c e wh ich a re the top i c of 

study f o r discourse ana l ysts. " 

The central problem addressed by t his study relates directly to 

t h i s question of the recognition of coherence. The focus is on , 

coherence in written texts, so that this study f alls into that 

branch o f d i s c ourse analysis known as text linguistics1 • 

It is of course true that, beyond the confines of text

linguistic experiments, readers are very rarely called upon to 

distinguish coherent text f r om random sentence lists. What they 

usually encounter are just texts, which they can judge to be 

more or l ess coherent. The intu i tive notion of ' coherence' is, 

then, a relative one, and it is determined by many factors, both 

textual and contextual, all of which need to be taken into 

account if one is to explicate the reader's intuitions that one 

text is more coherent than another. 

Contextual factors, i .e. the rhetorical situation or 

pragmatic context (cf. § 3.1.) of the text, include the 

relationship between writer and reader and the communicative 

purpose of the text: to a considerable extent, different 

pragmatic contexts typify different textual genres. We shall see 

1 The term discourse analysis has on occasion been used to 
refer to the analysis of spoken language only, but in this study 
the broader sense of the term - "the analysis of language in use" 
(Brown and Yule 1983:1) - is accepted. Text linguistics is a 
term that has been applied to a multitude of approaches which focus 
on texts (De Beaug r ande and Dressler 1981:14), but it will be seen 
that the type of t ex t linguistics practised in this study could be 
defined as "the analysis of written language in use". 
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( e.g. § 3.1.) that the pragmatic context can influence the way 

in which a reader assesses the coherence of a text, and so it is 

advisable from a research design point of view to focus clear l y 

on just one or on a limited number of genres when in ves tigating 

coherence. In the present study the text type focused on is 

student academic writing. By this fairly broad term is meant 

that sub-genre of expository writing that is required from 

students in the course of their study of school, college or 

university subjects. Student academic wr iting is thus writing 

that deals with the specific content particular to the relevan t 

subject, and as such it is distinct from general composition 

writing, as practised in language departments. The type of 

student academic writing that forms the data base or corpus of 

the present study is the examination answers of students taking 

English Literature and Linguistics at first-year university 

level.The pragmatic context relevant to the kind of student 

academic writing studied here will be considered in Chapter 3. 

The reader ' s impression of the coherence of a text is affected 

by context, but it must also derive from features internal to 

the text, and the central problem addressed by this study can be 

formulated as the following question: 

(a) What are the textual features that distinguish the more 

coherent student academic writing from the less coherent 

writing? 

Some of the features that will be examined are part of the 

cohesion system of English (cf. Halliday and Hasan 1976) and two 

secondary problems that concern cohesion errors can be expressed 

in terms of the questions: 

and 

(b) In student academic writing, to what extent do reference 

and conjunctive cohesion errors affect coherence? 
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(c) In student academic writing, to what extent do 

second-language users of English make more r-eference and 

conjunctive cohesion er-ror-s than fir-st-language users? 

A fourth problem - in this study also of secondary importance to 

the central problem expressed i n (a) - can be f ormulated as 

follows: 

(d) In student academic writing, is there any relationship 

between the level of coherence of the writing and 

academic achievement? 

The relevance of these questions will be best appreciated if we 

first place them in their broader societal context. 

1.1.2. The pr-oblems: some background considerations 

Those who earn their daily bread as teachers and lecturer-s are 

no doubt more convinced than most that "the number of 

individuals who ever learn to write well is impressively small" 

(Chafe 1986:12). Why should this be so? 

Speaking skill does not transfer automatically into writing 

because of the intrinsic differences between the two mediums. 

Quite apart from the more mechanical skills that they have to 

master in the process of becoming liter-ate, fledgeling writer-s 

need to understand "how a change in mode from speaking to 

writing involves new kinds of sentences to make new and 

unfamiliar kinds of meaning" (Martin and Rothery 1986:241). 

Differences between these modes on both the form and meaning 

levels have of course long been recognised. Many modern 

linguistic and psycholinguistic studies (e.g. Dr-ieman 1962; 

Gibson 1966; O'Donnell 1974) have focused on the distinctive 

formal properties of oral and written pr-oducts, and more recent 

r-esearcher-s (e.g. Dillon 1981; Gumper-z, Kaltman and O ' Connor 
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1984 ; Nystrand 1982b; Tannen 1982) have attempted to explicate 

such differences by examining some of the contextual const raints 

which apply to the speaking and writing processes and underli e 

their distinctive ways of making mean i ng . 

Thus f o r e xample the spea ke r, though ope rati ng through a 

transient medium, h as at his disposal not only t he 

lexica-grammatical resources of language but also those of 

prosody and paralinguistic systems such as gesture: the writer 

works through a more durable medium, but he has no recourse to 

these systems and has to exploit the lexica-grammatical 

resources in new ways to make up for the lack. Also, speaking 

tends to be spontaneous, while writing involves more pl anning 

and this gives rise to differing expectations on the part of 

readers as opposed to listeners. In speaking, "cogency and 

assent" are "based on conformity to received opinion and common 

sense" while in writing they are "based on logical consistenc y 

and evidence", with writer and reader taking up membership "in 

an imagined community of inquiring minds" ( Dillon 1981:22). 

Imagined communities cannot provide the kind of moment-to- moment 

feedback that the speaker has access to , and the relatively 

decontextualised nature of the writing situation brings with it 

an obligation upon the writer to consider at every turn the 

needs of his hypothetical readers. Hence the premium in 

expository writing on qualities such as logical consistency, 

clarity and coherence . 

Speaking and writing, then, each make their own demands, and 

many writers fail to meet adequately the demands of their 

medium. This type of failure may well be on the increase, as 

children in primarily literate cultures spend more time away 

from books and in front of television sets . It has been argued 

in mitigation (Ong 1980) that the "secondary oral culture" of 

the electronic age incorporates certain aspects of literate 

culture, such as a downgrading of the cliche (the conformity to 

received opinion and common sense mentioned above as an oral 
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cultu~e cha~acte~istic). It appea~s most unlikely, though, that 

watching television, fo~ instance, has as much potential as 

~eading fo~ foste~ing a ~easonable unde~standing of the w~iting 

situation , with its demand fo~ ca~eful planning of what a~e 

often extensive units of disc ou~se and fo~ due conside~ation of 

imagi ned ~eade~s · needs. W~iting is an active, p~oductive 

ente~p~ise, while mode~n elect~onic media p~ovide seemingly 

infinite oppo~tunities fo~ passive, effo~t-f~ee ente~tainment. 

This cont~ast is no doubt one facto~ that unde~lies the 

widesp~ead feeling among educationists o f many pe~suasions that 

w~iting ability is on the decline. 

Although it is difficult to quantify in any p~ecise fashion the 

~elationship between students' ability to w~ite cohe~ently and 

thei~ academic achievement, these va~iables could be expected to 

co~~elate positively with one anothe~ - a pe~ception that we 

shall see is suppo~ted by one of the findings of the p~esent 

study (§ 5.3.5.). Levels of academic achievement at South 

Af~ican unive~sities, pa~ticula~ly when gauged in te~ms of the 

fi~st-yea~ failu~e ~ate, a~e a matte~ of conce~n, and a c~ucial 

facto~ he~e is the g~owing numbe~ of students fo~ whom the 

language of the assignment and the examination pape~ is not the 

mothe~ tongue, fo~ this of cou~se exace~bates the situation 

"getting the bette~ of wo~ds in w~iting is commonly a ve~y ha~d 

st~uggle. And I am thinking now of wo~ds which a~e in one's own 

language. The st~uggle is all the g~eate~ when they a~e not" 

(Widdowson 1983:34). 

The need fo~ imp~oving the w~iting of students is then becoming 

mo~e and mo~e u~gent. Given this situation as a backd~op to the 

p~esent study, we can now conside~ its main aims. 
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1 . 1. 3 . Statement of aims 

The problems on which this study focuses directly wer e 

f ormula t ed earlier (§ 1 . 1.1.), and the main aims of the s tudy 

addressing the s e p ro blems - are, then, primarily: 

( a) to i dent ify t e xtual feature s which disting ui sh t he more 

coherent student acad e mic wr i t i ng fr om t he less coherent 

wri t ing; 

and sec ondar i ly: 

( b ) t o es t abl i sh the extent to which referen ce and 

conjunctive cohesion errors affect coherence in student 

academic writing; 

( c ) to establish the extent to which the reference and 

conjunctive cohesion errors made in student academic 

writing by first- and second-language writers differ; 

and 

(d) to establish whether there is any relationship between 

the level of coherence of student academic writing and 

academic achievement. 

These aims require some elaboration. They differ from one 

another not only in terms of the domains they address (coherence 

versus cohesion ) , but also in terms of their position on what 

might be conceived of as a theoretical-descriptive-applied 

linguistics continuum. 

The primary aim relates to the theoretical-descripti v e end of 

the continuum to a greater extent than the applied linguistic 

one. Certain textual features are hypothesised to be important 

determiners of rea ders' responses when they make judgements 

about the relative coherence of different texts, and these 

hypotheses are tested. Thus an attempt is made to throw more 
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light f~om the pe~spective of text linguistics onto the notion 

of ' cohe~ence ' itself. 

The seconda~y aims a~e mo~e di~ectly applied linguistic: they 

seek mo~e obviously to apply "linguistic theories, methods and 

findings to the elucidation of language p~oblems which have 

a~isen in othe~ a~eas of expe~ience" (C~ystal 1980:28). In the 

p~ocess, though, desc~iptive and theo~etical issues cannot be 

avoided. Thus the type of classification of cohesion e~~o~s put 

fo~wa~d he~e involves a ce~tain type of l inguistic desc~iption 

and makes ce~tain assumptions about what language is and how it

functions. 

The aims discussed so fa~ a~e the main explicit aims of the 

study. Mo~e implicitly, it is hoped that the imp~oved 

unde~standing of cohe~ence and cohesion p~oblems which the 

p~esent study seeks to p~ovide will assist the sea~ch fa~ 

effective means of imp~oving the academic w~iting of English 

fi~st- and second-language unive~sity students. This aim is 

implicit in the sense that the actual focus of the ~esea~ch is 

not on the means themselves, the didactic st~ategies, but ~athe~ 

on the gene~al p~oblem of the explication of cohe~ence and on 

some of the p~oblems that ~eveal themselves in the student texts 

- p~oblems in te~ms of which pedagogical st~ategies could be 

devised. 

In sum then, the aims of this study, in thei~ b~oadest 

conception, a~e both to p~ovide a cont~ibution to 

text-linguistic theo~y and desc~iption and to facilitate the 

application of text-linguistic insights to the teaching of 

w~iting, pa~ticula~ly student academic w~iting. Thus the study 

is ~elevant on the one hand to the field of text linguistics and 

on the othe~ to applied linguistics, including the field of 

Languages fa~ Specific Pu~poses - mo~e pa~ticula~ly, English fa~ 

Academic Pu~poses (cf. Hutchinson and Wate~s 1987; MacKay and 

Mountfo~d (eds.) 1978; Robinson 1980; Swales (ed.) 1985; 

Williams, Swales and Ki~kman (eds.) 1984). 
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1 . 2. RESEARCH FOCUS 

Let us now c onside r- the me a n s used to a chi e ve the aims o f this 

study. 

1. 2 .1 . The corpus 

The cor-pus on whi ch the study i s based cons i sts o f a n swer-s 

wr-itten by uni ver-sity students to exami n ation quest i ons in t wo 

d i sc i plines, namely Linguistics and English Li te r-atur-e. The 

Lingu i stics ques tion was for-mu l ated as fol l ows: 

"T her- e is a cr-itical per-iod for- language acquisition, 

a b i o l ogically dete r-mined per-iod of life when l anguage 

can be acquir-ed most easily and beyond which time 

language is incr-easingly difficult to acquir-e. " 

Do you agr-ee with this statement? Discuss, r-efer-ring 

to physical, cognitive and affective factor-s. 

(Linguistics I, Univer-s i ty .of South Afr-ica 1984) 

The English Liter-atur-e question was: 

Discuss the c har-acter- of Simon in Lor-d of the Flies. 

Explain the insight that he has into the central pr-oblem 

facing the boys str-anded on the island . 

(Pr-actical English, Univer-sity of South Afr-ica 1984) 

Although a consider-able amount of r-esear-ch has been done -

par-ticular-ly in the United States, with its heavy concentr-atio n 

of fr-eshman composition cour-ses - on student composition 

wr-iting, ver-y little attention has been given to student 

academic wr-iting, i.e . the type of expositor-y wr-iting that 

univer-sity students have to pr-oduce in the course of the study 

of their- chosen s u bjects. Clearly, par-t of the r-ationale behind 

composition cour-ses is that wr-iting skills assimilated during 
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them will be t~ansfe~~ed into the subject-specific w~iting. This 

assumption is p~obably fairly well g~ounded, but it does have 

its limitations. Thus w~iting within a specific subject area 

usually takes place against a much riche~ conceptual netwo~k 

than is the case in gene~al composition, so that the demands of 

the two types of w~iting are not the same in eve~y ~espect. The 

need for resea~ch on subject-specific writing de~ives further 

support from the fact that academic success o~ failure is 

dete~mined ultimately not by composition w~iting but by 

performance in the examination, and so the data focused on he~e 

we~e the examination sc~ipts themselves. 

It was decided that sc~ipts from the two diffe~ent subject a~eas 

selected would be examined because slight diffe~ences in gen~e 

might cor~elate with diffe~ences in the cohesion and cohe~ence 

measu~es put fo~wa~d in this study (the Linguistics question 

~equires an answe~ that is essentially just exposito~y, while 

the English Lite~atu~e question allows fo~ a ce~tain amount of 

na~rative w~iting to be integ~ated into an exposito~y base). 

Thus by including both subject a~eas in the co~pus, the latter 

becomes more rep~esentative of student academic w~iting as a 

whole. 

In the case of each subject a~ea, sc~ipts we~e selected so that 

the co~pus would include mate~ial f~om students with th~ee 

diffe~ent language backg~ounds (English; Af~ikaans; an Af~ican 

language). App~oximately half of the mate~ial collected fo~ each 

language g~oup consisted of sc~ipts that we~e allocated a pass 

ma~k in the examination, while the othe~ half consisted of 

failing sc~ipts (as indicated in§ 1.1.1., the ~elation between 

level of w~iting cohe~ence and academic achievement is also 

b~iefly conside~ed in this study - cf. Hypothesis 8 (§ 1.2.3. 

and§ 5 . 3.5.)). 
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1.2.2. The text-linguistic phenomena 

The study focuses on two types of cohesion, namely reference and 

conjunctive cohesion; and on the more nebulous concept, 

'coherence· . 

Before discussing these phenomena, brief comments on background 

assumptions of this study, which affect the research approach to 

the phenomena, will be made. 

1.2.2.1. A note on background assumptions 

The two key background assumptions of this study are: 

Background Assumption 1: 

Texts are communicative phenomena. 

Background Assumption 2: 

Coherence is the most important determiner of writing 

quality (the communicative success) of a text. 

Background Assumption 1 distinguishes the present research from 

what Brown and Yule (1983:24) call the text-as-product view 

- typical of much text-linguistic work which focuses solely on 

formal and semantic features of the text and "does not take 

account of those principles which constrain the production and 

those which constrain the interpretation of texts. " In 

assuming that texts are endeavours in which writers attempt to 

communicate messages to readers, the present study identifies 

more closely with the discourse-as-process view, which 

considers "how a recipient might come to comprehend the 

producer's intended message on a particular occasion, and how 

the requirements of the particular recipient(s), in definable 

circumstances , influence the organisation of the producer's 
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discourse" (Brown and Yule 1983 : 24). In thi s stud y, then, the 

textual phenomena analysed are not considered so l ely as forms, 

but rather as forms that fulfil certain communicative func t i o ns 

in the rhetorical situation or pragmatic context (cf . § 3.1 . ; 

Brown a n d Yule 19 83; Carstens 1 9 84) in which the text is 

embedded. How this is d o n e will be det a il e d i n Chapte r 3 , where 

the a nalytic a l f ramework u s e d is presented. 

Bac kgr o un d As sum pt ion 2 e x presses a re c ogn it ion of the fac t tha t 

there i s a distinct i o n be twee n the concepts ' coherence ' and 

'w r i t in g q u al i ty ' ( or what might be called t he 

c ommunicati v eness of a text). These two c oncepts are not 

al ways kept apart, though De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) 

d ist i ngu i sh between coherence and a number of other "principles 

of textuality", and , as we shall see i n Chapter 3, their 

p r inciple of " app r opriateness " can be construed as more or l ess 

equivalent to t he concept, ' writing quality'. Both Connor and 

Lauer ( 1985) and McCulley ( 1985) t ry to tease out differences 

between coherence and writing quality in respect of persuasive 

writing. Their findings i ndicate that coherence is a very 

important constituting factor of the quality of persuasive 

writing, and so they provide support for Background Assumption 

2 . Moreover, it seems likely that in expository writing, defined 

by Werlich (1983:40) as writing where the encoder "explains how 

the component elements interrelate in a meaningful whole " , there 

is a still closer relationship between coherence and writing 

quality. Thus although the present study focuses on the 

coherence of student academic writing, it will be assumed that 

textua l phenomena found relevant to coherence in these texts 

will also usually be relevant to writing quality as a whole. 

This study focuses on coherence rather than writing quality 

because althoug h both are intuitive, p r etheoretical concepts, 

' coherence ' is somewhat less vague and more amenable to 

investigation, and also more directly related to the other main 

concept investiga ted - ' cohesion ' . 
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The cohesion and coherence phenomena investigated in this study 

will n ow be outlined. 

1 .2. 2.2 . Cohesion 

I n Chapter 2 we sha l l consider i n g r ea ter d eta i l the not i on of 

' cohesion ' , defined as what " occurs when the INTERPRE TAT ION of 

some element in t he d i scourse is dependen t on that of a no t her. 

The one PRESUPPOSES t he other, i n the sense t hat i t canno t be 

effect i vely decoded except by r ecourse to i t" ( Halli d ay and 

Hasan 1976:4 ) . We shall also see that the not i on of cohesion i s 

by no means a n unproblematical one. Despite the problems , 

though, there i s a considerable amount of agreement on Halliday 

and Hasan ' s basic classification of cohesion i nto five major 

types: reference , substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and 

lexical. 

In the present study, substitution and ellipsis were not 

considered (substitution occurs where the presupposing 

element has the same meaning as the presupposed one, but not the 

same reference, e.g. She found a purple shell on the beach. I 

found a blue one.; ellipsis is , in effect, "substitution 

by zero " ( Ha 11 iday and Hasan 1976:142), as in Was the shell 

purple? It was ______ .). These types of cohesion were not 

analysed here because they are generally acknowledged to be more 

characteristic of speaking than writing (e.g. Witte and Faigley 

1981:190) and this means that in studies of written text, 

substitution and ellipsis data are usually too scanty to allow 

for any meaningful stylistic interpretation or comparison (e.g. 

Eiler 1983:170). 

Lexical cohesion, "the cohesive effect achieved by the 

selection of vocabulary" (Halliday and Hasan 1976:274), is on 

the other hand, p robably the most frequently occurring form of 

cohesion in wr i tten text. It is also the most open-ended and, in 



-14- In troduction 

the original f ormulation, t he least adequatel y defined of the 

fi v e types (f or one trenchant critique and modification of 

Halliday and Hasan ' s cl a ssificati o n of subca tegories of l e xic a l 

cohes ion, s ee Stotsk y 1983). Undoubted ly, much research remains 

to be don e on l e xical cohesion and on vocabulary study in 

general, but in the p resent study an an alysi s of l e xi ca l 

c o he si o n in the co r pu s wa s not attempte d .T h i s is par tly b e c au s e 

o f the ver y diff use n at u r e of the domain and t he concomitan t 

d iff i c ult y at an a p plied li nguistic l e v e l o f ma k ing a genu i ne ly 

new contr i bu t i on to the teac hing of v ocabu l ary , and part l y 

because t his is not an area i n which s t u den t writers , i ncludi n g 

those f or whom Engl i sh i s a s econd lang u age , appear t o make 

many errors ( cf. Lieber 1981:203). 

The r emai n i n g types of cohesion a r e reference cohesion , 

which occurs when certain types of i tems form ties with other 

i tems by vi rtue of shared reference; and conjunction or 

con j unct i ve cohes i on, which occurs when certain types of 

i tems e xpress semantic relations that specify " the way in which 

what is to fo l low is systematical l y connected to what has gone 

before " (Halliday and Hasan 1976:227 ) . These are the two 

cohesion types t hat are dealt with in this study. 

There i s r elatively little published research on cohes i on error, 

but an examination of Lieber ' s findings (1981:201-202) reveals 

that in her corpus of English second-language expository 

writing , r eference cohesion errors were by far the most common, 

substantially exceeding the frequency of the other four types 

taken together , while conjunctive cohesion errors were the 

second most common. A pilot study o f cohesion errors i n written 

English made by first-language speakers of African languages 

revealed a very similar configuration, with the error 

frequencies as follows: reference cohesion - 101; conjunctive 

cohesion - 44; lexical cohesion - 23; substitution - 6; ellipsis 

- 2 (Hubbard 1984). The main areas of difficulty would appear to 

be reference a n d conjunctive cohesion. 
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Fo~ the ~easons implied above, then, the p~esent study focuses 

on ~efe~ence and conjunctive cohesion. The analytical f~amewo~k 

used in ~espect of these const~ucts will be discussed in Chapt~~ 

3, but the essentials a~e summa~ised below. 

Given the aims of the study with ~espect to cohesion - to assess 

its ~elevance to cohe~ence and to identify e~~o~s in the w~iting 

of diffe~ent g~oups of students - both stylistic data (ove~all 

pe~fo~mance data) and data on e~~o~ was sought. The stylistic 

analysis (pe~fo~mance analysis) is based pa~tly on Halliday and 

Hasan ' s (1976) desc~iption of ~efe~ence and conjunctive cohesion 

in English, but with ce~tain impo~tant modifications. 

Fi~st, although the analysis of ~efe~ence cohesion he~e is 

limited to just those fo~ms of exp~ession that a~e classified as 

cohesion devices by Halliday and Hasan (1976) (i.e. ce~tain 

p~onominals, definite noun ph~ases and compa~ative exp~essions), 

even when such fo~ms ~efe~ only exopho~ically (beyond the text) 

they a~e still analysed. Thus, in acco~dance with the contextual 

app~oach of this study (cf. discussion of Backg~ound Assumption 

1), both the endopho~ic (text-inte~nal) and a set of exopho~ic 

~efe~ence possibilities of the standa~d ~efe~ence cohesion fo~ms 

a~e catego~ised. 

The second modification is a much mo~e detailed semantic 

catego~isation of conjunctive cohesion than that p~esented by 

Halliday and Hasan (1976). This catego~isation de~ives f~om, and 

so is compatible with, the f~amewo~k developed fo~ ~elational 

cohe~ence analysis (cf. § 1.2.2.3. and§ 3.2.2.). 

The thi~d modification is the adoption of the functional unit of 

discou~se, o~ F-unit, (Liebe~ 1981:57) ~ather than the 

orthog~aphical sentence (as in Halliday and Hasan 1976), as the 

textual unit in te~ms of which cohesion is defined. 
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With ~ega~d to e~~o~ analys i s, the model fo~ the analysis of 

con junctive cohesion er~ors follows in most essentials that of 

Liebe~ (1981), but with the addition of a distinction between 

cont i nuative and discontinuative conjunctives (e.g. 

§ 3.1.1.2.(a)). The analysis of ~efe~ence cohesion er~o~s 

p~ovided by Liebe~ is shown to be lacking in ce~tain c~ucial 

~espects. An alte~native f~amewo~k, based loosely on Assumed 

Familiarity Analysis (P~ince 1981), which accommodates the 

~nalysis in this study of exopho~ic as well as endophoric 

~efe~ence, is p~oposed and applied. This f~amewo~k facilitates 

ce~tain insights about the ~ole of ~efe~ence cohesion and 

~efe~ence e~~o~s in the ove~all dete~mination of the cohe~ence 

of a text, a matte~ to which we now tu~n. 

1.2.2.3. Coherence 

The p~ima~y aim of this study is, as we have seen, to dete~mine 

whethe~ ce~tain textual features distinguish the mo~e coherent 

student w~iting f~om the less cohe~ent writing. The concept of 

' coherence', which can be b~oadly defined as the extent to which 

a piece of discourse hangs togethe~ to fo~m a unified whole, 

will be discussed in g~eater depth in Chapters 2 and 3. Unlike 

cohesion, it is a notion that eludes any ~elatively 

st~aightfo~ward definition even though it is ~ecognised 

intuitively as a c~ucial dete~minant of w~iting quality (cf. 

Backg~ound Assumption 2): 

"Cohe~ence is essential if w~iting is to communicate its 

intended meaning to a reade~, and teaching students to w~ite 

cohe~ently has been and continues to be an important aspect 

of w~iting inst~uction. Howeve~, to teach cohe~ence more 

effectively, we need a bette~ unde~standing of the 

linguistic featu~es and ~hetorical st~uctures that c~eate 

cohe~ence as well as g~eater insight into the p~oblems 

students expe~ience in t~ying to use them" (Bamberg 

1984:305-306). 
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The present study makes reference to three types of coherence. 

The first is the intuitive notion just referred to, i.e. 

'impressionistic coherence ' or 'holistic coherence ' . In this 

study, this will also be the type of coherence meant whenever 

the term coherence is used alone. Bamberg ' s Holistic 

Coherence Scale (Bamberg 1984:308-309; Connor and Lauer 1985:21) 

was used by three raters to assess impressionistically the 

coherence of each text. On this basis a Holistic Coherence 

Rating (HCR) was arrived at in each case, and this measure is 

taken throughout the study as the yardst i ck in terms of which 

all other cohesion and coherence measures proposed in the study 

are evaluated. 

Secondly, the concept of 'referential coherence' is occasionally 

applied in the course of the analysis of reference and reference 

errors. In essence, the referential coherence of a text is 

determined by two factors: 

(a) the extent to which references to the entities 

introduced into a text are clearly and correctly traced 

through the text (the domain of reference cohesion is 

thus subsumed into the domain of referential coherence); 

and 

(b) the extent to which the initial references to the 

entities introduced into the text are clear and 

appropriate to the text's rhetorical context (our 

concern here is then with a notion similar to De 

Beaugrande and Dressler's 'situationality' (1981:9-10)) . 

Thirdly, the study develops the concept of 'relational 

coherence', which can be defined as the extent to which the 

functional units of the text (cf. § 3.2.1.5.) integrate with one 
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an o the r in t e rms of a s e t of bin a ry t e xtual r elati o n s ( c f. 

Crombie 198 5a; Crombie 198 5b), suc h a s Reason-Resu lt, Means 

Purpose, an d o ther s . Mo st i mpo rt a ntly, the study p ropo s e s a 

measure of the d eg ree of rel a ti o n a l c oherence i n a tex t , which 

will be cal led the Re l ational Cohe r e n c e Qu oti en t ( RCQ ) . This 

quo ti ent will be mo r e f ul ly dealt wi t h i n Cha p t e r 3, but i t 

should be noted he r e t ha t a c ru c i a l concern o f th is s t udy i s t o 

see how closely this quotient - a n essentia ll y objective measure 

of a composite of textual features corre l ate s with the 

i mpressionistic coherence of a text , as measured by the Holis t i c 

Co herence Rating. 

The textua l features analysed and quantified are then , for each 

text and group of t exts: the formal set of devices of reference 

cohesion (whether used for endophoric or exophoric reference); 

errors i n respec t of these devices; conjunctive cohesion; 

conjunctive cohesion errors; and relational coherence as 

expressed by the Relational Coherence Quotient. All of these are 

f eatures that putatively distinguish more coherent student 

academic writing from the less coherent writing, the measure of 

coherence here being the Holistic Coherence Rating. Let us now 

consider the hypotheses generated in respect o f t hese features. 

1 .2.3. Hypotheses 

The hypotheses tested in the study can be divided into two main 

groups. The first group is the Coherence Hypotheses, five of 

which (H 1 , H2 , H4, He and H7 ) derive from the primary 

aim of the study as formulated above(§ 1.1.3.), i.e. to 

identify textual features that distinguish the more coherent 

student academic writing from the less coherent writing. Two of 

the hypotheses (H3 and H6) derive from the related secondary 

aim of establishing the extent to which cohesion errors affect 
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coherence. The last of the Coherence Hypo the ses (He) c oncerns 

the relationship between c o herence and acade mic a c hievement, and 

s o d erive s from another of the secondary aims of the study . The 

s e c ond grou p of hypotheses, t he Language Hypothe s e s ( H9 a nd 

H1 0 ), r elate s to the o t her s ec ondary aim of this stud y , i . e . 

t o establish d iff e r e nces be tween the e r rors made by the fi r s t 

and second- l anguage writers of Engl i sh . All o f t he h y pot he s es 

will be conside r ed in more d e t a il in Chapte r 5 , bu t t hey wi l l 

n ow be li s t ed here : 

(a) Coherence Hypotheses: 

H~:Coherence- Reference Density Hypothesis 

( General): 

There is a relationship between the density of reference 

expressions in a text and the Holistic Coherence Rating 

(HCR) of t he text. 

Hz: Coherence - Reference Density Hypothesis 

(Spec i f i c ) : 

There i s a relationship between the density of each 

category of reference expression in a text and the HCR 

of the text . 

H~: Coherence - Reference Error Hypothesis: 

There is a negative relationship between the density of 

reference errors in a text and the HCR of the text. 

H4 : Coherence - ConJunctive Density Hypothesis 

(General): 

There is a relationship between the density of 

conjunctive expressions in a text and the Ho l ist i c 

Coherence Rating (HCR) of the text. 
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H!!f: Coherence - ConJuncti ve Density Hypothesi s 

(Spec 1.. f i c): 

The r-e is a r-elationship betwee n the density of each 

categor-y of conjunc tive expr-ess ion in a text and the HCR 

of the t e xt . 

H6 : Coherence - ConJunctive Er r or Hyp o thes i s: 

Ther-e i s a n egat i v e r-e lations hi p between t he density o f 

con junc t ive er- r-or-s in a tex t and t he HCR o f the t ext. 

H7: Coherence - Relational Coherence Hypothes i s: 

Ther-e is a r-e l ationship between the Relationa l Cohe r-enc e 

Quotient o f a text and the HCR of the text. 

Ha: Coherence - ~cademic ~chievement Hypothesis: 

Ther-e i s a positive r-elationship between the achievemen t 

leve l of a text and the HCR of the text. 

(b) Language Hypotheses: 

H.: Language - Reference Error Hypothesis: 

Texts wr-itten by second-language user-s of English will 

r-eveal more r-efer-ence er- r-or-s than those wr-itten by 

f i r-st-language user-s. 

H~o: Language - ConJunc t ive Error Hypothesis: 

Texts wr-itten by second-language user-s of English will 

r-eveal mor-e conjunct i ve er-r-or-s than those wr-itten by 

fir-st-language user-s. 

Each of the ten hypotheses is tested in respect of the English 

Liter-ature and t he Lingu i stics sections of the cor-pus. 
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It will be noted that while some of the hypotheses postulate a 

positive or a negative relationship between the variables, 

others merely postulate a relationship, without specifying the 

direction. There are of course reasons for these differences, 

which are neatly encapsulated by Hatch and Farhady (1982:3): 

"Given strong evidence from previous research, you may feel that 

it is possible to predict whether the relationship will be 

positive or negative. However, it is often the case that there 

are inconsistencies in previous research or even contradictory 

findings among various studies." In the latter case, a 

non-directional rather than a directional hypothesis is most 

appropriate. 

The Coherence - Error hypotMeses (H3 and Ho) are directional 

(negative) because both general research on writing errors (e.g. 

Shaughnessy 1977) and the limited existing research on cohesion 

errors (e.g. Lieber 1981; Wikborg 1985a) suggest a negative 

relationship between error density and coherence, even though 

that research does not attempt to quantify the relationship in 

any way. 

The Language - Error hypotheses (H. and H10 ) are also 

directional, because it seems only reasonable to expect that 

second-language users of a language will make more errors than 

their first-language counterparts. However, that the difference 

will be statistically significant in university-level student 

writing cannot be regarded as a foregone conclusion. The two 

Language - Error hypotheses needed to be phrased somewhat 

differently to the Coherence Hypotheses, because while coherence 

can be measured along a continuum, membership of the first- or 

second-language group cannot. 

The Coherence - Academic Achievement Hypothesis is directional 

(positive), because again it seems intuitively plausible that 

this should be so, although there seems to be very little 

published literature on this relationship as it applies in what 

has here been called student academic writing. 
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The Density Hypo t heses (H1, H2, H4 and H~) ha ve all been 

fo~mulated as non-di~ectional hypotheses bec a use he~e the~e a~e 

indeed inconsistencies and even cont~ad icti ons in ~esea ~c h 

ca~~ied out so fa~. Thus with res pect t o reference c ohesi o n, 

Witte and Fai gley (1 9 81) find more referenc e items i n the ir 

" h ighe r" t exts ; t he r esearc h o f Co nn o r and Lauer (1985 ) an d 

Eile r ( 1983) suggests a n ega ti ve rel a ti onship between such items 

and coherence ; a n d McCull ey (1985 ) fi nds no s i gnif i cant 

re l at i ons h ip e i ther way. Wi t h r e s pect to c onjunct i ve cohesion , 

Witte a n d Fa i g l ey (1 981 ) find mo r e con j u n c t ive i tems in their 

" higher " texts, as does Lintermann-Rygh (1985) in he~ English as 

a Foreign Language group, and Eiler's ( 1983 ) research suggests a 

positive rela t ionship between coherence and certain types of 

conjunctive. On t he other hand , Connor's (1984) research seems 

. to suggest a negative relationshi p, while Connor and Lauer 

(1985) and McCu lley (1985) find no significant relationship. It 

i s not always possible to compare these studies di~ectly because 

of differences i n aims, research designs, subjects and the 

classi f ication of items. As will be seen in Chapter 3, the 

present study adopts i ts own framework for the analysis of 

cohesion in an attempt to throw more light on the way cohesion 

functions in discourse ~ather than just on the forms of 

cohesion. Thus, given the lack of ag~eement in existing studies 

and the explo~ato~y natu~e of the much of the p~esent study, it 

seemed approp~iate to fo~mulate the Dens i ty Hypotheses in a 

non-di~ectional manne~. 

The Relational Cohe~ence Hypothesis has also been fo~mulated in 

non-di~ectional te~ms. This is because the Relational Cohe~ence 

Quotient is a construct specifically developed by this study and 

so the~e is no existing ~esea~ch that could be used as a basis 

fo~ a~guing for a directional hypothesis he~e. 
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1 . 3 . STRUCTURE OF THE STUDY 

Let us conside r, in summa r y form, the wa y i n whi c h the rema inder 

of this study is st r u ctured . 

Chapter 2 reviews the literature on c ohesion and coheren ce , and 

ill u s tra tes and assesses two e xi s t ing approaches t o the 

e x plication of coherence in student wr iting by apply i ng thes e 

approaches to the most coherent and least c oherent texts in the 

present corpus. The analytical fr amework proposed i n t he present 

study i s dea l t with in detail in Chapter 3, which shows how the 

c entra l phenomena investigated, i . e. reference cohesion, 

conjunctive cohesion, relationa l coherence and the various types 

of error are analysed in terms of the approach adopted here, 

which sees texts as communicative phenomena. Chapter 4 

elaborates on the research procedures adopted in this study and 

then exemplifies the analytical framework and the procedures as 

applied to the most coherent and least coherent texts in the 

corpus. This makes possible a d irect comparison between the two 

approaches applied to these texts in Chapter 2 and the approach 

of the present study - a comparison which reveals that the 

present approach is in many ways superior as a means of 

distinguishing textual features relevant to coherence in student 

academic writing. Chapter 5 presents the research find i ngs on 

the full corpus. By way of conclusion, Chapter 6 briefly 

assesses the value and implications of these findings and of the 

study as a whole. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

' COHERENCE' IN TEXT LINGUISTICS 

AND WRITING RESEARCH 

2.0. INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES 

In the previous chapter, attention was drawn to the worryingly 

low levels of student writing ability (§ 1.1.2.) and the primary 

aim of the present study was characterised as: the 

identification of features that distinguish the more coherent 

student academic writing from the less coherent writing. This 

aim, though applied to general composition writing rather than 

student academic writing, is one that has been taken up in a 

number of recent studies, for the identification of coherence 

features is generally regarded as one of the central problems of 

writing research (e.g. Enkvist 1985:25). The present chapter 

examines this problem in some detail by first discussing in 

general how the notion 'coherence' has been conceived of in 

text-linguistic and related literature, and then focusing 

specifically on two of the most promising quantitative (i.e. 

corpus-based) writing research approaches towards the 

explication of coherence in composition writing to have emerged 

so far, namely: 
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( a ) topica l structure analysis; and 

(b ) argumentat i on analysis. 

' Coherence ' 

The text-lingu i stic background to each approach wi l l be 

outlined prior to assessing how each has been employed in 

writing research. This assessment will be effected both by way 

of discussion of the relevant studies and by way of a sample 

comparative study, in which each approach will be applied to 

student academic writing, namely the texts rated highest and 

lowest in each of the English Literature and the Linguistics 

sections of the corpus analysed in the present study (cf. 

§ 1.2.1. ) 1 . In this way, the application, merits and 

limitations of topical structure analysis and argumentation 

analysis in the explication of coherence in student academic 

texts can be assessed with the aid of practical demonstration. 

The objectives of the present chapter are, then, to review the 

relevant literature and to provide a comparative test of 

quantitative writing research approaches as applied to the kinds 

of academic texts selected in this study. As such, the chapter 

prepares the ground for the presentation in Chapter 3 of the 

analytical framework used in the present study, a framework 

which will be seen in Chapters 4 and 5 to be a more effective 

one for discriminating between more coherent and less coherent 

student academic writing than either of the approaches discussed 

in the present chapter. 

Before examining the various writing research approaches towards 

the explication of coherence, we need to consider more carefully 

11n the English Literature corpus, two texts, i.e. EPE 1 
and EPE 4, shared the highest Holistic Coherence Rating (11,0). 
Text EPE 1 was selected for the additional sample analyses because 
it was substantially longer than EPE 4 (23 as opposed to 14 
T-units) and had also received higher marks in the examination 
(17 as opposed to 15 out of a possible 25). 
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how this ter-m is under-stood in the text-linguistic liter-atur-e. 

2.1. COHERENCE: PRODUCT OR PROCESS? 

' Coher-ence ' is a concept that seems to have plenty of intuitive 

appeal, par-ticu la r-ly when applied to student wr-iting. Few 

language educationists - and not many teacher-s of other- subjects 

either- - would doubt the validity of their- intuitions when 

labelling their- students ' wr-iting " coher-ent" or-, for- that 

matter-, "incoher-ent". What is more, researcher-s who use rater-s 

to judge the relative coherence of different texts 

(impr-essionistic or holistic coherence, as mentioned in 

§ 1.2.2.3.) gener-ally report a high level of inter-rater 

r-eliability (cf. e.g. Connor 1984:304; Bamberg 1984:310). 

'Coherence ' is, however, a notion that is very resistant to 

analysis - a pr-oblem that is a source of frustration to the 

student, to the applied linguist and to the theor-etical 

linguist, all of whom requir-e- albeit for different r-easons 

greater clarity on what it is that makes some texts more 

coher-ent than others. 

The statement just made points up a crucial claim of the present 

study, namely that coherence is relative. In the 

text-linguistic literature there is a tendency to overlook this, 

both in views that equate coherence with textuality ("what makes 

a text a text") and those that see coherence as a necessary 

condition for- textuality. De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981:3), 

for example, define a text as: 

"a COMMUNICATIVE OCCURRENCE which meets seven standards of 

TEXTUALITY. If any of these standards is not considered to 

have been satisfied, the text will not be communicative. 

Hence, non-communicative texts are tr-eated as non-texts ••. " 
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Coherence ~s one of their seven standards . In a critique of De 

Beaugrande a n d Dressler (1981), Carstens (1987 ) demonstrates 

clearly how at least one of these standards, namely cohesion, 

cannot be a necessary condition for textualit y ( a problem we 

return to shortly: § 2 . 1.1 . ). It is hard to say whether 

coherence could be divorced from textu ality in simil ar fashion, 

the main problem here being the difficulty - if not the 

impossibil ity - of a rriving at a satisfactory defi ni tion of the 

concep t ' text ' (cf. Carstens 19 87:18 and 30). The point to be 

made here, though , is that this difficulty is compounded by the 

fact that real texts - and student texts, most certainly are 

more or less coherent (rarely totally incoherent) and more or 

l ess communicative (rarely non-communicative), so that insight 

in to what constitutes coherence is probably best served not by 

absolute cr iteria, but rather by quantitative empirical studies. 

Looking at the question of the explication of coherence more 

positively, it is true to say that the past decade in particular 

has witnessed a surge of interest in above-the-sentence 

linguistics, with a concomitant deepening of insight into what 

textual coherence ( and incoherence) consists in. Many and varied 

are the perspectives from which the issue has been approached, 

and plotting these perspectives would be no easy task, but it is 

possible to divide them initially into two broad categories, 

namely those which see coherence primarily as a product 

phenomenon and those which see it primarily as a process 

phenomenon (c f. § 1.2.2.1.). According to the former view, 

coherence is explainable in terms of features that can be 

identified in the textual product itself, while in the latter 

view it is seen rather as a process, as something that unfolds 

as the reader interacts with the text, trying to make 

meaning from it. The level of the reader ' s success here - and 

hence the degree of coherence of the text for him - is 

determined by a number of aspects of the pragmatic context (cf. 

§ 1.2.2.1.), such as the extent of shared knowledge between 

writer and reader and the amount of effort the reader 
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has to expend in or-der- to per-ceive the wr-iter- ' s pur-poses and 

meanings and to integr-ate these thr-o ugh his own f r- ames of 

r-efer-ehce into a continually developing mental r-epr-esentat i on of 

what the text is all about. 

In the p r-ocess view, then , the key factor- i n the e x p licat i on of 

c o her-en ce is the r-eader- a nd h is in te r-act i on with the text . The 

wr-iter- pr-oduces the text , but if h is text is to s u cceed as a 

communicative act, he has to be ale r- t to the pr-agmat i c contex t 

i n wh i ch he i s wr-iting, cont i nuously placing h i msel f i n the 

po sition of h is i ntended r-eader-, who is concer-ned with coher-ence 

making as an act of compr-ehension. The wr-iter- has to e n gage . in a 

kind of i mp l icit dialogue with his intended r-eader- ( cf . Smith 

1984), and wr-iting that is not ver-y coher-en t has also been 

label l ed " inconsider-ate " ( Sanfor-d and Gar-r-od 1981 :193). As 

ind i cated above(§ 1.2.2. 3 .), var-ious measur-es investigated in 

the pr-esent study will be assessed on the basis of r-eader-s ' 

Holistic Coher-ence Rating of texts: this under-lines once again 

the impor-tance of the r-eader- and of hypotheses about and studies 

of t he r-eading pr-ocess for- any r-esear-ch on coher-ence. 

The distinction between pr-oduct-or-iented and pr-oces s-or-iented 

views of coher-ence emer-ges ver-y clear-ly i n discussion of the 

r-e l at i onship between cohesion and coher-ence. Let us f ir-st 

exam i ne ver-y b r- i efly Halliday and Hasan ' s (1976 ) c onception of 

cohesion (§ 2.1.1); then the view of coher-ence as a pr-ocess 

( § 2.1.2.); and then see how pr-ocess-or-iented cr-iticisms of 

cohesion have highlighted the differ-ences in the pr-oduct and 

pr-ocess views(§ 2.1.3.). 

2.1.1. Cohesion as product 

As we have seen ( § 1.2. 2 .2.), cohesion is defined in ter-ms of 

the pr-oduct , that is, in ter-ms of for-mal featur-es that ar-e 

identifiable in the text - the var-ious devices which mar-k the 



- 29- ' Cohe~ence ' 

ties between p~esupposing and p~esupposed elements in the text. 

A~e these textual featu~es ~ega~ded as e ssential to c ohe~ence? 

The o~iginato~s of cohesion theo~y, Halli d a y and Hasan, tend to 

p~efe~ t he te~m texture to coherence , bu t a s te xtu~e is 

defined as the p~ope~ty that dis t inguishe s a t e xt f ~om bits o f 

d iscou~se that do not not f o~m texts (1976:2), the two te~ms can 

be ~ega ~ded in thei~ wo~ k as p~ac t ical l y equ i valen t . 

Fu~the~mo~e, textu ~e i s cha~acte~ i sed in te~ms o f t wo types o f 

c ohe~ence. The fi ~st is register cons i s t enc y , wh i ch app l ies 

when a text " i s cohe~ent wi th ~espect to the context of 

situat i on " . The second - t he autho~s · cent~al conce~n - is 

cohesion, defined as applying when a text is "cohe~ent with 

~espect to itsel f" (1976:23). Halliday and Hasan do indicate 

that neithe~ ~egiste~ no~ cohesion is in itself a sufficient 

condition fo~ ove~all cohe~ence o~ textu~e ( 1976:23), but 

i mp l ic i t in much of what they say is the assumption that 

cohesion is, howeve~, a nec essary condition fo~ cohe~ence. 

Thus they claim, fo~ example, that cohesion "is the set of 

meaning ~elations that is gene~al to ALL CLASSES of text, that 

distinguishes text f~om ' non-text ' .•. " ( 1976:26). In this view, 

then, indispensable to the cohe~ence of a text is the existence 

of ce~tain fo~mally identifiable featu~es that a~e contained in 

it - i ts cohesion devices. 

2 . 1.2. Coherence as process 

The p~oduct-o~iented view of cohe~ence as manifested in cohesion 

theo~y has been challenged di~ectly by va~ious ~esea~che~s (e . g. 

B~own and Yule 1983; Ca~~ell 1982, 1984a; Carstens 1987; 

Crothers 1978; Jackson 1984; Morgan and Sellner 1980; Weideman 

1984). What these ~esearchers all sha~e is a conviction that 

cohe~ence cannot be defined purely in te~ms of featu~es of the 

tex t . The ~eader cannot be left out of the coherence conundrum 

and so this concept can only be understood in te~ms of some kind 

of model that e xp licates the process that is set in motion when 
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reader meets text. The search for a n adequate model is the 

central task of pro cess-oriented or pro ced ural approaches to 

language. 

The p roces s-ori e nte d approach has mo st of its r o ots in the 

disci pli n e s o f a r ti f icial i ntellige nc e (maj o r works incl u de 

Abe l son 1 981 ; Met zi ng (ed . ) 1979 ; Sc han k a n d Abel s on 1 9 77 ; 

Winog r ad 1 9 72; Wi nston 1977 ) a nd c ogn itive psychology ( ma j or 

wor k s i n c lude Kintsc h 1977 a nd S a n for d and Ga rrod 1981 ) . 

Insigh t s from a r t i f icial in te l ligen ce r esearc h derive from 

a ttempts to make be tter sense of the c omplexities of language 

production and , more particularly, comprehension, by 

constructing computer models of hypothesised sets of interacting 

cognitive mechan i sms and processes. Cognitive psychology 

investigates these mechanisms and processes experimentally in 

the l i ght of its own models of the acquisition, storage and use 

of knowledge. Cross-pollination between these two disciplines 

and text linguistics is considerable and has given rise to quite 

explic i t process-or i ented text - lingu i stic models such as those 

developed by Kintsch and Van Dijk (e.g. 1978) and by De 

Beaugrande and Dressler (1981). 

One of the major difficulties that process-oriented approaches 

have to contend with is the fact that comprehension 2 involves 

so much more than strict syntactic and semantic processing. Two 

complementary modes of comprehension have been distinguished 

(e.g. Brown and Yule 1983:234), namely that which proceeds from 

the bottom up and that which proceeds from the top down. 

Bottom-up processing is said to apply as the reader builds 

up in cumulative fashion a composite meaning from the words and 

2 And, for that matter, production - but we will focus here on 
the comprehens i on of text because, as indicated earlier (§ 1.2 . ), 
the reader i s s u ch a key factor in any study of coherence. 
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struc tures i n the t e xt. This type of process ing can to a certa i n 

ex tent be modelled by computer programmes whi c h parse senten ces 

word by word and re j ect them as unacceptable as soon as 

ungrammaticality or semantic deviance appears . By i tself, 

though, thi s type of parsing mode l canno t t a ke u s very far 

t oward s an a c count of how the r e ad e r inte rprets text . This is 

be c ause i t is e s sential l y limite d to the s emant i c s a nd syn tax of 

sen tences , and c a nnot accoun t for t h e p r agmatic kn o wledg e that 

i s broug h t to bea r in t he c omprehension of text s . 

Understanding text involves top-down processing as we l l , i n 

the sense that the reader does not just pass i ve l y absorb mean ing 

bit by bit, but rather he actively generates expecta t ions abou t 

what is going to happen next, t extually , and chec ks t o see 

whether these e xpectations are r eal i sed or not. Th a t we do 

indeed read in this way is a point that is made strik i ngl y c lear 

by researchers who provide examples of the defeated expecta tion 

or " garden -path " phenomenon, such as the f ollowing c l assic f rom 

Sanford and Garrod ( 1981:10): 

[1] John was on his way to school last Friday. He was 

really worried about the maths lesson. Last week he had 

been unable to control the class. It was unfair of the 

maths master to leave h im in charge. A f ter all, it is 

not a normal part of a janitor ' s duties. 

What is the source of the expectations we generate as we read -

expectations that are clearly toyed with in texts such as [1]? 

Put another way: what constitutes the "top " in top-down 

processing? 

Answers to this kind of question have been sought within a 

number of related d i sciplines, including lingu i stics, cognitive 

psychology, artificial intelligence, anthropology and the 

ethnography of speaking, all of which has made for a potentiall y 

confusing plethora of terminology. Different expectat i on-driven 
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models would explain what happens when we rea d a text such as 

[1] in terms of alternating and conflicting " sc hoolboy", 

"teacher" a nd "janitor" frames (e.g Minsky 1979), 

scripts ( e. g Schank and Abe l son 1977), schema ta (e.g . 

Tan n e n 1980), or scen ari o s (San f o r d and Garrod 198 1) . The 

te rmi n o l og y, howe ver, be lies the f a ct tha t t he concep ts 

underl yi ng the te r ms have a great dea l i n common . Al l explore 

and a t tempt t o e x p licate the insight that 

" ... based on one ' s exper i ence of the world in a given 

c ulture ( or combination of cultures ) , one organizes 

knowledge about the world and u ses this knowledge to predict 

interpretations and relationships regarding new information, 

events and experiences" (Tannen 1979:138-139 ) . 

Brown and Yule (1983:238) also find that the various approaches 

are essentially very similar: 

"The different terms are best considered as alternative 

metaphors for the description of how knowledge of the world 

is organised in human memory, and also how it is activated 

in the process of discourse understanding". 

It would appear, then, that one of the most crucial concepts in 

the top-down processing of text is the reader's 'knowledge of 

the world ' . This knowledge of the world is usually typified in 

the research literature of the process-oriented approaches in 

terms of the key concepts of each model and the kind of 

situation that it applies to. Thus a frame is defined as "a 

data structure for representing a stereotyped situation like 

being in a certain kind of living room or going to a child's 

birthday party" (Minsky 1979:10); and a script is a 

"predetermined , stereotyped sequence of actions that defines a 

well-known situation" such as going to a restaurant (Schank and 

Abelson 1977:41). 
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Knowledge of the wor-ld, however-, includes knowledge not only of 

the sor-t of ster-eotypical situations and actions that for-m the 

focal point of much pr-ocess-or-iented linguistic r-esear-c h, but 

also knowledge of mor-e for-mal patter-ns, such as those that 

distinguish one type of text fr-om another-. Thus someone who is 

about to r-ead a student academic essay wil l come to his t ext 

with a differ-ent set of expectations to a per-son who is about to 

sit down to a seventeenth-cen tur-y sonnet. These differ-ing 

expectations stem not only fr-om knowledge of the d if fer-ing 

pr-agmatic contexts in which each text is embedded (most 

r-e levantly, the r-ole r-elationship between wr-iter- and r-eader- and 

the pur-pose of the discour-se ) but also fr-om knowledge of what 

kind of language is usually found in each. Depending on the 

genr-e of the text being r-ead, r-eader-s will have cer-tain 

expectations about the over-all str-uctur-e or- " macr-ostr-uctur-e " 

(Van Dijk 1972) of texts (e.g. nar-r-ative ver-sus expositor-y), of 

their- level of explicitness (e.g. school textbook ver-sus 

expr-essionist poetr-y), vocabular-y (e.g. gener-al ver-sus 

subject-specific) and other- genr-e-specific tr-aits. 3 This type 

of textual knowledge will of cour-se differ- quite consider-ably 

fr-om per-son to per-son, but this aspect of the pr-agmatic context 

should never-theless be r-eckoned with in any account of language 

pr-ocessing. 

Top-down pr-ocessing does not involve knowledge str-uctur-es only. 

As indicated ear-lier- in this section, pr-ocess-or-iented 

appr-oaches ar-e concer-ned not only with the stor-age of knowledge, 

but also with th~ question of how this knowledge is used. One 

can identify a number- of pr-ocessing str-ategies which constr-ain 

the way in which knowledge is used, of which pr-obably the most 

3 In the cour-se of this excur-sus into the pr-oduct and pr-ocess 
views of coher-ence it will not be possible to r-eview the gr-owing 
field of text typology (cf. e.g. Gulich and Raible 1972; Mosenthal 
1985; Wer-lich 1975 and 1983), though text-typological concepts 
will be r-efer-r-ed to fr-om time to time. 
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fundamental and often mentioned is the assumption of 

coherence ( e.g. Brown and Yule 1983:224; Carr e ll 1982 : 483): no 

matter what type of " text" he is confronted with, the r eader 

will normally assume that the writer inten d ed the text to ma ke 

some kind of sen s e, a n d it is common cau s e that readers wi ll 

often go to great len g ths , expen ding a g reat d ea l of process i n g 

effo r t, to ma ke coheren c e not only out of "dif f i c ul t " te x ts , but 

also o ut o f s e quen c es of sen t e n ces that tex t ling ui sts have 

invented a s e xa mp l es of "i nc o here nc e" o r " non - text". Thus Van 

Dijk ' s (1 9 72 : 40 ) c la im that 

[2 ] We wil l h a v e guests for lunch . Calder6n was a great 

S panish wri ter. 

wi ll be c onsidered by readers as " non - sense " i s successfully 

refu t ed b y Edmondson ( 1981:1 2 ) on the grounds that readers wil l 

"see a cau sa l relation between the two assertions, and assume 

t hat f or ex ample t he lunch will be held i n memory of Calder6n as 

a mark o f respect". Assum i ng coherence, the reader uses his 

knowledge of the wor l d to make cer t ain inferences ('the lunch 

has g o t something to do wi th Ca l der6n ', ' people celebrate famous 

persons by arrang i ng parties in their honour ', etc. ) that enable 

him to cons t r uct a context t hat accommodates t he text. 

Where he cannot construct a context , the r eader will be forced 

to give up his attempts at coherence ma k ing. Despite the 

weak n esses in Van Di jk ' s example , if i t were extended it might 

de f ea t all efforts at context construct i on and so serve to point 

up what is i nvolved in the coherence-making process: 

(3 ] We wi l l have guests for lunch. Calder6n was a great 

Spanish writer. Writers sometimes use word-processors. I 

am very pleased with mine. My neighbour often borrows 

it. Hi s cousin is a butcher. We have a butcher at the 

corn er . Hi s wife got a speeding fine last week. 
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It seems practi c ally impossible to create a conte x t that will 

accommodate [ 3], and so the passage wil l be regarded as 

incoherent because of pragmatic factors, and not because of any 

syntactic or semantic deviance. The sorts of inferences used to 

make sense of [2] could still be made between pairs of sentences 

in [3], but texts are not processed just in such a linear 

fashion. Only those inferences that can be integrated into the 

reader ' s developing overall contextual representation of a text 

to form a new whole are acceptable. 

This is not to say that such inferences have to confirm in some 

way that the contextual representation constructed by the reader 

up to a certain point is the right one. As can be seen in [1], 

above, new inferences (e.g. ' he is a teacher ' ) can disconfirm 

old ones ( ' he is a schoolboy·). Nevertheless, texts such as [1] 

are coherent precisely because the new inferences still allow a 

consistent contextual representation, i.e. all the sentences 

processed can still be integrated pragmatically with one 

another, even though the representation has to be radically 

modified to make this possible. 

The inferences the reader makes have as their major rationale 

the assumption of coherence, and as it becomes more and more 

difficult to make satisfactory inferences in a passage such as 

[3], the reader eventually has to abandon the assumption and 

accept that the passage is indeed incoherent, and hence not 

properly speaking a text. In Carrell ' s (1984a:162) Gricean 

terms, such passages violate a coherence contract between 

writer and reader "that the writer will provide only information 

relevant to the topic". Relevance is thus seen here as the 

essential ingredient in coherence making, a viewpoint argued for 

in detail by Sperber and Wilson (1986). Others take a slightly 

different perspective, focusing on, for example, the reader's 

continual seeking after causal connectivity (e.g. Samet and 

Schank 1984), and the reader's supposition that the writer 
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writes with a goal or goals i n mind, and develops certain plans 

in order to reach such goals (e.g. Schan k and Abelson 1977). It 

can be argued, though, that the differences in explanation here 

are in large part only terminological. 

It will be obvious, then, that the process-oriented approach to 

the question of coherence places the reader squa re ly in the 

centre of things. Using both bottom-up and top-down processing 

the latter involving both the sort of world knowledge that 

scripts, frames, scenarios and the like attempt t o represent, 

and also discourse knowledge, together with the assumption o f 

coherence - the reader makes coherence by, in effect, 

continually testing the text against h i s e xpectations. 

Coherence, or at least coherence making, is seen as a process, 

and this view has been characterised as one which advocates 

" reader-based coherence", as opposed to "text-based coherence" 

(Johns 1986:248-251), where the locus of coherence is assumed to 

be the product text alone. 

As we saw earlier (§ 2.1.1.), a typical product-oriented view of 

coherence is that of cohesion theory. At the beginning of the 

present section it was also said that this theory has recently 

come under fire by various process-oriented researchers. In the 

light of our short review of the process-oriented approach we 

should now consider some of the main points of criticism voiced. 

2 .1.3. Process-oriented criticism of cohesion theory 

The crucial counterexample to any cohesion-equals-coherence 

assumption is of course the text that is coherent but not 

cohesive. Thus Carrell (1982:480), discussing 

(4] The picnic was ruined. No one remembered to bring a 

corkscrew. 
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maintains that the coherence of this mini-text derives not from 

any necessary lexical cohesive tie between picnic and 

corkscrew, but r ather from the f act that the reader can 

access some kind of knowledge fram e or content schema in which 

picnics are associated with corkscrews. It might still be 

argued, Carrell notwithstanding, that picnic and 

corkscrew are simply instances of lexical cohesion, though 

such an argument could prove to be a double-edged sword as it 

could be seen as nothing more than a reflection of the vagueness 

and inadequacy of Halliday and Hasan's (1976) definition of this 

type of cohesion (cf. § 1.2.2.2.). Perhaps a clearer 

counterexample would be a text such as 

[5] I forced myself to watch the so-called "news " last 

night. The doc says my blood pressure ' s too low again. 

The reader of this text (in, say, a letter ) would normally 

assume that the writer was being co-operative (cf. Grice 1975) 

and was therefore trying to be relevant (cf. Grice 1975; Sperber 

and Wilson 1986:156 et seq. on the presumption of relevance). In 

other words, on the basis of the assumption of coherence the 

reader would search his available store of knowledge for 

inferences that could provide the necessary pragmatic connection 

for making sense out of the text, and come up with, for example, 

' if his blood pressure is too low, he wants it to be higher', 

'blood pressure can be raised by things that exasperate·· , and 

' watching the news can be exasperating ' . A reader who did not 

have access to the sort of socio-cultural knowledge from which 

these inferences derive would not be able to interpret texts 

such as [5]. Nor for that matter would a new, improved version 

of the Chomskyan "ideal writer/reader", who had total syntactic 

and semantic knowledge not only of sentences but also of the 

workings of cohesion across sentences (but nothing else), make 

any sense of such a text. The coherence of such texts is, then, 

seen as a reader variable that is independent of whether or not 

they manifest devices of cohesion. 
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The conver-se of a non-c o hesive text that is never-theless 

coherent is an incoherent text that is never- t he l ess cohesive, 

such as [3] above. Althou gh examp l es of such texts a r e 

f r equently found in the wor-k of critics of cohe sion concepts 

(e . g . Enkvis t 1978 : 110; S a met and Schan k 1984 : 6 4; Witte an d 

Faigley 1 9 8 1 : 20 1 ), it sho uld be reme mbered t hat, as indicate d 

e ar lie r (§ 2 . 1 . 1 . ), Ha lliday an d Hasan (1976) d o n o t c l a im that 

cohes ion i s a su ffi cient cond iti on for cohe r e n ce . 

Eve n i n disc u ssion of t e x ts t hat are both c ohes ive and cohe r en t, 

it is claimed tha t Ha lli day a n d Hasan (1 9 7 6 ) have their 

pr- iorit i es wrong because t h e y see c o hes i o n as a cau se and n o t as 

an effect o f coheren ce (Carr-e ll 1982 ; Mo rg an and Sell n er 1980; 

Tiern e y and Mosenthal 1983). Thus , takin g one o f Hal liday a nd 

Hasan ' s examp l es o f reference ( 1976:2) , r eproduced here as 

[6] Wash and core si x cook ing appl es. Put them into a 

fi reproof dish. 

Carrel l ( 1982 :483), following Morgan and Sellner ( 1980), asks 

the question 

"What leads to the conclusion that them, in fact , is 

i ntended to refer to the apples and not, say , to the 

author ' s children, or the pages of the cook book, or anything 

else for that matter?" 

and answers it in process-or-iented terms: 

"It is not knowledge of language that leads to this 

conclusion. It i s our background knowledge of cooking and of 

the author ' s p u rpose, as well as our ability to reason, and 

the assumption t hat the recipe is coherent." 
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The difficulties that a text - based approa ch to c o herence has 

with [6] are compounded by the fact that, as Brown a nd Yule 

(1983:201) point out, the referents of cooking apples 

u ndergo a chan ge of state between the first a nd second s e ntenc es 

of the t ext - they become washed and cored coo king a pp les. There 

1 s no t, t hen, a relationship of t o t a l identity be twe en the 

r efe ren ts o f cook ing a pples a n d them, yet c o hesi o n 

t heory sees th is re l at i o n s h ip simpl y a s one of c o reference , a nd 

cannot explain the change of state tha t the r eader i s aware o f. 

His understandi n g of the t ext could, ho we ver, be e x plained in 

terms of a processing model t hat c oul d ac c oun t f o r what De 

Beaugrande and Dressler call updating , namely " ma king 

inferences ... about how the tex t -world i s evolving " ( 1981:70 ) . 

Problems of cohes i on theory and its applic a tion wil l be r e t u rn e d 

to on a number of occasions in the present study. At this s t age 

it is c l ear that a number of weaknesses o f this theory , as a 

text-based approach to coheren ce , have been drawn attention to , 

mostly from the point of v i ew of reader-based, process-or i ented 

perspectives. Given these criticisms , t h e question now arises as 

to how we shou l d proceed with the exp l ication of coherence as 

manifested i n student writing. In other words: 

Do process- oriented approaches at the present time provide the 

text linguist and writing researcher w~th adequately articula t ed 

models in terms of which the relative coherence of the academic 

writing of different students can be practically demonstrated? 

Let us briefly examine the extent of the application of process 

approaches and then consider some of their limitations. 

2.1.4. Process-oriented approaches: scope and ~imitations 

The distinct i on between text-based and reader-based coherence 

refl ects a more general tension in both theoretical and applied 
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linguistics between product-oriented and process-oriented views 

of language. It is probably true to say that structuralist, 

product-oriented research is losing ground rapidly to 

process-oriented studies . On the theoretical side, we have seen 

how insights from cognitive psychol o gy, artificial intelligence 

and linguistics have been combined to delive r up a n um ber of 

essentially similar models of language processing. We shall 

r eturn to these models, 

present ly (§ 2.1.4.2. ), 

whi c h focus mostly on comprehension, 

but le t us first consider very briefly 

process- or i ented approaches to production rather than to 

comprehension. 

2 .1.4.1. Process-oriented approaches to writing production and 

writing teaching 

Various attempts have been made to outline theoretical models of 

production (e.g. De Beaugrande 1982; De Beaugrande and Dressler 

1981; Kintsch and Van Dijk 1978). Similarly, much empirical work 

on writing as a process is being carried out (cf. e.g. Emig 

1971; Flower 1979; Matsuhashi 1982; Perl 1980; Rose 1980; 

Sommers 1980; Zamel _ 1982, 1983). This work has been 

characterised by Hayes and Flower (1983:210) as proceeding in 

one of two ways, i.e. through input - output methods and 

process-tracing methods, both of which are methods that have 

been used in the investigation of mental processes in general 

and were not specifically developed in the first place to 

investigate writing. 

Input-output methods are essentially "black box" methods in 

which no attempt is made to observe the writing process 

directly. Writers are given written assignments and on their 

completion the texts are examined. By varying the input 

conditions (e.g. the writers, the assignment, the kind of 

pre-writing priming provided), certain inferences can be made 

about the processes that generated the texts. 
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Process-tracing methods attempt to observe the writing 

p rocess directly, and can be divided into four categories (Hayes 

and Flower 1983:211- 212). In behaviour protocols, 

researchers merely record what writers do as they write. In 

retrospective reports, once they have completed their 

writing task, writers report on how they went about it. In 

directed reports , writers report, while they are doing the 

writing, on aspects of their performance that the researcher has 

requested feedback on. In thinking-aloud protocols, writers 

are asked to report on anything that they are thinking while 

writing. 

This type of process-oriented research on writing has impacted 

strongly on the teaching of writing, particularly in the United 

States, where it has been argued that a Kuhnian revolution (Kuhn 

1963) is taking place in the discipline (Hairston 1982). Some of 

the key features of the new teaching paradigm are identified 

accordingly: it focuses on the writing process, and instructors 

intervene in students' writing during the process; instructors 

help students to develop strategies for invention and discovery; 

it is rhetorically based, in that audience, purpose and occasion 

are stressed; and writing is seen as a recursive rather than a 

linear process, in which pre-writing, wri~ing and revision 

activities overlap (Hairston 1982: 86). 

Clearly, process-oriented views are today enjoying increasing 

prominence at the expense of more product-oriented views, and 

there can be no gainsaying that process-oriented accounts of 

language production as well as comprehension have been making 

very valuable contributions to our understanding. Never again 

will we be able to accept, in anything like a literal sense, 

statements such as "Meaning is in the text, not in individuals" 

(Darian 1983:29). 

We should, however, be careful not to throw out the product baby 
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along with his bathwater-. A gr-owin g awa r-eness of this d anger- is 

evi d ent in var-ious quar-ter-s . 

In wr-i t ing t e achi ng , f o r- example, Hor-owitz (1986 : 141) eq u ates 

t he ph r-ase "pr-ocess, not pr-o duc t" t o "the gr-eat bu z zwor-ds o f 

TESOL ' s pas t", and h e c l a i ms tha t t h is ty pe of a pp r-oac h in 

wr-i t ing c o ur-ses for- univer-si t y students , if used e xclusive l y, 

will f ai l t o p r-epar-e students adequatel y f or- the dema n ds of 

academic wr- iting , i .e. subject-spec i fic wr-iting, as opposed to 

the k ind of fr- e e composition wr-iting that is the subject of t h e 

vast major-ity of r-esear-ch ar-ticles. He ar-gues that the emphasis 

in the pr-ocess appr-oach on multiple dr-afts and r-epeated feedbac k 

would not make it easier- for- the student to meet the demands o f 

examinat i on wr- i ting, wher-e - pr-esumably - time comes at a 

pr-emium. 

In the domain of wr-iting pr-oduction r-esear-ch, too, the 

pr-ocess-or-iented appr-oach r-eveals cer-tain weaknesses. Behaviour

pr-otocols, for- · instance, can pr-ovide only some indir-ect clues as 

to cer-tain mental pr-ocesses. Hayes and Flower- (1983:217) accept 

that in r-etr-ospective r-epor-ting, subjects ar-e inclined to for-get 

some of the infor-mation that they wer-e awar-e of while car-r-ying 

out t h e task and that i n dir-ected r-epor-ting, sub j ects may often 

invent answer-s because of a misplaced desir-e to give their

inter-viewer- the sor-t of infor-mation they think he expects . They 

accept also that even thinking-aloud pr-otocols can pr-ovide only 

an incomplete pictur-e of the wr-iting pr-ocess. 

One could add her-e that the validity of the infor-mation gar-ner-ed 

by way of any of the pr-ocess-tr-acing methods could be str-ongly 

i nfluenced by the effects of the obser-ver- ' s par-adox: not only 

ar-e the subjects awar-e of the fact that they ar-e being obser-ved, 

but in the case of the r-epor-ts and pr-otocols they ar-e themselves 

r-equir-ed to act as their- own obser-ver-s . 

Another- dr-awback that is mentioned by Hayes and Flower

( 1983:217-218) is that: 
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" Protocols are expensive. For each page of text, there may 

be tWenty pages of protocol, and analysis of those twenty 

pages typically requires a great deal of work. Protocols are 

appropriate only if the advantages they provide us in extra 

information justify that work." 

There are, then, various limitations to the advantages of 

process-oriented approaches in both the teaching of, and 

research on, writing. Brief discussion of the application of the 

process approaches to these two domains was necessary at this 

juncture because any discussion of process-oriented views of 

coherence should reflect the overall picture, which is that 

these views, in a manner typical of emerging paradigms, permeate 

many different aspects of language study. 

Let us now consider some problematic aspects of the 

process-oriented approach for what is for our purposes the most 

crucial issue: the explication of coherence in terms of the 

reader's processing. 

2 . 1.4.2. Process-oriented approaches to textual 

understanding 

Process research that relates more to the reader than to the 

writer can be divided into three admittedly overlapping -

categories, which we will call: 

(a) model-oriented research; 

(b) on-line processing studies; and 

(c) text-pattern studies. 

Hodel-oriented research on the comprehension process is 

exemplified by works such as Schank and Abelson (1977), which 
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sets out to show how t e xt s a r e un d e rst o od in terms of scripts, 

plans and goals; Kintsch and Va n Dijk (1 9 78), which s ees text 

processing as the reduction of senten ces to p r oposition s , which 

are the n combined with other propositions and l o st from or 

stored in memory, depending on variou s f acto r s; a nd De 

Beaug rande an d Dr e s sler (1981), who put for war d a mod el tha t 

lin ks e l eme nts o f the "text-world" in t e rm s of a n e t work of 

re l at i o n s. 

From ou r po int of v iew, t he c e n tral p r o b l em with t he s e 

approaches i s t ha t a l though they have prov ided us wi th new 

insights abou t comprehension , they are mos t unlike ly e v er t o 

provide us wi th models of this process which are s o 

sophisticated that they could be applied in a mo r e o r l ess 

objecti v e fashion to differentiate between more c oheren t a n d 

less coherent te x ts. We have already reviewed some of the 

complexities of processing that such models woul d have to 

reflect ( e.g. the assumption of coherence, wo rld- and 

discourse-knowledge schemata, inferenc i ng , etc .), and as En kvist 

( 1985:25) i ndicates: 

" From our colleagues in artificial intel ligence we hav e 

learned how difficult it is to model even sma l l fragme n ts of 

human cognition and relatively simp l e model s o f inferen ce. 

We shall therefore do wisely in rec koning wi t h a residue of 

factors in text evaluation that are not amenable to 

description in stringent terms, at least n ot in those of 

today ' s linguistics." 

Reflecting this difficulty, much of the model-oriented research 

tends to be restricted to "texts" of only two or three 

sentences. One of the longer texts to have been analysed so far 

is De Beaugrande and Dressler ' s (1981) 14-line " rocket " text, 

but even this analysis reveals the kind of limitations just 

noted. Thus Grabe (1985:107) cannot accept it as reflecting a 

"descriptively adequate model" and Jackson (1984:83) calls the 
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enterprise an " analytical fiction" because the model on which it 

is based does not specify sufficiently clearly the constraints 

that affect interpre tat ion. 

An other reason t hat could be mentioned to explain why 

comprehension models such as that of De Beaugrande and Dressler 

(1981) are not for our purposes descriptively adequate is that 

they, too, are "expensive": applying the sort of detailed 

analysis of the rocket text (e .g. 1981:106 and 108) to entire 

corpuses would be an immensely intricate and laborious task. 

This is partly because this analysis, as an attempt to model the 

reader 's processing, is applied in detail to all levels of 

language: phrase-internal, clause-internal and sentence-internal 

relations as well as aspects of inter-sentential relations. 

Unlike more empirical approaches, it is not the primary aim of 

this type of analysis to define and to employ some kind of 

textual unit and to investigate how such units work together to 

form texts. Because of this lack of focus on textual units it 

would also be very difficult to adapt the analysis in such a way 

that it could quantify texts in terms of some measure of 

coherence and so suggest which features distinguish some of the 

relatively incoherent texts found in student writing from the 

more coherent ones. Despite these problems, however, we shall 

see in Chapter 3 that aspects of De Beaugrande and Dressler ' s 

(1981) overall categorisation of principles of textuality will 

be incorporated into the framework developed for the present 

study. 

On-line processing studies of text comprehension, like 

model-oriented research, tend to focus on texts that are only a 

few sentences long and which are, moreover, especially 

constructed to suit the purposes of the relevant experiment. The 

main concern here is to study empirically on-line, 

sentence-by-sentence processing in order to throw more light on 

various phenomena, such as the resolution of anaphora (e.g. 
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Tyle~ and Ma~slen-Wilson 1982) and infe~enc i ng (e .g. Cla~k and 

Haviland 197 7 ; Tho~ndyke 1976). 

The findings of on - line p~ocessing studies a~e of cou~se ve~y 

~elevant to any theo~y o f cohe~ence because they a~e a ll 

di~ectly o~ indi~ectly conce~ned with p~ocessing difficulty (a 

key facto~ in the ~eade~ ·s evaluation of a text ' s cohe~ence), 

and model-o~iented app~oaches usually inco~po~ate insights f~om 

such studies. Taken individually, though, these studies a~e too 

atomistic fo~ thei~ findings to constitute a basis fo~ 

disc~iminating between mo~e cohe~ent and less cohe~ent texts. 

Text-pattern studies focus on the comp~ehension and ~ecall 

of the ove~all gist of texts ~athe~ than on on-line p~ocessing, 

and link comp~ehension and ~ecall to ce~tain patte~ns in the 

text. Included he~e is sto~y g~amma~ analysis (e.g. Mandle~ and 

Johnson 1977; Tho~ndyke 1977) and the semantic content st~uctu~e 

analysis of Meye~ and othe~s (e.g. Ca~~ell 1984b, 1985; Meye~ 

1975; Meye~ and F~eedle 1984 ). Sto~y g~amma~ analysis is 

conce~ned with na~~ative texts, but semantic content st~uctu~e 

analysis was developed with exposito~y texts p~ima~ily in mind, 

and so we should look mo~e closely at this type of analysis. 

Meye~ (1975) a~gues on the basis of empi~ical evidence that the 

comp~ehension of texts is affected in diffe~ent ways, depending 

on thei~ top-level structure, that is, the way in which the 

main ideas of the texts a~e a~~anged with ~espect to one 

anothe~. Five basic types of exposito~y o~ganisation a~e 

identified. These a~e: 

(a) collection- the loosest type of o~ganisation, whe~e 

ideas a~e just g~ouped by association in list-like 

fashion; 

(b) description- whe~e some ideas a~e subo~dinate to 

othe~s, acting as desc~iptions o~ elabo~ations of them; 
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( c ) causation- causally related ideas; 

( d) problem/ solution- ideas arrange d in terms of 

p r oblems and their solutions; and 

(e) compa rison - idea s compared o r c o nt rasted. 

In e f fec t, the ke y f i n d ing o f s ema ntic c onten t struc tu re 

a na l ysis is t h a t t here is be t ter reca l l o f tex ts when they are 

organ i sed more i n t erms of cau sat i o n, prob l em / so l ution and 

c o mpar i son than in t erms of t he looser pat t erns o f c ol lection 

a n d description. As we saw ea r lier (§ 2.1.2.), part of our 

k nowledge of the wor l d includes knowledge of patterns of 

discourse , or formal schemata, and so it i s presumably easier to 

store and retrieve material that is presented to us following 

t he more structured patterns than the less structured ones. 

Given that there is presumably a positive relationship between a 

reader ' s ability to recall the gist of a text and the degree to 

which he sees the text as coherent, semantic content structure 

analysis appears to be a promising avenue of research for our 

purposes. Indeed, we shall see that the relational coherence 

analysis put forward in the present study is in many ways 

similar to this type of analysis. For a number of reasons, 

however , semantic content structure analysis was not regarded as 

be i ng i deal for the purpose of distinguishing more coherent from 

less coherent texts in student academic writing. 

First, this analysis is concerned primarily with top-level 

structure, and also admits only five basic types of structure at 

this level, so it cannot discriminate with a very hig h degree of 

delicacy between texts. This might not be a drawback when the 

purpose is to investigate recall of competently written texts, 

especially constructed according to the five different patterns. 

Differences in the coherence of student academic texts, however, 

will often not be traceable to differences of top-level 

structure- suc h texts are, after all, responses to questions 

wh i ch often suggest in a fairly obvious manner what sort of 
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top-level structure the students should use in their answers 

("Compare ... ", "E xplain ... ", etc.). Coherence problems in 

student writing are more often found at a lower level of 

organisation, that is, at the intersentential level, which is 

not the prima ry focus of semantic content structure analysis, 

and at this level also, more than five basic patterns need to be 

postulated to give an adequate account of the semantic relations 

in the text. 

Secondly, there are methodological problems with the 

identification of the different levels of structure posited in 

seman tic content structure analysis. These levels are (cf. 

Carre 11 1985: 738 ) : top 1 evel ( the "main ideas" ) ; high 

level ( the "major ideas" or "main topics"); mid level 

(the "minor ideas" or "subtopics"); and low level (" minor 

deta il in the text"). Now it should be admitted that because it 

is probably impossible to build a deterministic model that would 

explicate every decision made by the analyst as he interacts 

with the text, a degree of subjectivity has to be allowed for in 

textual analysis. We shall explore the question of the analyst ' s 

interaction with the text further (§ 2.1.5.), but it should be 

clear from the labels used here to describe the different 

levels, that a relatively large element of subjectivity is 

likely to enter into this aspect of semantic content structure 

analysis. Furthermore, given that many texts reveal a mixture of 

patterns, there will tend in such cases to be considerable 

subjectivity, particularly when deciding what kind of pattern 

the text is most representative of at the highest level. 

A third problem relates to the choice of units of analysis. As 

will have been inferred from the frequent reference to "ideas", 

semantic content structure analysis takes as its basic unit not 

some relatively objectively definable textual unit, but instead 

the proposition , and as such the methodological weaknesses 

of proposition-based studies apply. As Brown and Yule 

(1983:114), discussing Kintsch (1974), put it: 
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" ... desp i te t he appear-ance of a h i ghl y for-mal and ther-e f or-e 

objec t iv e t ype of appr-oach , the pr-oposit i on-based analysis 

of natur-al l anguage texts i s inevitably sub j ective. If the 

analyst cla i ms to be able to pr-oduce the pr-oposition-set for

a piece of text, [ ... ] that pr-oposition-set necessar-ily 

r-epr-esents only a single inter-pr-etat i on. It cannot r-eally be 

tested. It can only be challenged by another- ana l yst saying, 

' My semantic r-epr-esentation is differ-ent fr-om your-s ' , and no 

pr- i ncipled means is available for- deciding which is cor-r-ect, 

or- even which is better-." 

Once again, it should in fair-ness be said that some subjectivity 

is inevitable, but if it can be r-educed at the level of the unit 

of analysis this should be all to the good. We shall see in the 

following chapter- that the pr-esent study avoids using the 

pr-oposition as the basic unit of textual analysis. 

A four-th pr-oblem is that semantic content str-uctur-e analysis, 

par-tly because it was not devised pr-imar-ily for- the pur-pose of 

explicating coher-ence, does not suggest any way in which the 

coherence of differ-ent texts can be quantified. This, as we 

shall see, is a characteristic of some other appr-oaches as well, 

including those which do focus on the question of coherence. It 

is not necessar-ily a cardinal weakness in text analysis, but 

much is gained if differences in the Holistic Coherence Rating 

of texts can be compared with measures that can be der-ived in 

some relatively str-aightfor-ward way from the analysis performed 

on them. 

Although semantic content structure analysis exemplifies the 

type of process appr-oach (text-pattern study) that should be 

most r-elevant to the goal of showing why some texts are more 

coherent than others, it will be clear- that because of a number 

of difficulties with this approach, it is unlikely to address 

this goal with more than ver-y moder-ate success. Some of the 
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difficulties derive from the fac t that semantic content 

structure analysis was not designed primarily with this goal 1n 

mind . Before considering t he degree of success met by some 

approaches that have focused specifically on the question of 

relative coherence in student writing, let us review b riefly the 

posit ion taken in the present study t o the product-versus

process question. 

2.1. 5. Perspective: product and process orientations 

From our survey of the literature so far it would appear that a 

strictly text-based, form-oriented approach such as cohesion 

theory cannot take us very far along the road to understanding 

what coherence is because there is more to coherence than just 

those relations that are actually signalled by the formal 

devices of cohesion in the product text. Process-oriented 

approaches have generated valuable criticism of the view of 

coherence as product, and we have seen that these approaches - a 

central assumption of which is that coherence is not some 

feature that inheres in the text, but is rather a process of 

" coherence making" on the part of writer and reader - now inform 

a great deal of insightful work in text linguistics, including 

the development of models of the reading and writing processes, 

the teaching of writing, and studies of comprehension and 

recall. 

However, process-oriented theories are still in a relatively 

early stage of development and their primary concerns are with 

modelling the reading/writing process and not with quantitative 

writing research . As a result, they have not provided us with an 

adequately articulated, economical and sufficiently objective 

analytical procedure in terms of which it would be possible to 

distinguish, in quantitative studies, more coherent from less 

coherent texts. 

Given the present state of our knowledge, the question now 
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arises as to whether it would not be possible to develop a 

framework for the study of c o herence which would balance the 

advantages of product- and process-oriented approaches. Like 

product studies, it would focus primarily on f ea tures of the 

text, and would therefore be more likely to provide a r e l a tively 

objective analytical procedure; but it would also show some 

process o rientation because it would inc o rporate certain 

insights concern ing the pragmatic context of the text, mos t 

particularly the intended reader ' s textual processing. 

It is probably in any case neither possible nor desirable to 

force an absolute distinction between the product a nd process 

views. It was argued earlier (§ 2.1.4. ) that we should not throw 

the product baby out with his bathwater, and a need for both 

product and process perspectives is pointed up by comments such 

as the following about writing research: 

"A lthough product research has been harshly condemned by 

some compos i tion theorists, descriptions of writ i ng 

processes have been largely achieved by analyzing sequences 

of different kinds of products " (Connor 1987:678). 

A similar point can be made about the reading process. Thus it 

has been argued that there is no difference in principle between 

the text linguist as he analyses a product text and the ordinary 

reader, for "an analyst is a specialist slow-motion reader 

interacting with the text to understand its properties" (Hoey 

1984:4). Like the ordinary reader, the analyst 's understanding 

depends partly on features of the product text; unlike the 

ordinary reader, he has to monitor his reactions to the text 

carefully and to identify and classify the cues to which he 

responds. Linguistic analysis of product, then, can be a 

reflective but interactive process which - because it closely 

parallels the reader's activity - can yield insights to the text 

linguist about coherence-making on the part of the reader. These 

insights will be greatly enriched, however, if the analyst takes 
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cognisance of the pragmatic conte x t in which the r e ading process 

ta kes place , an d in vestigates the communicative functions - as 

we ll as the grammatical status -of textual features within this 

context. 

We shall see, accord ingly, that the analytical framework 

developed i n this study incorporates i nsights deri v ed from 

process-oriented approaches , and this will be discussed in 

Chapter 3. Our immedi a t e concern here i s, however , with research 

that has been carried out so far, and so we shall first consider 

the viability of the two other promising approaches applied to 

the quantitative analysis of student texts which were mentioned 

at the beginning of the present chapter, namely: 

(a) topical structure analysis; and 

(b) argumentation analysis. 

2.2. QUANTITATIVE STUDIES OF COHERENCE 

One of the main aims of the present study - to identify textual 

characteristics that distinguish more coherent writing from less 

coherent writing - has long been a central concern of writing 

research. Many of the quantitative writing stud i es have, 

however, not dealt with intersentential aspects of text 

structure, focusing instead on, for example, errors in general 

(e.g. Greena l l 1980; Shaughnessy 1977), or- usually within the 

transformational-generative paradigm - on syntactic features 

such as sentence, T-unit 4 and clause length (e.g. Hunt 1965, 

1970; Mellon 1969; O'Hare 1973). Witte (1983b:178) reports that, 

all in all, the syntactic measures developed in this type of 

research are not very good predictors of writing quality, and 

that more recent studies tend to contradict earlier findings. 

4 This term will be explained i n the next section (§ 2.2.1.). 
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Particularly since the mid-1970 ' s, though, more attention has 

been paid in writing research to textual relations above the 

level of the sentence. Useful reviews of this type o f research 

are found in Grabe (1985) and Connor (1987b). 

Connor (1987b:679) distinguishes two main categories, namely 

" sentence-based" and "process-centred" studies. Sentence-based 

studies are the more product oriented, being concerned with what 

links "sentences together into paragraphs and paragraphs 

together into texts". The main exponents here are cohesion and 

topical structure analysis. 

Process-centred studies are "concerned with the production and 

comprehension of texts" and, unlike sentence-based studies, in 

them " sentences are typically reduced to propositions" (Connor 

1987b:686). Included here are story grammar analysis, semantic 

content structure analysis, argumentation analysis and a rather 

mixed bag of studies that is labelled "sentence functions" and 

includes studies of inferencing, speech act approaches and those 

based on the function of initial sentences in paragraphs and 

texts. It was noted earlier (§ 2.1.4.2.) that story grammar 

analysis was not particularly relevant to the study of 

expository texts, and in the same section certain problems 

relating to semantic content structure analysis were discussed. 

Thus, apart from the mixed-bag category, all of the main areas 

of research identified by Connor are assessed in the present 

study. Within these, the two studies that most closely resemble 

the present study in terms of goals, texts analysed and research 

method are the more product-oriented topic structure study by 

Witte (1983b) and the more process-oriented argumentation 

studies by Connor (1984 and 1987b). 

The extent to wh ic h the analytical methods used in these two 

studies, i.e. topical structure analysis and argumentation 

analys i s, succeed in distinguishing between more and less 
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coherent te x ts in student academic writing will now be 

considered . After brief discussion of the me t hods and their 

theoretical background, e ach method will, as indicated at the 

beginning of this chapter, be applied to the analysis of the 

same four texts, these being the highe st rated and the l owest 

rated texts in each of th~ two s e ctions of the corpu s : En g lish 

Lite rat u r e an d L i n gui stics. Gi v e n the import a nce of t he s e 

ratings to the stud y, we sho uld, be fore p r oc eeding wi th the 

ev a luat ion, look more c l ose ly a t the n o ti o n o f 'im p ress ionist ic ' 

or ' ho lis ti c ' co herence r at i ng , fi rs t mention e d in Chap t e r 1 ( § 

1.2 . 2 . 2 . ) . 

2 .2.1. Assessing impressions of textual coherence 

In order to evaluate the dif f erent methods in a reasonably 

objective fas h ion we need t o have some k ind of measure of t he 

reader ' s impress i oni s tic j udgement of the level of coherence of 

t exts. Aga i nst t h is measure the fin d i ngs of different types of 

analyses as applied to the texts can then be compared. The 

measure adopted for this purpose was Bamberg ' s fou r -point 

Ho l is t ic Co herence Scale ( Bamberg 1984:31 7 -319 ) , reproduced in 

its abr i dged for m ( Bamberg 1983:428) in Appendix 1 ( p . 2 94) with 

the addition of the six labels s u ggested b y Con n or and Lauer 

( 1 985:21) to characterise the main ingredients posited for 

coherence: focus, context, organisation, cohesion, closure and 

grammar. 

The scale, which draws attention to features that support both 

local and globa l coherence, i s used as a touchstone by judges 

who are asked to rate texts f or coherence on a scale of from 1 

to 4. Bamberg ( 1984:309) reports high reliability for her scale 

and it has been used in various studies of student writing 

quality . I nter- r ater reliability in the present study was also 

high ( Cronbac h ' s alpha= 0,87). 
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All of the texts in the p ~ esent co~pus we ~e ~ated by th~ee 

judges all teache~s of English- us i ng the Holistic Cohe~ence 

Scale as an aid. They we ~ e asked to ~ a te acco ~ding to t he 1 - t o-4 

scale, but we~e allowed to appo~tion half a ma~k as we ll a s 

whole numbe~ s . The total o f the sc o ~es a wa rd ed b y the t h~ee 

j udg e s wa s n oted a nd t h is measu ~e is called the Ho l isti c 

Cohe~enc e Rat ing ( HC R) fo~ each te x t. 

The f ou~ student t e xt s selected fo ~ th i s samp l e compa~at i ve 

stud y a ~ e ~ep~oduced in Appendi x 2 A ( p. 296 ), complete with 

the i ~ an al y ses in te~ms of topic s t~uc tu~e and a~gumentat i on . 

The t wo te xt s in each subject a~ea t ha t ~eceived the highest 

~atings we~e in the Pass g~oup ( cf. § 1. 2.1. ) and we r e w~itten 

by mothe~-tongue speake~s of English; those in eac h sub j ect tha t 

~ecei ved the lowest ~atings we~e both i n the Fail g~ou p , and 

we~e w~itten by students whose home l anguages a~e No~the~n Sotho 

( the English Lite~atu~e text ) and Zulu ( the Linguistics text ) . 

The Holistic Coherence Rati n gs in each case a~e: 

LPE 1 

LFZ 2 

EPE 4 

EFN 1 

HCR 

11, 0 

5,0 

11, 0 

5,0 

Befo~e discussing the ~esults of our sample topical st~ucture 

and argumentation analyses, we need to conside~ these approaches 

more closely. 

~The first l etter of each text label signifies the subject 
area (E =English Literature; L =Linguistics); the second 
signifies the achievement group (Pass; Fail); and the third 
the first language of the writer. 
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2 . 2 . 2 . Topical structure ana l ysis 

The word topic i s used in , essentia l l y , two d if feren t 

conte x ts. In general parlance , the " topic " is what one is 

talking about, the main concern of a conversation, a lecture , a 

book or other kind of discourse. In discourse analysis , 

discourse topic and speaker ' s topic are terms that are 

often used when this more general meaning is intended, but these 

terms, too, though they have their uses in the discipline, seem 

destined to remain in the realms of the pre-theoretical: 

"We shall suggest that formal attempts to identify topics 

are doomed to failure, but that the discourse analyst ma y 

usefully make appeal to notions like ' speaking topically ' 

and 'the speaker ' s topic ' within a ' topic framework '" 

(Brown and Yule 1983:68). 

Better success with the identification and definition of 

topic has been achieved in a different context, i.e. that of 

units of discourse such as the clause or sentence. Functional 

approaches to language, such as those of Halliday (1967), the 

Prague School functional sentence perspectivists (e.g. Dane~ 

1974; Dane~ (ed.) 1974; Firbas 1974, 1975) and Givan (e.g. 1983) 

divide the sentence primarily into two parts: 6 one, the 

topic or theme, represents what the sentence is about, 

or its point of departure, and the other, the comment or 

rheme, represents what is said about the topic or theme. 

Generally, the topic or theme constitutes given information 

while the comment or rheme constitutes new information. 

Although there is by no means total consensus among linguists 

6 Firbas (1975, 1975) develops the notion of ' communicative 
dynamism', in terms of which a continuum rather than a two-way 
division is postulated, but his underlying assumptions are 
essentially the same as the other researchers mentioned here. 
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about the employment of these terms, there is agreement on the 

assumption that underlies their use, namely that different parts 

o f the sentence fulfil different functions within a discourse, 

p laying diff e ren t roles in the structuring o f t he content or 

inf o r ma ti on t hat the discou r se conveys . 

Topic a l st r ucture a n a lysis 1s c oncerned p rimar ily with this 

second ty p e o f topic , i.e. the t op i c o f the s en tenc e o r clause, 

thoug h it has t o be stressed that t he deci s ion as t o what t he 

top ic of a sentence i s cannot always be mad e on the bas i s o f the 

sentence alone, so that an appeal often has t o be made to t he 

d iscourse and the d i scourse topic. What is considered to be t he 

t op i c of the sentence in [7], for example , wi l l depend on the 

disc ourse in which i t is embedded: 

[7] Many church leaders have protested agains t unjust 

laws. 

In the context of [8] the topic of sentence [ 7 ] would be many 

church 1 eaders: 

[8] I have no t h i ng aga i nst t he Church. For centu r i es 

churchmen , f rom highest to lowest , ha v e helped the poor. 

Many chur ch leaders have protested agains t u n j ust 

laws. 

In the context of [9], however, the topic o f our sentence would 

be unjust laws: 

[9] Laws cannot represent an absolute standard of fair

ness. Lawmakers themselves often change thei r minds and 

agitate to have statutes that they feel are not in the 

common interest abolished. Many church leaders have 

protested against unjust laws. 

We shall see that i n authenti c t e x ts the task of i dentifying the 

topic of a sen tence is not always quite as straightforward as it 
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is 1n the abov e e xa mples , and t his 1s one o f the wea knesses of 

topical structure analysis . It will be clea r from these 

e xamples, though, that the notio n ' topic of a s e ntenc e ' 1 s 

cl osel y related to ' given information ' , a n d wh a t i s g i v en a n d 

what is n e w information in .a sen tenc e is of course t o an exte nt 

d ependent on the di scourse to p ic . In l o nger te xt s i t might be 

postul a ted tha t intermed iate- l eve l top i c s e x ist , an d t his is 

indeed the view of Lautamat t i ( 1978:71 ), who pu t s for ward t he 

ide a of the ' subtop i c ' : 

"The d e v e lopment o f the discou r se topic within an extensive 

piece o f di scourse may be t hought of i n terms o f a 

success i on of hierarchically ordered subtopics, each of 

whi c h con tri b u tes to the discourse top ic, and i s treated as 

a sequenc e o f i deas, expressed in the written language as 

sentences " . 

The wa y i n wh i c h sentences relate to the discourse topic and its 

subtopics is called the t opical development or topi cal 

progress i on o f the discou r se (e.g.Lautamatti 1978; Weissberg 

1984), and we shall see that Witte (1983b) also uses the term 

topi c al structure to refer to a set of quantifiable 

va r iables rela ti ng to topical progression. Lautamatti ' s 

discussion of t opical development in i ts turn der i ves directly 
v 

from the work of Danes (1974), though he uses the term 

thematic progression. We shall return to some of the 

differences between the ways in which these terms are employed, 

but in essence they denote the same set of concepts. Let us 

briefly consider these concepts as formulated by their 

"' originator, Danes ( 1974). 

On the strength o f investigation of Czech, German and English 

" "sc ientific an d other professional" texts, Danes ( 1974:118- 119 ) 

i dent i fies three main types of thematic progression: simple 

linear, cons tant theme and derived theme. 
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Simple linear thematic progression characterises disc o urse 

where the rheme (comment, new information) of o ne sentence is 

taken up as the theme (topic, given informa tion) of the next , to 

give the following kind of configuration: 

[10] S e n tence 1: T~ --- R~ 

2 : R:;;: 

3 : 

Danes (1 974:118) prov i des the f ollowing te x t to e xe mp l if y th is 

t ype of progression ( themes - i.e. sentence topics - i n capital 

l et t ers ) : 

[1 1] THE FIRST OF THE ANTIBIOTICS was discovered by Sir 

Alex ander Fleming in 1928. HE was busy at the time 

i nvestigat i ng a certain species of germ which is 

responsible for boils and other troubles. 

Constant theme thematic progression occurs when the same theme 

appears in a series of sentences, giving the configuration: 

[1 2 ] T~ ---R~ 

T 1 --- R:;;: 

Dane~ (1974:119) exemplifies this as f ollows: 

[13] THE ROUSSEAUIST especially feels an inner kinship 

with Prometheus and other Titans. HE is fascinated by 

any form of insurgency. HE must show an elementary 

energy i n his exp l osion against the established 

order .. . 
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Deri v ed theme progression occurs when the themes of each 

sentence are derived from "a · hyper-theme ' (of a paragraph, or 

other text section)" (Dane~ 1974:120). Weissberg (1984:488) 

provides more clarity here, defining hypertheme as a pattern 

"in which the topics of each sentence are individually 

different, but can still be considered given since they are 

all derived from the same overriding theme." The configuration 

of this type of thematic progression could be represented as 

follows (where [T] represents the hyper-theme, which need not be 

expressed in the text): 

[14] 

[T] 

L__ T 3 --- R:~ 

This is exemplified by (Dane~ 1974:120): 

[15] NEW JERSEY is flat along the coast and southern 

portion; THE NORTH-WESTERN REGION is mountainous. THE 

COASTAL CLINATE is mild ... 

Here the themes differ from one another, but all relate to the 

hyper-theme, which here does appear in the text - New Jersey. 

The three main types of thematic progression can of course be 

employed in various combinations, the most common of these in 

the texts examined by Dane~ being what he calls the exposition 

of a split rheme (1974:120), which patterns as follows: 

[16] 

T1 --- R1 

I 

I 
I 
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The example given is (Dan e s 1974:122 ) : 

[17] AL L SUBSTANCES can be d i v.ided into two classes: 

elementary substances and compounds. AN ELEMENTAR Y 

SUBSTANCE is a substance which consists of atoms of 

onl y one kind . A COMPOUND is a substance which 

cons i sts of atoms of two or more different kinds. 

It is inter-esting that the four- most common types of thematic 

pr-ogr-ession found in the scientific and other- pr-ofessional 

wr-iting analysed by Danes ar-e all str-uc tur-ed so that the theme 

comes befor-e the r-heme. This exemplifies a r-ecognised pr-inciple 

in r-hetor-ic, expr-essed by Vande Ko pple (1986:80 ) in ter-ms of the 

given-before-new hypothesis, which states that sentences 

per-for-m their- communicative functions most effectively if the 

infor-mation they convey is str-uctur-ed along given-befor-e-new 

lines. His exper-imental studies (1986), which show that texts 

which ar-e str-uctur-ed in this way ar-e judged to be mor-e r-eadable 

and ar-e better- r-emember-ed than those that consistently violate 

this or-der-, appear- to suppor-t the hypothesis. 

Clear-ly, then, the notion of 'thematic pr-ogression is closely 

bound up with coher-ence, and is a centr-al featur-e of texts -

what Danes has called "the skeleton of the plot " (1974:114). It 

is ther-efor-e not sur-pr-ising that the wor-k done by the functional 

sentence per-spectivists has given r-ise to a good deal of 

text-linguistic r-esear-ch: both wor-k that could be classified as 

pr-imar-ily theor-etical (e.g. Ar-iel 1985; Fr-ies and Fair- 1979; 

Givon 1983; Halliday 1967; Lautamatti 1978; Pr-ince 1981b) and 

also to a consider-able amount of r-esear-ch of a mor-e descr-iptive 

or- applied natur-e, including studies of compr-ehension (e.g. 

Clar-k and Haviland 1977; Haviland and Clar-k 1974; Vande Kopple 

1986; Vir-gilio 1983; Zabr-ucky 1986), text simplification 
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( Lautamatt i 1980), sc ientific research r eports (Weissberg 1984), 

school te x ts (Taylor 1983 ) and student writ i ng (Goodin and 

Per kin s 1982; Witte 1983a, 1983 b). Aspects of these approaches, 

particularly that of Prince (1981), are relevant to the 

analytical frame wo rk that will be set up in Chapter 3, when we 

sha l l return to the notions of given and new information, 

but let us now consider more carefully the student writing study 

deriving from t his perspective that is closest in aims t o those 

of the present study, namely Witte (1983 b ). 

2.2.2.1. Topical structure in student composit ion writing: 

Witte ' s study (1983b) 

Although there are, as we shall see, differences i n the way the 

terms themat i c progression and topical progression are 

used , the terms t heme and topic, and rheme and 

comment are essentially synonymous . Witte (1983b:179) notes 

that topic and comment have become the more common 

terms, even in more recent work by Prague School theorists. In 

turning to Witte ' s study, then , we shall employ these terms, 
v breaking with the terminology used by Danes. 

The aim of Witte ' s study was to ascertain whether a topic 

approach to discourse analysis could distinguish among readers' 

judgements of writing quality ; more specifically, to see whether 

the approach could distinguish between high- and low-quality 

texts written by college freshmen, in which they had been asked 

to argue for or against high school composition courses. 

As his textual unit, Witte employs the minimal terminable 

unit or T-unit, defined by its originator as "one main 

clause plus whatever subordinate clauses are attached to that 

main clause" (Hunt 1970:189). After analysing the student texts 

into T-units, Witte identified the topic of each unit and then 

mapped out the progression of topics through each text. 
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Following Lautamatti (1978), thr-ee types of topical pr-ogr-ession 

wer-e identified: 

(a) par-all e l pr-ogr-ession; 

(b) sequent ial p r-ogr-ession; and 

(c) e x tended par-allel pr-ogr-ession . 

These t ypes of pr-ogr-ession can be clar-i fied with the aid of 

examples taken fr-om a tex t that for-ms par-t o f the cor-pus 

analysed in the pr-esent study, i.e. Text EPE 1 as it appear-s in 

Appendi x 2 A (p . 299). 

Parallel progression occur-s when the topics (in capital 

letter-s ) of ad jacent T-units ar-e the same, as in : 

[18] Although Slt10N in ' Lord of the Flies ' is 

introduced at a fairly late stage of the novel, he is 

probably its most important character. HE is one of the 

singers in the church school choir ... 

Sequential progression occur-s when the topics of adjacent 

T-units ar-e differ-ent, as in: 

[19] Also, HE is an epileptic and in traditional societies 

SUCH PEOPLE ... are revered as being closer to God. 

Extended parallel progression occur-s when the same topic 

appear-s in two or- mor-e non-adjacent T-units, as in: 

[20] Also, H£ is an epileptic and in traditional 

societi es SUCH PEOPLE .•• are revered as being closer 

to God. While in a state of epilepsy in the forest 

above the beach, 5It10N hears an imaginary voice ... 

Closer- investigation r-eveals that topical pr-ogr-ession as so 

conceived differ-s in key aspects fr-om Danes's for-mulation of 
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thematic progres s i on . Parallel progression is essentially 

i den t ical to constant theme thematic progression, but sequential 

progre s sion is not the same as simple linea r thematic 

p rog ression . Bot h terms refer t o adjacent units with different 

topics, bu t in the latter case the topic of the second unit is 

eq u ivalent t o the c omme nt (r heme ) o f the fir s t, whil e in the 

f ormer c ase this req uireme nt doe s not apply. Topical 

p r o gression, then, . refl e cts a somewhat less deli c ate form of 

analys is t han themati c p rogress ion, as it id e ntifi e s patterns 

only i n t erms of t o pics , an d does not c o n ce rn itself wi t h 

comments. This means t hat i t does n ot di st i ngu i s h between 

progress i ons wit h t opics that are d i fferent but related through 

c ommen ts , and progressions with topics t hat are simp l y 

different , and wh ich could therefore represen t major t op ic 

shifts. Extended parallel progression has no n ear-equiva l e nt in 

thematic progression, and derived theme and split rheme 

progressions do not have equ i valents in topical progression . 

Witte ( 1983b:189) invest i ga t ed a number of topical structu re 

variables, and on the basis o f h i s analyses of 24 high-rated and 

24 low-rated composit i ons, he f ound that many of these measures 

disc r im i nated to a significant extent between the two groups. In 

all, six measures were hig hly sign ifi cant (p i .01). In order of 

l evel of sign ificance , they were: 

(a) number of T-uni t s per topic; 

(b) percentage of T-un its in sequent i a l progressions ; 

( c) number of T-un i ts per extended paral l e l progression; 

(d) number of words per topic; 

(e) percentage of T-units in extended parallel progressions; 

and 

(f) topica l depth7 • 

7 The topical depth of a text is defined as "the number 
of dif f erent topics in the longest sequential progression 
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Four- of the me a su r- es , i.e . ( a ), (c) , ( d ) an d ( e ), showed v er-y 

si gn i f i cant ly highe r- v alues f or- the h ig h -r-ated te x ts, with the 

other- two be in g s i mi la r- l y char-acter-istic of t he low-r-ated te x ts. 

Witte builds a convincing ar-gument ar-ound these and other-, less 

significant, r-esults of his topical str-uctur-e analysis. In 

essence, all of the significant differ-ences indicate that the 

h ig h -r-ated student wr-iter-s intr-oduce fewer- topics than their

low-r-ated counter-par-ts; that, pr-esumably because they have 

better- invention skills, they elabor-ate on them mor-e; and they 

r-etur-n mor-e often to topics that ar-e cr-ucial to the " main ideas" 

of the text (via extended par-allel pr-ogr-essions). The low-r-ated 

wr-iter-s, b y contr-ast, touch on mor-e differ-ent topics; do not 

develop them ver-y much; and have tr-ouble distinguishing between 

cr-ucial and less impor-tant topics. 

Witte ' s study differ-s fr-om the pr-esent one in that he was 

concer-ned with fr-eshman composition and not with student 

academic (i.e. subject-specific) wr-iting. Let us consider- his 

study fur-ther- by way of an application of his pr-ocedur-es to our

sample academic texts (cf. Appendix 2A, p. 296). 

2.2.2.2. Sample application of topical structure analysis 

to student academic writing 

The r-esults of the sample analysis ar-e set out in Table 2.1 

(given at the end of this chapter- (p. 84)), together- with 

Witte's values for- the six r-elevant measur-es (adjusted for- ease 

and clar-ity of exposition to one decimal point or- to the near-est 

whole number-, depending on the size of the measur-e). 

or- combination of sequential pr-ogr-essions" (Witte 1983b:188). 
Thus the topical depth of Text EPE 1, for- example, is five: 
SIMON - HIS BODY - EVIL - STATE - MESSAGE. 
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2 . 2 . 2. 2 . ( a ) Findings 

A com pa rison of the sets of mean va l ues shown in Tab le 2.1 

revea l s tha t only o ne o f the me as u re s , i . e . ( d) - wo r ds pe r 

t o pic - di sc rim i na tes in s imil a r fa s hion in both t he aca d emic 

wr i t i ng sampl e a n d in Wi tte's compos i tion stud y . Even h e r e, 

however , the r e i s no t ag r eement betwe en the Ling ui st ic s a n d 

English Li terature corpuses , wit h t he hi g h- rated t e xt i n t he 

l atter actuall y r e v eal i ng fewer words per topic than the 

low- r ated one (40 as opposed to 48 ) . What is more , t hi s is 

part ly because the concluding paragraph of the high-rated text 

( EPE 1) presents a generalising argument which involves 

reference to a number of new topics. The introduction of these 

topics is hardly a weakness in the essay - together, they 

constitute a fitting conclusion - so we see that relatively more 

topics (i.e. fewer words per topic ) in a text can be a positive 

feature. 

Measure ( e) - the percentage of T-units in the text that 

participate in extended parall e l progressions -discriminates i n 

the academic texts in the opposite direction to the composition 

texts. 

The means for the other four measures do not discriminate 

significantly between the high- and low-rated academic texts. 

The means for measure (f) - topical depth - are higher for 

low-rated texts in both studies, but the difference between high 

and low in the academic writing is negligible. With respect to 

measure (b) too - the percentage of T-units in sequential 

progression - there is no significant difference between the 

means of the hig h- and the low-rated academic texts. The 

interesting fea tu re of the statistics here is that both the low

and high-rated composition texts of Witte ' s study reveal a good 

deal more sequential progression than any of the academic 
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texts . It would appea r that, probably because of the greater 

freedom of topic choice in com position writ ing than in 

subject-spec ific e xamination wr iting, sequential progression is 

mu c h mor e common in the former g enre. 

The mean scores for measure ( a ) - the number of T-units per 

t opic - do not d i scriminate in the academic writing study, but 

if one looks at the individual texts of the sample, the score 

for the low-rated English Literature text is considerably higher 

than that of its high-rated counterpart. This does stand in 

rather strong contrast to the findings o f the Witte study, where 

this measure was the best discriminator of all. 

The mean scores for measure (c) - the average number of T-units 

in each extended parallel progression -do not discriminate in 

the academic sample, though what is noticeable in the English 

Literature texts here is the extremely high scores generated. 

These can be explained by the fact that the English Literature 

examination question requires a focus on a single character, and 

in both texts this requirement is met - at least as far as 

topical structure is concerned. Both texts show only one 

extended parallel progression, and it relates to the dominant 

character in each case. If one considers, though, that we are 

here dealing with what have been holistically rated as the most 

coherent and the least coherent of all the texts in the English 

Literature corpus, the fact that they reveal a very similar 

score on this measure, together with the fact that even the 

low-rated text scores more than twice as highly as the mean for 

Witte's high-rated texts, all seems to reveal that this measure 

is not of much value as a coherence indicator in at least some 

types of student academic writing. Much the same can be said 

about the related measure of the percentage of T-units found in 

extended parallel progression (measure (e), which was seen 

earlier to discriminate in the academic texts in the opposite 

direction to its discrimination in the composition texts). 
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Any conclusions drawn from the sample stud y are of course 

compromise d by the f a ct that i t i s just a ver y small sample, but 

it n e v erthel ess does i ndic a te that for a t l east two 

represe ntat ive se ts of student a cadem i c texts, only on e t op ical 

structu re me a s u re wo rds pe r topic - disc rimina tes between 

cohe r ence l e v e l s , a n d e v e n he r e th i s appli es o nly to t h e me a n 

s c ore and no t t o t he Englis h Literature sample tak e n b y its e lf . 

2.2 .2.2.(b ) Crit i que 

The sample study was u nderta ken n o t only in the i nterests of 

provi d in g a n ( admitted ly very prov i sional) in d i cation of the 

rel i abi l ity of t opica l structure analysis as a coherence 

discriminator i n academic writing, but also so that some of the 

problems that a t tach to th i s type of analysis might emerge more 

clear ly . Of t he p r oblems that came into focus, three seem t o be 

of par t icula r importance. They relate to: 

( a ) 

( b ) 

( c ) 

First, 

T-unit 

the identification of topics; 

the distinction between parallel and sequent i al 

progression; and 

the limitations of a topic-only approach. 

then, there is the problem of identifying the topic of a 

-a task wh i ch, as was mentioned earlier (§ 2.2.2.), i s 

not always as stra i ghtforward as it was in the case of the 

invented examples [7], [8] and [9]. This difficulty i s often 

exacerbated in less competent writing , where the reader i s not 

given a maximally clear lead as to what the writer regards as 

the dominant topic. In Text LFZ 2 for example ( cf. Appendix 2A, 

p. 298), there i s a tension from T-unit 4 through toT-unit 8 as 

to whether what i t is all primarily about is ' adu l ts and 

children ' or ' mu scular flexibility ' . Despite various attempts 

having been made to establish rules for topic assignment, the 

diff i culty persists. Thus although subjects usually take 
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precedence when topic status is assigned - it was theref ore 

decided in this instance that the topics related to ' adu l t s and 

children· - the ambiguous syntax of T-unit 6 make s both subject 

and topic assignment difficult, and a case can be made any wa y 

for seeing ' musc ula r fl e xibility ' as the topic of these T-units, 

given t he sub-heading muscular plastici t y . The rol e of 

sub-headings in academic writing shoul d be given more attention 

by r esearchers . 

There is then , perhaps inevitably, an element of subjectivity in 

the identification of to pics. The secon d of the three problems 

of topical structure analysis isolated here, i.e. the 

distinction between parallel and sequential progression, 

probably introduces an even larger element of subjectivity. As 

noted earlier, this distinction is expressed simply in terms of 

whether a following topic is "t he same" as or "different" from 

the one that precedes it (Witte 1983b:185). In his example 

compos it ion texts Witte (1 983b:183-187) distinguishes a 

composition as a different topic to creative writing and 

to analytical writing, even though the student writer 

classifies these two as types of composition. On the other hand, 

critics, some and others, which also exemplify a general 

topic, then classified into component types, are all regarded as 

the same topic. It is true that in the former example certain 

other topics came between composition and its two 

semantically related topics, but a case could still be made for 

seeing these topics as "the same" and analysing here an extended 

parallel rather than a sequential progression. No guidelines are 

given, though. Witte does allow the ability to write down 

thoughts in a clear way and the ability to write any type of 

composition as the same topics, so purely lexical differences 

between topics appear not to distinguish them necessarily as 

"different " . Even more striking- and confusing- is the 

representation of analytical writing, writing essays in 

high school and a freshman as constituting the same topics 

(the last-mentioned one is surely an error). Given the lack of a 

c l ear semantically or pragmatically defined procedure, the 
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p~oblems of disting u ishing between the main types of topical 

p~og~ession a~e conside~a bl e . To take just one example f~om Te xt 

LFZ 2: Should one ~eg a~d this stage in T-unit 7 as the same 

topic as that of the p~evious T-unit, i.e. adults, even 

though the latte~ -as opposed to adulthood- cannot 

st~ictly be ~ega~ded as ~efe~~ing to a stage? It seems that 

the~e is a fai~ly st~ong element of subjectivity in this a~ea of 

topical st~uctu~e analysis , and the difficulties would 

p~esumably inc~ease with any inc~ease in the semantic complexity 

of the noun ph~ases in the text being analysed. 

The thi~d p~oblem with topical st~uctu~e analysis is the fact 

that it analyses only ~elations between topics, igno~ing 

comments. We have seen (§ 2.2.2.) that Danes (1974) identified 

simple linea~ thematic p~og~ession - whe~e the comment of one 

sentence becomes the topic of the next - as one common type of 

patte~n in p~ofessional w~iting. Topical st~uctu~e analysis as 

it is conceived in Witte (1983b) does not distinguish between a 

change of topic which occu~s in this way, i.e. when it is 

mediated th~ough the comment in the p~evious sentence, and a 

change to a topic which is completely new. Not only the 

~elations between comments and following topics, but also 

between comments themselves, a~e su~ely ~elevant to the 

cohe~ence of a text. This point eme~ges clea~ly enough in 

discussion of ~elated ideas by Ma~kels (1983:460), whose one 

example text, he~e given as [21], ~eveals cohe~ent development 

in which the topic is constant and the comments a~e ~elated in 

meaning to one another: 

[21] George Jones is a poor basketball coach. He is 

consistently outcoached in important games. He doesn ' t 

use his players t o their full p o tential. 

This text is cont~asted with the less cohe~ent 

[22] George Jones is a poor basketball coach. He is 

consistently outcoached in important games. He doesn't 
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use h i s pla v ers to their full potential . Finall y , he is 

a Mormon. 

in which the topic remains constant, but the final comment lacks 

semantic relatedness to the others. This points up the 

importance of both topic and comment relations in the 

consideration of textual coherence, and it is no doubt true that 

if topical structure analysis could be augmented by analysis of 

comments as well it would provide a finer-grained picture of the 

textual strategies writers use and also be a superior predictor 

of what readers regard as more and less coherent texts. 

We have seen that the topical structure measures that 

discriminated well between high- and low-rated composition texts 

in Witte (1983b) do not in general seem to discriminate in this 

way between the academic texts of the sample study. Two 

methodological problems in topical structure analysis -

concerning the identification of topics and the distinction 

between "the same" and "different" topics - were identified, 

while a third problem was seen to be the restriction to analysis 

of topic alone . The effect of this restriction is that the only 

information on the relationship between adjacent sentences, or 

rather, T-units, that topical structure analysis can provide is 

whether they have "the same" or "different" topics. In the next 

section we shall consider a different approach to the 

explication of coherence which attempts to provide a fuller 

account of relations between adjacent sentences. 

2 . 2 . 3. Argumentation analysis 

What has here been called argumentation analysis is a 

collection of procedures and concepts that has been recently 

develope d in order to give an account of the structure of 

argumentative texts. Within the field different researchers 

reveal different emphases, and it is possible to isolate two 
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ma in types of ap proach. The first der ives fr om the wo rk of 

Tou l min (e .g. 1958) an d Ku mme r ( 1 972 ), who see argumentat i on as 

essenti all y a problem-solv ing business , and it i s probably best 

e xemplif i ed by aspects o f Hoey ' s clause-relational research 

( e.g. 1983 , 1984; Hoey and Wi nter 1986), in which texts are 

ana lysed i n terms of v ar i ations o f a situation-problem

so l ution-eval uation pattern. The second appr oach focuses more on 

the relationships between successive speech acts that 

characterise argumentative text. Particularly relevant here is 

Aston ( 1977), which served as a basis for Tirkkonen-Condit ' s 

(1984) research, where she explains that a sequence of units in 

an argumenta~ive text is ''first used to assert a claim, then 

to introduce observations that Justify the claim, and 

finally to induce , by virtue of the observations, the 

original claim" (Connor 1984:305). 

Connor (1984, 1987a) has attempted to apply aspects of both the 

problem-solving and speech act approaches to the analysis of 

student writing, so we shall consider her analyses in greater 

detail and then assess their value as discriminators between 

more and less coherent student academic writing. 

2.2.3.1. Argumentation analysis in student composition 

writing: Connor ' s studies (1984, 1987a) 

Connor (1987a) provides a cross-cultural analysis of student 

argumentation which employs aspects of both the problem-solving 

approach and the speech act approach. Connor (1984) applies only 

the speech act approach. The main findings of the studies were 

that the texts that received higher ratings by readers for 

coherence tended to conform most closely to the 

situation-problem-solution-evaluation and the claim

justification-induction structures. 
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In Co n nor ( 1987a ) the unit of ana lysis u sed was the 

o r t hographi c al s e ntence , i . e . everything appearin g be twee n full 

sto ps in the te x t , and sen tences and s e quenc e s of sen ten c es were 

assigned to categories ac c ording to both appr o a c hes t o 

a rgume nta t ion st r ucture . The p r oblem-sol vi ng a pproach ~n 

p a rtic u lar, ho we ve r, is more proces s- t han p rod uc t-oriente d, 

with a focus on the overal l pro posi t i o n a l conten t ra t her t han on 

te xtual uni ts ; it l ends itself more t o the description of the 

ma c rostruc t u re of te x ts, and a s such t he anal y tical procedures 

in terms o f which one moves from t he leve l of the minimal 

te x tua l u ni t ( here t he sentence) to the overa l l characterisa t ion 

o f a sect i on of te x t as situation, problem, etc. are not made 

e x p li cit. The terms are merely given in broad def i nition: 

"The si t ua t ion introduces background material; the 

problem is a statement of the undesirable condition of 

things, whi l e the solution i s a statement of the 

desirable condition and is often followed by an 

eval ua t i on. " 

(Connor 1987a:59) 

It i s t rue that Hoey ( cf. especially Hoey 1983 ) does provide 

clearer guidelines as to how these concepts t i e in with actual 

features of the text, but even h i s more explicit approach is not 

without its difficulties (cf. Wh i te 1985 for a critique). Given 

that our concern is more with the microstructure, or 

sentence-to-sentence connections, of texts rather than their 

macrostructure, we will focus on Connor ' s application of the 

speech act approach - which also characterises both of her 

studies - rather than on the problem-solving approach. 

Unfortunately, even in Connor ' s studies involving the speech act 

approach, discussi on of procedure is minimal and her explanation 

of key terms is l i mited , essentially, to the following example, 

where the "A " sequences in the dialogue constitute - in order -

a c l aim, a justification and an induction: 
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[ 2 3 ] A : The r e ' s a f ire. 

Q: Why do y ou sa y that ? 

A: The smoke - you can see it. 

Q: So 

there ' s a fi re . 

' Co her-ence ' 

A: Where ver there ' s smoke, 

(Toulmin et al . 1979:45, quoted ~n Connor- 1987a :60) 

Car-eful r-eading of Conno r 's analyses in conjunc tion with the 

student texts she presents re v ea ls a number of instances where 

the analysis seems to have been forced so that it might fit the 

preconc e ived pattern of claim-justification-induction. To take 

j us t one example: a student (who wrote a high-rated text), 

discussing the dlfficulty of obtaining a p l ace in senior 

s econda ry school, writes (Connor 1987a:68) 

[24] In our sc hool this problem is very acute. 

This is classified as a claim, and it is followed by nine 

sentences that are all lumped together as a justification of the 

claim (Connor 1987:63). While most of these nine sentences could 

be construed as justifications for [24], [25] cannot: 

[25] Of course it is possible to pursue the white cap in 

some other school since there are several in our town 

and nearby. 

It is followed by [26], which does indeed qualify as a further 

justification of [24]: 

[26] But many reasons make one try for a place in our own 

school: there are senior secondary schools of different 

standards , they are rated differently. 

In terms of the three types of speech act recognised in 

argumentation analysis, sentence [25) can only be classified as 

a claim (thi s being the default, or "wastebasket" category) and 
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not -as in Connor ' s analysis- as a justification . As it 

happens, this example revea ls not only an incorrect a pp lic a tion 

of the analysis by Con nor, but al s o a weakness in the analysis. 

The sentence that follow s [25] in the text, i .e. [26], is a 

j ust ifi cation , but it functions as one of the justifications for 

the much earl i er sentence [24] and not for [25]. Sentence [2 5] 

would then, in te rms of Connor ' s system, appear to be a claim on 

it s own, one without any justification, and as such presumably 

an indication of a relatively poor piece of argumentation. 

Clearly, though, this is not the case: [25] is closely related 

to [26], but not in terms of a claim-justification structure. 

The weakness here is that, as in the problem-so lving approach, 

the main constructs o f the speech act approach (claim, 

justi fi cation, induction) might be intuitively appropriate for 

the description of the macrostructure of a rg umentative texts, 

but they are not at a sufficient level of delicacy to serve the 

functional analysis of sequences of sentences in the texts. It 

is true that, unlike Connor, Aston (1977) makes use of a number 

of other constructs such as explanation and deduction, 

but even his more detailed taxonomy would not appear to provide 

for an acceptable characterisation of what the writer does in 

[25] relative to what he does in [26]. We shall see in Chapter 3 

that relational coherence analysis, on the other hand, is 

sufficiently fine-grained to explicate this kind of relationship 

( as Condition-Contraexpectation). 

Example [25] reveals another limitation in the approach: the 

textual unit employed. Here, as in Halliday and Hasan (1976), 

the units are " sentences" (Connor 1987a:62), conceived of as 

whatever appears between full stops. Thus [25] is one textual 

unit and as such should be analysed as a single claim. If the 

punctuation and wording had been slightly different, we would 

have had 

(27] Of course it is possible to pursue the white cap in 

some other school. There are several in our town and 

nearby. 
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and this would pr-esumably have been analysed as a sequence of 

claim plus justification. Obviously, though, ther-e is no 

essential differ-ence in the way [25] and [27] function . But 

be cause the or-thogr-aphic sentence is taken to be the textual 

unit, [25] would be analysed as a claim without justificat ion, 

and [27] as a c l ai m wi t h just ification, and so as a super-ior

text f r-om the point of view of ar-gumentation str-uctur-e. Once 

again, ar-gumentation analysis is seen to lack a sufficient 

deg r- ee of delicacy, in this case with r-espect to the basic 

textual unit employed. It is tr-ue that Conno r- t akes a mor-e 

pr-agmatic view in her- other- study (Connor- 1984:308), wher-e the 

essays she analysed wer-e " br-oken into T-units or- into segments 

smaller- than the T-unit, when gr-eater clarity of relationships 

was necessar-y". As [25] is a singleT-unit , in order- for it to 

be shown to be a claim-plus-j ustification structur-e, some 

textual unit that is indeed "smaller- than the T-unit" wou l d have 

to be employed, but as can be seen from the statement just 

quoted, Connor- makes no attempt to explicate such a unit . We 

shall see in Chapter 3 that it is possible to define in fairly 

r-igor-ous ter-ms a textual unit that is smaller- than the T-unit 

and is a mor-e natur-al domain over- which single speech acts 

function. This, the functional unit (F-unit) i s the unit t hat 

will be employed in both the cohesion and the relational 

coher-ence analyses (cf. § 3.2.1.5. for details on this unit). 

The procedur-es of argumentation analysis ar-e, then, not all that 

clear-ly outlined, thus allowing for- a good deal of subjectivity 

in analysis; the appr-oach lacks sufficient delicacy of 

descr-iption to account for- cer-tain r-elations between textual 

units; and (like topical str-uctur-e analysis) it employs at best 

the T-unit as the basic unit of analysis. Fur-ther-mor-e, (unlike 

topical str-uctur-e analysis) it does not suggest quantitative 

text-based measur-es in ter-ms of which the r-elative coher-ence of 

(ar-gumentative) texts might be gauged. Connor- (1984) pr-ovides 
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graphic representations of the structure of argument in high

and low-rated texts, which to an extent reveal different 

profiles, with the highest-rated text having more justification 

T-units linking up with claim units and more inductions in the 

concluding units which relate back to the main claims. The other 

five texts she analysed present a rather more confusing set of 

graphics, which do not appear to discriminate in any clear-cut 

way between the texts rated as more coherent and those rated as 

less so. In the sample argumentation analysis applied to our 

student academic texts, profiles were mapped along the lines of 

those in Connor (1984). In addition, one measure has also been 

suggested in the sample study as a possible quantitative 

discriminator, i.e. the number of justifications plus inductions 

relative to the number of claims. 

2.2.3.2. Sample application of argumentation analysis 

to student academic writing 

Given the relative inexplicitness of definitions of the terms 

used in argumentation analysis, one of the main difficulties in 

applying this approach was determining whether a T-unit 

constituted a claim, a justification, or an induction. 

Aston (1977:477-479), like many others, distinguishes between 

claims as assertions of opinion on the part of the speaker, 

and reports, which are merely statements about certain 

affairs which are accepted as facts. In a close analytical study 

of argumentation and different styles of argumentation, this 

distinction would no doubt be of considerable importance, but in 

Connor ' s studies claims appear to include reports. They are, in 

her tripartite division of speech acts, the "wastebasket" 

category. Accordingly, in our sample analysis all T-units that 

could not be construed as justifications or inductions were 

regarded as claims. 
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In neither of Connor's studies (1984 and 1987a ) a r e 

j ustifications defined , and we h a ve seen in the p revi o u s secti on 

how the c a tegory seems sometime s to ha v e b e en ap p li ed i n a 

cou nterintuitive manner (sentence [2 5 ]). Aston (1 9 7 7:489) , 

however, d e fin e s jus t ification and di s t ingu i s h e s it f rom 

exp lanation : 

"JUSTI FICAT I ON: fact r eported in B accoun ts f or act A [ ... ] 

EX P LANAT IO N: fa c t repor t ed in B a ccoun ts f or fact reported 

i n A. " 

This distinction parallels that between claims and reports, so 

that claims or assertions have justifications, and statements or 

repo r ts h ave e x p l anations. Once again, it is probably true that 

any thorough analysis of argumentation would be well served by 

such a distinction, but Connor ' s justifications would appear to 

include e x p l anations, and the dist i nction was therefore 

dispensed with also in t he sample analysis. 

For the analysis of induct i ons, the c haracterisation of an 

induction as a "license to argue from grounds to a conclusion" 

(Toulmin et al. 1979:45, quoted i n Connor 1987a:60) was used 

as a gu i de, together with Aston ' s ( 1977 :489) defin i tion of the 

term, where it i s contrasted wi t h deduc tion: 

"INDUCTION: fact reported in A accounts for act B [ . . . ] 

DEDUCTION: fact reported in A accounts for fact reported 

in B." 

As we saw ear l ier, Connor uses Tirkkonen-Condit ' s (1984) 

explanation of induction, in which it must be the original claim 

that is induced (i.e. a claim-justification-induction structure, 

as in Text LFZ 2 , T-units 19- 21 - Appendix 2A, p. 298). However, 

a study of Connor ' s analyses reveals that she often seems to 

apply a broader interpretation of the concept - more like that 

of Aston ( 1977). Accordingly, i n our sample analysis, sequences 
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s uc h as T- units 15 to 16 of Text LPE 1 ( Appendix 2A, p. 301), 

given he~e as [28] and [29], we~e analysed as claim plus 

in d u ct ion : 

[28] ... and once lateralisation is complete language 

acquisi tion appears to become much more difficult, and 

in some cases impossible. 

[ 2 9] There would therefore seem to be a critical period in 

language acquisit i on , occurring on completion of 

lateralisation. 

It will be seen that this b~oade~ view allows inductions to 

follow di~ectly on claims, without any inte~vening 

justification. This view does not, howeve~, allow fo~ just any 

kind of cause-effect ~elationship to be cha~acte~ised as 

induction. Thus T-units 14 to 15 of Text EFN 1, he~e ~ep~oduced 

as [30] and [31], cannot be ~ega~ded as a claim-plus-induction 

sequence: 

[30] The boys who are making the fire one day realise that 

there is a beast which they have seen coming from the 

sea. 

[31] Consequently, all these boys attempt to find what it 

is. 

It could be said that he~e we have a fact that accounts fo~ 

anothe~ fact, and so in Aston ' s (1977) te~ms a deduction, 

but as Conno~ does not use this category, and as we wish to 

~eplicate he~ type of analysis in the sample study, these two 

T-units had to be classified as a sequence of claims. 

2 . 2.3.2.(a) Findings 

The measu~es ext~acted f~om the g~aphic ~ep~esentation of 

a~gumentation in the two highest-~anked and the two 
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lowes t -rank ed te x ts in Connor ( 1984:30 9) and in the sample stud y 

(c f . Appendi x 2A ) are given in Table 2.2. at the end of this 

chapter (p. 85 ) . Connor ' s (1984) argumentative te x ts were 

compositions which required the student either to discuss 

benefits or drawbacks of foreign aid, or to support one view of 

the value of tests. Connor's (1987a) findings were not suitable 

for direct comparison as only high-rated texts are discussed 

there. 

Apart from the numerical values for each of the three speech 

acts, the relative frequency of justifications and inductions as 

opposed to claims was measured by the formula J+l/C. Let us call 

the resulting quotient the ~rgument Density Measure, or ADM. 

This measure discriminated surprisingly well between Connor's 

high- and low-rated texts, as can be seen. It also proved to 

discriminate very sharply between these argumentative texts as a 

group and the student academic texts of the sample study, though 

it should be said that the academic texts tended to be longer 

than the argumentative compositions, and this could have had a 

skewing effect. Within the sample study of academic texts, 

however, no clear pattern emerges that relates to coherence, 

with one of the low-rated texts (LFZ 2) scoring substantially 

higher than all of the others. Nor was there any pattern 

discriminating between the English Literature and the 

Linguistics groups. 

It would appear, then, that the ADM might be suitable as an 

indicator of relative coherence in argumentative texts . It also 

reveals differences between argumentative compositions and 

academic writing. One reason for the much lower score of the 

academic texts here is surely that in academic writing the 

student has not only to present an argument, but he also has to 

show that his knowledge of content is detailed and that he can 

marshal his facts together. In terms of the limited number of 

categories allowed in Connor's application of argumentation 

analysis, this makes for a relatively high proportion of claims. 
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The s t udents who wrote the argumenta t i v e texts i n Connor's study 

(1984:313), however, were sensitised before t hey started writing 

to the need to state their opi n ions and to support their 

arguments. 

The measure put forward for the purposes of this comparative 

study to assess degrees of coherence as they might be defined by 

argumentation analysis, i.e. the ADM, appears then to 

discriminate well between argumentative compositions that ha v e 

been given impressionistic coherence ratings, but it does not 

seem to work for student academic writing. It is of c ourse true 

that both Connor ' s analysis and the sample analysis are limited 

in respect of the quantity of textual material analysed, so 

these inferences must be regarded as very tentative. 

2.2.3.2.(b) Criti q u e 

The attempt to apply argumen tation analysis to some of the texts 

of the present corpus has, however, not only cast doubt on the 

extent to which this approach c an explicate coherence in 

academic texts; it has also revealed a number of its 

methodological weaknesses. 

Firstly, procedures for the matching of textual units to the 

main constructs of the approach (claims, justifications and 

inductions) are - in a manner that tends to characterise the 

more process-oriented studies - not spelt out at all clearly. 

Secondly, the restriction of the constructs in Connor's work to 

only three has the effect that certain relevant semantic 

relations between adjacent units cannot be described. 

Thirdly, there a r e problems - as was indicated also in the 

discussion of topical structure analysis - with the T- unit as 

the basic unit of textual analysis. 
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When compared wi th t opi c a l structure analysis , argumentation 

anal y s i s , as applied in the only quantitative studies of student 

texts that appear to be ava i lable at present ( Connor 1984 , 

1 9 8 7 a) , seems to o f fer a somewhat more detailed account of 

relationships between the units of the text, but it appears to 

be less successful in discriminating between high- and low-rated 

student academic writing, and its procedures are not as clearly 

set out. 

2.3 . CONCLUSION 

The aim of the present chapter was to consider how the notion of 

' coherence ' has been addressed in the text-linguistic and 

writing research literature, with a view to arriving at a better 

understanding of what textual features might be identified with 

more coherent as opposed to less coherent student writing. The 

first part of the chapter provided an overview of the 

literature, focusing on the distinction between product- and 

process-oriented approaches in text-linguistic theory, in 

writing research and the teaching of writing, and in studies of 

text comprehension. Weaknesses in both approaches were 

identified: in general, product-oriented approaches were seen to 

downplay the importance of context, and most particularly of the 

reader, in the assessment or explication of coherence, while 

process-oriented approaches were seen to provide valuable 

insights into the business of coherence-making, but they are not 

sufficiently explicit for application to the sort of 

quantitative analysis of authentic, natural texts attempted in 

the present study . In quantitative analysis a compromise is 

called for: formal features of the textual product need to be 

considered functionally, i.e. in terms of how they might affect 

the reading process and so the reader's impressions of 

coherence. 
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In t he lat ter part of the chapter, two t y pes of quantitative 

study of coherence ~n student compositions were described and 

then, by way of sample applications to texts in our corpus, 

assessed for their effectiveness in the study of student 

academ i c writing. As we have seen , both topical structure 

analysis and argumentation analysis revealed a number of 

shortcomings, though they differed in the extent of these 

shortcomings. In essence, the weaknesses relate to the following 

factors: 

( a ) insufficient procedural explicitness; 

(b) a low level of delicacy in the explication of relations 

between adjacent textual units; 

(c) a lack of suitable quantitative measures; 

(d) difficulty or vagueness with respect to the 

identification and use of the unit of textual analysis; 

and 

(e) severely or moderately limited capacity for 

distinguishing between more and less coherent student 

academic writing. 

These problems provide a fitting backdrop to the main concern of 

our next chapter: to set out the analytical framework developed 

for the present study. 
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Tables 

I Table 2.1 I 
Topical structure analysis variables 

Sample study: student academic writing 

( a ) (b) ( c ) (d) (e) ( f ) 
Te x t T-u ' s/ I. T-u's T-u ' s/ Words/ I. T-u · s Topical 

topic in SP EPP topic in EPP depth 

EFN 1 (L ) 3,8 421. 12,0 48 63/. 4 

LFZ 2 ( L) 2,1 52% 6,5 31 481. 7 

EPE 1 (H) 2,3 61/. 14,0 40 61/. 5 

LPE 1 (H) 3,3 46/. 4,0 63 151. 5 

Low Mean 3,0 471. 9,3 39 56% 5,5 

High Mean 2,8 54% 9,0 52 38/. 5,0 

Witte ' s study (Witte 1983b): student compositions 

Low Mean 1 '9 821. 3,5 34 48/. 5,9 

High Mean 3,0 65/. 5,6 53 69/. 4,2 
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I Table 2.2 I 
Ar-gument analysis var-i~bles 

Sample study: student academic wr-iting 

Texts Claims Justifications Inductions J+l/C 

EFN 1 ( L) 16 3 0 0' 19 

LFZ 2 ( L) 14 3 4 0,50 

EPE 1 (H) 17 5 1 0,35 

LPE 1 (H) 21 3 2 0,24 

Connor- 1984: ar-gumentative wr-iting 

NS 1 (H) 4 8 4 3,00 

NS 2 (H) 6 7 6 2,16 

ESL 1 ( L) 3 3 6 1,00 

ESL 2 ( L) 5 2 2 0,80 
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CHAPTER THREE 

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

3 . 0 . INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the previous chapter were to review some of 

the issues in te x t-linguistic theory and description that are 

relevant to the present study and to evaluate certain 

applications of text linguistics to the study of student 

compositions and student academic writing. In what follows, the 

focus shifts to one of the more immediate concerns of the study: 

the development of an analytical framework in terms of which the 

main aims (ct. § 1.1.3.) are addressed. 

The analytical framework itself presupposes certain assumptions 

about the central notion, ' text ' (cf. § 1.2.2.1.), and so the 

main objective of the first major section of this chapter 

(§ 3.1.) is to elaborate on the view taken in this study of the 

nature of textual communication in general and of student 

academic writing in particular, paying special attention to the 

functions of our key constructs (reference cohesion, conjunctive 

cohesion and relational coherence) in textual communication . The 

main objective of the second section (§ 3.2.) is to present the 

main features of the analytical framework used (the F-unit, 

relational coherence analysis, and the performance and error 

analyses of reference and conjunctive cohesion). 
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3 .1. COHERENCE AND TEXTUAL COMMUNICATION 

The specif1c objecti v es of this section are, gi v en the centra l 

background assumptions o f t h 1 s stud y concern1ng coherence and 

communication (cf. § 1 . 2. 2 .1. ) : 

( a ) to assess and mod1fy a framework for the descr ipt ion of 

the pragmatic context of textual communication, s o as to 

eluc1date the conc ept of ' wr iting quality ' or 

' c ommunicati v eness ' (b r oadly spea king, the degree of 

success with which a te x t is judged to communicate what 

it intends to communicate ); 

(b) to u se this communicati v e framework to throw further 

light on the nature of the genre at the centre of the 

present study, i.e. student academic writing; and 

(c) to indicate the functions that the key constructs of the 

present study, i.e. reference cohesion, conjunctive 

cohesion and relational coherence, fulfil in textual 

communication - more specifically, in the type of 

textual communication that student academic wr i ting 

constitutes. 

As indicated earlier (§ 1.2 . 2.1.), one of the main background 

assumptions of the present study is that te x ts are 

communicative enterprises, in which writers try to convey 

messages to readers. In this view, writers ' efforts are judged 

by readers, using various criteria, as being more or less 

successful in getting their messages across. One such set of 

criteria is, as we have seen, presented in Bamberg ' s Holistic 

Coherence Scale (§ 1.2.2.3.; § 2.1.1.; Appendix 1) . Given the 

communication assumption and the wide-ranging set of criteria 

included in this scale, it seems likely that Bamberg ' s idea of 

' holistic coherence' -which is equivalent 

everyday, intuitive concept of 'coherence ' 

to a common, 

- would be a very 
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lmpo rtant determlner of communicati v eness or writlng quality, 

part icu lar ly of e x posito ry te x t (c f. Bac kgr o u n d Assump t ion 2 , 

§ 1. 2 . 2 . 1. ) . Thus te x tual features which distinguish more 

co herent student academlc writing from the less c oherent writing 

can also be assumed to b e of re le v ance to the distinctlon 

between more communi c atl v e and less communlcati v e writ in g . 

The func ti ons in communication of the textual features that will 

be evaluated for their abili ty to disc rimi nate i n this wa y, l . e . 

reference cohesion, conjunc ti v e cohesion and relational 

coherence, will be e xamined in this chapter . Tog ether with the 

genre · student academi c writing · , these roles will be given 

sharper focus b y being discussed against the background of one 

of the most s y stematic accounts of textual communication 

available: that of De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981; also De 

Beaugrande 1980) . 

In what follows, De Beaugrande and Dressler ' s account will be 

slightly modifi ed, the most important modification being that 

where they ( 1981:11) distinguish between sev en "standards of 

te x tualit y" or " constituti ve principles of textual 

communication" on the one hand, and three "regulative 

principles" of textual communication on the other, the present 

study classifies all of these features together as components 

of textual communication.L As will be seen below (§ 3 .1.1.), 

this modification seems justifiable because of problems with De 

Beaugrande and Dressler ' s application of the concept 

' constitutive principle ' . 

LThe usage here follows that of Hymes, 
of a slightly different domain - writes of 
speech acts " (1972:58). 

who - in the context 
"the components of 
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3 . 1 . 1 . Components of textual communication 

It was claimed earlier that coherenc e must be seen as a f unction 

of the i n ter a ction of re a der with t e x t (§ 2 . 1 . 5. ) . S imilarl y , De 

Be a ug r and e a nd Dr e s sle r ( 1981 ) s e e the questi o n of h ow te x t s 

funct1on in human inter a ct ion a s th e cr u cial issue 1n te x t 

lingu1sti c s . They attempt ( 198 1 : 11) t o e x plicate the natu r e o f 

te x tual commu nication in terms of two s ets of principles , 

dist inguishe d along Searlean l ines ( Searle 1969 ) a c cording to 

whet her the y f u n c tion as " c onstitutive princ ip les'' (" st a nd a r d s 

of te x tualit y ") o r " re g ulati v e p r inci p l e s " . The constitut J.·ve 

prl.·nciples " d e fin e an d c rea te the form of beha vi o ur 

i d entifiab le as t e xtual c ommu n icating , a n d if the y a r e de fied, 

that form o f beha viour will brea k dow n " , whil e the r egul at i ve 

princip les "c on tro l t e xtua l c o mmunic at i o n rather t ha n def in e 

i t". Thu s a t e x t is d e f ined (198 1 : 3 - ct. also 

§ 2 . 1 . ) in terms of t he f ormer se t of pr i nc i ples as: 

" a COMMUNICATIVE OCC URR ENCE whi c h meets sev e n s tan da rds 

of TE XTUAL I TY. I f an y of t hese standards i s not 

c onsidered to h a v e been satisfied, the te x t wi l l n o t be 

communicat ive. Hence non-communi cative te x ts a r e 

treated as non - te x ts ... " 

This is b y no means an uncontr oversial definition. As wa s 

pointed out earl i er ( § 2. 1 . 3 . - cf. also Carstens 1987), texts 

need not be cohesi v e , so at least one of the standards of 

te x tuality , i . e . cohesion, is not a necessary condition for 

text . It is debatable, too, whether c ertain of the other 

standards, most particularly interte x tuality ( § 3.1 . 1.7.), 

necessarily apply to all texts. What is more, the definition 

because it attempts to define 'text' constitutively

oversimplifies by forcing a binary distinction between the 

notions of ' communicative ' and ' non-communicative', ' text ' and 

' non-te x t ' . As we have alread y seen (§ 2.1 . 2 . and § 2 . 1.3. ) , 

fact or s such as the r eader ' s inferenc i ng abilit y and the 

assumption o f coherence ensure that in the rea l world there is 
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very li ttle writing that is completel y non-communicative; 

mostly, what we have i s texts that communicate with varying 

degrees of success, and the relevant question is: "What 

distinguishes the more communicative from the l ess communicative 

text? " 

It will then be clear that De Beaugrande and Dressler ' s (1981) 

standards of textuality cannot be regarded as properly 

"constitut ive". The seven standards, together with the 

"regulati v e principles" of ef ficiency, effectiveness and 

appropriateness, nevert heless represent a useful set of t en 

components or va riables in terms of wh i c h communication can be 

characterised. 

Two of the seven standards, i.e. cohesion and coherence, are 

described by De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981:7) as 

" text-centred notions, designating operations directed [by 

writer and reader] at the text materials", and these are 

contrasted with "user-centred notions which are brought to 

bear on the activity of textual communication at large, both by 

producers and by receivers". The latter, then , are properly 

pragmatic notions (cf. Carstens 1987:21), which make up the five 

remaining standards of textuality: intentionality, 

acceptability, informativity, s i tuationality and 

intertextuality. The three " regulative principles " too, i.e. 

efficiency , effectiveness and appropriateness, can be regarded 

as pragmatic, so that there are eight "user-centred" principles 

that can be invoked as a basis for describing the pragmatic 

contexts of different textual genres. Their application to 

student academic writing will shortly be exemplified, but first 

we must consider the functions in communication of the two 

"text-centred" notions of cohesion and coherence. 
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3 . 1 .1.1. Cohes i on 

Cohesion is defined by De Beaugrande and Dressler ( 1981: 3) 

as " the ways in which the components of the SURFACE TEXT, i.e. 

the actual words we hear or see, are mutually connected within 

a sequenc e". They identify ( 1981:49 ) a somewhat broader array 

of cohesive elements than Halliday and Hasan (1976), including 

paralle l ism ("[r]epeating a structure but filling it with new 

elements " ), tense, aspect, 

§ 2.2.2.) and intonation, 

functional sentence perspective (cf. 

but the underlying conception of the 

term is essentially the same. 

Let us consider now in broad outline the role of our two key 

cohesion constructs, i.e. reference and conjunctive cohesion, in 

textual communication. Our concern in this section is then not 

with the forms of cohesion, but rather with the communicative 

functions they can fulfil. 

3.1.1.1.(a) Reference cohesion 

In her discussion of "text-based coherence" Johns (1986:248) 

highlights two common assumptions about coherence: that it 

involves "linking of sentences" on the one hand and "sticking to 

the point" on the other. It is, however, more difficult to 

separate these properties than it might at first glance appear. 

Thus although Johns identifies the former with cohesion and the 

latter with topic structure, reference cohesion in particular is 

closely bound up with "sticking to the point" or topic 

continuity (as can be seen readily enough in Appendix 2, where 

many of the topics are represented by reference cohesion 

devices, such as pronouns and demonstratives - particularly in 

the English Literature texts, where the central topic is an 

agent, Simon). The importance of the role of reference cohesion 

in topic continuity emerges too in Garnham et al.'s (1982) 

experimental work and in du Bois ' (1980:204) study of narrative 

text, where the focus is on object continuity in discourse: 
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" The object must be first i ntroduced i nto the discourse 

as a discrete entity, and then traced through the 

evolving narrative. The continuity of the object ' s 

identity must be established. ~ This continuity of the 

real object with itself runs as a continuous thread in 

the real world, but in disc ourse the continuity can be 

expressed only intermittently, through phrases which 

appear at intervals in the narrati.on. " 

Du Bois includes standard devices of reference cohesion in what 

he calls "phrases", and although objec t continuity is only o n e 

aspect of topic continuity, the relevance of reference cohesion 

to this coherence (communicati v e) notion of "sticking to the 

point " seems clear enough. 

The key role of reference in any account of coherence is 

stressed also in the model of text comprehension and production 

proposed by Kintsch and Van Dijk (1978:367), who, defining 

referential coherence in terms of arguments that are shared 

between different propositions, declare that "[r]eferential 

coherence is probably the most important single criterion for 

the coherence of text bases". Similarly, Sanford and Garrod 

(1981:89) claim that "[r]eference resolution in all its forms 

constitutes the cornerstone of successful comprehension in terms 

of the reader's task of building an appropriate mental model of 

what is being said". 

We shall return to the question of reference cohesion and the 

more inclusive but somewhat vaguer notion of ' referential 

coherence· presently (§ 3 .2.3.1.). The purpose of the discussion 

so far has bee n firstly to show that in terms of an often-used 

characterisation of coherence, reference cohesion has as much to 

2 My italics. 
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do with "sticking to the po int " as with " the linking of 

sentences", and secondly, that a common assumption ~n text 

linguistics is that ma tters of referenc e are of crucial 

impo r tance in any account of coherence or communi cat i veness. It 

is partly because of th~s assumption that re ference cohesion was 

selected as o ne of the key constructs of the present study , a nd 

thus it is also hoped that the stu d y wi ll throw f urther light on 

t he validit y of the assumption . 

3 .1.1.1. (b) ConJunctive cohes i on 

Conjunctive cohesion, the second key construct of the present 

study, fits more comfortably into the "linking of sentences" 

aspec t of coherence than reference cohesion. It is in fact the 

only type of cohesion that consistently links the meanings of 

sentences or other textual units as wholes, 3 expressing, 

as we saw earlier ( § 1.2.2.2.), "the way in which what is to 

follow is systematically connected to what has gone before" 

(Halliday and Hasan 1976:227). As such, the devices of 

conjunctive cohesion make explicit some of the connections 

which , in terms of the "linking" assumption about coherence, 

should be " there" in the text. Accordingly, an absence of links 

leads to incoherence: "I have defined incoherence as writing in 

which separate, unrelated ideas appear to be juxtaposed: they 

are next to, but not connected to, each other" (Brostoff 

1981:278). Given that Brostoff (1981:279) also notes that one of 

the causes of incoherent writing is the failure on the part o f 

the writer to "reveal relationships adequately to the reader", 

it seems clear that the devices of conjunctive cohesion, because 

of the signalling function they perform in cueing the reader in 

3 0ther types of cohesion usually link just a part of one 
textual unit (e.g. a noun phrase) with par t of another (e.g. a 
pronoun). 
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to the natur-e of semantic r-elations between textual units, can 

p l ay an impor-tant r-ole in the coher- e nce-making p r- oc e ss . As in 

the case of r-efer- e nce cohesion then , the assumption tha t 

conjunctive cohesion is a ke y f actor- in an a c c oun t o f cohe r- enc e 

and communicativeness will al s o r- e ceive atte nti on i n the p r- e sen t 

study . S o me of the limita t i ons on t he v a l ue of con j u nc t ive 

c ohes i on wil l be d e alt wi th in the next sect i o n, when i t wi l l be 

c o mpar-e d to the r-elat ed n ot i o n ot ' r- e l ation al coher-ence ' . 

3 . 1 . 1.2. Coherence 

Coherence is de fi ned by De Beaugr-ande and Dr-essler- ( 1981:4 ) 

as "t he ways in which the components of the TEXTUAL WORLD, i .e. 

the con f i gur-ation of CONCEPTS and RELATIONS which underlie 

the sur-face te x t , ar-e mutually accessible and rei evant" . 

Relations such as Enablement, Reason, Pur-pose and Tempor-al 

Pr-oximity ar-e exemplified (1981:5-6 ) , and i t will be clear- (cf. 

§ 1.2. 2 .3. ) that in this r-egar-d De Beaugr-ande and Dr-essler- ' s 

coherence is similar- to relational coherence as used in 

the pr-esent study ( though they do not attempt to quantify the 

concept). In what fol l ows , the main focus will be on the r-ole of 

r-elational coher-ence in communicat i on and how it compar-es with 

conjunctive cohesion. 

3 .1.1.2.(a) Relational coherence 

The ter-m relational coherence has been defined in ter-ms of 

the extent to which sets of binar-y r-elations such as 

Reason-Result and Means-Pur-pose, which char-acter-ise whole 

textual units, a r- e integr-ated into the text (§ 1.2.2.3.). A 

relevant issue at this juncture is the theoretical status of 

these r-elations, i.e. with respect to semantics and pragmatics. 

Cohesion has been characterised as relating to str-ucture and 

coher-ence to content (Carstens 1987:21). By using the slightly 
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more open-ended term content (" inhoud" ), Carstens avoids 

identifying De Beaug r ande and Dressler ' s (1981) conception of 

the term coherence ( and hence of relations ) solely with 

semantics. Althou gh semantic theory could account for a good 

deal of what these authors regard as coherence, the problem of 

distinguishing where the domain of semantics ends and that of 

pragmatics begins, remains (e.g. Leech 1983; Levinson 1983; 

Radford 1981). Moreover, as we have seen, the type of 

inferencing the reader employs when processing relations in a 

text that are not signalled by conjunctive cohesion, relies on 

pragmatic as well as semantic knowledge. The relations that form 

the building blocks of relational coherence might then be termed 

semantic-pragmatic relations. 4 We shall prefer the term 

functional relations, but what is intended is ' relations 

that have a semantic-pragmatic function in discourse' (cf. 

§ 3.2.1.5.; § 3.2.2.1.). 

A more detailed discussion of the analysis of relational 

coherence is presented below (§ 3.2.3.), but our concern now is 

to show how this construct relates to conjunctive cohesion and 

to the larger issue of textual coherence and communication. 

The most important limiting factor on the relevance of 

conjunctive cohesion to coherence is the fact that semantic 

relations between textual units can be realised in the absence 

of conjunctive cohesion devices. They can, for instance, be 

signalled by other elements, such as the noun phrase the 

cause in the following example: 

[1] Adults can't usually speak a second language 

4Compare in this regard also Carstens' (1984:62) 
characterisation of reference as a semantic-pragmatic 
("semanties-pragmatiese") aspect of language use. 
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perfectly . The cause is Joss of neuromuscu lar 

plasticit y . 

Framework 

Also, the reader can often get b y despite a l ac k of explicit 

signalling of the relation between ad j acen t textual units, a s 

in : 

[2] Adu l t s c an ' t usuall y speak a second language 

perfectl y . The y have lost their neuromuscular 

plasticity. 

Rel yin g on the assumption of coherence and knowledge of the 

world (§ 2.1.3.), t he reader is able to infer that the two units 

ln [2 ] are causally related. 

Thus we have returned to the theme that it is possible to have 

coherence without cohesion (§ 2 . 1.3 . ). In Brostoff ' s terms 

(1981:279), it is quite possible "to rev eal relations adequately 

to the reader " without employing conjunctive cohesion. Much 

depends on aspects of the rhetor i cal situation or pragmatic 

context, such as the extent to which writer and reader share 

background knowledge about how the world works and about the 

top i c under discussion. 

Much also depends on the nature of the functional relation 

itself. This is because some relations fulfil readers· 

expectations more easily than others. Fahnestock (1983:406) has 

attempted to dist inguish accordingly between what she calls 

continuative and discontinuative relations: 

"The continuative relations fulfill expectation, or 

represent normal expectation; the discontinuative are 

less expected, often surprising, and therefore somewhat 

less readily comprehended. Thus these discontinuatives 

are usually signalled by an explicit transition word 

[i . e . conjunctive cohesion device] to help a reader 

across an unexpected synapse or turn in the meaning. " 
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The cause - e f fe c t funct iona l relati o n f oun d betwee n the s e ntences 

1 n [ 1] a n d [ 2 ] i s cal led by Fahnestoc k ( 1 983 : 404 and 4 0 6) the 

cont1nu a t1v e re l ation of P r e mise, wh ile i ts op p o s i te is t he 

dis c ontin ua ti v e relat i on of Con cession. Let us c o n si d er [ 3 ]: 

[3] ~du lts can ' t u s ually spea k a second l a n guage 

perfectly . Th e y are c o gn i t ivel y su peri or to c h ildr en . 

In cont rast to [ 2] above, beca u se the s econd sentence here 

presents information that is relati v el y une x pected, e x tra 

processing effort 1s needed on the part of the reader to make 

sense of the relation~ . The writer could here lessen the 

processing load of his reader b y adding a conjunctive c ohesion 

device such as although to [ 3 ]. 

The devices of conjunctive cohesion, then, are sometimes called 

for to make functional relations between te x tual units explicit, 

while at other times they can be dispensed with . Thus, when 

considering the coherence of a text, the more pertinent question 

is not whether such devices have been used but rathe r whether 

the relevant function a l relation can be easily retrieved by the 

reader. As will be seen presently (§ 3 . 2.2. ) , the relational 

coherence of a te x t is a function of, amongst other things, 

the ease wi th which the reader can recognise these kinds of 

textual relations . 

~Experimental evidence showing that negative sentences are 
more difficult to process than positi v e ones provides at least 
indirect support for this assertion ( cf. e.g. Wason 1959). 
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3 .1.1. 3. Intent i onality 

This concerns '' the text producer ' s attitude that the set of 

o ccurrences should constitute a cohesive and coherent te x t 

instrumental in fulfilling the producer ' s intentions, e.g. to 

dis tribut e knowledge or to attain a GOAL specified ln a PLAN" 

( De Beaugrande and Dressler 1981: 7) . The intention of the 

student academic writer is, essentially, to display his 

knowledge to a reader who alread y has that knowledge himself 

( usually with more relevant knowledge besides) rather than to 

distribute new knowledge. 

We shall see presentl y that the nature of intentionality ln 

student academic writing complicates the characterisation of 

informativity (§ 3 .1.1.5.) in this type of text- and also 

complicates the student's task. Intentionality also relates 

closel y to the next component to be discussed, i.e. 

acceptability. 

3 .1.1.4. Acceptability 

This concerns "the text receiver's attitude that the set of 

occurrences should constitute a cohesive and coherent text 

having some use or relevance for the receiver, e.g. to acquire 

knowledge or provide co-operation in a plan " (De Beaugrande and 

Dressler 1981:7). The acceptability of a text for a reader, 

which is in effect his tolerance of disturbances in its cohesion 

and coherence while he is working ou t the writer ' s intentions 

and goals, will depend, amongst other things, on the 

intentionality of the text. If the text is intended as a first 

draft in a process-oriented composition class, for instance, the 

reader's tolerance would be high. For most professional, 

Published writing, tolerance would be much lower. Student 

academic writing would fall between the two: students would be 

expected to present their material in reasonably correct 

language and according to a fairly obvious plan in which 
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relations between assertions were reasonably clear. Tolerance of 

language problems such as in the employment of cohesion would 

presumably be a little lower in languag e subjects such as 

English Literature than in su b j ects such as Lin guist i cs. Thi s 

kind of tolerance would be higher in the case of e xamination 

scripts as opposed to in-course assignments , because of time a n d 

stress factors . 

3 .1.1. 5 . Jnformativity 

This relates to "the extent to which the occurrences of the 

presented text are e x pected vs. unexpected or known vs. 

unknown/certain [sic]" (De Beaugrande and Dressler 1981:9). 

Taking a ve ry simplistic view of this component and of student 

academic writing, it could be argued that this kind of writing 

is almost completely uninformative, for the intended reader has 

more knowledge of the relevant topic than the writer, and so 

there is no information gap (cf. Brumfit and Johnson 

1979 : 201) between them . In practice, of course, as was seen in 

the discussion of intentionality, the student is called upon to 

display rather than to distribute information: what is 

initially unknown by the reader is the amount of information the 

student is capable of providing, and the way in which this is 

done. 

The very artificiality of this rhetorical situation causes a 

number of difficulties for the student writer. He knows that his 

intended reader knows a great deal about his topic, but he 

cannot write accordingly: were he to treat this situation as a 

natural one, the logical answer to his reader's examination 

question would be "I have nothing to say that you don't already 

know". Few students would have such temerity, but there are many 

Who , for example, use the definite article at the beginning of a 

text i n ways which , as in [4] (taken from the English Literature 

corpus ), some teachers might be hesitant about accepting: 
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[4] S imon is depicted a quite and courageous bny in 

Lord of the Flies as for instance when climbs the 

mountain secretly to check on the beast thing. 

Such students cou ld well react to quest i ons about the 

appropriateness of their choice of reference item by saying, as 

Eil er ( 1983:1 79) puts it, "But you know what I mean " . In [4] 

' the mountain ' and ' the beast thing ' are entities that 

constitute given information ( cf. § 2 . 2 . 2 . ) to anyone who has 

read the background text, Lord of the Flies - they are in 

Prince ' s terms (1981: 236) situationally evoked, because they 

"represen t discourse participan ts and salient features of the 

extratextual context " and as such they exemplify shared 

knowledge between wr i ter and reader. The problem is that the 

student is not, strictly speaking , supposed to present these 

shared-knowledge entities in the way that would be appropriate 

in, say , natura l conversation. He has to play the academic game 

by the rules, writ in g a "self-sufficient" text (Eiler 1983:178) 

for an imaginary reader who is assumed to have only minimal 

information on the relevant topic at his disposal. Some 

knowledge on the part of the reader wil l, however, almost always 

have to be assumed - despite the sometimes heard injunction from 

subject teachers that students should write "as though the 

reader knows nothing". If they really were to follow such 

injunctions, the result would be over-explicit or "over-complete" 

discourse (Van Dijk 1977:109). 

A complicating pragmatic or rhetorical factor in respect of the 

Present corpus is that the texts are what is most narrowly 

described as "s tudent academic examination writing". Reader 

tolerance in the examination situation as opposed to an 

assignment situation should be higher (§ 3.1.1.4.), and that is 

Why the definite noun phrases in passages such as [4], when they 

refer to salient entities in the background text, are not, in 

this study, characterised as errors. 
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Meeting the right lev el of info r mativit y is, then, a 

considerable challenge f or . the student academic writer, 

particularl y in t he e xamination situation, when time is at a 

premium. We have seen that problems arise both 1n respect of how 

explicit the writer needs to be and in respect of the related 

issue of how much can be presented as given information. 

Particularly important here is appropriate handling of the 

resources of reference cohesion. 

3.1.1.6. Situationality 

This concerns "the factors which make a text RELEVANT to a 

SITUATION of occurrence" (De Beaugrande and Dressler 1981:9). 

Presumably, in terms of this component, a text will have to be 

seen to be responsive to those aspects of the situation that can 

have an effect on the way language is used . One of the most 

effective attempts to systematise such aspects is that of Hymes 

(e.g . 1972a), who resolves the sixteen "components of speech" he 

ide ntifies into nine groups to form the well-known SPEAKING+T 

mnemonic: settings, participants, ends, act sequences, 

keys, instrumentalities, norms, genres and topics 

(1972a:65). 

Hymes' components cover more than De Beaugrande and Dressler's 

situationality, so that ends is roughly equivalent to 

their intentionality, norms relates to acceptability? 

and act sequences and genres to cohesion and 

coherence (message form and message content, cf. 

1972a:60), with genres relating also to intertextuality. 

It is possible, though, to apply the remaining components to the 

task of defining the situationality of student academic 

(examination) writing. 
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Thu s relev an t setting ( time and place ) factors th a t can hav e 

an ef f ect on the nature of the te x t are t hat the writ i ng ta ke s 

place ln an e xamination r oom where the student ha s no physical 

access to written s ources o t her t han the examinat i on paper, an d 

tha t the tlme at h i s di sposal is strictly limited. 

Th e p a rticipan ts in our pa rticu l ar si t u at i on a r e s tud e n t a nd 

l ecturer , a n d we h ave al ready s een t hat t he n a ture of this ro le 

re l ati on s h ip hold s ce r t a in impli ca ti ons f o r t he inten ti ona li t y , 

acceptab il i ty and in fo r mat i v ity o f t he t e xt . 

The k e y o r t o ne of this academi c wr i ting situat i on should be 

reflected i n t he l anguage , whic h ought then to be, amongst other 

t h ings, serious rather than f r ivol o us , formal rather than 

informa l and d i s i nterested r ather than b i ased.b 

The i nstrumen t a l it y of this s i tuation dictates that the 

l anguage i s a monologue , wri t t en to be read (Munby 1978:36). As 

we have seen, using the wri t ten medium brings its own demands 

(§ 1.1.2.) and affects t he n a tu re of cohes i on used (very l ittle 

substitution or ellipsis). 

The topic in academic writ in g i s of cour s e to a very 

considerable exten t defined by t he question set , and tolerance 

for what is seen as di v ergence f rom the t opic is p r obably very 

low in th i s particular rhetorical situat i on. 

Crucial factors regarding the situationality of texts are then 

setting, participants, key, instrumental i ty and topic, and these 

factors have now been applied to a characterisation of the 

situationality of student academic writ i ng. 

--------------------- ---

6 Munby (1978:104-110) supplies a useful inventory of 
such " communicative key" binary opposites. 
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3 .1.1 . 7 . Intertex tualit y 

This component concerns "the factors which ma ke the u t ilization 

of one te x t dependent up on knowledge of on e or more pr e v i ously 

en c ountered te x ts " ( De Be a u g r a nd e a n d Dressle r 1981: 10) . 

Inter te x tuality is a part i cu l arl y sa li e nt f ea t u re o f student 

a c a de mi c wr iting, and i t is i n terms o f t h is c r iteri on t hat i t 

is most o bviou s ly di s t inct f rom compos iti on wri t i ng. The 

kn o wl e dge that the s tudent is called upon to d isplay in academi c 

writing is deri v e d l arg el y from t he study of a relativel y smal l 

set o f te x ts. In most cases, he has to address a certain issue 

thro ugh t hese t e x ts, whilst i n the English Literature 

e xample t he bac kground literary te x t is itself the issue. The 

fact that the reader ' s k nowledge of the background text or te x ts 

i s probab ly superior to that of the writer, further accentuates 

the d i s t inctiveness of intertextuality in student academic 

writing , and, as was seen in the discussion of informativity 

above, this places special demands on the writer, particularly 

in respect of the management of the reference and reference 

cohesion resou rces of the language. 

3 .1.1.8. Ef f iciency 

Th i s is the f i rst of De Beaugrande and Dressler ' s three 

"regulative principles" of efficiency, effectiveness and 

appropriateness (1981:11- cf. also§ 3.1.1.). These components 

receive somewhat more detailed attention in De Beaugrande 

(1980:21), where they are defined as principles or design 

Criteria "which distinguish the quality of a sample 

already admitt e d as a text", and are also regarded as "much more 

vital to 1 a n guage users · · competence· than the famous 

distinction between sentences and non-sentences , or a parallel 

dist i nction between texts and non-texts " . 
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The efficiency o f a te x t " depends on i ts use in 

c ommunicating with a minimum of expenditure of effort by the 

participants" (De Beaugrande and Dressler 1981:11). This 

component is, then, defined in such a way as to accommodate the 

perspecti v e of both writer and reader, though most of the 

discussion in De Beaugrande and Dressler ( 1981) and De 

Beaugrande (1980) concerns the amount of effort the reader has 

to put in to process the text. 

A more efficient text is not necessarily a more communicative 

text. Much depends on the situation and the nature of the text 

concerned, such that the whole point of a riddle, for example, 

is that it should be difficult to process, while poetry also is 

expected to elicit considerable effort on the part of the 

reader. Expository writing, however, of which student academic 

writing is a sub-genre, should be much more efficient. 

What, then, are the roles played by our three constructs 

(reference cohesion, conjunctive cohesion and relational 

coherence) with respect to efficiency? 

De Beaugrande (1980:134) stresses the contribution of cohesion 

to processing efficiency. Reference cohesion contributes to "the 

compact~·ng of surface expression" and the function of 

conjunctive cohesion in signalling "relations that cannot be 

readily inferred because they are variable or non-expected" is 

recognised (1980:162). The importance of reference resolution in 

comprehension has been noted (§ 3.1.1.1.), and any errors made 

by the writer in the use of reference cohesion will almost 

inevitably mean a less efficient text, with an extra processing 

load being imposed on the reader. The value of conjunctive 

cohesion as a cueing device was also discussed above 

(§ 3.1.1.1.), and errors here will also substantially lower the 

efficiency of a text. The connection between relational 

Coherence and reader effort is perhaps more complex, and 

requires closer consideration. 
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As was seen abo ve(§ 3 .1. 1 . 2. ), rel at ion al coherence is similar 

to De Beaugrande and Dress l er ' s coherence, which is 

essentially s yn on y mous with conceptua l connectivity, defined 

by De Beaugrande (1980:9) as "how underlying concepts and 

relations are put together ". De Beaugrande ( 1980 :112) also makes 

the point that people have certain expectations about language 

(cf. also§ 2 .1.2. ), including e x pectations about conceptual 

connectivity, and so also, it c an be argued, about relational 

coherence. People expect adjacent te xtual units to relate to one 

another, particularly in the same paragraph, and when this does 

occur, the language is easier to process - the reader ' s 

coherence-ma ki ng strategies are supported. It is essentially the 

type of relational patterning that relational coherence analysis 

explicates that Brostoff (1981:279) has in mind when she says: 

"T he reader understands these patterns because they 

reflect basic thought patterns by which we attempt to 

make sense of the world we perceive - to get at the 

internal relationships of an object or event, to see how 

parts are related to the whole, to perceive a kind of 

logical hierarchy in things. In other words, thinking 

consists of making relationships; and these mental 

processes which the writer performs appear in the 

discourse, at the level of the sentence, paragraph and 

essay, as patterns which the reader perceives." 

On the other hand, when this type of pattern or expectation is 

not fulfilled, it can be argued that processing is less 

efficient . If what is being read is a collection of 

intentionally jumbled sentences, a great deal of effort will be 

required to reorganise them so that they make sense (Garnham 

et al. 1982; Hoey 1983), and similar processing problems 

Will apply if the text is, say, a piece of student academic 

Writing in which a whole lot of assertions are made which do not 
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reveal relations between one another . If, on the othP.r hand, the 

units of the student text are conn e cted to on e anot her, but only 

b y way of a very weak kind of associative or ' a nd ' r ela t i on, we 

ar e still d ea ling with an ineffi c ient t e xt: even tho u gh not mu ch 

effort is invo lve d in proc e ssin g s uc h text s , the r e tu rns fo r the 

effort inve sted tend to be ver y low, the re a de r bei n g l e ft with 

the impression that the disc ourse lack s dir ec t i on . As wi ll be 

seen pre s e ntly (§ 3 . 2.2 . ), t h is kin d of tex t g ene r ates a low 

Relational Coherence Quoti en t, because the q u o ti e n t has been s o 

designed as to be s e nsitive to te x tua l i n ef ficie n c y . 

3 . 1 . 1 . 9. Effe ctiveness 

The effec tiveness of a te x t " depends on its leaving a strong 

imp ress i o n and c r ea ti ng favourab l e conditions for attaining a 

goa l" ( De Beaugrande a n d Dressler 1 9 81:11 ) . I t is distinguished 

f rom e ff i ci e n c y i n t hat the latter promotes " processing ease " , 

whi l e e ff ecti v eness promotes "process i ng depth " ( De Beaugrande 

1980 : 2 1 ) . 

There is relat ive ly l ittle discussion of effectiveness in the 

two source te x ts just mentioned, but some remar k s can be made 

he r e on the re l evan ce of our key constructs to this component of 

communication. 

Probably the s t rongest way in which the devices of reference 

cohesion can ra i se e f fectiveness is when they are used right at 

the beginning of a te x t, as in 

[5] He had b een waiting there s i nce the siren 

had sounded, but still there was no sign of them. 

The i mmediate g oal here of attracting and holding the reader ' s 

at t ention is achiev ed because t he writer uses reference cohesion 

devi ces ( ra t her than more full y descriptive noun phrases and 
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prepositional phrases), which force the r eader to flesh out the 

bare bones of the situation presented with the resources of his 

own knowledge store; and also raise his curiosity as he 

anticipates more information to come- information that will 

enable him to identify the referents of the devices. This use of 

reference cohesion is o f course most common in narrative, 

especially literary narrative, but it would not usually be 

appropriate in expository writing, where clarity is the 

watchword and suspense-creating strategies could jeopardise this 

clarity. It would seem that the role of reference cohesion with 

regard to effectiveness in student academic writing is 

relatively unimportant. 

It was seen earlier (§ 3.1 . 1 . 1.) that relations between textual 

units can often be inferred in the absence of conjunctive 

cohesion. De Beaugrande (1980:162) argues that when such 

inferring takes place because the relevant conjunctive cohesion 

device has been left out, this makes for more effective text, 

and De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981:8) remark that apparently, 

"text receivers are readily persuaded by content they must 

supply on their own". This helps to explain the frequent 

omission of conjunctions in advertising (cf. Leech 1966), but 

student academic writing is expected to be more self-sufficient 

(§ 3.1.1.5.), with more explicit cues being provided. In De 

Beaugrande and Dressler's (1981) terms, the appropriate level of 

effectiveness in student academic writing should not be very 

high, the emphasis being more on efficiency than effectiveness. 

This does not mean, however, that devices of conjunctive 

cohesion in student academic writing must be inserted to signal 

every single textual relation; particularly if this were done 

for every instance of an expected, continuative, relation (§ 

3.1.1.1 . ), reader involvement would be likely to decline, with 

the level of effectiveness being too low, even by the standards 

appropriate to this type of discourse. As De Beaugrande and 

Dressler (1981:35) note: "Plain language and trite content are 

Very easy to produce and receive, but cause boredom and leave 

little impression behind". 
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I f we turn now to the role of r-e l ationa l c o her-ence with respec t 

to the ef f e ct i veness of studen t academi c wr-iting , the 

just-mentioned remar- k is a suitable point of departure. "T r-ite 

content " is the li kely result o f the sort o f student writing 

noted i n the d i scussion of efficiency above, where textual units 

ar-e connected only in the loosest associative manner. It was 

argued that this type of wr-iting is hardly efficient, because -

even r-elative to the low degr-ee of efficiency needed - t he 

reader- ' s r-eturns for his efforts are minimal. Nor- is such 

writing effective, for the depth of processing required - the 

reader involvement is also minimal. This is one kind of 

student writing that Br-ostoff (1981:279) characterises as 

pr-oblematic, wher-e wr-iters "fail to put together a series of 

relationships in a consistent way- i.e., they may fail to form 

a well-structured sequence or- hierarchy of relationships." 

Effective writing requir-es the integration of ideas into a 

hierarchy of relations, from the lowest textual unit upwards: 

"[B]ridging the gap or synapse between adjacent clauses 

is still the writer ' s fundamental responsibility. At 

higher levels of understanding, involving longer segments 

of discourse, a sense of coherence is the result of 

successive integrations of successively larger groups of 

sentences ..• " (Fahnestock 1983:401) 

Texts r-eflecting such hierarchical integration would have a high 

Relational Coherence Quotient, and so the relevance of 

relational coherence to the component of communication, 

effectiveness, is clearly quite direct. 

3.1.1.10. ~ppropriateness 

The appropriateness of a text is defined by De Beaugrande 

and Dressler (1981:11) as "the agreement between its setting and 
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the ways in which the standards of te x tuality are upheld." This 

concept comes into clearer focus when they indicate how it 

relates to efficiency and effectiveness. Noting that efficiency 

tends to work in the direction of easy processing but trite 

conten t, while effectiveness tends to go wi th powerful content 

but can lead to text that is unduly difficult to process, they 

(1981 : 34) argue that "a pp ropr iateness must mediate between these 

opposed f actors to indicate the proper balance between the 

conventional and the uncon v entional in each situation. " 

As was seen in the previous two sections, the levels o f 

effic i ency and effectiveness appropriate to student academic 

writing are different to those appropriate to, f or example, 

literature and the language of advertising. The balance between 

these two components differs from one genre to another, a nd it 

is suggested in the present study that the extent to which this 

balance in a text is appropriate to its genre is also 

essentially the extent to which the text is communicative. In 

other words, the pre-theoretical notion of ' writing quality · or 

' communicativeness' is closely related to De Beaugrande and 

Dressler ' s ( 1981) notion of ' appropriateness ' . Appropriateness 

is most directly determined by the balance between efficiency 

and effectiveness, which are in their turn affected by aspects 

of the combination of the other seven components of textual 

communication. 

It will now be appropriate to assess progress with respect to 

the objectives of the first major section of this chapter, as 

set out above (§ 3 . 1.). 



-110- Framework 

With respect to the fir s t aim, it was argue d that the 

distinction be t ween constitutive and r e g ul at i v e principl e s of 

te x tual commu nication is not vali d , bu t that these pri n c i ples , 

ta k en together, represen t a use f u l set o f componen t s in terms o f 

which d ifferent types o f t e xtual communication can be 

di st i n g u ished fro m one ano the r, and in terms of wh ich the roles 

of ref e r ence cohesion, con juncti v e c ohes i on and relational 

coherence in commun~cation can be elucidated. The component, 

' appropriateness ' , can be seen as t he e s sen c e of 

' commun icati v eness ' or ' wr i ting quality ' . This re f lects Hymes ' 

(1972 b: 277) conviction that the salient characteristic of 

communicative competence i s appropriateness , or an understanding 

o f " wh e n t o spea k , when not , what to ta l k about wit h whom, 

when , where and i n what man n er " . 

I n this framework, a text is optimally communicative when it 

most closel y fulfils the reader ' s expectations with regard to 

its eff i cienc y and effectiveness . These t wo compon ents are 

de fi ned in terms o f process ing ease and p r ocess i ng dep t h, and 

readers will have different expectations about the amount of 

processing that will be required of them, depending on the 

pragmatic context of which they are part. This means t hat 

' communicativeness ' , ' writing quality ' and ' appropriateness ' are 

relat i ve notions: they vary f rom one context to another, 

and so it can also be expected that the role played by factors 

such as reference cohesion, conjunctive cohesion and relational 

coherence will also vary from one context to another. Hence the 

need in the present study to place these constructs against a 

characterisation, in terms of the components of communication, 

of student academic writing. 

The fi ndings wit h respect to the second and third objectives of 

this sectio n - those that concern student academic writing and 

the role of the three key constructs in this type of writing 

can be summarised in conjunction with one another. The 

con vention will be adopted whereby matters relating to the three 
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constructs (text-centred components) will be placed in brackets 

after the remarks on the relevant (user-cent red) component of 

communication. 

Fi rs tly, the situationality of student academic 

(examination ) writing can be characterised as f ollows: relevant 

aspects of the s etting are the lack of physical access to source 

texts and seve re time limitation; the participants are student 

and lecturer; the key fairly formal and serious; the 

instrumentality "monologue, written to be read"; and the topic 

in each case tightly constrained by the examination question 

set. 

Secondly, the intentionality is to display to the lecturer 

as much knowledge as possible about the topic in the time 

available (heHce the need for compact integration of ideas - and 

the ability to produce writing with a high relational 

coherence) . 

Thirdly, with regard to acceptability, the reader, i . e . the 

lecturer, will tolerate to some extent language weaknesses 

(errors in reference and conjunctive cohesion) because of 

constraints of the setting, though this tolerance will be lower 

in an English Literature examination than in a Linguistics one. 

Fourthly, informativity raises difficulties for the student 

writer because of the nature of intentionality in this type of 

writing, where knowledge is displayed rather than distributed 

and there is no real information gap between the participants 

(this has implications tor the use of reference cohesion in 

particular). 

Fifthly, a high degree of intertextuality is expected in 

this type of writing, precisely because the student is intent on 

displaying his knowledge of the source texts that he has studied 

(this further complicates the management of the reference 

cohesion system in particular). 
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Sixthly, w1th regard to efficiency, student academic wri ting 

should be reasonably easy to process ( c o mpetent use of reference 

cohesion, so t ha t discourse entities are clearly identifiable 

and clear object continuity is maintained; competent use of 

conjunctive cohesion. particularly in the signalling of 

discontinuati v e relations; clear re lat ional coherence patterns) 

Finally, without im pos ing too heavy a processing strain on the 

reader, this kind of writing has to be effective, (need to 

avoid juxtapositions of vaguely related discourse units and 

instead to build up interesting hierarchies of relational 

coher~nce). 

In this first main section of this chapter, then, the 

pretheoretical notions of ' writing quality ' or 

' communicativeness ' have been explained in terms of a set of 

components of textual communication. The user-centred components 

can serve as a basis for discussion of the pragmatic context of 

any particular text or text genre, and the genre of student 

academic writing has been characterised accordingly. The 

functions in this type of writing of those aspects of the 

text-centred components with which this study is concerned, i.e. 

reference and conjunctive cohesion and relational coherence, 

have been discussed, and it has been seen that appropriate use 

of these textual resources can be regarded as an important 

factor relevant to the reader's evaluation of the holistic 

coherence of the text and of the writer's communicative success. 

More details on specific aspects of the use of these resources 

that distinguish more coherent from less coherent texts will 

emerge in Chapter 5. Now, however, that these resources the 

three key constructs of the study - have been placed in a 

general communicative perspective, we can consider the details 

of the framework used for their analysis. 
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3 . 2 . THE ANAL YTICAL FRAMEWORK 

The main features of the analytical frame work developed for the 

study of the corpus of stud e nt a cad e mi c writi ng are: 

( a ) the F-unit as the basic t e x t u al uni t; 

( b ) the analysi s o f relation a l c oheren ce; and 

(c) the pe rforman ce a n d error an al ys e s of referen c e cohes i o n 

and con junctive c ohesion . 

Relat i o n a l c oherence wi l l here be d i scussed before cohesion 

because the f ramewo rk developed f or the ana l ysis of conjunctive 

c ohes i on in the presen t stud y i s dependent on the one developed 

f or relationa l coherence. 

3 . 2 . 1. Textual units 

Crucia l to any f orm of text- l i n guistic ana l ys i s is the 

establishment of a textual un i t in terms o f which textual 

features can be defined and measured. The most commonly used 

units have to date been the following: the proposition; the 

orthographic sentence; the T-unit; and the clause . These will be 

briefly evaluated before the unit chosen for the present study, 

the F-unit, is introduced. 

3.2.1 . 1 . The proposition 

The proposition was discussed earlier, i n the context of 

proposition - based studies of text, and the problem of the 

definition of this unit was raise d (ct. § 2 . 1 . 4 . 2.) . Of all the 

units discussed here, the proposition is the most difficult to 

define objectively, and so it has not been used in the present 

study. 
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3 . 2 . 1 . 2 . Th e or thograph~· c sentence 

Th ~ s ~ s t he uni t e mp loyed by Hal li da y a n d Hasan (1976) i n their

study o f c o hes ion. Th e y r- ec ogni se t hat the semantic r-elat i on s 

t ha t pr-o v ide cohes i on a r-e f o u nd bo th within and a c r-oss sentence 

bou n dar-ies, but their- wo r-k is concer-ned essentiall y with the 

latter- kind of cohesion, for "cohesi v e ties between sentences 

stand out mor-e clear-ly because the y ar-e the ONLY sour-ce of 

t e x tu r- e, wher-e a s within the sentence ther-e ar-e the str-uctur-al 

r- elat i ons as well " ( 1.976:9 ) . By " sentence " , Halliday and Hasan 

mean t he or-thog r- aphic sentence (whatever- appear-s between full 

s tops), but in desc~iptive studies of cohesion, par-ticularly in 

student wr-iting, a definition of cohesion in ter-ms of 

or-thogr-aphic sentences is for- a number- of r-easons not ver-y 

satisfactor-y. Thus , for- example, it for-ces one to r-eject but 

in [6] as an instance of conjunctive cohesion, while accepting 

it in [7], despite the fact that the wor-d sur-ely plays an 

identical r-ole in each case: 

[6] The boys liked it on the beach, but they feared the 

mountain. 

[7] The boys liked it on the beach. But they feared the 

mountain. 

Similar-ly, fr-om the point of view of r-elational coher-ence, the 

but in [7] signals Contr-ast between the two units, but if 

[6] is r-egar-ded as a single unit, this binary (two-unit) 

r-elation cannot be analysed for it. What is more, because 

subor-dinating conjunctions practically never exert their 

influence acr-oss orthographic sentences, they would pr-actically 

never be counted in analysis, even though their cohesive and 

r-elational coherence importance is essentially as gr-eat as that 

of their coor-dinating counter-parts (compare [7] and [8]): 

[8] The boys liked it on the beach, though they feared 

the mountain. 
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A thlrd problem tha t arises is that , as e ve r y reader of stud e nt 

wr iting knows, s e nt en c e structuri ng i n such te xts is no t a l wa ys 

i mpeccable a nd punc tua ti on ofte n lea v es much to be desired, 

giv i ng r i s e to some remar k a b l y i dios y ncratic and lengthy 

f orma tions withi n the bo unds of a single orthographic sentence. 

A fourt h p roblem, related to the third , is t hat there is in 

princ i ple no l imit to the length of the orthographic sentence. 

I n practice , too, this means that - to take an admittedly 

extreme c a se - a lengthy te x t such as James Joyce ' s nov el 

Finnegans Wa k e, which contains no full stops, would have to 

be anal y sed a s a s i ngle orthographic sentence, exhibiting 

ne i ther c ohesion n o r relational coherence. 

3 .2.1. 3 . The T-unit 

Given problems with the orthographic sentence as textual unit, 

the T-unit has been preferred in a number of studies, including 

those of Witte (1983b) and Connor (1984), which were discussed 

in some detail in Chapter 2 (cf. § 2.2.2.1. for a definition of 

the T-unit). Although it is a much more clearly defined and 

manageable unit than the orthographic sentence, the T-unit also 

reveals certain weaknesses, of which one of the most important 

is that it leaves the problem discussed by way of examples [6] 

[8] above partly unresolved. Although a T-unit analysis will 

place [6] and [7] on an equal footing (each consists of two 

T-units), [8] will be analysed as a singleT-unit as it is only 

one main clause with an attached subordinate clause. Even this 

unit, then, is too large to be useful for analysing significant 

rhetorical relations in the text, such as Contrast, if these 

relations are effected by way of . subordination. Like an analysis 

based on the orthographic sentence, it, too, cannot accommodate 

subordinating conjunctions such as though as instances of 

cohesion. 
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3 . 2 .1. 4 . Th e clause 

Thls is the smallest unit of those so far- discussed, and as such 

should be mor-e sultable than the other-s for- analyslng r-hetor-ical 

functlons and the r-ole played in them by cohesion de v ices . A 

number- of te x t-linguistic stud ie s (e . g . Gu tw inski 197 6; Lybber-t 

and Cummings 1969; Str-a tton 1 971) have made u se of clauses or

clause-li k e units . Ev e n the cl ause, however-, is somet i mes too 

lar-ge a u nit to be isomor-phous with r-hetor-ical str-uctur-es such 

as those def ined by r-elati onal coher-ence ana lysis. One typical 

pr-oblem, noted b y Lieber- ( 1 981 :53 ), is that appositives ha ve a 

definite r-hetor-lcal function, but often do not appear- as f u ll 

cl ause s . Some t i mes, as in Gutwinski ' s ( 1976:1 0 5) example 

[9] What he had mea n t had been the whole thing - her 

c harac t er , the wa y she felt, the way she j udged. 

full-clause and r-educed appositives appear- together-, and if only 

the c l auses ar-e anal ysed, the text would have to be segmented so 

that the r-educed appositive (her character) would have to be 

included in the pr-eceding clause, even though it has a separ-ate 

r-hetor-ical function (in r-elational coher-ence ter-ms, that of Ter-m 

Specification), which is e x actl y the same as the function of the 

full clauses that follow i t (the wa y she felt; the way she 

judged). 

lt would appear-, then, that if we ar-e to r-egar-d texts as in the 

fir-st instance communicative enter-pr-ises, even the clause is not 

quite the r-ight unit of textual analysis because it is often not 

equivalent to str-uctur-es that ser-ve r-hetor-ical functions . What 

is needed is a unit that is mor-e closely equivalent to such 

str-uctur-es but at the same time can be r-easonably objectively 

defined in ter-ms of syntactic str-uctur-e . The functional unit 

(F - unit ) is in this r-espect a better candidate than the clause. 
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3 . 2 . 1 . 5 . The F-un~t 

Lieber- · s ( 1981) "functional unlt of dlscour-se" o r- F-unit 

lncludes clauses, but lt also includes cer-tain phr-asal 

str-uctur-es, such as the r-educed appositives just mentioned, 

which are functionally e q uivalent to clauses: 

"i t was necessar-y to differ-entiate those clauses and 

cl ause equi va lent s wh ich not only function syntacticall y 

but also ser-ve to advance that development rhetoricall y 

from those that seem only to fi ll essential s y ntacti c 

slots (such as subject of a sentence) within a matri x 

clause . " ( Lieber 1981:58 ) 

The distinction made in trans fo rmational grammar (e .g. Emends 

1976 ) between r oot sentences (S ' s that are not dominated by 

a node other than S) and non-root sentences (S's that are 

dominated by other nodes, usua lly Noun Phrases and Verb Phrases) 

is invoked by Lieber (1981:59) to distinguish F-units from other

structures that are merely essential syntactic slot-fillers. 

Thus restrictive relative clauses, such as in [10], and 

restr ictive relatives with a reduced modifying structure, such 

as [11], which are generall y analysed as structures embedded 

within the NP node they modify, are not regarded as separate 

F-units: 

[10] The boys who tended the fire let it go out. 

[11] The one holding the conch started to speak. 

Non-restrictive relatives, 

analysed as root sentences, 

such as 

and so 

in [12], are generally 

such structures and their 

reduced versions - non-restrictive appositives, as in [13] - are 

themselves regarded as F-units (a slash with a space on either 



-118- Framewor k 

side ( I marks an F - unit boundary, with double slashes (//) 

bein g u sed when one F-unit is contained within another): 

[12] L e nneberg s u ggests that l ateralisation. // which is 

a slow process. // begins at the age of about two. 

[13 ] Lenneberg suggests that lateralisation, // a slow 

process , // begins at the age of about two. 

Thus both [12] and [1 3] would be anal y sed as two F-units, the 

first being Lenneberg suggests that lateralisation begins at 

the age of about two, and the second being which is a slow 

process or a slow process. In terms of relational 

coherence, the relation of the relative in each case to the 

other F-unit comprising the rest of the sentence is one of Term 

Specification. It should be noted that although the matrix 

clause Lenneberg suggests that lateralisation begins at the 

age of about two would be regarded by some text-linguists, 

such as Gutwinski (1976), as consisting of two rhetorical units, 

Lieber does not accept nominal clauses such as •.. (that) 

lateral i sation begins at the age of about two as separate 

F-units. This is because they are not derived from root 

sentences (1981:60) and because they are essential, integral 

parts of the structure, such that their removal would leave a 

fragmentary, incomplete structure (1981:62), here Lenneberg 

suggests •... Thus relatively objective, syntactic criteria are 

given precedence by Lieber over more subjective, rhetorical 

considerations, though she also advances a strong argument in 

terms of rhetoric here by referring to the incompleteness of the 

structure. 

In the present study the F-unit was adopted, with one 

significant modifi ca tion, and so the following summary of F-unit 

structures der ives from Lieber ( 1981:93-96), with the 

modification indicated (F-units that are not finite clauses are 

given in bold pr int) . 
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The main division is between coordinate and subordinate F-units. 

The coordinate F-un i ts are as follows: 

( a) Full clauses joined by coordinating conjunctions or 

punctuation marks (cf. [14]); 

[14] Simon couldn ' t talk/ and the boys laughed at 

him. 

(b) Clauses exhibiting gapping in a non-initial member (cf. 

[15] ) ; 

[ 15] Jack feared the beast / and Simon the evil. 

(c) Clauses contain in g conjoined verbal structures (cf. 

[16]); 

[16] ~dults often acquire a second language /and get 

the pronunciation right •. 

(d) Conjoined non - verbal elements within a clause, when an 

overt marker indicating a change in rhetorical function 

(typically a conjunctive cohesion device) is present 

(cf. [17]). 

[17] Simon is a prophet figure / and thus very 

different to the others. 

There are no differences between Lieber (1981) and the present 

study with regard to coordinate F-units. 

The structures that qualify as subordinate F-units in the 

present study are as follows: 
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( a ) Ad ve r b ial subordin a te clauses and c l ause equiva l ents, as 

i n [ 17 ] , [18] a nd [19 ] (L ieber e xc l udes temporal and 

locat i ve clauses on t he grounds that they function in 

much t he same way as adverbial conjunctions ( e.g. 

afterwards; then), .but the argument here is fi nely 

balanced, and vitiated somewhat by Lieber ' s accepting, 

for example, conditional clauses introduced by when 

as F-units, while denying temporal clauses introduced by 

when the same status ( 1981:79-80). Because of this 

problem, and because of the importance of temporal 

clauses in the rhetoric of narration (as in discussion 

of event sequences in answers to the Lord of the 

Flies examination question), temporal (cf. [18]) and 

locative (cf. [19]) clauses are treated in the present 

study as F-units, i.e. in the same way as the other 

adverbial subordinate clauses; 

[17] He climbs the mountain / (in order) to see if 

there really is a beast there. 

[18] As the brain matures, / different functions are 

assigned to the two hemispheres. 

[19] He comes down to the beach, / where the boys are 

already dancing 

(b) Non-restrictive relative clauses (cf . [12], repeated 

below); 

(12] Lenneberg suggests that lateralisation, // which 

is a slow process, / / begins at the age of about 

two. 

(c) Non-restrictive appositives of the reduced relative type 

(cf. (13], repeated below); 
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[ 1 3 ] Lenneberg suggests t hat lateralisation, // a 

slow process, // begi ns at the age of about two. 

(d) Non-restrictive appositi v es of exempl1fication, 

identification and ~enaming (cf . [20]); 

[20) Th~s happens because of lateralisation, / i.e. 

the specialisation of functions in different 

hemispheres. 

( e) Absolute const~uctions related to adve~bial clauses (cf. 

[ 2 1]) o~ non-restrictive relatives (cf . [22]) . 

[21] The littluns being fedrful, / they had 

nightmares. 

[22] Piggy, / / his glasses broken, //yelled at 

Jac k. 

Lieber (1981:57-96 ) presents detailed mate~ial on the definition 

and exemplification of the F-unit, but the above summa~y 

presents the main types of st~uctures other than finite clauses 

and thei~ sentential equivalents that will in the present study 

be ~egarded as F-units. It should also be noted that in the 

present study the F-unit has been used not only to segment the 

texts into rhetorically significant units, but also to define 

text length and cohesion density. Each student text was analysed 

into its F - units and the number of F-units was taken as the 

measure of text length. Measures of cohesion density were 

a~rived at by dividing the number of refe~ence and conjunctive 

cohesion devices appearing in the text by the number of F-units 

in the text. 

3 . 2 . 2. Relational coherence analysis 

The set of functional relations in terms of which ~elational 

coherence analysis proceeds will be defined and exemplified 
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here, fo l lowed by an explanation of the application of the 

measu re developed i n the present study for the quantification of 

relational coherence, i.e . the Relational Coherence Quotient. 

Before this is done, however, a brief perspect ive on the nature 

and pedigree of relational coherence analysis will be prese nted. 

3 . 2.2 . 1 . Back ground 

It will be clear from the discussion so f ar that underlying the 

pre-theoretical notions ' (holistic) coherence ' , ' communicative 

ness and ' writing quality ' is a host of interconnecting 

factors. It will accordingly also be clear that no single factor 

or textual feature could possibly account fully for the reader ' s 

intuitions about the relative coherence, communicativeness or 

quality of a piece of writing, even when the genre is fairly 

clearly specified, as in the case of student academic writing. 

One of the main convictions of the present study, however, is 

that a crucial factor determining such intuitions is certain 

types of connection between adjacent textual units and the 

integration of these connections into larger hierarchies (cf. 

the Relational Coherence Hypothesis-§ 1.2.3.). Enkvist 

(1979:111 - cf. also § 3.1.1.2. above) draws attention to the 

fact that such connections are effected in two different ways, 

i.e. "through surface cohesion, and through underlying semantic 

coherence". Opinions differ, as was seen in Chapter 2, regarding 

the nature of the relationship between cohesion and coherence. 

Thus McCutcheon and Perfetti (1982:115), for example, imply a 

very close relationship: "A coherent written discourse may be 

defined as one in which the local connections make the 

underlying topic coherence as explicit as possible at the 

surface level". Bamberg (1984:307) and others, arguing from a 

more process-oriented perspective (cf. § 2.1.4.), imply a much 

more tenuous relationship: 
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"Mean in g and coherence a ~e not ~nscribed in a text, but 

are constructed by readers who are guided by textual 

cues an d b y their o wn knowledge and e x pectations to 

bridge gaps and to fill in assumed informati on. " 

Definitions of coherence such as that given by McCutcheon and 

Perfetti (1982), in which strong emphasis is placed on the need 

for the write r to furnish as many explicit c ues as possible, 

will, in the light of earlier discussion (e . g . § 3 .1.1. 2 .), be 

seen to be quest i onable. Such definitions have recently also 

drawn cr~ticism from composition theorists. For example: 

"T he f ac t that the semanti c relation between a pair of 

cl auses can be articulated though it goes unmarked by a 

transition word is a fundamental principle of coherence; 

yet this fact is rarely emphasized or even mentioned in 

composition texts" (Fahnestock 1983:402). 

It would appear then that any account of connectedness between 

sentences might well be best served not merely by a 

categorisat~on of conjunctive cohesion devices but by a taxonomy 

of the d if ferent types of connection that can obtain between 

textual units, whether these connections are explicit or not. 

Various attempts have been made to classify such textual 

connections. 

Lieber (1981) identified certain functional roles that 

express the purpose of the relevant F-unit, such as Compare -

defined as "[p]oint out the similarity or points of 

correspondence be tween two events, ideas, statements or objects" 

(1981:310) - and Restate - defined as "[r]ephrase or repeat a 

previous assertion or part of an assertion" (1981:312). Because 

her focus is on cohesion, however, Lieber does not provide any 
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substant1al discuss1on or eY.emplification of these f u nct ional 

roles and how they might r-elate to co her-en ce, though she does 

suggest their- analysis for fur-ther- research (1981:272). 

Ot her attempts to define sets of relations between textual units 

include those ot Wlnterowd (1970), which is r-eviewed ln S loan 

(1983); Grimes (1975); and r-elated work by Me y e r (1975); whlle 

Hallida y and Hasan ' s (1976) class ifi cation of conjunctive 

cohesion into additive, adversative, causal an d temporal 

categor-ies can also be regarded as an exercise in this area . It 

is Halliday and Hasan ( 197 6: 238 ) who note that " [t)here is no 

single, uniquely corr-ect inventory of the types of conjunctive 

relation", and that different classifications highlight 

differ-ent aspect s . 

From the point of view of the present study the most r-elevant 

wor k is that of Crombie (1985a and 1985b in particular-, but also 

1984, 1986 and 1987) . Drawing to some extent on earlier work by 

Longacre (1968 and 1972), Beekman (1970), Beekman and Callow 

(1974) and also Winter- (e.g. 1976 and 1982), Crombie pr-esents 

(1985b:1), amongst other- things, a taxonomy of what she calls 

inter-propositional relations. Although she also uses the 

ter-m semantic relation in this connection, these relations 

are essentially semantic-pr-agmatic (cf. § 3 . 1.1.2.), as they ar-e 

characterised in terms of discourse values, where " the 

discour-se value of an utterance may be defined as its 

significance or- communicative function within a 

discourse, as distinct from its sentence meaning or 

conceptual content" (1985b:2). These discourse values are of 

two kinds, i.e. unitary values- which are in effect 

illocutionary values such as Warning, Threat and Insult - and 

binary values such as Condition-Consequence and 

Reason-Result . Binary values are so called because "they require 

for their realization two related propositions or groups of 

propositions", because, for example, "[y]ou cannot simply have a 

reason, you must have a reason for something; you cannot 
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simply have a result, you must have a result of some thing" 

( 198 5b: 2 ). 

The binary v alue relations differ from the un itary value 

relations in ways that are important for the present study. 

One problem w1th unitary value r elations such as Lieber ' s 

Com pare and Restate is t hat these re la t i ons are in effect 

illocutionar y acts, and as such the number o f such relations is 

practically limitless. Crombie (1985b:4) argues that in contrast 

to this, " there appear to be a small number of binary discourse 

v alues which, because they are very frequently signalled 

linguistically, are readily identifiable, and these appear to 

have (Longacre 1972:52) cross-linguistic v a lid ity. " 

A second advantage to the analyst of the binary value relations 

over the unitary ones is that the former are much less closely 

bound up with the context of situation than the latter , and so 

are often easier for the analyst to interpret, even when the 

context is minimal or non -exis tent . Thus if we consider 

[23] If you do that tomorrow, I ' ll get the rolling pin. 

from an illocutionary , or unitary value relation, point of view 

we would need the context to help us decide whether a promise, a 

threat or something else is intended. We do not need any 

context, however, to help us i dentify [23] as expressing the 

binary relation Condition-Consequence. This relation is here 

signalled by if, so interpreting the relation in [23] is 

essentially just a semantic business. Often such signalling is 

of course absent, as in our earlier example: 

[2] ~dults can ' t usually speak a second language 

perfectly. They have lost their neuromuscular 

plasticity. 
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Despit e the l a c k o f relational s ignalling, though , bac kground 

k nowledge allows us to interpret the relati on be tween these two 

sentences as one of Result-Reason. Thus the interpre tation of 

this type of r e lation can be a ba s ically s e ma ntic o r a 

semanti c -pra gm a tic business . On the othe r h a nd, altho u g h the 

interp r e t ati o n of illoc u tionary ac ts is s o me t imes a ided by 

signal l ing , s uch as e xpl i cit performati v es a n d other devices 

( e . g. Le v i n son 1983 : 233), illocut i ona ry inter p retation tends to 

be more of a pragmatic affai r, wi t h not on l y bac kground 

kn owledge b u t a lso k n o wled ge o f the act u al conte x t of u t terance 

o ften being essential. 

A t hi rd ad v a n tage of t he b i nary v alue relations, which is 

part i c ul arl y relevant to the concerns of the present study, is 

the f ac t that te x ts can be analysed i n to hierarchies based on 

these r e l ations. The importance of this wil l become clearer when 

the Rela t ional Coherence Quotient is discussed (§ 3 .2.2.4.). 

Some terminological streamlining is now Cdlled for. Crombie ' s 

unit of analysis is the p r oposition, and as we have seen, she 

also uses the term semantic relation, though these relations 

are defined by way of discourse values, which are communicative, 

semantic-pragmatic, discourse-functional constructs. I n the 

present study, the unit of analysis is the functional unit or 

F-unit ( functional because they are sensitive to rhetorical 

changes in the discourse). Similarly , the binary relations that 

can hold between such functional units will be called binary 

functional relations , functional relations or even simply 

relations, when no ambiguity is possible. The classification 

of these relations can now be considered. 

3.2.2.2. The ( binary ) functional relations 

The taxonomy of functional relat i ons appl i ed in the present 

study is an adaptation of Crombie ' s set of inter-propositional 
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" general s ema n t i c relations" ( 1985b : 1 7 ) . Th e major ca tego r ies of 

f unctional relation p u t forwa r d in the p r esent stud y are : 

Temporal, Matching, Cause- Effect , Truth and Va lidity, 

Alternation, P a raphrase , Amplific a ti o n a n d Co upli ng. An 

additlonal fe a ture o f t he ta xo n omy of the presen t s t udy is that 

the ac t ual fu nctiona l re l a tions wi thi n e a c h ma jo r categor y are 

characte r ised as c o n t inuat ive or discont i nuati v e , u s i ng this 

d is t inct ion made by Fahnesto ck (1 983) as a point of departure. 

Thi s add iti on was made becaus e o f the i mportant i mplica tion s 

t ha t the cont inuat i v e - discont i nua tive dis ti nc ti on c an have i n 

the s tudy of conjunctive cohesion ( cf. § 3 .1.1. 2 ., § 3 . 2 .4. ) . 

The full set o f f unctiona l relat i ons applied in the present 

study wil l n ow be presented. In each case, a simple heurist i c -

o r " q u estion tes t " (C romb i e 1985b: 3 0) - for the identification 

of the functional re l at i on wi ll be given (P and Q represent the 

two F-un i ts or groupings ofF-units concerned), followed by an 

examp l e ta ken from the co r pus o f studen t academ i c writing . 

( a) Temporal relations 

These are concerned with temporal connections between units. 

Ch ronological Sequence (CS) 7 [continuat i ve] 

7 It should be noted that although the functional relati o ns 
are all binary- i n the sense of ' holding between ~wo F-units ' 
not all of the labe l s express the binarity directly . 
Chronological Sequence could be called Earlier Time-
Later Time to ref l ect the binar i ty, but this seems a little 
long-winded as a label. 
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Does the event (or events) specified in Q foll o w the event 

(or events) specified in P without necessarily being 

causally related to it? 

[24] He see s the dead airman / a nd r e leas e s the bod y 

from the trees . 

Re v e r se Ch rono l og i cal Sequence ( RCS ) [discon tinua ti ve] 

Does t he e v ent ( or e v ents) specified in Q precede the event 

(o r e v ents ) specified in P without necessarily being 

causally rel a ted t o it ? 

[25] Before he can help himself / he is horrifically 

k illed. 

Temporal Overlap ( TO) [continuative] 

Does the event (or events) specified i n Q overlap in time 

with the event ( or events) specified in P? 

[26] S i mon came in a wrong time. / The boys were 

discussing about the beast. 

(b ) Natching relations 

These invol v e some kind of similarity or contrast between 

units. 
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Compar~ son (Cp ) [continuati v e] 

Is some sa l ~en t a s pect of P similar to some salient aspect 

of Q ? 

[27 ] He is killed b y the evil in the boys ' minds, / just 

as Chris t was crucified . 

Contrast (C t ) [discontinuative] 

Is some salient aspect of P different to some salient aspect 

of Q? 

[28] Children are deep structure imitators. / ~dults 

actually make better surface structure-drill 

learners. 

(c) Cause-Effect relations 

These involve different kinds of causal relations between 

units. 

Condition-Consequence ( CdC) 8 [continuative] 

Does some aspect of P provide a condition for some aspect of 

Q? 

[29] If lateralisation is complete / learning of the 

second language becomes more difficult. 

8 In the case of Condition-Consequence and a number of 
other functional relations the order of the relevant F-units 
can be reversed. The abbreviation used follows the F-unit order, 
so that if [29] had been in a main clause - if-clause order, 
the abbreviation used would have been CCd and not CdC . 
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Denled Consequence (DC) [discontinuative] 

Is s ome consequence that would normally fol l ow from a 

condition expresse d in P denied in Q? 

[ 30 ] Even if h e s pends as mu ch ti me a s possible on h is 

a cce nt / it will not be as g ood as the chi ld ' s . 

Reason-Resu lt (RRt ) [ continuat i ve] 

Does P provide a reason f or some result or effect specified 

in Q? 

[ 3 1] He lacks language / and therefore they laugh a t 

him . 

Means-Result (MR) [continuative] 

Does P provide an explan ation of how some result or e f fect 

specified in Q is achieved ? 

[32] It is through his fainting fit / that he discovers 

the truth about the evil in man . 

Grounds-Conclusion (GC) [continuative] 

Does P provide an observation in terms of which a deduction 

is made in Q? 

[33] Young children have a high degree of neuromuscular 
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plastic~ty, / a n d thi s · could e x p l ain t h ei r super~or 

p r onuncia t ion a bi l ity . 

Means-Purpose ( MP ) [con ti n u a tive] 

Does an e v en t s pe c i fi ed i n P ha v e an intended e ff ec t whi ch 

is s pecified i n Q? 

[34] He climbs the moun ta in / to s e e if the re is a 

beast up . there. 

( d) Truth and Validity r e lations 

These involve comments made in one unit about the tr-uth or 

validity of a statement made in the other- . This categor-y of 

relation would appear to be mor-e common in spoken discourse, 

and there are no examples in the cor-pus of the fir-st two of 

the three r-elations of this category presented below. 

S tatement - Affirmation (SA) [continuative] 

Does Q affirm the truth of P? 

[ 3 5] He says Pretoria is hotter than Johannesburg / and 

that ' s quite true . 

Statement- Denial (50) [discontinuative] 

Does Q deny the tr-uth of P? 

[36] He says Cape Town is hotter than Pretoria / but I 

don ' t agree. 
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Den i al - Co r rection ( OCr) [discontinuati v e] 

Does Q prov i de a c orrective s u bs t itute fo r a n e g ate d te rm in 

P ? 

[37] Latera l i s a t ion is not an e x pl anat i on / - i t is merel y 

a h y pothesis. 

Concess i on-Contrae x pectation ( CCE) [discontinuative] 

Does Q counter an i n f erence that would normally follow from 

P ? 

[ 3 8] Geschwind and Krashen are of the opinion that 

lateralization is complete b y before puberty. / Yet 

some people do acquire a second language successfully , 

with authentic control, well into adulthood. 

(e) Altern ation relations 

These relations involve some kind of choice. 

Supplementary Alternation (SAl) [continuative] 

Does Q offer an alternative that is compatible with P? 

(Inclusive or) 

[39] The sourc e of the problem could be primarily 

phys i ological / or it could be found more in affective 

factors. 
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Contrast ive Alternation (CA l) [disc ontinuative] 

Does Q o ffer a n alternati v e that is incompatible with P ? 

( E xclusive or ) 

[ 40] Eit he r they do some t h i n g abo ut the evil t ha t i s in 

them / or the y wil l al l per ish . 

( f ) Paraphr ase 

This ma j or category consists only of the one functional 

relation, i .e. Paraphrase. 

Parap hrase ( P ) [conti n uative] 

Does Q have t he same conceptual content as P ( i . e . without 

prov iding more detail about P) ? 

[41] The y oung child is self-centred , / i.e . he can be 

called egocentric . 

(g) Ampl i f ication 

I n this type of relation the conceptual content of the first 

unit is implicit or explicit in the second unit, but the 

sec o nd unit adds content that further specifies some aspect 

of the conten t of the first. 

Genera l -Specific (GS) [ continuative] 
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Does Q p~ovide illust~ation o~ specific info~mation fo~ some 

mo~e gene~al aspect of the conceptual content of a 

statement, P? 

[42] He is a helpful, playful boy. /He helps Ralph build 

huts. 

Te~m Specification (TS) [continuative] 

Does Q p~ovide some specification fo~ a mo~e gene~al te~m o~ 

wo~d in P? 

[43] His fits can also be an indJ·cation of his differenc e 

/ - his ability to see things as they really were. 

Statement-Exception (SEx) [discontinuative] 

Does Q p~ovide an exception to some mo~e gene~al aspect of 

the conceptual content of P? 

[44] Adults almost always have more difficulty, / but 

there are some who develop a perfect L2 accent . 

(h) Coupling 

This is the weakest of the functional ~elations, and the 

implications of this will be conside~ed in the next section 

(§ 3 . 2 . 2 . 3.), whe~e we shall see that as it is a kind of 

default ~elation it will not be analysed fo~ the purposes of 

calculating a text's Relational Cohe~ence Quotient (it is 

the~efo~e not necessa~y to give the te~m an abb~eviation) . 

It is defined by C~ombie (1985b:23) as follows: "He~e, the 

second membe~ adds at least one new p~oposition to the fi~st 
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and the members are not connected 1n an elective, a 

c om parative or a sequential way. " 

Coupling [ continuative] 

Framewor k 

Crombie ' s heuristic characterisation of Bonding, the major 

category in her taxonomy that includes Coupling, is: 

"A re P and Q juxtaposed or conjoined and is the answer to 

each of the other questions negative [i . e. the others in the 

set of heuristic questions for identifying functional 

relations]?" ( 1985b:31) 

[45] He realises that the danger is an internal force. / 

He knows that the boys must not surrender themselves to 

the evil within them. 

The present study, then, posits eight major categories of 

relation, consisting of 21 functional relations, of which 13 

have been characterised as continuative and eight as 

discontinuative. 

3.2.2.3. 4 note on analytical decision-making 

Reference has been made (§ 2.1.5.) to the notion of the text 

analyst as " slow-motion reader interacting with the text to 

understand its properties" (Hoey 1984:4). It has been seen that 

when doing relational coherence analysis, the analyst can 

sometimes rely on conjunctive cohesion signalling as a basis for 

assigning his l abels . Often, though, this is not the case. 
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Other types of cohesion can also provide crucial clues . Let us 

cons1der, for e xample, [46], which is a passage from Text EPE 1, 

given in full in Appendix 28 : 

[46] He stands out as different to the other boys 5 

on the J.·sl and. 

When the boys have their assembly 

He J.· s the one who cannot e x pres s himself. 

f:llso, He J.· s an epileptic 

and in traditional societies such people (and 

others afflicted by illness or mental handicaps) 

are revered as being closer to God. 

~TO 
8 

9 

In this passage the General - Specific relation is not signalled 

by any conjunctive cohesion device (although also and 

and help to define the number of F-units that participate 1n 

the relation), but in F-unit 7 the reference cohesion item 

he (in its "sticking to the point " function) links with 

he in the general statement made in F-unit 5. The connection 

is reinforced by the substitution cohesion structure the 

one, which also signals uniqueness, thereby providing a 

semantic link with different to the other boys. The 

comparative reference of closer i n F-unit 9 also signals 

' difference'. 

GS 

Apart from conjunctive, reference and substitution cohesion, 

lexical cohesion could also signal the relation directly, as was 

seen earlier (cf. § 3 . 1 . 1.2.(a) and the cause in example [1] 

of this chapter), and as would be the case ifF-unit 8 were to 

have read, say, He differs also in that he is an epileptic. 

Often, however, there are neither cohesion items nor clear 

lexical-semantic signals in the text, but other factors can play 

an important role in the analyst ' s decisions. It was observed 

earlier (§ 2.1.2.) that the assumption of coherence 

predisposes the reader (and the reader-cum-analyst) to expect 
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t exts to ma ke sense, and in his endeavours to make coherence out 

of what he i s readi n g, he can cal l upon resources of a pragmat i c 

rather than a sema ntic sort, such as his knowledge of the world, 

his knowledge of more stereotyped situations and event sequences 

(e.g. frames and scripts), his knowledge of discourse patterns 

and his understanding of the writer ' s overall goals. For 

example, in [46] the connection between the general statement 

about Simon being different to the others (F-unit 5) and the 

specific point that he is an epileptic (F-unit 8) is not a 

semantic one; it derives rather from the pragmatic knowledge 

that epileptics are a small minority in any representative group 

of people. Thus even if there had been no also in F-unit 8 

and none of the further reinforcement found in F-unit 9, 

pragmatic knowledge alone would have determined that F-unit 8 

should be analysed as part of the General-Specific functional 

relation. 

Like the ordinary reader, then, the analyst can rely on cohesion 

- including lexical-semantic signalling - as well as pragmatic 

knowledge when assigning functional relations between textual 

units. The explication of the interplay of factors that 

determine such decisions, particularly in the absence of 

lexical-semantic and cohesion signals, would constitute an 

important contribution to the study of pragmatics and would be a 

suitable topic for further research, but it goes largely beyond 

the concerns of the present study, where the focus is 

specifically on two types of cohesion and the quantification of 

relational coherence in student texts of different coherence 

ratings. 

Pragmatic analysis is inherently a more subjective enterprise 

than other types of linguistic analysis, but two factors in 

particular raise the level of objectivity in the more 

pragmatics-oriented aspects of the present study (most 

specifically, the identification of functional relations when 

semantic signalling is absent). Firstly, the F-unit has been 
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seen (§ 3 . 2.1.) to be a textual unit which is to a very large 

extent definable in objective, structural terms and yet it is 

also a more effective vehicle for registering rhetorical 

(relatlonal ) movements within the text . Secondl y, the fact that 

the functional relation of Coupling is not rec ogn i sed ln the 

present study for the purposes of the quantification of 

relational coherence ( cf. § 3 .2. 2.4 . below) means that one of 

the areas in which subjective decision-making would be most 

apparent is avoided. Th is is the area of analysis where 

decisions have to be made as to whether the j u xtaposition of two 

textual units does not represent any functional relation, or 

whether it does indeed represent the very weak, vague, 

associative relation of Coupling. The functional relations that 

are regarded in the present study as most relevant to the 

coherence or communicativeness of a text are also those which 

are more readily recognisable and definable. 

3.2.2.4. The Relational Coherence Quotient 

The ways in which the F-units and groups or hierarchies of 

F-units connect with one another in terms of the binary 

functional relations constitutes the relational coherence of 

a piece of text; the nature of relational coherence will differ 

from one text to another, depending partly on the distribution 

of the different functional relations. Thus Crombie (1987) has 

identified different stylistic modes in Seventeenth Century 

writing in accordance with which major categories of relation 

are most frequent in the texts. 

In the present study a similar type of analysis was undertaken 

in order to see whether the distribution of functional relations 

differed between the different groups of student texts. In 

addition, however, the present study attempts to quantify 

coherence, and in the pursuance of this goal develops and tests 

a measure called the Relational Coherence Quotient. 
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The Relational Coherence Quotient ( RCQ) of a te x t is, 1n effect, 

a measure of the density or richness of the relational coherence 

or set o f functional relations of the text. Th e natur e and v alue 

of the RCQ is best e x pl ained by way of worked e xamples, in this 

case two passages fro m the English Literature corpus that deal 

with the death of Simon . These passages are given below ([47 ] 

and [48]), with a separate F-unit on each line (mark ed by // 

where F-units are discontinuous) and with functional relations 

assigned . Passage [47] was taken from a text that was given a 

Hol1stic Coherence Rating (minimum = 3,0; ma x imum = 12,0) of 

9 , 0 , while the te x t from which [48] is extracted was rated at 

5,5 . 

In both analyses it can be seen that the functional relations 

not only follow one another in linear fashion, but that they can 

form hierarchical structures too . The analysis addresses the 

view set out earlier in the discussion of textual effectiveness 

(§ 3 .1. 1.9 . ) that " a sense of coherence" (Fahnestock 1983:401) 

derives from the integration of the content of sentences. 

Passage [48], the less (holistically) coherent one, reveals 

considerably less hierarchical structure than [47] . The author 

of [48] is of the kind Brostoff had in mind in the following 

remark: "More often, we see prose by writers who habitually use 

logical thought patterns but have difficulty combining several 

patterns to form a complex hierar-chy" (Brostoff 1981:280). 

It would appear that it is by no means purely coincidental that 

the impressionistically more coherent text is more highly 

structur-ed in terms of hier-archies of functional relations than 

the text that was rated as substantially less coherent. This 

also seemed to be generally true of the corpus as a whole. In 
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[4 7 ] (from Te x t EPE 5 ) 

Simon climbs t h e mountain ~n an attempt to 
discover the true nature of the beast 

and he sees that what had terrified the bo y s is 
just the skeleton of an airman. 

This discovery is the central truth of the novel 
because it confirms Simon ' s suspicion that the 
evil on the island is in the mind. 

He is an x ious to share his knowledge with the 
others 

and so he descends from the mountain. 
But instead of being welcomed b y the children, 
Simon is thought by them to be the beast, 
so they form into a circle of chanting savages 
without any reason or control, 

pursue Simon down to the beach, 
and kill him. 
Clearly, the children, // unlike Simon, // 
have the beast in themselves. 

[48] (from Text EFT 1) 

Simon is different to the other boys. 
We see him sitting on a mountain. 
While he is sitting alone 
He is meditating 
because we see him talking to Lord of the Flies. 
Simon ' s place is nice and cool. 
There are butterflies flying around. 
After Simon has discovered the "beast in the a~· r" 

he runs down the mountain 
to show to the others that there ~s no beast on 
the island. 

They are worried about the beast 
and so they have dances on the beach. 
When he gets to them 
they kill him without reason. 

F ramewor-k 
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other words, there seemed to be some correlation between 

impressionistic ratings of coherence on the one hand and the 

relational coherence reflected in the degree of structure of the 

functional relations of te x ts on the other . 

How , thoug h, might such a correlation be quantified? 

The construct developed in the present stud y in answer to this 

question is the Relational Coherence Quotient (RCQ). 

Once the relational coherence anal ysis of a passage has been 

completed the RCQ can be calculated. To arri v e at the RCQ for a 

text, one adds together the number of brac kets ( signifyi ng 

functional relations) which contain each F-unit, di vides this 

total by the number of F-units in the text, and multiplies the 

resulting product by 100. By way of exemplification, let us 

consider the passage [47]. 

In [47] the count proceeds as follows: F-units 1 to 4 count one 

point each , as each one is contained within a single bracket; 

F-units 5 to 7 count two points each, as each one falls under 

two brackets; F-unit 8 counts four points, as it falls under 

four brackets (i .e. it participates in four functional 

relations9 ); and so on . The final tally for the passage comes 

to 26. This figure is then divided by the number of F-units in 

the text, i.e. 13, to give a figure of 2,0, which is then 

multiplied by 100 to give an RCQ for the passage of 200. 

9 lt is interesting that this F-unit, which generates the 
highest RCQ c ount in the passage, also best encapsulates the 
theme of the passage as a whole and plays a pivotal role in the 
development of the discourse. 
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Pa s sage [ 48], on the o ther hand , when analysed and quantified, 

generates a score of 11 for a total of 14 F-uni t s , to gi v e an 

RCQ of 7 9 . Let us consider th i s r a ther s pa r sel y s truc t ured 

p a ssage more close l y . 

It could be arg u ed that t he r e is some ki nd of c onnection 

be t we e n , for exampl e , F-u ni ts 1 an d 2, which sha r e a common 

t o pic e ntit y , and F - un i ts 6 an d 7, wher e aspects of the l o cation 

a r e de s cribed. 

As was i nd i c at ed abo v e (§ 3 . 2 .2.2. ) , Crombie (198 5 b: 23) cal l s 

this ki nd of f unctional relation Coupling, which occur s whe r e 

" t he s econ d member adds at least one new proposition to the 

f i rst and the members are not connected in an elective, a 

comparati v e or a sequential way " . It is revealing, though , t hat 

t hi s re l at i on is defined more in terms of what it is n ot t han 

wha t i t is. In similar v e i n, Fahnestock ( 1983:40 5 ), who ca ll s 

this type of relation Addition, defines it as "the weakest o f 

the a bstract relations between sentences" and continues, 

tel l ing ly , to suggest ( 1983:408) that when a te x t contains a 

series of such Addit i ons, "the sense of coherence seems to s lip 

by the time the reader reaches the third or fourth sentence". 

The Coupling or Addition relation between textual units, as 

exemplified in [48], is then clearly a very weak one. The 

combinations of F-units just mentioned cannot readily be 

analysed as expressing any stronger functional relation. F - units 

6 and 7 exhibit a very typical Coupling relation, and in F-units 

1 and 2 the writer has provided no cues that might indicate how 

the two units are intended to connect with one another (e.g. no 
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So we see . .. ; For example. we see . . . o r- even He is 

the only one who sits ... in F-unit 2) . All we ar-e left with 

is Coupling - essentiall y just a not incompatible ju x taposition 

of ideas . 

Given the wea kness of Coupling as a functional r-elation and its 

negligible (if not negative ) influen ce on the effectivenes~ of a 

te x t ( cf. § 3 . 1 . 1 .9. ), this r-elation has been ex c luded fr-om 

consid er- ation in the analysis of r-e la tional c oher-ence. In other

wor-ds, F-un its r-elated so lel y by wa y of Coupling would not be 

br-acketed and so would not gener-ate any scor-e towar-ds the RCQ . 

The under-lying assumption her-e is that this e xc l usion will 

r-ender- t he RCQ a better- pr-edictor- of holistic coher-ence or

wr-iting qualit y . 

It will be noticed that in Passage [48] F-units 4 and 5 ar-e not 

given any functional r-e l ation analysis despite the pr-esence of 

the conjunctive cohesion item, 

item has been used incor-rectly, 

because. This is because this 

given that there is not a 

Result-Reason relation here; indeed, the activities of 

meditating and talking to some other party would appear to be 

generally incompatible and so it is not possible to construe a 

functional relation here. 

The Relational Coherence Quotient appears to discriminate very 

well between our two sample passages, one of which had a very 

high and the other a very low Holistic Coherence Rating. The 

main purpose of the analysis of the passages was, however, not 

to test the relationship between the two measures, but rather 

just to introduce the RCQ and to illustrate how it is 

calculated. The detailed examination of the relationship forms 
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part of Chapter 5 . Let u s now tu r n to the frame work used to 

an a l y se t he ne x t of our thr e e majo r constructs, i . e . re f ere nce 

cohesion. 

3 . 2 . 3 . Reference cohesion analysis 

I n r e spec t o f both reference and c o nju ncti v e cohesion, a 

performance anal ysis and an error anal y sis of the corpu s of 

stud e nt writing wa s carried out. Such a double-pronged ana l y s i s 

was underta k en bec a use: 

( a ) An e rr o r an alysis alone would not have provided a basis 

in terms o f whic h a ny s ig n if i cant differences be t ween 

t he c oherence groups and the l a nguage groups in t he i r 

overall use of cohesion items could be extrac ted ( both 

the density and the error h y potheses (§ 1.2. 3 . ) need to 

be addressed ) ; and 

( b ) The results of any error anal y si s should be interpreted 

in the light of the findings of the corresponding 

performance analysis in order for the researcher to 

arrive at a clearer understanding of the nature of the 

s tudents' problems in the area c on c erned. 

The results of the performance and error analyses of reference 

cohesion will be discussed in Chapter 4 (sample analysis) and 

Chapter 5 (analysis of entire corpus), but the framework in 

terms of which these analyses we r e done will be set out in the 

next two sections (§ 3.2 . 3 . 1 . and§ 3 . 2.3.2 . ). 
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3 . 2 . 3 . 1 . Performance analysis of reference cohes i on 

The term performan ce anal y sis has gained ground recently in 

second language acquisition re s ea rc h ( ct . e . g . Van Els e t 

al . 1984 : 68-93) as a counter- to error ana lysis, although 

it does in a sense subsume the la t te r: 

"We do we ll , [ ... ]in engaging in the anal ys is of lear-ner-s ' 

inter-language er-rors, to engage in p er formance analysis, 

a l ess r-estr ictive concept t hat places a heal thy 

in v estigation of error-s within the larger perspective of 

the lear ner 's total per-for-mance " 

(Brown 1980 : 167) . 

Although the concer-n in the pr-esent stud y is not the pr-ocess of 

inter-language development in a particular individual, the term 

performance analysis is suf f icientl y appropriate for- us, and 

pr-efer-able to s t ylis tic anal ysis because of its closer 

association with er-ror- analysis and applied linguistics in 

general. It should be bor-ne in mind, though, that the 

per-for-mance analysis is a kind of s tylistic analysis, in terms 

of which an attempt is made to identify significant statistical 

differ-ences in the way lang uage is used by different groups of 

writers (pr-imarily those who have been gr-ouped according to the 

impr-essionistic coherence of their- writing) . Any significant 

differences that do emer-ge will have implications for our 

under-standi ng of textual coherence. 

The main a1m of the performance analysis of refer-ence cohesion 

in this study can then be formulated as follows: 

to establish whether ther-e are any significant differences 

in the frequency of use of reference cohesion in general, 

and of differ-ent categories of reference cohesion, in the 

te x ts of the three coherence groups (cf . H1 and H2 

§ 1. 2 .3.). 
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Although the pr- i mar-y concer-n is with the coher-ence gr-oups, the 

statistical findings for- the densit i es of r-efer-ence cohesion 

amongst the differ-ent language gr-oups will also be tabulated in 

Chapter- 5 . 

In this study the per-for-mance analysis of r-efer-ence cohesi6n is 

appr-oached fr-om two separ-ate per-spectives: the fir-st is for-mal, 

and r-elates to the use of the differ-ent types o f cohesion items; 

the second is functional, and r-elates to the r-hetor-ical or

pr-agmatic domain in which the ties that ar-e activated by the 

r-efer-ence items oper-ate. 

3 . 2.3.l.(a) Reference cohesion items 

The for-mal analysis of r-efer-ence cohesion items follows in most 

r-espects the tr-aditional classification of Halliday and Hasan 

(1976) . All of the statistical tables that ar-e r-elevant to the 

analysis of r-efer-ence cohesion ar-e pr-ovided at the end of 

Chapter- 5 and for- ease of explication aspects of Table 5 . 3 

(p.271) will be r-efer-r-ed to in the br-ief descr-iption of the 

r-efer-ence cohesion categor-ies that follows. 

The ter-ms high, mid and low used 1n the top r-ow of Table 

5.3 signify the thr-ee gr-oupings of the texts in ter-ms of 

Holistic Coher-ence Rating. In the second r-ow, n indicates 

the number- of occur-r-ences and d the density (fr-equency of 

occur-r-ences per- 100 F-units) of the r-elevant item. Our- main 

concer-n her-e, however-, is the categor-ies listed down the fir-st 

column of the table. 

The fir-st major- categor-y is what Halliday and Hasan (1976:43-57) 

call the 11 per-sonals 11 , i.e. the per-sona 1 pr-onouns ( Pers in 

the table) and the possessive pr-onouns and deter-miner-s 

(Poss). Given that in the pr-esent study the F - unit r-ather-
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t ha n t he s e nten ce l S t he basic anal y tical unit and t hat 

n on-res tr ic tiv e ~ela t i v e clauses are regarded as F-units, the 

re lat i v e pronouns (who, whom, whose, which) that link such 

c lauses wit h the preceding F-unit are added to the traditional 

in v entory of referen c e cohesion items ( NRR in the table ) . 

The second major category listed in the table is that of the 

demonstrative reference items ( ct. Halliday and Hasan 

1976:57- 76), which includes as subcategories the demonstratives 

( th~· s, that~ these, those) in both adjectival and nominal 

functions, the de f inite determiner ( the), and the adverbial 

demonstratives of place and time (here, there, now, then 

indicated as P&T in the table ) . Here again, which~ when 

it refers to an entire clause rather than a noun phrase (e.g. 

the little children were frightened, which bothered the 

older boys), where and when are also included as 

demonstrative reference cohesion items when they introduce a 

non-restrictive relative clause. 

The third and final major category in the table is that of the 

items which signal comparative reference (cf. Halliday and Hasan 

1976:76-87). These items include adjectives and adverbs that 

express identity (same, identically),similarity (such, 

so) and difference (other, differently), as well as the 

comparative forms of both adjectives and adverbs (larger, more 

quickly). 

The term reference item will be applied to all of the 

categories mentioned above (e.g. the, his), while 

reference expression will be the term used for longer 

structures which contain reference items (e.g. the boys, his 

illness). 
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3 . 2 . 3 . 1 . (bl Reference ties 

In lts attempt to classify reference ties in terms of their 

rhetorical domain, the present study diverges from the more 

standard accounts of reference cohesion (e.g . Halliday and Hasan 

197 6; J ohns 1980; Lieber 1981; Tierney a nd Mosenthal 1983; Witte 

and Faigl e y 1981). 

What is here called the reference domain or domain of a 

reference tie is that aspect of the rhetor-ical situation in 

ter-ms of which the r-eader can retrieve or identify the referent 

to which the reference item refers. As can be seen in Table 5 . 7 

at the end of Chapter 5, for example, the two main categories of 

reference domain are the endophoric and the exophoric. 

Halliday and Hasan (1976 : 33) define the former as "reference 

within the text" (the text or co-text surrounding a textual unit 

is also part of the rhetorical situation of that unit) and the 

latter (1976:32) as "referring to a thing as identified in the 

context of situation", but they (1976:37) restrict their 

discussion essentially to endophoric reference because only it 

lS "cohesive": "Exophoric r eference contr-ibutes to the CREATION 

of text, in that it links the language with the context of 

situation; but it does not contribute to the INTEGRATION of one 

passage with another so that the two together form part of the 

SAME text. Hence it does not contribute directly to cohesion as 

we have defined it" . 

In investigating exophoric as well as endophoric reference, 

then, the present study would appear to move beyond the limits 

of reference cohesion as suc h. The qualification, 

"directly", used in the statement just quoted, should however be 

noted; particularly if textual communication - including 

reference resolution - is viewed as an interactive process (e.g. 

§ 2.1.2., § 2.1.3 . and§ 2.1.5.), successful reference cohesion 

has to be seen as indirectly dependent on the reader's ability 

to construct a suitable context for what he is reading - a 

context which includes the referents of the reference cohesion 

items. In the process view of text, reference cohesion is to a 
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large e x tent dependent on what is here called referential 

coherence: the e x tent to which the reader can ident ify initial 

references to discourse entities and then also clearly trace 

these entities through the text. 1 It will also be shown 

presen tly (§ 3 . 2 .3.2.) that a mo re adequate account of e rror s in 

the use of reference cohesion i t e ms is poss i ble if both the 

endophoric and exophoric dimensions are taken in to account. 

I n common with at least one other study, then (Eiler 1983) , the 

standard set of formal items of reference cohesion , as listed in 

the previous sec tion, will be examined in terms of its potential 

fo r e xop ho ric as well as endophoric reference. 

As can be seen in Table 5.7, in both the endophoric and 

exophoric domains, subcategories are posited. 

When the reader can identify the intended referent in terms of a 

tie between the reference item and some other item in the same 

text (the co-text), the reference is in the endophoric domain, 

and within this domain two subcategories are recognised: the 

direct and the indirect. 

In the text 

[49] Some of the boys climb the mountain. / These boys 

want to disco ver what the beast from the air is. 

1 A discourse entity is any entity which might be 
referred to in a discourse: "it may represent an individual 
(existent in the real world or not), a class of individuals, an 
exemplar, a substance, a concept, etc . ... [E]ntities may be 
thought of as hooks on which to hang attributes . All discourse 
entities in a discourse-model are represented by NP's in a 
text, though not all NP's in a text represent discourse 
entities" (Prince 1981b:235). 
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t he ref e r ence e x p r essi on thes e bo ys ) and t he tied 

e x press i on i n the co-tex t ( some o f the boy s ) h a ve i dent ic a l 

r e fe r en t s an d , what is mo re, the refe r ence e x pression does not 

carr y any semantic information a dditional to tha t o f its 

presupposed or tied e x pression . In such instances we sha ll say 

that the re ference domai n is t hat o f the di rect (and 

core f erential ) . Th i s me a ns in ef f ec t that the reader ' s searc h 

for the re f erent i s con fin ed t o the domai n o f the c o-tex t 

( e n do phori c ) an d t hat al l he ha s to do is to fi nd an e x pressi o n 

which i s core fer e ntial wi th an d does n o t d iff er i n sense fr o m 

the re f erenc e e x p ression. Direct reference is standardl y the 

case when t he reference i tem is a pronoun ( as in [49]), because 

p ron ouns der ive their r eference completely f rom the noun phrase 

t hey a r e ti e d wi th and t he y also have, strictly speaking, no 

l e xic al -semantic conten t . 

[ 5 0 ] Children are under a lot of peer pressure to say 

the r i ght t hing / and they do not enJoy ridicule. 

When the direct tie is anaphoric, i.e. when, as in [ 49] and 

[50 ], the reference item or expression appears after the 

e x pression with which it is coreferential, the latter expression 

constitutes g i ven i nformation (cf. § 2.2.2 . ), or in Prince ' s 

(1981b:236 ) terms , the tie i s to a "Textually Evoked" discourse 

entity. Direct ties can also be cataphoric, where the 

reference item appears before the expression with which it is 

coreferential, as in: 

[51] The question to be discussed is this: /does the 

critical period for language acquisition overlap with 

the peri od of lateralisation ? 

In such cases, what is here called direct reference will of 

course not refer to gi ven i nformation or to a Textually Evoked 

ent i ty , because the reader cannot retrieve the reference from 

some e arlier part o f t he text, but rather from a later part. 
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Thus in certa1n r e spects dir e ct refe renc e is a broader conce pt 

th a n Prince ' s Textually Evoked ca t eg o ry . In a n o ther respect, 

however, direc t r eference 1 s mo r e re s tr ic tive, because Pri n ce ' s 

c a tegory allows fo r d i ffe ren c es 1n semant i c conten t. Thu s i n 

Prince ' s eY.ample [27a] , r e peated he re as : 

[52] S usie went t o vi sit her gra n d mother and the sweet 

lady was ma k ing Peki ng Duc k . 

the p h ra s e t h e s weet lady is characte r ised as " Ev o ked + 

at t ribute " ( 1981b:237 ). Af ter remo val of the attribute, 

swee t, it could still be arg u ed that the express1on the 

lad y contains semantic information i n addition to that 

p r ovided b y grandmother , and so this e xample of reference 

would not be classifiable in our terms as direct . Admittedly, 

the extra information is minima l here, but it is of course 

possible for coreferential e x pressions to differ quite 

considerably in terms of their semantic content or sense. 

Wherever there is a difference, as in (52] and also in (53] , the 

domain of reference will not be categorised as direct: 

[53) The problem would appear to be in the lateralisation 

of the braJ.·n. / This process of lateral.isat.ion 

appears to occur between the ages of 2 years and 

puberty .. 

In [53] the reader can retrieve the lateralisat.ion of the 

brain as the coreferential noun phrase to the reference 

expression this process of lateralisation provided that he 

makes the inference that 'the lateralisation of the brain is a 

process ' , because the reference expression contains this extra 

information. The reference expressions in both [52] and [53] 

exemplify one type of the second subcategory of endophoric 

reference posited here, i.e. what will be called .indirect 

reference (cf. also Eiler 1983) -where the reader has to make a 

certain inference in order to successfully identify the other 
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expression in the tex t to which the reference i tem or ex p r-es sion 

l S tled . 

I n [52] and [53] the in fer-ence s that n eed to be made b y the 

reader ( ' Susle ' s gr-andmother l S a lad y ' ; ' the later-alisation o f 

t he b ra ln lS a p r-o c e ss · ) pr-obabl y require a minimum of 

pr-ocessing ef f ort, because the y connec t cor-efer-ential 

e x pr-essions and because the i nfe r ences t hemselves come very 

close to expressing semantic implicat i ons. In other- cases of 

In f errable refer-ence, however, neither of these characteristics 

ma y be present. Various attempts have been made to classify 

inference types ( e.g. Crother-s 1978; S anford and Garrod 1981; 

Brown and Yule 1983 ; Levinson 1983 ) and a detailed investigation 

of these would be beyond the scope of the present study, but it 

will be noted here that many are of an essentially pragmatic 

rather- than semantic nature. Thus in 

[54] The brain changes functionally during lateralisation. 

/ The left hemisphere takes on most language 

functions. 

the infer-ence the reader- needs to make, and which legitimises 

the use of the r-eference item (the definite deter-miner-) in the 

second F-unit, depends on pr-agmatic knowledge of a fair-ly 

specific sor-t ( ' brains have hemispheres ' ). 

Indir-ect r-eference (which is essentially the same as 

interreference, as used by Janssen (1980)) is in effect 

reference to what Prince (1981b:237) calls "Infer-rable" 

discourse entities. The subclass of her- Inferrables called the 

Containing Inferr-ables, will not, however, be investigated here. 

In this subclass, "what is infer-enced off of is properly 

contained within the Inferr-able NP itself" (1981b:236). An 

example given (1981b:237) is 

[55] Have you heard the incredible claim that the devil 
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speak s En g l i s h bac k wards? 

where t he e ntire n oun phrase r e fers to the Co nta i n i n g 

In fe r rab l e~ with the r eference e~pressi on the incr edi b le 

cla~· m con tai n ed within i t. This diffe r s f rom, s a y, this 

incred~ble claim in [56] , which is j u st a n o rd inary , 

non-contained I nf e rr a b le: 

(56] Nembers of t he sect sa y tha t t he dev~· l speaks Engl i sh 

backwards. Ha v e y ou heard this incredible claim? 

In t he present study, then, instances of indirect reference such 

as in [56 ] are included i n the analysis. References relat i ng to 

Con t ain i ng Inferrables are not anal y sed, becau se they exemplify 

structura l , i . e . text -unit i nternal, cataphoric reference 

( Halliday and Hasan 1976:72). Thus to take as an example the 

f irst such occurrence in the first text in Appendi x 28 ( Text EF N 

1 ) the beginning in [57] is not considered for analysis: 

[ 57] ~t t he beginning of the novel Simon appears as an 

unnatural child. 

Endophor i c reference is then classifiable in the present 

f ramework of analysi s as direct or i ndirect. Let us now consider 

the categories of exophoric reference posited. 

The first category of exophoric re f erence (ct. Table 5.7) is 

that of the i ntertextual domain. As was noted earlier 

(§ 3.1.1.7. ) , intertextuality is a relatively important feature 

of most types of student academic writing. This is largely 

because of the need in such writing to display knowledge of 

background tex t s, and in a subject such as English Literature 

the backgrou nd text is particularly salient. A typical instance 

of inter-textual reference is the mountain in 

[58] Simon climbs the mountain in an attempt to discover 
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t h e t rue nature of the be ast . 

I n t hls p a rtic ul a r s entence t h e beas t is an e x ample of 

di rect reference, as the relevant en t ity i s referred to earlier 

i n th~ te x t, but the mountain is u s ed here for the first 

t ime; i t lS a case o f first-mention reference, and the 

reso lutlon of this reference i s in the intertextual domain. The 

mountain is a salient feature in the relevant background text 

and the lntended reader of the student te x t ( the lecturer) will 

have no difficulty making the t ie. A longer, more descriptive 

e x pres sion, such a s the establishing relative clause (Hawkins 

1 9 78; Lyons 1980) the mountain on the island that the boys 

have found themselves on, where the mountain would have 

the status of a Contained Inferrable expression, would not be 

necessary here, because of the relatively high level of reader 

tolerance in the context of examination writing (cf. § 3.1.1.4. 

and§ 3.1.1 . 5. ). 

The second category of exophoric reference is that of the 

situational domain. The reference here is to aspects of the 

rhetorical situation that the student is participating in, 

including the reader and the writer himself. In [59], for 

example, two situational references occur: 

[59] In this answer I will discuss three types of 

evidence for the critical period. 

The third category of exophoric reference is that of the 

homophoric domain. Here, the referent ''is identifiable on 

extralinguistic grounds no matter what the situation" (Halliday 

and Hasan 1976:71) and is either a unique entity, as in [60], or 

a generic representative of a class of entities, as in [61 1 : 

[60] This symbolises the fact that the world is full of 

evil. 
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[61] The very young child is highly egocentric . 

In t he present study, then, an ana lysi s was made of the overall 

frequency of occurre nce of reference cohesion items and of the 

distribution of dif ferent formal categories of reference 

cohesi on in the v arious groups of student texts. It has al ~o 

been shown that these categories of reference cohesion i t ems can 

be used not only to r efer cohesively (i.e. to refer to entities 

whi ch are , elther directly or by way of reader inferences, in 

the domain of the co-text), but that they can also be used to 

refer to entities in other domains of the rhetorical situation 

that the te x t is part of. 

In c onsidering the exophoric as well as the endophoric (i.e . 

strictly cohesive) references of reference expressions, the 

present study diverges from others such as Lieber (1981), which 

focus on reference cohesion alone. The narrower focus of the 

latter type of study does, however, give rise to a number of 

problems, the most important of which is that they tend to 

ignore the overall rhetorical context of the text or texts being 

studied. Thus the kind of exophoric references identified here 

as inter-textual and as situational are either left out of the 

analysis or, in the case of Lieber (1981) - possibly the only 

comprehensive study of cohesion errors in English to date - such 

references tend simply to be regarded as errors. The implication 

of Lieber ' s (1981:184) discussion and exemplification of errors 

involving items " with no referent appearing in the text" would 

appear to be that the mountain in [58] and this answer 

in [59] would be classified as errors - despite the fact that in 

the rhetorical situation of a student writing an examination 

answer to an English Literature question, such usages are 

clearly acceptable and efficient. By extending both the 

performance and error analyses to cover exophoric in addition to 

endophoric reference, the present study attempts to avoid this 

kind of oversimplifying tendency. 
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1 he d1stribution of reference ties in terms of their domains and 

subdoma1ns of reference, as well as the distribution of the 

different formal types of cohesion 1tems, was analysed, the 

intention of both types of anal y sis being to discover to what 

e x tent the different groups of texts manifest differences 1n the 

f requency and distribution of the formal i tems and the 

functional ties. These analyses relate to the reference density 

hypotheses (H~ and H~ - § 1.2.3.) Before this is done, 

however, matters relating more to the reference error hypotheses 

(H~ and H9 - § 1 . 2 . 3 .) must be considered, and so we move 

from the performance analysis to the error analysis . 

3 . 2 . 3 . 2 . Error analysis of reference cohesion 

In this section some brief comments will be made about error 

analysis before the reader-oriented descriptive classification 

of errors posited in the present study is outlined. 

3.2.3.2.(a) Error analysis 

The analysis of any set of errors is a complicated enterprise 

involving problematic choices at all stages, i.e. when 

identifying, describing and explaining the errors. Without doubt 

the stage that is most fraught with difficulty and most 

resistant to objective analysis is error explanation. In the 

present study, however, the explanation of errors is of 

secondary importance relative to the goal of arriving at a 

description of reference cohesion errors which not only gives an 

indication as to where the problems students experience in this 

area lie, but does so within a framework that is of value to the 

study of textual coherence. 
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At the identification stage the central problem is usually seen 

as that of distinguishing between "systematic" errors and 

"random" mistakes (e.g. Brown 1980:165; Corder 1967:10). 

However, arbitrary distinctions in this area can only be avoided 

if the analyst is in a position to interview or test the 

learners whose product he is analysing after he has formulated 

provisional hypotheses about the errors anp mistakes in his 

corpus. Even then, a degree of subjectivity cannot be excluded, 

and in the present analysis all "idiosyncratic" (cf. Corder 

1971:21), i.e. faulty, entities have been tabled as errors. lhis 

is in keeping with the trend set by most analysts whose chiet 

concern is not so much to contribute to the development of 

second language acquisition theories as to gain insight into the 

practical problems of specific learner groups in specific 

linguistic domains. As Corder himself (1967:10) observes: 

the problem of determining what is a learner ' s mistake and 

what a learner's error is one of some difficulty and involves a 

much more sophisticated study and analysis of errors than is 

usually accorded them." 

With regard to the description of errors, the analyst again has 

to contend with various problems, and these are compounded when 

the domain of the errors, as in the case of cohesion, is one 

which has enjoyed relatively little attention from linguists -

at least until very recently. An important problem is that of 

how to arrive at a set of non-overlapping categories for 

cohesion errors. Such errors are in this study approached from 

two different perspectives, both of which are reflected in Table 

5.12 at the end of Chapter 4. Thus: 

(a) In accordance with the one perspective, the error 1s 

defined formally (as in the first part of the 

performance analysis above), in terms of the linguistic 

category of the idiosyncratic item, e.g. personal 

pronoun, demonstrative, determiner, etc . 
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(b) In acco rd a n c e with the ot her pe rspec ti v e , the erro r i s 

defined 1 n terms of the problem that c on f ronts the 

r eade r when he interacts wi t h the re l evant te x t . This 

c o u ld be in the form o f an o mission o f a cohesion 1tem 

o n t he part o f the wr iter , an ambigu i ty , a reference 

cohesion e x pression that appears to have no definite 

reference, and so on. 

Th e f irs t pe rs pect i v e e xemp lif ies t he more tr a di tion al, f orma l, 

pro duct - o r iente d a p p r o ac h to the descri pt ion of e r r o r s. Th e 

second, f unc t ional , perspecti v e is more p r ocess- oriented and 

der i ves from t he concern i n the p r esent s tudy to throw light o n 

the conc e pt of holist i c c o herence , in the e x p li cation of which 

the rea der is a key f actor. 

Certain problems arise with bot h pers pec tives . What , f o r 

in s t ance, i s the formal category o f t he er r or i n the f o ll owing 

ex ample? 

[62] Simon has been portrayed b y Lawrence as the prophet 

on this is l and. 

The ex ophori c use o f this here c ould be rega r ded e i t her as 

an error reflecting the student ' s problem wi th the demonstrative 

system (an overgeneralisation in the use of demonstrative 

this) or as an error reflecting hi s problem with the 

determiner (non - use of the determiner in an environment where it 

i s c alled for). In other words , the error may be class if i ed - in 

most types of error analysis - in terms of either the category 

erroneously signalled or of the target category. This 

classificatory i ssue is one that is very often glossed over by 

e rror analysts. In Lieber (1981:200-20 9), for example, the 

problem is not mentioned and all errors identified appear to be 

classif i ed 1 n terms of the category signalled. This procedure 

ha s generally been adopted in the present a n alysis , except when 
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the error is one o f omission, where no category is signalled; or 

where a noncohesive item (such as the indefinite a rt icle) is 

signalled instead ot a related cohesion category; and a lso when 

formal considerations mak e it very obvious t hat the target 

categor y should be the basis for classification , as in [63] and 

[64] below: 

[63] These boys were representing by the behaviour and 

dresses the English civilation. 

[64] Instead of listening to S imon / the chase / and 

kill him. 

It seems obv ious enough that in these examples it is the target 

fo rms ( thei r in [63] and they in [64]) that create 

problems for the student (presumably phonologically-based ones) 

and that it is not the signalled determiner that should be 

regarded as the problem area. 

Over and above the difficulties involved in the classification 

of errors in terms of the formal categories of reference 

cohesion are those that arise when attempts are made to 

categorise errors in process- rather than product-oriented 

terms . The nature of some of these problems, and ways in which 

they can be minimised, will be considered in the course of the 

discussion of the reader-oriented approach to reference cohesion 

errors adopted in this study. 

3 .2.3.2.(b) ~reader-oriented classification of reference 

errors 

The main aims of the analys is of reference errors in the present 

study are: 

(a) to establish whether the density of reference errors in 
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the student academic texts has an effect on the texts ' 

c oherence (cf. H3 - § 1. 2 . 3.); and 

( b) to establish whether the second-l anguage student 

academic write rs made significantly more reference 

cohesion errors than the first-lang uage writers (cf . 

H~- § 1.2.3.) 

Given the importance of the reader ' s interaction with the text 

in any attempt to explicate ' coherence · , the present study sets 

out to describe errors in the use of the reference cohesion 

system of English both in terms of the forms involved and in 

terms of the sort of cognitive procedures or strategies that 

readers might be said to employ when they are confronted by such 

errors (cf . Ta ble 5 .12). 

Approaching these errors from the reader's point of view is a 

strategy that might also have pedagogical value. If writers' 

errors can be explained to them in terms of the way the reader 

experiences these errors as he processes the text, this could 

have a positive effect on the writers' awareness of audience 

quite apart from fostering a better understanding of their 

writing problems . The present study does not seek to spell out 

pedagogical procedures, but it does suggest that a 

reader-oriented approach to the analysis of writing errors does 

not only have potential in the domain of descriptive applied 

linguistics, but also in the classroom itself. 

The classification adopted here distinguishes in the first place 

between those errors which, although they make the reader's task 

more difficul t, do not prevent him from identifying a plausible 

referent fo r the expression used; and those errors which are 

s uch that the reader is unable to choose between plausible 

potential referents (ambiguity) or to identify any plausible 

referent for the relevant reference expression (zero-reference). 

Six major types of reference error are posited, with one type, 
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e xtraction, cons isting of three subtypes . In each of the cases 

where reference resolution is - ultimately - achiev able, the 

procedure or strategy that the reader has to employ in order to 

identlfy the intended referent of the reference expression is 

given in brackets next to the error categor y label . 

1 . Reference resolution achieved: 

(a) E x traction: 

( i) implicit foc us (extract referent from implicit 

focu s) ; 

( i i ) long - term textual ( e x tract referent from part of 

co-te x t not in current focus); 

(iii) e xophoric ( extract referent from some aspect of 

context of situation); 

(b) Form and ag reement (reconstruct form o f reference 

expression in accordance with referent) 

(c) Omission (add reference expression in accordance with 

referent); 

( d) Replacement (replace existing expression with reference 

expression in accordance with referent). 

2 . Reference resolution not achieved: 

(e) Ambiguity; and 

(f) Zero-reference. 

Earlier in this chapter (§ 3.1.1.1.(a)) the importance of 

reference resolution for the successfu l comprehension of texts 

was noted, and in the discussion of efficiency as a component of 

textual communication (§ 3.1.1.8.) it was also noted that 

reference cohesion errors in a text would almost inevitably 

lower its efficiency as they would add to the reader ' s 

processing load. Although the point was also made that 

efficiency was not the only determinant of communicativeness or 

of coherence, it is clearly a very important factor -
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particularl y in e x pository writing - and it can be assumed that 

the reader ' s assessment of the coherence of a text will be 

negati v ely affected if e x tra process1ng effort is required from 

him because of reference cohesion errors. 

Let us consider each of the error types postulated in the 

r e ader-oriented ca teg orisation, b e ginning with thos e in which 

the reader can, ultima tely , achieve reference resolution. 

(a) Extraction 

This term wa s first used by Lieber (1981 : 215), who d efin ed 

it in t e rms o f cohes i o n i tems " f o r wh i ch a r e f erent c ou l d be 

extr acted , or deri v ed , f r o m a preceding or f o l low i ng ph rase 

or l o nger s egment of text. Wi t h e x tractions , a reader must 

p rovi de a n e x tra step , an e x tra s egment which is n ot 

real i zed in the te x t, in o rder to p rov ide a re f e r en t . 

I n the present study , L i eber ' s general concept of 

' e x tract i on ' has been modi f ied and e x panded into t h ree 

s ubt y pes o f error, each of which wil l b e con s idered in tur n . 

( a ) (i) Implicit-focus e x tract i o n 

This subty pe of error i s in e ff ect equ i valent t o Lieber ' s 

(1981 ) concept of ' e x traction ' . An e xample is 

[65] He could not conduct an assemb l y. / When he tries 

hi s le vel best to have the conch and speak / he 

lacks language / and therefore they laugh at 

him. 
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He ~e the~e 1s no di~ect antecedent fo~ t he p~onoun t h e y 

but 1t 1 s possib l e t d e x trac t t he ~e fe ~en t of the y 

b y wa y of an e xt ~a infe ~ential step f~om the item 

assembl y . The natu~e of this e x t~action and the use o f 

t he te~m implicit f ocus wil l be bette~ unde~stood i f the 

a c tual example f~om a student te x t given i n [6 5 ] is 

cont~asted with an adjusted ve~sion, as in 

[66] He could not conduct an assembl y . / When he tries 

his level best to have the con ch and speak / he 

lack s language / and therefore the onlookers 

laugh at him. 

In acco~dance with the ea~lie~ discussion of catego~ies of 

~efe~ence ties(§ 3 .2. 3 .1.(b)), the onlookers in [66] 

constitutes ~efe~ence to an Infe~~able, because the notion 

of ' assemb 1 y · implies ' on 1 ooke~s · . In te~ms of San fo~d and 

Ga~~od ' s (1981) account of textual p~ocessing, the fi~st 

sentence of [66] t~igge~s in the ~eader an ' assembly ' 

scenario (cf. § 2.1.2. ). Like the concepts of ' frame· and 

' sc~ipt ' , which scena~io subsumes, scenarios a~e "extended 

domains of ~efe~ence. Fo~ instance, if [ ... ]a ~estau~ant 

sc~ipt has been invoked, it is used as a basis for mapping 

entities which a~e ' new ' in the text but predicted by the 

script (e . g . ' waiter ' ' bill ' , 'tip ' , etc.)" (Sanfo~d and 

Ga~~od 1981:110). 

Closely involved with the notion of ' extended f~ame of 

~efe~ence' a~e Sanford and Ga~~od ' s (1981:154) concepts, 

'explicit focus ' and ' implicit focus': 

"(O]ne needs. to maintain a clea~ distinction between the 

domain of ~efe~ence de~ived from explicitly mentioned 

entities and that de~ived pu~ely f~om the cu~rent 

scenario, although both may be in focus at the same 

time. To this end we will ~efe~ to entities mentioned in 

.. 
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the te ~ t as be i ng in e x p l i c it focus, so long as they 

J re r epresented in working memor y . ln contrast, the 

e ~ tension o f the domain o f reference prov ided by the 

current scenario will be described as bel n g i n 

implic~ t focus . " 

In [ 66] the assembly refers to an e x plicit-focus entity, 

while the onlookers is in our ear l ier terms a reference 

to an Infe rrable set of e ntiti es. The entity-set, 

' onlookers ' , is part of the scenario- or extended domain of 

reference - triggered in the reader by assembly, and so 

it is in implici t focu s. Because it is in implicit focus it 

is appropriate that a definite reference expression such as 

the onlookers is used by the writer to refer his reader 

to this entity set. 

In contrast to [66], because "pronouns can never be used to 

i dent i fy implied entities in the extended domain of 

reference" ( Sanford and Garrod 1981:154), example [65] 

constitutes an error. However, particularly in the context 

of the kind of writing examined in the present study, this 

statement needs to be modified. For in [65], the pronoun 

the y has indeed been used to re f er to an entity-set that 

is only in implicit focus, i .e. 'onlookers ' . What is more, 

it can be reasonably safely assumed that the intended reader 

of [65] can retrieve a referent such as 'onlookers', or 

something very similar, via the pragmatic kn owledge that 

informs his ' assembly ' scenario. This type of reference, 

however, should not occur and is regarded as erroneous 

precisely because it places an extra processing load on the 

reader: first, he finds his expectation that the referent of 

they can be established via some other reference 

expression in explicit focus is not fulfilled; then, he 

needs t o posit an entity which is semantically compatible 

with the pronoun and which is also part of the extended 

domain of reference or implicit focus of the notion 
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' assembly ' . The entity-set, · onlooke~s · , has to be e x t~acted 

from this impl1cit focus domain. The ~eade~ is not me~el y 

being ~equi~ed, as 1n [66], to confi~m an infe~ential link 

between the onlookers and an assembly. 

As can be seen in Table 5.12, the catego~y of implicit - focus 

ext~action e~~o~ as used in this study is app licable not 

only to p~onominal, i .e. pPrsonal, fo~ms . A ty pical e xample 

invo l ving a demonst~ative is: 

[67] Samneric insist that there is a beast. / Jack 

being controlled by this fear / he offered a head 

o f the pig to the beast. 

Once aga i n, ~eference resolut ion is possible, but 

unnecessa~ily difficult. The situation here is slightly 

different to that of [65] in that the refe~ence expression 

this fear, unli k e they, contains lexical-semantic 

info~mation, just as the onlookers does in [66]. There 

are, howeve~, impo~tant differences between [66] and [67]. 

In [66] ' onlooke~s · might be said to constitute a salient, 

obvious entity-set in the implicit focus of an assembly ' 

(in Prince ' s (1981:242) terms, ' assemblies have onlookers· 

can be rega~ded as a stereotypic assumption). In [67], 

simila~ly, ' fear' can be accepted as a salient entity in the 

implicit focus of ' insisting that there is a beast ' . In 

[67], however, it is Samneric's fear that is in implicit 

focus, and Jack ' s fear, to which the expression this 

fear appea~s primarily to relate, needs to be extracted by 

way of an inference that the implied fear of the boys is 

shared b y Jack -as in [65], this presumably happens only 

after the reader finds that his initial expectation of a 

more direct form of reference resolution has not been 

fulfilled. 
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It should be clea r f r om the above exa mpl e s t ha t extr a ct 1 ng 

d 1scourse ent1t1 e s from implic 1 t fo c u s s hould in v ol ve t h e 

reader in ext ra proc e ss i ng effort . Sanfo rd and Garrod 

( 1 981 : 131 ) us e the ter ms p ri ma ry process ing and 

sec on aa ry processing t o re f er t o what the reader cou l d 

be pr esumed t o d o 1n o u r e x am pl es [ 66] and our faulty 

e ~ amples [65 ] and [67] respectivel y : 

" When a scenario has been selected, i t is used as an 

i n terpreter for incoming text which maps into the role 

s l ot and action represen t ations. We shall refer to this 

direct i n terpretation process as pri mary processing. 

I f no current scenario is available, or if the current 

one is inappropriate as an interpreter for new input, 

then primar y processing will fail. Either the system 

will ha v e to ' hold off ' [ ... ]or a search for a new, 

more appropriate scenario will ha v e to take place. We 

shall refer to seeking a new scenario, or any other type 

of bridge-building activity instigated by a ' problem ' 

sentence, as secondary processing". 

Sanford and Garrod base this distinction, and others such as 

that between explicit and implicit focus, on evidence 

derived largely from experiments that assess the reading 

times of subjects presented with constructed "mini-texts" of 

two or three sentences. In applying, in the present study, 

some of the distinctions suggested by these experiments, 

Brown and Yule ' s (1983:265) cautionary statements should be 

borne in mind: 

"[I]t may be that the discourse analyst can make only 

very limited use of the results of psycholinguistic 

experiments on the nature of inference. The two-sentence 

te x t, specially constructed and presented in isolation 

from communicative context, is not generally what the 

discourse analyst encounters as data, nor what the 

language-user encounters as a linguistic message." 
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Th is n o t e of c auti o n sho u l d n ot , howev e r , be i nterpr e ted as 

a prosc r i p t ion on i nte r a ct i on be t ween e xper~men t al 

psycho li ng u ist i c s , d ~ scourse an a lysis and applied 

l ingu~ st ics , and t hi s stud y p r o ceed s on t he assum ption t hat 

such inte r action can be o f cons ide r able v a l ue, provided t ha t 

f indi n gs a n d i n terpretations are suitabl y quali f ied. 

(a) ( ii ) Long-term tex tual e x traction 

The conce p t · long-term te x tual e x traction ' 

e x tension of Lieber ' s ( 1981) ' e x traction ' 

examples such as the following: 

represents 

concept. It 

an 

covers 

[68] Ralph was terrified, / he was running for his life 

with Jack and the other boys in pursuit / when he 

stumbled. / Here Golding expresses evil surround~ng the 

boys now acting like savages. / The evil is outside 

man, / but the darkness in man ' s heart can be seen by 

his deeds. / There is evil inside too, / because the 

deeds are murderous. / Ralph would certainly have died 

like Piggy and Simon / had it not been for the officer 

appearing at tht3t precise moment. 

In this passage no fewer than six F-units separate the 

demonstrative expression that precise moment from that 

part of the text that is its antecedent, i.e. when he 

stumbled, the antecedent being no longer in explicit focus 

or "foregrounded" (Chafe 1972:50) when the demonstrative 

appears, because of the shift in focus from the chase within 

the narrative to a consideration of the meaning of the 

narrative. In psychological terms, the antecedent is no 

longer in working memory (e.g. Sanford and Garrod 

1981:134). 
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In their descript ion of memory access dur i ng comprehension, 

Sanford an d Garrod (1981:158 ) postulate four memory 

part~- tions, each representing a " search domain " that is 

" capable of being treated by a processor as[ ... ] distinct. " 

They argue that: 

"at any given time, certain information can be accessed 

rapidly and easily, while other information is more 

difficult to retrieve. The easily accessible information 

can be considered as being in the dynamic partitions of 

memory, since the contents of the partitions change as 

the text unfolds. By contrast, both general knowledge 

and the long-term representation of the text are 

relatively stable. Let us say that these are represented 

in static partitions of memory." 

The dynamic partitions are those of explicit focus, which is 

text-based, and implicit focus, which is knowledge-based 

(scenarios are informed by pragmatic knowledge). The static 

partitions are those of "long-term text memory" (hence 

text-based) and "long-term semantic memory" or "general 

knowledge" (1981:159) . Problems concerning the 

representation of the "general knowledge" partition will not 

be considered here because they are not of direct relevance 

to the present study. More relevant is the notion of 

' long-term text memory'. Sanford and Garrod (1981) do not 

devote much attention to this concept, but this memory 

partition can be considered to be the repository of the gist 

of what has been processed up to the relevant moment (cf. 

Van Dijk ' s notion of 'macro-structures ' , e.g. Van Dijk 

1977:130-163), this "gist" itself being built up from 

salient aspects of both explicit- and implicit-focus 

information. According to Sanford and Garrod (1981:170-171), 

while searches for the referents of reference expressions 

that are in the dynamic partitions of memory involve primary 

processing and are therefore rapid, when the referent has to 
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be searc hed for in l ong- t erm te x t memor y , slower, secondar y 

processing is necessary : th i s is the kind of processing 

resorted to only after the initial expectation of finding 

the refere nt i n focu s , e x p l icit or im p li c it, is n o t 

f u l fill ed. In these te r ms , then, ref eren ce r eso l u t ion even 

of salient d iscourse entities t ha t ar e in t he l ong -te rm te xt 

memor y invo l v e s s ec ond ary proc es s in g. 

In our ex a mp l e [68] it is n ot e v e n cl e ar t hat t he an tec eden t 

i n t erms of which r e f erence r eso l u ti o n c a n be achiev e d, i . e . 

wh e n h e stumbled , r e presen ts a particu l ar ly s al i ent 

( t ime- in d ic a ti ng ) e n t ity . Th is is wh y thi s e xample i s 

ca t egor ised a s one i nvolv i ng extract i on from long-term 

t e x t memor y . Referen c e resolution in examp l es such as th i s 

one wo u ld probably normally be achieved only a fter a sea rch 

for a not particularly salient entity in long-term text 

memor y or after a " look-back" search of the physica l t ext 

itself. In either case it can be assumed that a fair amoun t 

of unnecessary e x tra processing is required, and the 

characterisation l ong-term textual e x traction seems to 

be apposite. 

( a ) (iii) Exophoric extraction 

In the discussion of performance analysis above 

(§ 3.2.3.1. ( b) it was seen that although the focus in the 

presen t study i s solely on those linguistic forms that have 

the potential to participate in cohesion (definite referring 

expressions , with the exception of proper names), both 

endophoric and exophoric references of t hese forms have been 

analysed. Three types of exophoric reference, i.e. 

inter-textual, si t uational and homophoric, were 

character i sed. In al l three cases, however, errors can 

arise. In other words, the plausible referent posited by a 

reader after he has been confronted with a reference error 
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could be extr-acted fr-om any of the th r- e e doma ins , r-a t h er

than fr-om implicit focus or- long-te r-m t ext memor-y as above. 

An ex a mp l e o f a n exophor-ic extr-act ion er-r-or- that can be 

der-ived fr-om t he in t er-textua l d o main is: 

[69 ] According to thei r bel i efs they cut the throa t o f 

the pi g / af ter k il ling it . / The purpose is t o 

hang it o n the stick. 

The p o in t at i ssue here is essentially whether- t he e n t i ty, 

' t he stic k · , has su f ficient salience in the bac k gr-ound text 

be in g wr- i tten about to be r-efer-r-ed to simply wit h the aid o f 

a defin i te deter-miner- r-ather- than , say, by way of an 

additiona l de f ining r-elat i ve clause that would pr-ovide 

fuller- infor-mation ( e.g •.•. the sti ck which is used for 

sacrificial purposes. ) . Clear-ly, i t does not have the same 

degr-ee of salience as, say, ' the island' or- ' the mountain ' 

and it s hould be r-egar-ded as an er-r-or-. It can be ar-gued, 

though, that because the pig ' s head is ver-y impor-tant - even 

eponymous - the stick on which it is impaled has some 

der-ivative sa l ience, so that the r-eader- can at least extr-act 

t he unique r-efer-ent fr-om the bac k gr-ound text. Because of 

this der-ivative salience, this er-r-or- has been classified as 

one of exophor-ic extr-action r-ather- than simply as one of 

r-eplacement ( the stick for- a s t ick ) , r-eplacement 

being the last-r-esor-t, "wastebasket " categor-y in this study 

as it i s i n Lieber- (1981) (as will be seen when it is 

discussed below, r-eplacement gener-ally overlaps with other 

categor-ies). 

Very few exophor-ic extr-action err-or-s involve r-eference to 

the situation. One example is: 

[70 ] Affective factors are also i mportant, / but 

becaus e of the time they wi ll be di s cussed 

brie f ly. 
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Here the intended reader can extract the referent of the 

time from the situational domain, in this case the 

e xamination-writing situation, where time is at a premium. 

References to the homophoric domain which are faulty and 

require to be extracted by the reader generally seem to be 

the result of difficulty with the expression of generic 

reference, as in: 

[7 1] Physical domain. Here we are compering the 

difference between the children and the 

adults. 

Extraction errors, as can be seen in Table 5.12, are the 

most frequently occurring of the six main types of reference 

error postulated in the present study. Because of this, and 

also because they constitute the most complex category, with 

three main subtypes being identified, discussion of 

extraction errors has been fairly lengthy . Discussion of the 

remaining error types will not require as much space. 

(b) Form and agreement 

This category was postulated to cover all cases where there 

is some error in the form of the cohesion item itself, 

including errors of number, gender and case agreement. The 

latter errors could simply have been classified as a type of 

replacement error, but as in the case of the other error 

types, agreement errors involve more than just replacement, 

being in effect replacement by a form in the same 

grammatical class, but differing only in number or gender 

specification. The most common errors involved number 

problems, as in [72], which exemplifies lack of agreement 

between a pronoun and its antecedent noun: 
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[72] We can say Simon was a prophet / because he use 

to see things / be f ore it could happen. 

I n several cases it seems possible that the number error ma y 

have been precipitated by a phonological confusion on the 

part of the student between the singular and plural forms of 

the demonstrative, as in: 

[ 73 ] We must discuss cognitive and affective factors 

too, / because second language learning is also 

affected by this factors. 

It should perhaps be stressed that this error is only 

regarded as a cohesion error because the antecedents to 

this do appear earlier in the text, these antecedents 

being plural. It is not of course the lack of number 

agreement within the phrase between this and factors 

that is here at issue. 

Occasionally, an incorrect pronominal case was used, as in: 

[74] Simon is foresighted / as him together with the 

other couple of boys is keeping the fire going on 

the mountain. 

With respect to errors of form not involving agreement, it 

was seen in [63] and [64] above how the was substituted 

for their and for they respectively. 

( c ) Om i s s ion 

This type of error occurs when a cohesion item is omitted in 

an obligatory environment, as in: 
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[75] Simon is depicted as a quite and c o ura geous boy 

i n Lord of the Flies / as for instance when 

climbs the mountain secretly. 

If. the desc riptive labe ls used for error types were al l to 

refl ec t the r eade r's perspective, as in t he case o f 

extraction (it is the reader who has to e xtract the 

refe rent ), the type of error exemplified in [75] would have 

t o be labelled "addition" or the like, for the reader has to 

add the plausible referent. Confusion would arise with this 

term, however, in using " addition error" here, because this 

te rm already has a standard use, and does not admit 

interpretation parallel to the "extraction error" label ( ' an 

error which forces the reader to extract information ') . 

(d) Replacement 

Replacement is a term which is also used by Lieber, who 

defines it (1981:220) as "substitution of an inappropriate 

item for the required element". Although she does not say so 

specifically, replacement is in her classification the 

last-resort or wastebasket category. In the present study it 

~s recognised as such and the term is applied to al l cases 

of error where reference resolution can be achieved by the 

reader but which cannot be classified as extraction, form or 

omission errors. 

In most cases, the faulty item is, like the plausibly 

intended one, a cohesion item, as in: 

[76] Simon is also a Christlike figure. / We see 

it in the way he gave his food to Piggy. 
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Here the required item this has been replaced by the 

inappropriate it, which is also a reference cohesion 

item . 

There are a few instances , however, where the faulty item is 

not even a cohes i o n item, as in: 

[77] The p rob l em with the boys i s that they cannot 

distinguish between illusion and reality / and 

mirage was a feature of a daily experience. 

Here the required item their has been replaced by the 

noncohesive indefinite article, a. 

Another kind of error which is classified under the rubric 

of " replacement" is one which could also be regarded as the 

" addition" by the writer of a reference cohesion item where 

no reference tie is intended, as in the over-generalisation 

of the definite determiner in [78], where there has been no 

previous mention of hunting: 

[78] The hunting is what he ~-s best at. 

(e) f:lmbiguity 

Ambiguity represents the first of two categories of error in 

terms of which reference resolution is not achieved by the 

reader, even after extra processing effort . It might be 

argued that because no reference resolution is achieved. 

this type of error is a more serious one than the four types 

discussed above, where the intended reader, at least, can be 

assumed eventually to arrive at a plausible referent for the 

problematic item. In this view, the errors which do not 

allow eventual reference resolution would also be those that 

have the most negative effect on the reader ' s assessment of 
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the coherence of the relev ant te x t. The description of error 

grav it y is a v er y comple x enterprise involving a 

considerable number of variables, and the e x plication of the 

relationship between different types of reference error and 

coherence will not be attempted in this study. However, it 

is to be hoped that the categorisation of the error types 

i nto two main d i visions, depending on whether reference 

reso l ution is possible or n ot , might pr o vide initial 

direction for future research in this area. 

Ref erence error s involving amb igu it y occur when the relevant 

item appears to hav e more than one plausible referent, as 

in: 

[79] S imon was the prophet / and he told Ralph that 

he might not survive. 

Thi s examp l e is ambiguous not only as a decontextualised 

sentence, but also in context. Pragmatic cues and knowledge, 

which often enable the reader to disambiguate references are 

not of use to the intended reader here because they clash. 

Thus in accordance with the principle of local 

interpretation (cf. Brown and Yule 1983:59; Schwerdtfeger 

1986:215) the second occurrence of he should refer to 

Ralph, but according to the intended reader ' s knowledge of 

the background text it is Simon who does not survive. 

Moreover, what is said about the background text here is 

simply not true. The error does not therefore allow for 

exophoric extraction, the identity of the intended reference 

remaining unresolved. The error has to be classified as one 

of ambiguity. 
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( f ) Zero- r e f erence 

Zero -ref e r e nc e e rrors o ccu r when r e f e renc e items d o not seem 

to have an y p lausib l e ref e rent in any domain, whether 

endophor i c or ex o pho r ic . An exampl e of s u c h a n error is t he 

comparat ive re f erence ite m t he res t , used in t he i nit ial 

sentence of t h e t e xt : 

[80] Fr om the rest o f this an s wer the p h y sical, 

cognitive a n d affecti v e fac tors will b e d etai led. 

Liebe r ( 198 1), f rom whom t he term z ero-reference is 

d erived, does n ot provide statistics on the frequency of 

oc c urrenc e o f the var i ous subtypes o f re f erence cohesion 

error as seen f rom a f unction al poi n t of view, but she does 

indicate ( 1981: 2 1 1 ) that zero-reference is the most frequent 

type of er r or in her corpus (compositions by students of 

English as a Second Language). This contrasts strongly with 

t h e pres ent study , where very few such errors were 

identified (cf. Table 5 . 12). The contrast is, however, less 

surprising when it is remembered that Lieber does not 

consider exophoric domains in her analysis, and so 

classifies as zero-reference errors many examples which 1n 

the framework of the present analysis could either be 

classified as exophoric extraction errors or even as 

acceptable examples of intertex tual or situational exophoric 

reference. Lieber herself admits ( 1981:212) that " [w]ith i n 

the group of zero- referent problems, there were i tems f or 

which an exophoric referent could be assumed or clearly 

reconstru cted." The more process-oriented framework of the 

present study avoids the intuitively unacceptable and 

rhetorica l ly s implistic consigning of such problems to the 

category of zero-reference. 

The s ix main types of reference cohesion e rror applied in this 

s tud y have n ow been disc ussed and exemp li f i ed. Further 

e xemp l if i cation wi l l f o l low in Chapter 4, when the sample 
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anal ysi s of the t wo highest-rated and the two lowest-rated texts 

1n the corpus is presented. In Chapter 5 full statistics of the 

densities of the different error types in the differe nt text 

groups wi ll be provi d ed and the findings for the corpu s as a 

whole discussed. Now, however, the framework developed for the 

analysis of conjunctive cohesion and conjunctive cohesion errors 

needs to be o u tlined . 

3 . 2 . 4. Conjunctive cohesi on ana lysis 

Definition s and disc ussion of conjunctive cohesion have been 

presented above ( e.g. § 1.2.2.2.; § 3 .1 . 1.1 . (b )) . The results o f 

the performance and error analyses of conjunctive cohesion will 

be discussed in Chapter 5, but a little more detail on the 

framework in terms of which these analyses were done will be set 

out in the next two sections(§ 3.2.4.1. and§ 3.2.4 . 2.). Of the 

three types of analysis app l ied in this study, that of 

conjunctive cohesion is here discussed last. This is because the 

framework used for the performance analysis of conjunctive 

cohesion derives directly from that put forward for the analysis 

of relationa l coherence, and the framework used for the error 

analysis of conjunctive cohesion is similar to the slightly more 

complex framework used for the error analysis of reference 

cohesion. The discussion of conjunctive cohesion analysis will 

therefore be somewhat briefer than the discussion of the other 

two main constructs has been. 

3.2.4.1. Per f ormance analysis of conjunctive cohesion 

The ma1n aim of the performance analysis of conjunctive cohesion 

in this study can be formulated as follows: 
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to establish whether there are an y signif i cant differences 

in the frequen c y of use o f con j unc t ive cohesion in general, 

and of different ca t egories of conjunctive c ohesion, in the 

text s of the three coherence groups ( cf. H4 and H~ -

§ 1. 2 . 3 . ) . 

Although the primary concern is with the coherence groups, the 

statistical findings for the densi t ies of conjunctive cohesion 

amongst the different language groups will also be tabulated in 

Chapter 5. 

After indicating that instances of three of their five 

categories of cohesion, i.e. reference, substitution and 

ellipsis, are relatively easy to identify, Halliday and Hasan 

( 1976:226) note that this "is much less true of conjunction, 

which is not definable in such clear-cut terms." They (1976:227) 

note also that relations that are conjunctive "constitute a 

highly generalized component within the semantic system, with 

reflexes spread throughout the language, taking various forms." 

Thus the relation of time sequence can be expressed inter 

alia by way of a verb (A snowstorm followed the battle), 

a preposition (After the battle~ there was a snowstorm), a 

subordinating conjunction (After they had fought the battle~ 

it snowed) or a conjunctive adjunct ( They fought a battle. 

Afterw~rds, it snowed). However, only when these relations 

are expressed by elements that connect sentences (and so are 

cohesive) do we have instances of conJunction, as the term 

is used by Halliday and Hasan (1976). This applies only to the 

last example, where a conjunctive adjunct is used. 

The syntactic categories that Halliday and Hasan (1976:231) 

recognise as participating in conjunction are in effect only 

what they call "conjunctive adjuncts", which include adverbial 

categories such as adverbs (e.g. therefore, nevertheless); 

prepositional phrases (e.g. on the contrary); and 

prepositional expressions which also contain reference items 
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( e . g . i n addition to that ) Because thei r- te x tual unit is 

the o r- t hcgr-aphic senten ce, Halliday and Ha s an al so i nc lud e un d er

the r- u bric of " c onjunctive a d junc t" c oord inat i ng c on j unct ion s 

( e . g and, but, so, then ) , but only when t hese fu n ction as 

a d junc ts, 1. e . whe n they be _gi n a new s e ntence a f ter a fu l l sto p . 

Becau s e of thi s choic e o f t e xtua l unit, su bo r- d in a t ing 

conj u ncti o ns (e.g. because , altho u gh) a re also not 

c a teg or-i s ed as par-tici pant s in the ir- conception of conjunct ion . 

Because t he pr-ese nt s t u d y u ses the F - un i t as the basi c te x tual 

bu ild ing bl oc k, s u bor-dinatin g conjunctions ar-e included in 

a na lys i s, s o that t he syntactic categor-ies of what in this stud y 

has been c al led conjuncti v e cohesion ar-e: coor-dinating 

c o nj unctions or- coor-dinator-s (including cor-r-elative pair-s such 

a s either ... or ) ; subor-dinating conjunct i ons or-

subor-dinator-s; and the adver-bials , as in the case of Halliday 

and Hasan - the type that is also known as conjuncts2 • The 

general ter-ms used in this study for all the linguistic e l ements 

that can s ignal conjunctive cohesion ar-e: conjunctive 

expressions (conjunctive items can also be used when the 

expr-ession is a single wor-d) or-, simply, conjunctives. 

In the pr-esent study, the identification of conjunct i ve cohesion 

expr-essions pr-oceeded in accor-dance with these syntactic 

categor-ies, but the actual classification used in the 

per-for-mance analysis of the student texts is semantically and 

not syntactically based. It differ-s in this r-espect fr-om L i eber-, 

who pr-esents statistics only on the thr-ee main types of 

syntactic categor-ies of conjunction (1981:190) . This 

categor-isation gener-ates no findings of significance, other- than 

that the f r-equency of the adver-bials in the English Second 

2 ln Quir-k and Gr-eenbaum's (1973:126) ter-ms, these ar-e 
adver-bials which have a connective function: " They indicate the 
connect i on between what is being sa i d and what was said before." 
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Lang u age compositions studied was consistently lowe r than tha t 

o f t he coo r dina t ing and subordinating conj u ncti o ns . I t is n o 

doubt t r u e that insights into the development of " wr iting 

matur i t y" as well as writing quality can be d e rive d fro m 

s y n t act i call y based stud y of s e n tence c o nn e c t ion, thou g h much 

re s ea r ch h a s been d on e i n t h is a rea, and t he v a li d ity o f 

conc lusions dra wn i n such stud i e s is s t ill very much at i ssue 

( c f . Be en e 1983 for g e ner al disc ussion ) . Gi v e n the concern in 

the pre s e nt st u d y wit h the e x p l ication o f coheren ce and wi th the 

ro l e of r e lation a l c o herence as a major construct i n this 

e x pli cat ion , the performance analysis of con junctive cohesion 

he r e has been approached in terms o f a functional classification 

of e x pressions - one which derives directly from the framework 

de v e l oped for t he analysis of re l ationa l coherence. 

As it was noted earlier (§ 3 . 2 . 2 .1. ), Ha l liday and Hasan 

( 197 6: 2 38) identify four main semantic categories of conjunctive 

relation, i.e. additive, adversative, causal and temporal, 

whilst i n dicating that their classification is only o ne out of 

many that are possible . In the present study (as can be seen in, 

for example , Table 5.17 at the end of Chapter 5 ) , the 

performance analysis of conjunctive cohesion was made in terms 

o f the eight major categories of functional relation: Temporal, 

Matching, Cause-Effect, Truth and Validity, Alternation, 

Paraphrase, Amplification and Coupling (cf . § 3.2.2 . 2.). Thus 

each occurrence of a conjunctive cohesion expression was 

classified in accordance with the functional relation it 

signalled. 

This classif i cation did not prove to be overly problematic, 

despite the fact that some of the most commonly used 

conjunctives can reflect a number of different functional 

relations. Thus Quirk and Greenbaum (1972:257-259) identify 

eight relations that can be signalled by and; four that can 

be signalled by or; and two that can be signalled by 

but. Fahnestock (1983:409) also notes that but , ye t and 
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however can signal sever-al r-elations. Gener-ally, however-, it 

is clear- fr-om the semantic content of the F-units involved, as 

well as cues 1n the lar-ger- co-text and fr-om pr-agmatic kn owledge, 

what r-elation is being signalled . Sometimes it is possible to 

analyse mor-e than one r-elation in a single instanc e of 

conjunctive cohes ion, but in such cases ther-e is pr-actically 

never- any incompatibility of meaning, and so they exemplify what 

might be called relational multiplicit y r-ather- than 

ambiguity. Even then , one r-elation is usually mor-e salient than 

another-, and of ten one implies another-. Let us consider- thr-ee of 

Quir-k and Gr-eenb aum 's (1972:257) e x amples: 

[81] He has long hair and he wears jeans. 

[82] She washed the dishes and she dried them. 

[83] He tried hard and he failed. 

The functional r-elation in [81] is simply one of Coupling, or

" ' pur-e ' addition" in these author-s ' ter-ms. One could ar-gue that 

the idea of such "addition" is also implicit in the r-elation of 

Chr-onological Sequence exemplified in [82], but the implication 

is unilater-al; Chr-onological Sequence is the mor-e specific 

r-elation, and so in the pr-esent study [82] would be analysed as 

this latter- r-elation and nothing mor-e. Similar-ly, [83] 

exemplifies Concession-Contr-aexpectation, which her-e implies 

Chr-onological Sequence, but not vice ver-sa. The former- is then 

the mor-e specific r-elation, and [83] would ther-efor-e be analysed 

as such and nothing mor-e. 

It should be noted her-e that [83] r-epr-esents a somewhat marked 

use of and: when this conjunctive signals Concession

Contr-aexpectation, it usually does so together- with yet. In 

cases wher-e a combination of conjunctives such as and yet 

(nor-mally, but not exclusively, and is one member- of the 

combination) signals a single functional r-elation, the 
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c o mb inat i on i s c o u n ted i h t h is stud y as j ust one e xample of a 

con j u nc ti ve. 

A pa~t f~om the ~elational classification o f conjunctive cohesion 

e x pressions, they we~e also classified in terms of Fahnestoc k ' s 

( 198 3 ) distinction between continuative and discontinuative 

relations (cf. Table 5.17). This was done in o~der to test the 

validity of the assumption that in mo~e coherent texts 

discontinuative ~elations would be mo~e regularly signalled, and 

so the propo~tion o f these relations that a~e signalled ~elative 

to the propo~tion of continuative relations signalled should be 

higher in the mo~e cohe~ent texts. 

3.2.4.2. Error analysis of conJunctive cohesion 

The main aims of the e~~or analysis of conjunctive cohesion in 

this study a~e: 

(a) to establish whethe~ the density of conjunctive er~ors 

in the student academic texts has an effect on the 

texts ' cohe~ence (cf. Ho- § 1.2.3.); and 

(b) to establish whether the second-language student 

academic w~ite~s made significantly mo~e conjunctive 

cohesion errors than the first-language write~s (cf. 

H1o- § 1.2.3.) 

The classification of conjunctive cohesion errors adopted should 

be one that is of maximum relevance to these aims. Thus it 

should be one that can provide insights into the effects of 

errors on the reader ' s assessment of the coherence or 

communicativeness of the relevant text; and also one that can 

help the student become a more coherent, communicative w~iter. 

Because of the central importance of the reader in this regard, 
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th e error categorisation used here i s reader-oriented, following 

similar li nes to that adopted for reference errors 

(§ 3 . 2 . 3 . 2 . (b)) . 

The ca t egories adopted f or the classification of conjunctive 

cohesion errors are not exactl y the same as those used in the 

reference error classification because of differences in the 

nature of the two types of cohesion. Thus ambiguity, for 

example, is much more readily identifiable in reference items 

than in conjuncti v e items, presumably because conjunctive 

cohesion does not link an item with a fairly clearly defined 

non-lingu i stic entity, but rather seeks to reflect a relation 

between textual units as wholes. It was noted above (§ 3.2.4.1.) 

that some of the most commonly used conjunctives can reflect a 

number of different functional relations, but it was also seen 

that this tends to lead to overlaps of meaning, or relational 

multiplicity, and in the corpus of student writing analysed in 

the present study no examples of what could be called 

conjunctive ambiguity were identified. Ambiguity, then, was 

not included as a category of conjunctive cohesion error. 

A second difference between the reference and conjunctive error 

categories is that no distinction was made in the analysis of 

conjunctive errors between different types of extraction. The 

subtypes of extraction identified for reference errors were, 

once again, defined in terms of links to relatively clear-cut 

extralinguistic entities. In classifying conjunctive errors, no 

classification of subtypes of extraction appeared to be helpful, 

and it seemed wisest to apply Occam ' s razor. 

Two other, minor, differences between the two sets of 

classifications were the modification, for obvious reasons, of 

the category "form and agreement" to "form"; and that of 

" zero-reference" to "zero-relation" (cf. Lieber's (1981:234) 

"zero-relation signals"). 
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The reade r -ori ented class i ficat ion of conjuncti v e errors put 

forward here d i vides , then , into four c ateg ori e s where , d e sp i te 

the error, the reade r c an eventuall y ma ke a plausibl e 

interpretati o n of the fu nction al r e l a t ion i n t en d e d by the 

writer, and o ne catego r y (z e ro-re l a ti o n) where he cannot do so . 

The categor ies a re l i sted below, wi th t he s t r ategy or procedure 

that the r ead e r h a s to em p loy in o rde r t o arrive at a p l ausib l e 

interpre t a tion g ive n in b rac ke ts n e xt t o the error category 

l abel . 

1 . Re lat i on in terpretable: 

( a ) Ext raction ( e x tract relation in accordance with 

the conjunct i ve signalled); 

(b) F o rm ( rec o n s truct form of c on j unctive); 

( c ) Omi ssion ( add conjunctive in accordance with plausible 

relation); 

( d) Replacement ( replace existing expression with 

conjunct i ve in accordance with plausible 

relation). 

2. Re l ation no t interpretable: 

( e) Zero- relation. 

Each of · the five types of conjunct i ve error can now be briefly 

d i scussed and exemplified. 

(a) Extrac tion 

Where it appears to the reader that the conjunctive used ~n 

the text i s correc t and i nterpretable provided that the 

reader is prepared to make the sort of extra inferences that 

he would n ot normally need to make, an extraction error is 

i dent if ied, a s i n: 
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[84] This is a sign which Ralph was longing for. / but 

instead it in s tils fear in them . 

In order to arrive at a plausible interpretation of this 

s entence, the reader has to use his kn owledge of the · 

semantic function of instead and the meaning of the 

co-te x t to add an inference couched in fairly general terms, 

such as ' the sig n does not have a positi v e effect on the 

boys ' . If such an inference were expressed and added to the 

te x t after but, the text would be acceptable. 

(b) Form 

This category covers all cases where there is some error 1n 

the form of the conjunctive, as in: 

[85] Once he is killed. /his role as profet is fulfilled 

in one sense. / On the other, his death triggers the 

process of anarchy. 

Here it seems clear enough that on the other hand was 

intended. As it happens, in this study none of the errors in 

this category involved forms which were so idiosyncratic 

that they could not be reconstructed. Theoretically, 

however, forms that appear to have been intended as 

conjunctives but which do not admit reconstruction are 

possible , and indeed likely, in the writing of lower-level 

users o f English as a second language. This means that, 

strictly speaking, this category should not fall under the 

rubric of "relation interpretable". However, because the 

relation always was interpretable in this study, it was not 

felt necessary to separate this category into a division 

labelled "relat i on sometimes interpretable, sometimes not". 
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( c ) OmJ.·ssion 

On occasion it seemed c l ea r that in terpretat i on would be 

made muc h easier i f a con junct i ve were added, as in: 

[86] Simon wanted to tell this to the other bo y s. / 

Because of Simon ' s illness. / the boy s did not regard 

him as worthy to listen to. 

Here the relation between the first F-unit and the 

combination of the following two F-units is plausibly one of 

Concession-Contraexpectation, a discontinuative relation 

that has not been signalled. The addition of a conjunctive 

such as however before because is required. 

Not all instances where the need was felt for an added 

conjunctive involved discontinuative relations . In [87], for 

example, the omission of a conjunctive gives rise to a 

potential ambiguity, but the resolution of the ambiguity 

would clearly be in terms of a continuative relation: 

[87] Simon is the one who discovered the beast, / after 

the incident with the pig ' s head he discovered the 

parachutist. 

The intended reader, knowing that "the beast" in the story 

is the parachutist, will realise that the relation here is 

not one of Coupling (where and would have been 

appropriate), but one of Amplification (General-Specific), 

and so would be able to interpret the text in terms of the 

addition of a conjunctive such as that is. 
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( d ) Replacemen t 

Errors of fo r m i n v ol v e idiosyncrat i c forms wh i ch are 

therefore not acceptable e x pressions i n the language; errors 

of replacement are identified when the signalled for m is an 

e x isting conjunctive in the language, but is not the correct 

one, as in: 

[88] From the beginning Simon cannot commit himself to 

savager y and superstitious beliefs / so that he is 

not among the boys / while they are chanting / and 

having a feast. 

Both so and so that can signal Means-Purpose, but of 

this pair of conjunctives, only so can normally signal 

Reason-Result as well. It seems clear enough that it is the 

latter relation that was intended by the student, but 

confusion between the similar forms led to the wrong one 

being used, and the reader has to replace so that with 

so to arrive at a plausible reconstruction. 

(e) Zero-relation 

Other things being equal, this is probably the most serious 

type of conjunctive error because here a conjunctive is used 

where there seems to be no relation between the relevant 

F-units- least of all the relation signalled -and so no 

relation can be reconstructed by the reader. This appears to 

be the case in, for example, [89]: 

[89] The beast was within each of the characters. / The 

function of Simon is therefore to illustrate the 

theme of the novel. 
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The reader-o r iented account of conjunctive errors presented here 

concludes the discussion of the analytical framework developed, 

the core components of which are: 

( a ) the F - unit as the unit of t e x tual analysis; 

(b) relational coherence and the Relational Coherence 

Quotient; 

(c) reference cohesion and reference cohesion error 

(modified so as to include both e xophoric and endophoric 

uses of the forms of reference cohesion); and 

(d) conjunctive cohesion and conjunctive cohesion error. 

In the course of this chapter many aspects of the research 

procedures in terms of which the analytical framework is applied 

have also been touched on, or are implied. Aspects of these 

procedures have also been referred to in Chapters 1 and 2. In 

the chapter which now follows, all the main features of the 

research procedures adopted will be discussed together and then 

the analytical framework and procedures will be demonstrated by 

being applied to the same sample of the highest- and lowest

rated texts in the corpus that was analysed in terms of other 

textual approaches to coherence in Chapter 2. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES AND 

SAMPLE ANALYSES 

4.0. INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES 

The previous chapter presented the analytical framework that was 

developed to address the main aims of this study. In the course 

of that chapter, and also in parts of Chapters 1 and 2, many 

aspects of the research procedures followed in the study were 

touched on. The first objective of the present chapter is to 

provide an overview of all of the relevant research procedures. 

The second objective of the present chapter is to present 

analyses of the sample texts that were first introduced in 

Chapter 2 (cf. § 2.2.2.2.~ § 2.2.3.2. and Appendix 2). It will 

be recalled that the sample analyses in Chapter 2 were 

undertaken with two main purposes in mind: to show how topical 

structure analysis and argumentation analysis were applied; and 

to seek indications as to how effectively these approaches could 

differentiate between the highest-rated and lowest-rated student 

academic writing in the corpus of this study. 
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In the present chapter the sample analyses serve similar 

purposes. The first is to exemplify the application of the 

framework developed in this study. A fairly common problem in 

the literature of applied text-linguistic research is the 

paucity of "worked material" showing how the various approaches 

are applied in analysis. The inexplicitness of studies such as 

Connor (1984) and Connor (1987a) has already been remarked on 

(§ 2.2.3.1.; and§ 2.2.3.2.), but even doctoral research studies 

such as Lieber (1981) provide very little exemplificatory 

analysis. One of the reasons for the provision of the sample 

analyses in the present study is, then, to try to go some way 

towards avoiding this problem. Another important reason is to 

gain some indications as to whether the analyses that derive 

from the framework (those of reference cohesion, conjunctive 

cohesion and relational coherence) are any better than the 

argumentation and topical structure analyses in discriminating 

between the same sets of highest- and lowest-rated texts. As was 

indicated in the discussion of the sample analyses undertaken in 

Chapter 2, the amount of textual material compared here is 

limited, and so any findings must be treated with caution, and 

must be seen as preliminary. In Chapter 5, however, the full 

results of the analyses of the corpus as a whole will be 

presented. 

The present chapter is divided into two main sections, i.e. 

research procedures (§ 4.1.) and sample analyses (§ 4.2.), which 

relate in turn to the objectives just mentioned. 

4.1. RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

The research procedures adopted in this study will be briefly 

reviewed in terms of two sections, i.e. text selection and 

analytical procedures. 
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4.1.1. Text selection 

The major aims of this study were defined earlier (cf. 

§ 1.1.3.). In summary, the study seeks primarily to identify 

coherence-related textual features; and secondarily to identif y 

the effect of cohesion errors on coherence; differences in 

cohesion errors between language groups; and the relationship 

between ability to write coherently and academic achievement. As 

explained earlier (§ 1.2.1.), the texts representing the genre 

of student academic writing here were drawn from examination 

answers in two different subject areas, i.e. English Literature 

and Linguistics. This was done because it was assumed that the 

validity of the results of the study would be raised if more 

than one kind of examination answer were analysed. Although 

differences in the statistical findings between the two kinds of 

examination answer will be commented on when appropriate, the 

question of genre-related differences between texts cannot be 

treated in this study in detail. 

The student texts were first selected 1n terms of language group 

and only later rated for their coherence. Thus, although our 

primary concern is with the coherence grouping, the language 

group selection will be discussed first. 

4.1.1.1. The language groups 

An approximately equal amount of text was collected from each of 

three language groups: English, Afrikaans and African languages. 

For the English Literature corpus, ten answer texts were 

collected from each language group, while the slightly smaller 

Linguistics corpus consisted of four texts from English 

first-language speakers, three from Afrikaans speakers and eight 

from speakers of an African language. One difficulty here was 

that of finding sufficient first-language speakers of Afrikaans 

Who had elected to answer the examination in English (The 
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Linguistics I examination, like most at the University of South 

Afr~ca, can be answered through the medium of English or 

Afrikaans, but a number of Afrikaans-speaking students opt for 

English as their medium of i nstruction). As one of the Afrikaans 

speakers · texts was the longest in the corpus (114 F-units), 

this helped to redress the imbalance in the amount of text 

collected for the Afrikaans as opposed to the African language 

speakers. 

The number of texts collected from each language group in each 

subject and the total amounts of text, measured in F-units, are 

given in Table 4.1 (p. 234) at the end of this chapter. 

As can be seen from Table 4.1 , each language group was 

represented by, very roughly, one third of the textual material. 

Exact equivalence in size was not sought, all of the relevant 

research statistics being calculated on a "frequency per 100 

F-units" basis. 

A distinction was made between the two groups of second-language 

writers because it was assumed that differences in the 

situations of these groups with respect to English might lead to 

differences in the way the cohesion systems are employed and in 

the errors made. The differences in situation referred to 

include the greater linguistic distance in structural and 

lexical terms between English and the African languages 

concerned as opposed to that between English and Afrikaans . 

Other differences relate more to the sociolinguistic domain and 

include factors inherent in the South African sociopolitical 

situation, such as the generally better opportunities for 

Afrikaans speakers to interact in English with first-language 

English speakers, and differences in the quality of education 

available. Also, in the case of the Linguistics part of the 

corpus the Afrikaans speakers using English as the medium for 

their examination answers do so despite the option to use their 

first language (these students can therefore be expected in 
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general to be the ones who are more confident about their 

ability l n English) , whereas the African-language speakers do 

not have that option. 

In all, the first languages of the writers represented in this 

study were: English, Afrikaans, the Nguni languages Zulu and 

Xhosa, and the Sotho languages Northern Sotho and Tswana. Texts 

written by first-language speakers of the last-mentioned four 

were dealt with as a group and not differentiated in analysis. 

This was felt to be justified, given that this study does not 

seek to address the question of correlations between 

second-language writing errors and relatively fine differences 

between the first languages of the writers. 

The texts were all randomly selected, except for the fact that a 

more or less equal amount of textual material was sought from 

those students who had passed and those who had failed the 

relevant examination question. This latter requirement relates 

more closely to the question of coherence grouping, to be dealt 

with next. 

4.1.1.2. The coherence groups 

The division of texts into coherence groups was made in 

accordance with the primary aim of the study (§ 1.1.3.). At the 

selection stage the assumption was made that there would be some 

positive correlation between the mark gained for an answer and 

the raters' impressions of the answer's coherence. Thus, in the 

interests of arriving at a good spread across the holistic 

coherence continuum, an equal number of pass and fail texts 

(i.e. five) were selected from each language group in the 

English Literature answers, and a similar balance was attempted 

for the Linguistics answers. Because of the scarcity of 

Afrikaans speakers in the latter case, this group is represented 

by one pass student and two fail students. Because of the length 
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of the pass student's answer (refer red to in§ 4.1.1.1.), 

however, a fairly equitable balance was achieved. 

As discussed above (§ 2.2.1.; cf. also§ 1.2.2.3. and Appendix 

1), all texts were assessed by three raters for their coherence, 

using Bamberg ' s ( 1983; 1984) Holistic Coherence Scale as a 

guide. The raters - all English teachers -were familiar with 

the English Literature background text (Lord of the Flies). 

They were also supplied with the lecture notes that serve as 

background to the Linguistics question and given the opportunity 

to discuss any difficulties they might have with the content of 

these notes before rating was done. The raters were instructed 

not to concern themselves about the amount of detail that the 

student supplied, nor with the accuracy of the content, as long 

as it made consistent sense. They were also told to make the 

assessment (in terms of the four-point scale, but with 

half-points also allowed) of each text as quickly as possible, 

without indulging in undue reflection about the text read. The 

texts were presented to the raters in random order. 

After the three ratings for each text had been totalled to give 

its Holistic Coherence Rating (HCR), the texts were divided into 

three approximately equal coherence groups: those with a high, a 

mid-level and a low rating. In both English Literature and 

Linguistics the HCR's of the High group texts varied from 9,0 to 

11,0, and in the Low group from 5,0 to 6,0. The HCR's of the Mid 

group varied from 6,5 to 8,0 in the English Literature group, 

and from 6,5 to 8,5 in the Linguistics group . Information on 

these groups is displayed in Table 4.2. at the end of this 

chapter. 

The corpus was, then, divided into two sets of groups (language 

and coherence) to facilitate analysis in accordance with the 

stated main aims of the study. 
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4 .1.2. Analytical p~ocedu~es 

The analytical p~ocedu~e that necessa~ily p~ecedes othe~s is the 

segmenting of the tex ts into F-units. As has al~eady been 

indicated, this unit is of c~ucial impo~tance: cohesion is 

defined in te~ms of connections holding ac~oss o~ between 

F-units; functional ~elations a~e defined between F-units and 

hie~a~chies of F-units; text length and f~equency of occu~~ence 

of cohesion exp~essions and e~~o~s a~e defined in te~ms of 

F-units; and the calculation of the Relational Cohe~ence 

Quotient depends pa~tly on a count of F-units. The segmentation 

was pe~fo~med in acco~dance with the cha~acte~isation of the 

F-unit as discussed and exemplified above (§ 3 . 2.1.5.), and the 

total numbe~ of F-units was ente~ed on each text. 

Afte~ F-unit segmentation, the pe~fo~mance analysis (including 

the e~~o~ analysis) of cohesion was ca~~ied out. Refe~ence 

exp~essions, both endopho~ic and exopho~ic (cf. § 3.2.3.1.), and 

conjunctive exp~essions (cf. § 3.2.4.1.) we~e highlighted in 

each text and catego~ised, and so too we~e the e~~o~s (cf. § 

3.2.3.2 . and§ 3.2.4.2. ). 

The ~elational cohe~ence analysis involved fi~st of all the 

identification of the functional ~elations between the F-units 

and hie~a~chies ofF-units (cf. § 3.2.2.2.; and§ 3 . 2 . 2.3 fo~ 

discussion of analytical decision- making). The texts we~e 

b~acketed along the ~ight-hand side acco~dingly (cf. Appendix 

28). The Relational Cohe~ence Quotient was then calculated fo~ 

each text (cf. § 3.2.2 . 4 . ). 

The desc~iptive statistical analysis of the data involved counts 

of the numbe~ of occu~~ences of each catego~y and subcatego~y, 

and - fo~ pu~poses of mo~e di~ect compa~ison - a calculation of 

the f~equency of each pe~ 100 F-units. These statistics we~e 

then tabulated acco~ding to the language and cohe~ence g~oups 

selected. 
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The statistics were then examined to ascertain, in terms of the 

main aims of the study (cf. § 1.1.3.), which were the 

significant differences among the coherence and language 

groups.The inferential statistical instruments applied are 

discussed in Chapter 5 (§ 5.3.1.). 

4.2. SAMPLE ANALYSES 

This section divides into two parts. In the first, the analyses 

of the four texts that represent the extremes in coherence 

rating in the two subject areas will be provided in detail in 

order to exemplify how the analysis of the corpus as a whole was 

carried out. In the second part, the results of the sample study 

will be set out and briefly commented on in the light of our 

hypotheses (§ 1.2.3.). These results will also be compared with 

the earlier results of topical structure analysis (§ 2.2.2.2.) 

and argumentation analysis (§ 2.2.3.2.) as applied to the same 

sample, so as to discover whether there are any indications that 

the reference cohesion, conjunctive cohesion and relational 

coherence analyses might discriminate more effectively between 

the highest- and lowest-rated texts. 

4.2.1. The analyses 

The reference cohesion, conjunctive cohesion and relational 

coherence analyses of the relevant four texts are presented 

below. Wherever this is felt necessary, clarifying remarks are 

added after the relevant piece of analysis. 
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4 . 2 . 1 .1. Reference cohesion analysis 

The analysis of the ref e rence e xpress~ons ~s presented in the 

order in which they appear in the texts . The e xpression is given 

in capi ta l lette rs , following the con vention adopted f or 

r eference expr e ssions i n the sample te x ts (cf. Appendix 28, p. 

303) . The r e f e r ence expression as a whole ( i.e. the noun phrase 

or relev ant part of the noun phrase), rather than just the 

reference item, is provided, but the label used in the formal 

analysis i s j ust that which applies to the item itself. The 

number in brackets immediately after the e x pression refers to 

the F-unit in which it is located. The formal analysis is given 

fir st (i .e. personal; possessive; personal non-restrictive 

relative; demonstrative; determiner; place/time demonstrative; 

demonstrative non-restrictive relative; or comparative- cf. 

§ 3 .2. 3 .1. ( a) ), followed by the functional ana lysis (direct; 

indirect; inter-textual; situational; or homophoric- cf. 

§ 3 .2.3.1. ( b )). 

In the case of erro r s (marked with an asterisk), the erroneous 

expression is given its analysis in terms of the reference error 

taxonomy ( § 3.2 . 3.2.(a) and§ 3.2.3.2.(b)). 

(a) Text EFN 1 (lowest rated- English Literature (p. 304)) 

THE NOVEL (1): determiner; inter-textual. 

The first part of the noun phrase (the beginning of) is 

not analysed because its ability to refer to a definitely 

identif ia ble entity is totally dependent on the head noun 

(the novel) of the structure of which it is part - it is 

an example of a contained inferrable (cf. § 3.2.3.1.(b)). 

HE (2): personal; direct. 

THE TWO GROUPS (2): determiner; inter-textual. 
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A more informative noun phrase would obviously have been 

preferable here, but given the high reader tolerance assumed 

for student academic writing of the e xamination genre 

(cf . § 3.1.1.4.; § 3.1.1.7.; and§ 3.1.2) and also the fact 

that this expression is elaborated on in the following 

F-unit, it was not treated as an error. 

THOSE (3): demonstrative; direct. 

THE GROUP (3): determiner; indirect. 

This expression is a contained inferrable, contained within 

the larger noun phrase the group under Jack, but it is 

analysed because it is also cohesive: it ties anaphorically 

(indirectly, i.e. by way of a set-member inference) with 

the two groups in the preceding F-unit. 

THE OTHER GROUP (3): comparative; indirect . 

Compare the explanation provided for the group in the 

previous paragraph. 

*THIS ISLAND (4): demonstrative; replacement error. 

HE (5): personal; direct. 

IT (6): personal; direct. 

THAT (7): demonstrative; direct. 

IT (7): personal; direct. 

THIS BOY (8): demonstrative; direct. 

THE PIGS (8): determiner; intertextual. 

The pigs are assumed to be sufficiently salient entities in 

the background text for this form of initial reference to be 

acceptable in the examination situation. 
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*THE VERY SIMON (9): determiner; replacement error. 

Simply Simon or possibly this very Simon would be 

acceptable here. 

THE BEAST (9): determiner; intertextual. 

US (9): personal; situational. 

The reference of us here includes more entities than 

just the writer and reader, and verges on a generic type of 

reference, but writer and reader cannot be excluded, so the 

item was categorised as having situational reference. In the 

larger noun phrase of which us is a part, the devil 

is a contained inferrable only, and so is not analysed. 

Similarly, in (10) the person is a contained inferrable 

and so is not analysed. Contained inferrables will not be 

further commented on in this analysis. 

THE AUTHOR (11): determiner; direct. 

THE FITS (11): determiner; homophoric. 

HE (12): personal; direct. 

HIS ILLNESS (13): possessive; indirect. 

Hyponymously related to the fits in (11), so the reader 

inference that ' the fits is an illness ' is semantically 

based and hence readily available. 

HE (13): personal; direct. 

HE (15): personal; direct. 

*NOW (16): place/time demonstrative; zero-reference error. 

THE FIRE (17): determiner; intertextual. 
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WHICH (18) : personal non-restrictive relative; direct. 

THEY (1 8): personal; direct. 

THE SEA (18): determiner; homophoric. 

*THESE BOYS (19): demonstrative; replacement error. 

Superficially, this expression would seem to refer - because 

of the demonstrative - just to the boys who are making the 

fire. There is, however, a problem, because various factors 

seem to indicate that a more inclusive reference is 

intended. The all added before this expression is one, 

and the inference that all of the boys o~ the island other 

than Simon are being referred to is strengthened in the 

intended reader particularly, as the latter knows that only 

two boys, the twins Sam and Eric, were making the fire at 

the time. Further support for this inference is provided 

later, in (22), where Simon's ideas appear to be compared to 

those of the other boys in general, and there is a chain of 

cohesion connecting these boys with the boys ideas. 

The weight of evidence, then, strongly favours the more 

inclusive interpretation of these boys: reference 

resolution is achieved, and so the error has not been 

classified as one of ambiguity. The source of the problem is 

the use by the student of the demonstrative, where the 

determiner (the boys) should have been used. 

IT (19): personal; direct. 

THEY (20): personal; direct. 

IT (20): personal; direct. 

THEM (21): personal; direct. 
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*THAT (2 1 ) : demonstra tive; replacement er ror . 

By far the most common function of that is to refer to 

"ex tended text" (Halliday and Hasan 1976:66), i.e. to the 

ideas conveyed by whole sentences and even larger textual 

units, rather than by noun phrases. The co-text in this 

example doesn't allow for such an interpretation of 

that: clearly, it is just 'the beast' that is being 

referred to, and that thing or it should have been 

used here. 

THIS (22): demonstrative; direct. 

This refers cataphorically to the content of (23). The 

expression equatively related to this, i.e. the 

appearance or quarrel, is faulty, but this is a lexical 

rather than a reference cohesion error. The use of the 

definite article seems appropriate here (the expression is 

intended, amongst other things, for use as a contained 

inferrable), but the lexical items selected (particularly 

appearance) are inappropriate - it is clear enough that 

an expression such as the difference is what is required 

here. 

THE BEAST (22): determiner; direct. 

The expression the boys ideas, which precedes the 

beast, is a contained inferrable (within the boys ideas 

about the beast). 

THESE BOYS (23): demonstrative; direct. 

THE SCENE (23): determiner; indirect. 

Although perhaps not a particularly well chosen expression, 

the scene can be regarded as having general reference to 

the situation described so far in the student ' s answer (cf. 

Halliday and Hasan's (1976:274-281) category of "general 

words".) 
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( b ) Text LFZ 2 ( lowes t rated- L i nguistics ( p. 3 0 6) ) 

*CRITICAL PERIOD FOR LANGUAGE ACQUISI T ION ( 1 ) : 

determiner; omission error. 

As indicated earlier (§ 3.2.3.2.(a) ) , omission errors are 

classified in terms of the target category, here that of the 

determiner. The omission of the definite article, the, 

is analysed here because the expression the critical 

period would be more than just a contained inferrable: it 

would also have intertextual reference to a critical 

period for language acquisition in the examination 

question. 

*PHYSICAL DOMAIN (2): determiner; omission error. 

Although the omission of the determiner is acceptable in the 

heading (physical domain) that precedes this expression, 

such an omission is not acceptable in the sentence that 

follows the heading (in analysing references to headings in 

this study, the convention was adopted that such references 

were cohesive, even though headings were not counted as 

F-units separate from the text immediately following them). 

I (3): personal; situational. 

*THE STATEMENT (3): determiner; exophoric extraction error. 

The reader needs to extract the reference here to this 

statement in the examination question. Reference 

resolution is difficult largely because there are also other 

' statements ' in the student text to which the expression 

could initially be suspected to refer. 

THE PURBERTY STAGE (4): determiner; homophoric. 

Due allowance needs to be made for the spelling error. 

*THE MUSCLE FLEXEBILITY (5): possessive; replacement error. 
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The error analysis advanced here assumes that this is an 

instance of a phonologically-based confusion between the 

and their, and so the error has been classified in terms 

of the target category, "possessive" (cf. § 3.2.3.2.(a)). 

This assumption gains support from the fact that the most 

fitting reconstruction here is certainly their muscle 

flexibility, although it is still possible that the error 

is an over-generalisation of the use of the definite article. 

THEY (6): personal; direct. 

THE SECOND LANGUAGE ACCENT (6): determiner; indirec t. 

The pragmatically based inference that ' second languages 

have accents ' is readily available for the interpretation of 

the reference expression here. 

*WHERE (9): non-restrictive relative; form/agreement error. 

In whom is called for here, although where would 

have been acceptable if the previous F-unit had had in 

adults instead of just adults. 

THE MUSCLES (10): determiner; indirect. 

The relevant pragmatically based inference is that 'people 

have muse 1 es' . 

*THIS STAGE (11): demonstrative; implicit-focus extraction 

error. 

This expression should refer to adults, but this noun 

needs to be reconstructed to conform to the implicit idea of 

'adulthood' before the pragmatic inference that 'adulthood 

constitutes a stage' can be made . 

*THE FIRST LANGUAGE MUSCLES (12): determiner; implicit-focus 

extraction error. 
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Pragmatic inferences derived from the preceding two F-units 

facili tate the r-eader ' s r-einter-pretation of this noun phrase 

in terms of something like ' the muscle movements used in the 

pronunciation of the first-language ' . 

*A SECOND LANGUAGE WORDS (12): determiner-; replacement 

err-or-. 

The definite article would be appropr-iate here, either in 

the second language words or- in the words of a second 

1 anguage. 

THIS (13): demonstrative; direct. 

THE ACCENT (14): determiner-; indirect. 

Given that the topic in focus is second language learning, 

and the pragmatically based inference that ' languages 

involve accents ' , it is clear enough that the r-eference here 

is to ' the accent in the second language ' . 

IT (15): personal; direct. 

*· .. between THE FIRST ... (15): demonstrative; omission 

err-or-. 

A demonstrative is r-equired here: between that of the 

first and second language. 

THE FIRST ... LANGUAGE (15): determiner-; indirect. 

Relevant here is the semantically based inference that a 

second language presupposes a first language', as well as 

the earlier- reference, albeit a faulty one, the first 

language muscles . 

SECOND LANGUAGE (15): determiner; direct. 

This expression is analysed here as one of the "determiner" 

type of r-eference: the determiner- the has been ellipted 

because the expression is part of a compound noun phrase . 
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THE SECOND LANGUAGE (1 7): d eterminer ; direct. 

THE CHILD (1 8 ) : de t erminer; homophoric. 

THE LEF T HEMISPHERE ( 19 ) : dete r mi ner ; i ndirect. 

Re f erence to the brain is made in ( 16), and so the present 

e xpression can be seen to be deri v able from the pragmatic 

inference that ' the brain consists o f hemispheres'. 

THE INTELLECTUAL ABILITY (19): determiner; direct. 

* THE LATERISATION PROCESS (21): determiner; implicit-focus 

extraction er r o r . 

Various factors hinder smooth processing on the part of the 

reader here. These include the misspelling of 

lateralisation both at its first mention in ( 16) and in 

this expression. Also, this should have been used 

instead of the, because the former ' s range of reference 

is muc h narrower than the latter ' s. Thus this 

lateralisation process would have indicated that cues to 

interpretation would be found in the immediately preceding 

sections of text. The correct interpretation o f the intended 

re f erence of the expression used here can then be assumed to 

derive from replacement of the reference item and from the 

fact that the idea of a ' process ' is implicit in F-units 

(18) - ( 19). 

THE CHILD (24): determiner; direct. 

It coul d be argued that this is another example of 

homophoric - specifically generic - reference, as in the 

first mention of 'the child ' in (18). It differs from the 

first - mention instance, however, precisely because it also 

ties to it, maintaining topical continuity. It has, in 

effect, both homophoric and cohesive reference, and the 

latter is more crucial to the text-building process . In the 
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present study , therefore, non-first-mention instances of 

such homophoric expressions will be classified as direct 

references unless there has clearly been a major change of 

topic between the two, severing the cohesive link. 

HE (25): personal; direct. 

SHE (25): personal; direct. 

* (25): possessive; direct. Omission error. 

The possessive his is required here. 

HER (25): possessive; direct. 

This expression is analysed here because although there is 

only structural cohesion between it and the other two 

pronouns, it also ties with the child in the previous 

F-unit. 

*THE NEXT PERSON (26): comparative; implicit-focus 

extraction error. 

There seems to be no referent for this comparative 

expression in its normal ordinal ( ' the one after this one ' 

sense, but implicit in the discussion of egocentricity is 

the contrast between self and others. Thus a somewhat 

different type of comparative meaning can be extracted here, 

i.e. that of ' other people'. 

THE SECOND LANGUAGE (29): determiner; direct. 

*THE NEXT PERSON (30): comparative; implicit-focus 

extraction error. 

THEY (31): personal; direct. 

THEM (31): personal; direct. 
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*THE NE XT PERSON ( 31): comparative; implicit-focus 

extraction error. 

THEY ( 32) : personal; direct. 

Procedures 

THE SECOND LANGUAGE CHALL ENGE (32): determiner; direct. 

THEY (33) : personal; direct. 

(c) Text EPE 1 (highest rated- English Li terature (p . 308)) 

THE NOVEL ( 1): determiner; intertextual. 

HE (2) : personal; direct. 

ITS (2) : possessive; direct. 

HE (3) : persona l; direct. 

THE CHURCH SCHOOL CHOIR (3): determiner; intertextual. 

HE (4): personal; direct. 

HE (5): personal; direct. 

THE OTHER BOYS (5): comparative; indirect. 

The reference here is indirect because the other boys 

presupposes a noun phrase containing boy or boys, 

and there is no such expression in the preceding co-text. 

That the comparative reference expression relates to 

Simon is, however, readily apparent. 

THE ISLAND ( 5): determiner; intertextual. 

THE BOYS (6): determiner; intertextual. 
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A possible categorisa tion of this first-menti o n r eference 

would be " indirect " , because the boys can be understood 

as referring to ' Simon ' plus ' the other boys ' . There is, 

however, nothing in the expression the bo y s that 

confirms this interpretation unequivocally. The intended 

reader kn ows that this is i ndeed so only because of his 

kn owledge of the background text, and so the most acceptable 

categorisation here is " intertextual". 

THEIR ASSEMBLY ( 6): possessive; intertextual. 

HE (7): personal; direct. 

HE ( 8): personal; direct. 

SUCH PEOPLE (9): comparative; indirect. 

The reference is indirect because of the need for the 

inference that ' epileptics are people ' . 

CLOSER (9): comparative; indirect. 

The reference is indirect because of the need to supply 

additional content, such as 'closer ... than people who are 

not afflicted'. This content would appear to come very 

readily to mind - this is a fairly typical instance of an 

unelaborated use of a comparative adjective - and so this 

example has not been classed as an extraction error. 

THE BEACH (10): determiner; intertextual. 

In the earlier part of the 1 arger noun phrase, the 

forest is a contained inferrable. 

THE "LORD OF THE FLIES" (11): determiner; intertextual. 

WHICH (12): personal non-restrictive relative; direct. 

THE BOYS (12): determiner; intertextual. 
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This reference has not been classified as "direct", even 

though there is an earlier mention of the boys in the 

passage. This is partly because of the distance separating 

the two references, but also because the intended reader 

will know that the referents of the two expressions are not 

i dentical: in particular, ' Simon ' is included in the first, 

but not in the second . 

THIS FIT ( 13): demonstrative; indirect. 

The inference that ' a state of epilepsy (cf.(10)) implies a 

fit' is semantically based and therefore readily available. 

HE (14): personal; direct. 

THEM (14): personal; indirect. 

Largely because of the postmodifying all, the obvious 

inference is that this reference is to ' Simon' and ' all the 

other boys · . 

THE ISLAND (15): determiner; direct. 

In the ear 1 ier part of the 1 arger noun phrase, the evi 1 

is a contained inferrable. 

HE (16): personal; direct. 

THE MOUNTAIN ( 16): determiner; intertextual. 

THE BOYS ( 17): personal; direct. 

This is essentially coreferential with the last mention of 

the boys in (12). 

THE CORPSE (18): determiner; indirect. 

The inference that 'the dead airman is a corpse is 

semantically based. 

HE (19): personal; direct. 
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IT (19): personal; direct . 

IT ( 19): personal; direct. 

THIS DISCOVERY (20): demonstrative; indirect. 

The inference that ' to come across (cf. (16)) something is 

to discover something' is semantically based. 

HIM (20): personal; direct. 

THE ISLAND (20): determiner; direct. 

HE (21): personal; direct. 

THE OTHERS (22): determiner; direct. 

HIS DISCOVERY (22): possessive; direct. 

HE (23): personal; direct. 

THE MOUNTAIN (23): determiner; direct. 

THEY (24): personal; direct. 

HIM (24): personal; direct. 

THE BIBLE (25): determiner; homophoric. 

HERE (25): place/time demonstrative; direct. 

THE DISCIPLES (26): determiner; intertextual. 

Here the intertextual reference is of course not to the main 

background text but to the Bible. 

THE MOUNTAIN (27): determiner; direct. 
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Although this expr-ession is a contained infer-r-able her-e, it 

is also cohes ive, and so it is analysed. 

THE HILL OF GADARENE (27): deter-miner-; inter-textual. 

Again, the r-eference is to the Bible. 

THE ISLAND (29): deter-miner-; dir-ect. 

THE BOYS (30): determiner; direct. 

THEY (31): personal; dir-ect. 

THEY (31): per-sonal; direct. 

HIS WARRIORS (32): possessive; inter-textual . 

THE SEA (33): determiner-; homophor-ic. 

HIS BODY (34): possessive; indirect . 

The infer-ence that 'one r-esult of the killing of a hu man 

being is a (dead) body' is semantically based . 

ANOTHER SIGN (36): compar-ative; indir-ect . 

The necessar-y infer-ences here ar-e pr-agmatically based, these 

being that the parallels with the Bible me nti o ned fr-om (25) 

to (29) constitute the 'other- signs'. 

HIS HOLY SIGNIFICANCE (36): possessive; indirect. 

Again, this quality of Simon's can be infer-r-ed pr-agmatically 

fr-om the par-allels mentioned, par-ticular-ly the fact that he 

is descr-ibed as "a figur-e symbolic of Jesus Chr-ist" in (28). 

The connection between 'holiness' and 'Jesus Chr-ist' is of 

cour-se pr-agmatic r-ather- than semantic. 

THE EVIL (37): deter-miner-; dir-ect. 
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Although this expression is part of a su c cession of 

contained inferrables ( the nature of the e v il that Simon 

was the first to ... ) , it can be argued that it is also 

cohes i ve, i.e . tied to the e v il in ( 14 ) , which is itself 

a co n tained inferrable. 

THE ATAVISTIC RETROGRESSION TO A SAVAG E STATE (38) : 

determiner; indirect. 

Thi s expression too i s a contained inferrable, but it is 

also indirect ly cohesive because of the essentially 

semantically based inferences possible from the content of 

(31) they ha v e become so primiti ve and degraded that 

they are savages. 

THE BOYS (38) : determiner; direct. 

WE (39) : personal; situational. 

(d) Text LPE 1 (highest rated- Linguistics ( p. 310)) 

THE EVIDENCE (2) : determiner; direct. 

THIS (2) demonstrative; direct. 

THE SUBJECT ( 4): determiner; indirect. 

Th e relevant pragmatic inference is of the order: ' language 

acquisition assessments involve subjects ' . 

THESE VAR I ABLES (5): demonstrative; indirect. 

The relevant pragmatic inference is of the order: ' whether 

one is acquiring a first or second language, and whether the 

subject is a child or an adult are variables ' . 

THE AGE FACTOR (9): determiner; indirect. 
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The rel e vant pragmat ic infe ren ce is of the o rd er : ' ch i ld vs 

a dult diffe r ences cons t itute an a g e fa c tor ' . 

THE HUMAN CON DITI ON ( 1 2 ) : dete rmin e r ; homophoric. 

WE ( 1 3) : personal ; situat i ona l . 

THE PHYSICAL ( 14): determ iner; i ndirect. 

Although .domain has been ellipted, the expression is 

understood via a set-member inference from 'domain ' to 

' physical domain ' . Similar reasoning applies to the next two 

reference e x pressions below. 

THE COGNITIVE (14): determiner; indi r ect. 

THE AFFEC T IVE (14): determiner; indirect . 

THE DOMAIN (15): determiner; direct. 

Although this would be preferable to the, the latter 

is acceptable. 

THE BRAIN (17): determiner; homophoric . 

*THE PROBLEM (19): determiner; exophoric extraction error. 

This error is particularly difficult to reduce to a single 

classification . A plausible i nterpretation of the expression 

would be something of the order of ' the problem in the 

physical domain that applies to the adult second-language 

learner'. One cue to this is the mention of 

difficu l ty .•. experienced .. • in (1), i.e . very much 

earlier in the text. It could therefore be argued that the 

error should be labelled "long-term textual extraction". On 

the other hand, there are also cues in the F-units 

immediately following (19) as to the interpre tati on of the 

problem, so that the error could also be labelled as one 

of "implicit- f ocus extraction " . It seems most likely, 
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however, that the intended reader will relate this 

e x pression to the mention o f ... increasi ngly 

Procedures 

dif f icult ... etc. in the exami n ation question, which is 

exophoric to the student tex t, with the content of the 

F-units after (19) helping to confirm the interpretation. 

THE BRAIN (19): determiner; direct. 

THIS PROCESS OF LATERALISATION (20): determiner; indirect. 

The relevant pragmatic inference is of the order: 

' lateralisation is a process ' . 

THE PROCESS OF LATERALISATION (22): determiner; direct. 

THE LEFT HEMISPHERE (22): determiner; indirect. 

The relevant pragmatic inference is of the order: ' brains 

have hemispheres'. 

THIS (27): demonstrative; direct. 

Superficially, it might appear that this is ambiguous in 

that it could be coreferential with a critical period in 

language acquisition or with completion of 

lateralisation, but given that the two phenomena are seen 

as occurring simultaneously, and that the one is defined in 

essence in terms of the other, the reference is not 

problematic. 

MY OWN CASE (28): possessive; situational. 

I (28): personal; situational. 

I (29): personal; direct. 

This expression can be seen as having both situational and 

direct (cohesive) reference, but for the same reasons put 

forward in the discussion of the homophoric the child in 

F-unit (24) of Text LFZ 2 above, this non-first-mention 

instance of I is classified as direct reference. 
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I ( 31): pe~sonal; di~ect. 

I (34) : pe~sonal ; di~ect. 

THE SUBJECT (35 ): dete~mine~; indi~ect. 

The ~elevant p~agmatic infe~ence i s of the o~de~: ' Af~ikaans 

is a (school) subject'. 

I (36): pe~sonal; di~ect. 

I (37): pe~sonal; di~ect. 

I (38): pe~sonal; di~ect. 

THIS (38): demonst~ative; di~ect. 

I (39): pe~sonal; di~ect. 

THE CRITICAL PERIOD (39): dete~mine~; di~ect. 

MY OWN SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE (40): possessive; indi~ect. 

The content ofF-units (28) - (38), when the text shifts 

into a na~~ative mode, ~elates p~agmatically to this 

summative ~efe~ence exp~ession. 

THIS CRITICAL PERIOD (41): demonst~ative; di~ect. 

HIS L1 (44): possessive; di~ect. 

THIS (47): demonst~ative; di~ect. 

THE PRONUNCIATION (47): dete~mine~; indi~ect. 

The ~elevant p~agmatic infe~ence is of the o~de~: 'second 

languages involve p~onunciation ' · 

THIS (48): demonst~ative; di~ect. 
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4 . 2.1 . 2 . ConJunctive c ohesion anal y sis 

As in the c ase o f the r-e f e r-ence e x pr-ession s , t he anal y sis o f the 

conjunctive c ohes i on e x pr-essi o ns is pr-esented ln the or-der- in 

wh ic h t he y appea r- l n t he te x ts. Fo ll owing the convention adopted 

in the te x ts ( cf . Appendix 28, p. 303 ) , the conjunctive 

e x pr-e s sions ar-e given in bold pr-int. The for-mal analysis is 

given fir-st (i.e. coor-dinator-; subor-dinator-; or- adver-bial - cf. 

§ 3 . 2 .4.1. ) , followed by the analysis in terms of one of the 

eight major semantic categor-ies, with the subcategory in 

brac kets (cf. 

§ 3.2.2.2.). Categories that are discontinuative (the marked 

member- of the continuative-discontinuative opposition - cf. § 

3 .1.1.2.; § 3 .2.4. ) will be labelled as such. 

In the case of errors (marked with an asterisk ) , the erroneous 

expression is given its analysis in ter-ms of the conjunctive 

error taxonomy (§ 3.2.4.2.). 

(a) Text EFN 1 (lowest rated- English Literature (p. 304)) 

*if (6): subor-dinator; Cause-Effect (Condition 

Consequence); zero- relation error. 

Pragmatically, it does not seem feasible that the mere 

existence of something could be a sufficient condition for 

it not to be hunted. For the intended reader, who has 

knowledge of the background text and knows that Simon senses 

that "the beast" is really a character trait in man, it does 

not appear possible even to extract a relation between 

F-units 6 and 7. The error, then, is one of zero-relation. 
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*but (1 4 ) : coordin ator; Truth/Validity 

(Concession-Contraexpectation; discontinuative); 

zero-relation error. 

Procedures 

It does not seem poss1ble to identif y a meaningful relation 

between (13) and (14). The relation which the conjunctive 

appears to signal is noted. This is usually possible, 

even in the case of zero-relation errors. Thus but 

normally signals either Contrast or Concession

Contraexpectation. Here there is no direct semantic contrast 

between not practically in ( 14) and the content of (13); 

the syntactic patterning is more typical of 

Conc ession-Contrae xpectation, and so this is analysed as the 

relation that the conjunctive was intended to signal. 

*hence (15): adverbial; Cause-Effect (Reason-Result); 

zero-relation error. 

Consequently (19): adverbial; Cause-Effect 

(Reason-Result). 

and ••• also (20): coordinator+ adverbial; Coupling. 

In terms of the formal analysis, the conjunctives are 

counted separately, but together they signal only one 

semantic relation. 

(b) Text LFZ 2 (lowest rated- Linguistics (p. 306)) 

because of (5): subordinator; Cause-Effect 

(Result-Reason). 

On the F-unit status of because of the muscle 

flexebility, compare the note to F-unit (13) of Text EPE 

1 . 
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because of (7): subordinator; Cause-Effect 

(Result-Reason). On the F-unit status of because of muscle 

plasticity, compa re the note to F-unit (13) of Te xt EPE 1. 

Unlike (8): subordinator; Matching (Contrast; 

discontinuative). 

* ( 9 ) : coordinator; Coupling; omission error. 

An and is required here for syntactic and semantic 

reasons. In its absence, the initial impression can be 

created that the muscles in the following F-unit (10) 

refers to those of children rather than adults . 

because of (13): subordinator; Cause-Effect 

(Result-Reason). On the F-unit status of because of 

this, compare the note to F-unit (13) of Text EPE 1. 

As (18): subordinator; Temporal (Temporal Overlap). 

with the result that (20): subordinator; Cause-Effect 

(Reason-Result). 

Because of (21): subordinator; Cause-Effect 

(Reason-Result). On the F-unit status of Because of the 

laterisation process, compare the note to F-unit (13) of 

Text EPE 1. 

and (23): coordinator; Cause-Effect (Reason-Result). 

* (26 ): coordinator; Coupling; omission error. 

An and is required here for syntactic reasons . 

when ( 27): subordinator; Temporal (Temporal Overlap). 

because of (30): subordinator; Cause-Effect 

(Result-Reason). 
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Because (32): subor- d inator; Caus e -Effect ( Reason-Resu lt) . 

( c ) Te x t EPE 1 ( highest rated - English L i te rature (p. 308 )) 

Although ( 1) : subo r dinator ; Tr-uth/Val i d ity 

( Concession - Co nt rae x pectat i on ; d i scontinuati v e ). 

but ( 4 ) : c oord inator; Tr-uth /Validity 

(Concess ion-Cont r ae x pectation; discontinuative ) . 

When (6) : subord in ato r- ; Tempor-al ( Temporal Ov erlap ) . 

Also ( 8 ) : ad v er-bial; Coupling. 

and (9 ) : coor-dinator-; Coupling. 

While ( 1 0 ): subor-dinator; Temporal (Temporal Over-lap). 

As a r-esult of ( 13): adver-bial; Cause-Effect 

( Reason-Result ) . 

It should be noted that As a result of this fit 

constitutes an F-unit because it can be r-egarded as an 

"adver-bial clause equivalent " ( cf. § 3.2.1.5. and discussion 

and similar examples in Lieber- (1981: 7 7 ) ). 

Shortly afterwards (16): adver-bial; Temporal 

(Chr-onological Sequence). 

To ( 18): subor-dinator-; Cause-Effect (Means-Pur-pose). 

to (22 ) : subordinator; Cause-Effect (Means-Purpose). 
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but (23): coordin a tor; Truth /V a lidit y 

(Conc essi o n-Contrae x pectat i on ; d i sc on tinuat i ve) 

when (23) : subord inator ; Tempora l ( Chronological 

Sequen ce ) . 

P r o cedur e s 

When can s i gna l both Temporal Ov erlap and Chronological 

Sequence. The tense here indicates that there is a sequence 

rather than an overlap in the timing of e v ents (in contrast , 

when he is coming down ... would signal Temporal 

Overlap). 

i.e. (26): adverbial; Amplification (General-Specific). 

and (28): coordinator; Coupling. 

because (31): subordinator; Cause-Effect (Result-Reason) . 

and (32): coordinator; Temporal (Chronological Sequence). 

and (34): coordinator; Temporal (Chronological Sequence). 

Thus (39): subordinator; Cause-Effect 

(Grounds-Conclusion). 

(d) Text LPE 1 (highest rated- Linguistics (p. 310)) 

and (5): coordinator; Coupling. 

except that (6): subordinator; Amplification (Statement

Exception). 

therefore (7): adverbial; Cause-Effect (Reason-Result). 

and (10): coordinator; Coupling. 
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t ha t i s (11): ad verbial ; Amplific a tion (T e rm 

Spe cific a tion) . 

Pro cedures 

when (13) : subordin a tor; Tem por a l (T e mporal Over lap) . 

i .e. (16) : a d ve r b ia l ; Amp lifi c ati o n ( Te r m Spec i f icat i on). 

As (17) : subord i nator; Cause- E f fec t ( Re a son-Resu l t). 

a lt hough (2 1 ) : subordinator; Tru t h / Vali di t y 

( Concess i on-Contraexpectation; discontin u ative ) . 

and (23) : coo r d i nato r; Coupl i ng. 

once ( 23 ) : subordinator; Temporal (Chronological 

Sequence ) . 

therefore ( 25): adverbial; Cause-Effect 

( Grounds-Con clus i on). 

As Crombie (1985b:81) indicates, Grounds-Conclusion is only 

distinguished from the more general Reason-Result relation 

when there is a clear signal identifying the former. Such 

signals i nclude verbs like conclude and observe, 

f i rst-person pronouns , and moda l s and qualifying expressions 

such as would and seem in (25), all of which 

emphas i se that the writer is ma k ing a deduct i on and not just 

presen t i ng the Cause-Ef f ect relation as an established fact. 

but (28 ) : coordinator; Truth/Validity 

(Concession-Contraexpectation; discontinuative). 

as (29): subord i nator; Cause-Effect (conclusion-grounds). 

and ( 30): coordinator; Cause-Effect (Result-Reason). 

and ( 32): coordinator; Temporal (Temporal Ove r lap). 
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and (35) coordinator; Cause-Eff e ct (Reason-Resul t ) . 

u ntil (36) : subordinator; Temporal (Chronol o gi cal 

Sequen c e). 

also (37) : a d verb ia l; Coupling . 

and (38 ) : coordinator ; Cau s e-Ef f e c t ( Reason-Result). 

but ( 4 0) : c oord inator; Trut h / Va l idity 

(Concession-Contrae x pectation; discontinuative). 

to ( 41 ) : subordinator; Cause-Effect ( Means- Purpose). 

and ( 44 ) : coordinator; Cause-Effect ( Reason-Result). 

As ( 45): subordinator; Temporal ( Temporal Overlap). 

and ( 47): coordinator; Cause- Effect ( Grounds-Conclusion). 

However ( 48): adverbia l ; Truth/Validity 

( Concess i on-Contraexpectation; discontinuat i ve ) . 

as ( 49): subordinator; Cause-Effect ( Result-Reason). 

4.2.1.3. The relational coherence analysis 

The relational coherence analyses of the four texts are provided 

to the right of the texts (ct. Appendix 28, p. 30~). The 

abbreviated labe l s for the relations and hierarchies of 

relations f ollow those set out ear l ier ( § 3 . 2 . 2 .2. ). Aspects of 

the decision-making process in relational coherence analysis 

have already been treated ( § 3.2 . 2.3.). Also, where a 

conjunctive has been used to signal a relation , the analysis of 

t ha t r elation 
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has been discussed in the p~evious section (§ 4.2.1.2.). In the 

p~esent section, then, just a few comments will be made about 

the analyses ( mostly, to indicate the g~ounds on which a 

functional ~elation was posited when the~e was no conjunctive o~ 

~efe~ence cohesion signalling p~esent). Each comment is p~eceded 

by a ~efe~ence to the ~elevant F-unit numbe~s. 

Gene~ally speaking, a functional ~elation will not be ~ecognised 

fo~ analysis whe~e a conjunctive cohesion e~~o~ is p~esent, even 

if the e~~o~ is one which does not p~event the ~eade~ f~om 

eventually finding a plausible inte~p~etation of the intended 

~elation. All e~~o~s impose, as was seen in Chapte~ 3, an ext~a 

p~ocessing load on the ~eade~, and conjunctive cohesion e~~o~s 

in pa~ticula~ make the inte~p~etation of functional ~elations 

mo~e difficult. On the assumption that this so~t of difficulty 

will have a negative effect on the ~eade~·s imp~ession of the 

cohe~ence of a text, and given that ~elational cohe~ence 

analysis - as it is conceived of in this study - aims to 

identify textual cha~acte~istics that a~e ~elevant to ou~ 

unde~standing of cohe~ence, the decision not to analyse 

~elations whe~e a conjunctive cohesion e~~o~ is p~esent is 

clea~ly well founded. 

In contrast to conjunctive e~~o~s, howeve~, ~efe~ence er~o~s 

often do not obscu~e the functional ~elation between F-units. 

Thus in (17)-(19) of Text EFN 1, fo~ example, despite the 

p~oblem of the ~efe~ence of these boys, the Reason-Result 

relation, signalled by Consequently ... , is clea~ . Here the~e 

is a potential weakness in the refe~ential cohe~ence of the 

text, but not in its ~elational cohe~ence. 
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(a) Text EFN 1 ( lowest rated- English Literature (p . 304)) 

( 1)-(3): The General-Specific relation can be derived 

largely from the pragmatic infere nce of the o rde r: 'it is 

unnatural to e xcl ude oneself from groups ' . The Term 

Specifi cat ion rela tion is included within the 

General-Specific relation because the information (3 ) 

contributes about what sort of groups are meant, reinforces 

the inference and so is relevant to the interpretation o f 

the latter relation. Topic continuity (here maintained by 

reference cohesion between Simon and he and then 

between the two groups and those) is also an 

important factor here, as it is in the interpretation of a 

number of functional relations. It should be noted here, 

too, that it is in the nature of Term Specification that it 

is often signalled by reference cohesion expressions , such 

as those in (3) and which in (18). 

(10)-(12): The General-Specific relation between (10) and 

( 11) derives essentially from the semantic relation of 

hyponymy between not feel well ... physically and the 

fits. Although a case can be made for treating this 

relat i on as a form of hyponymy, this does not appear to be 

possible between (10) and (12) (the relation between (11) 

and ( 12) is of course one of Coupling , which is not 

analysed, for the reasons set out earlier (§ 3.2.2.4.)). 

Pragmat i cally, however, a similar type of relation can be 

inferred between the idea of ' not feeling well spiritually' 

and ' appreciating staying alone'. 

(b) Text LFZ 2 (lowest rated- Linguistics (p.306)) 

(3)-(4 etc.): Prestructuring statements such as (3) raise a 

number of problems for analysis. While this type of 

metadiscourse can play an important role in guiding the 

reader (cf. Bamberg 1983; Vande Kopple 1985), it is by no 

means clear yet how important this role is relative to other 
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t e x tua l fe atu r es of e x pos i t ory writ i ng such as the use of 

headi n gs a n d subheadings, an d paragra phing. Prestructuring 

s t atemen ts are also potentiall y problematic for relational 

coh e r ence anal y sis when they seem t o relate to v ery large 

sections o f a te x t. Thus ( 3) , for example, could be analysed 

as the General member of a General-Specific relation, with 

the remainder of the text forming the Specific member. This 

would mean an e x tra bracket over the entire text from (3) 

on, which would have the effect of more than doubling the 

text ' s Relational Coherence Quotient. This would undoubtedl y 

constitute a gross exaggeration of the importance of (3) to 

the coherence of the text, and so in the present study when 

prestructuring statements relate to the macrostructure of 

the text they have not been included in analysis. 

(8)-(10): The errors in (9) and (10) are such that a 

relation of Term Specification cannot be analysed between 

(8) and (9). 

(18)-(23): The reference and spelling problems with the 

laterisation process in (21) prevent (18)-(20) from being 

regarded as part of the Reason member of the Reason-Result 

relation of which the Result member is (22)-(23). This 

contrasts with, for example, the error-free (13), which 

combines with (12) to form the first member of a 

Reason-Result relation. 

(c) Text EPE 1 (highest rated- English Literature (p. 308)) 

(5)-(9): This section was discussed earlier (§ 3 . 2.2.3.) 

(16)-(20): The broken line of the bracket extending over 

(18)-(19) indicates that the relation that starts with 

(16)-(17) as the Reason member is discontinuous: (18)-(19) 

does not form part of the relation which ends with (20) as 
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Result. When the Relational Coherence Quotient is 

calculated, (18)-(19) is accordingl y not counted in under 

the Reason-Result bracket . 

(37)- ( 39) : The rel at ion of Grounds - Conclusion r ather than 

Reason-Result is analysed here be cause of the pr e s ence of 

the first person we in (39), the Conclusion F-unit . 

(d) Text LPE 1 (hig hest rated - Linguistics ( p. 310)) 

(3)-( 5 ) : The relation here is one ot Condition-Consequence 

rather than simply Temporal Ov erlap largely because of the 

use of must. Although it is true that this must does 

not e x press a logically necessary (i.e. alethic) 

Consequence, it does express an obligation which should 

always apply, given the relevant conditions (in other words, 

a deontic as opposed to an alethic necessity; cf. Hubbard 

1979:35-36). Similar reasoning can be applied to the 

Consequence-Condition analysis of ( 12)-(13). 

( 23)- ( 26): The relation of Grounds-Conclusion rather than 

Reason-Result is analysed here because of the presence of 

would and seem, which qualify the statement made in 

(25) . 

One of the reasons why the comments on the relational coherence 

analyses of the high-rated texts have been sparser than those on 

the low-rated texts is that the former appear to make much more 

use of conjunctive cohesion, the analyses of which were 

discussed earlier. The question of differences between the two 

sets of texts in the employment of reference, conjunctive 

cohesion and relational coherence, and differences in their 

Relational Coherence Quotients will be dealt with in the next 

section. 
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4 . 2 . 2 . Resu lts 

The results o f the sample analyses a re pres e n ted in Tables 4.3 

to 4 . 9 at the end of thi s c h a pte r ( pp. 235-237). 

As indica ted ea r l i er , t he a ims of the samp l e anal y ses are: 

f irstl y, to d i splay the ana l yt i ca l p r ocedures adopted in this 

study; and secondl y , to prov ide s ome ind i cation as to whether 

t he constructs of the analytica l f ramewor k d eve l oped 

disc ri mi n ate more e f fect ivel y between high- and l ow- rated 

student academ ic writi n g than do topical structure analysis and 

argumen tation anal y sis, which were applied to the same sample 

texts in Chapter 2 . The f irst aim was addressed in the previous 

main secti o n ( § 4. 2 .1. ) . The present section addresses the 

second aim, and statistical compar i sons will be made . It must be 

noted, however, that these comparisons will have to be treated 

with a good deal of caution, given that the texts compared in 

this sample represent only a very small portion of the corpus 

analysed. Because of this, only descriptive statistics (i . e. 

n umber of observations: n) and frequencies per 100 F-units 

(i . e . densities: d) are presented in this chapter, and 

e x pressions such as substantial differences rather than 

significant differences will be used here. In Chapter 5, 

when the results for the whole corpus are assessed , words such 

as significant will be justifiable, and statistics will be 

assessed against criteria of significance. In Chapter 5, too, 

explanations for certain statist i cal trends will be sought; in 

the present chapter discussion of the sample results will be 

largely confined to descriptive commentary. 
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4 . 2 . 2 . 1 . Re f e ren c e cohe s i on ana lysis 

Wit h r espect t o t he fo r ma l cat e gorisa t ion of r ef e ren ce i tems , as 

presente d in Table 4 . 3, t here s eem to be no si gn if icant 

d iff erences between the h igh and l ow coherence group means i n 

densit y of personal and demons t rative reference items and i n the 

o v erall density, al though the figures for the high-rated texts 

a r e slight ly higher in each case. This di f fere n ce would, 

however, be negated if errors were added to the coun t, as the 

mean reference error densit y in the low-rated texts was 32,1 per 

100 F-units as opposed to only 1,1 per 100 F-units in the 

high-rated texts (cf. Table 4.7). The low-rated te x ts would then 

show a somewhat h i gher but still not significantly different 

i ntended use of reference items. The density of comparative 

r eference is substantially lower in the latter texts , but the 

ab_solute figures are so low that no conclusions can be drawn 

from this. 

Substantial differences in density are apparent between the 

English Literature and the Linguistics texts in respect of all 

three categories of reference items. It would appear from this 

sample, then, that density of use of reference items is 

unrelated to impressions of coherence but that it does vary 

considerably between the two types of student academic writing. 

The hypotheses that differences in the density (here measured in 

terms of density per 100 F-units ) of reference items in general, 

and of the three main formal categories of reference items, 

correlate wit h the text ' s Holistic Coherence Ratings do not 

appear to ga i n any support from this sample study. 

With respect to the functional categorisation of the reference 

ties effected by these items, as presented i n Table 4.4, there 

does appear to be one significant difference between the two 

coherence groups. The mean density of indirect reference t ies in 

the h i gh-rated texts is precisely twice as high as that in the 

low-rated texts. These differences do not appear to apply across 

genres, although there do appear to be genre-related 
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conjunctive e~ ro~s we~e added in (Table 4.8 ~eveals a mean 

conjunctive e~~o~ density of 8,9 fa~ the low-~ated texts and no 

e~~o~s fa~ the high-~ated texts), this positive co~~elation 

would still apply. It applies also to two of the subcategories, 

i.e. the coo~dinato~s and the adve~bials, but not to the 

subo~dinato~s, densities of the latte~ being p~actically on a 

pa~. 

A count of the numbe~ of conjunctives signalling discontinuative 

~elations (not included in the tables) ~eveals that only one 

discontinuative was successfully signalled (with one e~~o~) in 

the low-~ated texts, to give a mean density of 1,8 pe~ 100 

F-units. Against this, eight conjunctives in the high-~ated 

texts signalled discontinuative ~elations, to give a mean 

density of 9,1 pe~ 100 F-units. Thus density of discontinuatives 

signalled is anothe~ potential cohe~ence indicato~. 

In cont~ast to the ~efe~ence analysis, no clea~ indication of 

c~oss-gen~e diffe~ences eme~ges, although most figu~es fa~ the 

Linguistics texts a~e highe~. 

With ~espect to the functional catego~isation (cf. Table 4.6), 

the density figu~es suggest a positive co~~elation between 

cohe~ence ~ating and density of Tempo~al, T~uth/Validity and 

Coupling conjunctives. The absolute figu~es a~e, howeve~, ve~y 

low and once again caution has to be exe~cised. There a~e also 

c~oss-gen~e indications that Cause-Effect conjunctives a~e mo~e 

common in the Linguistics texts. 

As mentioned ea~lie~ (cf. Table 4.8), only the low-~ated texts 

of the sample ~eveal conjunctive e~~o~s and so the~e is some 

indication of a co~~elation between e~~o~ density and cohe~ence. 

The cautiona~y ~ema~ks made in the discussion of the ~efe~ence 

e~~o~ statistics do, howeve~, apply he~e too. Only two of the 

five e~~o~ types occur in these texts, i.e. omission and the 

potentially mo~e se~ious ze~o-~elation, and they appea~ to be in 
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complementary distri bution between the two texts, but the 

numbers are so l ow that no conclusions on this can be drawn 

here. 

4.2.2.3. Relat~· onal coherence analys~·s 

The number of F-units in each text, the total number of 

functional relations in each (i.e. the count of the number of 

brackets enclosing F-units, as explained in§ 3.2.2.4.) and the 

Relational Coherence Quotient of each are presented in Table 

4.9. Although there is a fairly considerable difference in the 

Relational Coherence Quotients of the two low-rated texts, those 

of the high-rated texts are very similar to one another and 

substantially higher than those of their low-rated counterparts. 

The sample analysis would appear, then, to lend support to the 

relational coherence hypothesis, which posits a positive 

correlation between Holistic Coherence Rating and Relational 

Coherence Quotient. 

4.2.3. Conclusion 

The sample analyses presented and discussed above have served 

two main objectives: 

(a) to show how the analytical framework operated in 

practice; and 

(b) to provide indications as to which of the textual 

characteristics addressed by the framework could be 

crucial to the explication of readers' perceptions of 

textual coherence. 

With respect to the first objective, this chapter has shown that 

the framework adopted for achieving the aims of the study 

avoids, to a very significant extent, the shortcomings of the 
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other two quantitative writing research approac hes discussed 1n 

Chapter 2 (cf. particularly§ 2 .3. ) . Thus, compared to these 

approaches, the present fra mewor k for analysis reveals: 

(a) greater procedural explicitness; 

(b) a higher level of delicac y in the e xplication of 

relations between adjacent t e xtual units ( cf. the full 

set of functional relations); 

(c) a new quantitative measure (the Relational Coherence 

Quotient); 

(d) a reasonably objectively defined yet rhetorically 

relevant textual unit (Lieber ' s (1981) F-unit); and 

( e) a much greater capacity for discriminating between the 

more coherent and less coherent student academic 

writing. 

With respect to the second objective, the characteristics which 

distinguished the highest-rated texts f airly sharply from the 

lowest-rated ones are: 

(a) higher density of indirect reference ties; 

(b) lower density of reference errors; 

(c) higher overall density of conjunctive cohesion; 

(d) higher density of coordinators and adverbials; 

(e) higher density of Temporal, Truth/Validity and 

Coupling conjunctives; 

(f) higher density of conjunctives signalling 

discontinuative relations; 

(g) lower density of conjunctive errors; and 

(h) higher Relational Coherence Quotients. 

Because of the smallness of the sample, caution had to be 

exercised in assessing these results and interpretative comments 

were kept to a minimum. What is clear, however, is that the 

characteristics just listed do discriminate between the highest

and lowest-rated texts to extents that were not achieved by any 
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of those that were put forward in topical structure analysis and 

argumentation analysis. In respect of student academic writing, 

then, the analytical framework developed in this study would 

appear to provide more potential indicators towards the 

explication of coherence than the other studies mentioned. In 

the next chapter these indicators will be subjected to much 

closer scrutiny. 
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Tables 

l Table 4.1 l 
Language gr-oups 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Total 
Texts F-u's Texts F-u's Texts F-u's Texts F-u's 

Eng. Lit. 10 413 10 396 10 377 30 1186 
Linguistics 4 287 3 210 8 359 15 856 

Total 14 700 13 606 18 736 45 2042 

I Table 4.2 1 

Coher-ence gr-oups 

HIGH MID LOW Total 
Texts F-u's Texts F-u's Texts F-u's Texts F-u's 

Eng. Lit. 9 367 10 380 11 439 30 1186 
Linguistics 4 363 5 242 6 251 15 856 

Total 13 730 15 622 17 690 45 2042 
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I Table 4.3 I 
Formal Categorisation of Reference Items 

by Coherence Group: Sample 

PERS DEM COMP TOTAL 
n d n d n d n d 

EFN 1 ( L) 15 65,2 16 69,6 1 4,3 32 139,1 

LFZ 2 ( L ) 9 27,3 11 33,3 - - 20 60,6 

EPE 1 (H) 27 69,2 24 61,5 4 10,3 55 141,0 

LPE 1 ( H) 11 22,4 23 46,9 - - 34 69,4 

. 
MEAN ( L) 1 2 42,9 13'1! 48,2 'I.! 1,8 26 92,8 

MEAN (H) 19 43,2 23'1! 53,4 2 4,5 44'1! 101,1 

I Table 4.4 J 
Functional Categorisation of Reference Ties 

by Coherence Group: Sample 

ENDOPHORIC EXOPHORIC 
DIRECT INDIRECT INTERTEXT SITU HOMOPH 
n d n d n d n d n d 

EFN 1 ( L) 21 91,3 3 13,0 5 21,7 1 4,3 2 8,7 

LFZ 2 ( L) 13 39,4 4 12,1 - - 1 3,0 2 6,1 

EPE 1 (H) 31 79,5 11 28,2 10 25,6 1 2,6 2 5,1 

LPE 1 (H) 19 38,8 11 22,4 - - 2 4,1 2 4,1 

MEAN ( L) 17 60,7 3'1! 12,5 2'1! 8,9 1 3,6 2 7,1 

MEAN (H) 25 56,8 11 25,0 5 11,4 1'1! 3,4 2 4,5 
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I Table 4.5 I 
Formal Categorisation of Conjunctives 

by Coherence Group: Sample 

COORD SUBORD ADVERBIAL TOTAL 
n d n d n d n d 

EFN 1 ( L) 1 4, 3 - - 2 8,7 3 13,0 

LFZ 2 ( L ) 1 3,0 10 30,3 - - 11 33,3 

EPE 1 (H) 6 15,4 8 20,5 4 10,3 18 46,2 

LPE 1 (H) 11 22,4 10 20,4 6 12,2 27 55,1 

MEAN ( L) 1 3,6 5 17,8 1 3,6 7 25,0 

MEAN (H) 8'~ 19,3 9 20,5 5 11,4 22'~ 51,1 

I Table 4.6 1 

Functional Categorisation of Conjunctives 
by Coherence Group: Sample 

TEMP MATCH CAUSE TRUTH AMPLI COUPL 
n d n d n d n d n d n d 

EFN 1 ( L) - - - - 1 4,3 - - - - 1* 4,3 

LFZ 2 ( L) 2 6,1 1 3,0 8 24,2 - - - - - -

EPE 1 (H) 6 15,4 - - 5 12,8 3 7,7 1 2,6 3 7,7 

LPE 1 (H) 5 10,2 - - 11 22,4 4 8,2 3 6,1 4 8,2 

MEAN ( L) 1 3,6 ·~ 1,8 4'~ 16,1 ·~ 1,8 - - ·~ 1,8 

MEAN (H) 5'~ 12,5 - - 8 18,2 3'~ 8,0 2 4,5 3'~ 8,0 

*Because the Coupling example involved two forms 
(and .•. also), Table 4.3 registers a total of three 
conjunctives for this text, while this table recognises a total 
of only two conjunctives with regard to function (cf. 
§ 4.2.1.2.). 
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I Table 4.7 I 
Reference Errors: Sample 

EXTRACT OMISSION REPLACE ZERO TOTAL 
n d n d n d n d n d 

EFN 1 ( L ) - - - - 4 17,4 1 4,3 5 21,7 

LFZ 2 ( L) 7 21,2 4 12,1 2 6' 1 - - 13 39,3 

EPE 1 (H) - - - - - - - - - -

LPE 1 (H ) 1 2,0 - - - - - - 1 2,0 

MEAN ( L) 3'~ 12,5 1'~ 5,4 3 10,7 1 3,6 9 32,1 

MEAN (H) ·~ 1 ' 1 - - - - - - 'I.! 1' 1 

J Table 4.8 I 
Conjunctive Errors: Sample 

OMISSION ZERO TOTAL 
n d n d n d 

EFN 1 ( L ) - - 3 13,0 3 13,0 

LFZ 2 ( L) 2 6,1 - - 2 6,1 

MEAN ( L) 1 3,6 1 ·~ 5,4 2'1.! 8,9 

NO ERRORS IN EPE 1 (H) OR LPE 1 (H) 

l Table 4.9 1 

Relational Coherence Quotients: Sample 

F-UNITS REL. TOT. RCQ 

EFN 1 ( L) 23 13 57 

LFZ 2 ( L) 33 34 103 

EPE 1 (H) 39 60 154 

LPE 1 (H) 49 74 151 

MEAN ( L) 28 23,5 84 

MEAN (H) 44 67 152 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

5. 0 . INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES 

Th e main objective of this chapte~ is to p~esent the full 

findings of the anal y ses of the co ~ pus as a whole. The te~m 

findings will he~e be unde~stood to cove~ both the 

p~esentation of ~esults and thei~ inte~p~etation. 

The f i~st main section deals with the p~esentation of ~esults. 

Following the p~ocedu~e adopted in the p~evious chapte~, all t he 

~ ele v ant data a~e p~esented togethe~ i n tables at the end of 

t his chapte~ ( pp. 2 69-283). Ce~tain cla~ifying comments on these 

tables a~e made in this section. 

The second main section - by fa~ the longe~ and in many ~espects 

the mo~e impo~tant one - is conce~ned with the inte~p~etation of 

the ~esults in te~ms of the ten hypotheses of the study, as set 

out in Chapte~ 1 (§ 1.2.3 . ). Two diffe~ent levels of 

inte~p~etation can be distinguished, i.e. on the one hand the 

assessment of the statistical significance of the ~esults, and 

on the othe~ hand the assessment of the meaning and significance 

of the ~esults f~om text-linguistic and applied linguistic 

pe~spectives. 

The final main s ec ti on summa~ises the key findings of the study. 
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5 .1 . RESULTS 

As mentioned abov e, the ~esults of this study a~e all tabulated 

at the end of this chapte~, and the manne~ of p~esentation of 

the ~esults will now be b~iefly ~ev iewed. 

Tables 5 .1 (p . 269) and 5.2 (p . 270) a~e the only tables whi c h 

p~ovide info~mation on the ind ividua l English Lite~atu~e and 

Linguisti cs texts ~especti vel y . The fi~st column indicates the 

length of the ~elevant text in te~ms of the numbe~ of F-units 

(it should be noted that Text LPE 1, the majo~ pa~t of which was 

anal y sed in the sample anal y ses in Chapte~s 2 and 4, is he~e 

analysed in its enti~ety, so that figu~es fo~ this text will 

diffe~ slightly f~om those given in the tables of Chapte~ 4). 

The second column gives the Holistic Cohe~ence Rating fo~ each 

text, with its ~anking in pa~entheses ( the texts in these two 

tables a~e p~esented in o~de~ of HCR ~anking, with gaps 

sepa~ating the High, Mid and Low g~oupings). The thi~d and fifth 

columns p~esent ~espectively the densities of ~efe~ence and 

conjunctive exp~essions (pe~ 100 F-units) in the texts, togethe~ 

with thei~ density ~ankings. The fou~th and sixth columns 

p~esent ~espectively the ~efe~ence and conjunctive e~~o~ 

densities fo~ each text. Rankings a~e not supplied he~e, fo~ 

~easons which will be explained below, when statistical 

p~ocedu~es a~e discussed (§ 5.2.1.). The final column p~ovides 

the Relational Cohe~ence Quotient fo~ each text, togethe~ with 

its ~anking. 

The ~emainde~ of the tables display g~oup ~athe~ than individual 

sco~es. In most cases tables a~e given fo~ both the cohe~ence 

g~oups and the language g~oups, although ou~ p~ima~y conce~ns 

a~e usually with the cohe~ence g~oups (cf. the ~esea~ch 

hypotheses). In all tables except Tables 5.12 and 5.22, which 

p~ovide figu~es on the diffe~ent catego~ies of e~~o~s and so 

deal with ~elatively small numbe~s, both the actual numbe~ of 

obse~vations (n) and the density pe~ 100 F-units (d) a~e given. 
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I t should be not e d t hat the d e nsity figures ar e corrected t o one 

d ecimal place, and tha t the total density figu r es at the bottom 

of the t ables a r e ind e pendently c a l culate d , a lso t o t he n eares t 

one decima l p lace, s o that the re a r e sometime s sma ll discrep

a nc i e s between t hese t otals an d the a ppa r ent t otal s t hat wo u ld 

be a r r i v ed at if the c orrec t e d f i gu res were s imp ly added 

toget her. 

The density figures on t he ri gh t-hand side o f t he tables (Av. ) 

re p resent the a v erage dens i t i es for the r elevant corpus as a 

whole. Because the groups are not e x ac t l y the same size as o n e 

another, these figures are not equivalent to the total of the 

three groups div i ded by the number of groups. 

The re is a discrepancy between the total figures for the forma l 

and functional categorisation of conjunctives ( 392 in Tables 

5.13 and 5.15 vs 380 in Tables 5.17 and 5.19; 304 in Tables 5. 1 4 

and 5.16 vs 297 in Tables 5.18 and 5.20). This is because when 

tw~ e~Mjunetives appear in the same F-unit and express the same 

functional relation, they are counted as a single functional, 

but two formal units ( cf. § 4.2.2.2.). 

The content of the tables will be discussed in the next main 

section. 

5.2. INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS 

In this section the tables will be discussed in relation to the 

hypotheses formulated (§ 1.2.3.). Before this is done, however , 

brief commen ts on statistical techniques for testing hypotheses 

will be made. 
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5.2.1. Testing the hypotheses: statistical techniques adopted 

As explained in Chapter 1 (§ 1.2.3. ), some of the ten hypotheses 

of the study are directional and some not. Irrespective of this 

distinction, when hypotheses are tested, they are first 

converted into null hypotheses, which state in each case 

that there is no difference between the texts or groups of te x ts 

in terms of the relevant variable. If the null hypothesis can be 

rejected, we have support for the hypothesis that posits a 

relationship, i.e. the alternative hypothesis. Where, 

however, the alternative hypothesis is directional, support for 

it will only apply if the data show that the rejection of the 

null hypothesis is in the direction posited. 

It must also be decided what the maximum level of probability is 

at which the null hypothesis can be rejected. This maximum 

probability level is called the level of significance (e.g. 

Hatch and Farhady 1982 : 86). It is signified by alpha and the 

level adopted for all the hypotheses in this study is alpha 

= 0,05. This means that the null hypothesis will be rejected if 

the probability that our findings are simply due to chance is 5/. 

or less. In what follows, whenever a null hypothesis is 

rejected, the probability level will be indicated. This will be 

expressed as p ~ 0,05 where the probability is between 5/. and 

11., in which case we will speak of a significant 

relationship; and as p ~ 0,01 where the probability is equal to 

or less than 11., in which case we will speak of a very 

significant relationship between the relevant variables. In 

the tables, the relevant textual feature will be marked with a 

single asterisk (*) when p ~ 0,05, and by a double asterisk <**> 
when p ~ 0,01. 

A considerable number of empirical text-linguistic studies 

provide only numerical data without any recourse to 

interpretative statistical techniques (e.g. the doctoral studies 

by Beene (1981) and Lieber (1981), and also Connor (1984; 

1987a), Eiler (1983) and Smith and Frawley (1983)). It is true 

that certain differences between texts are often apparent from 
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the numerical data alone, but t he v a l i d ity and re li ability of 

inferences is g reatl y enhanced i f the y are deri v ed b y wa y o f t he 

a cc epted techn i ques of inf e rential s t a tisti c s. I n t es t ing the 

resea rch h y po t he s es of thi s s t ud y , thre e differe nt t e chn ique s 

were app l ied, i.e . Spea rma n ran k-order corre l a tion, a n a lys i s of 

v ar iance ( ANOVA) an d the t- tes t ( e .g . Ha t ch and F a rha d y 

1982 ; Leon a rd 1976; Robson 1 973) . 

The S pearman ran k-order correlat ion measu re was a ppli ed t o t h e 

general Re f erence and Conj uncti v e Den s i t y Hy pot heses and t o t he 

Rela t i o nal Coherence Hy potheses (H ~ , H4 and H7 ) . i.e. to 

the data on individua l te x ts presented i n Tables 5.1 and 5.2, 

with t h e e xception of the error data. Th is measure was not 

appl ied t o a ny of the Erro r Hypotheses , partl y because it is 

l ess v al i d where the di ff erences between ranks are uneven (e.g. 

Hatc h and Farhady 1982: 2 07), as i s the case with the error data 

( on t he one hand a fairly large number of null values, meaning 

that there are many te x ts at the same rank, and on the other 

h and some proportionatel y very considerable differences between 

ran k s ) . 

Th e t- t est for compar~son of two means was applied in the 

testing of the Academic Achievement Hy pothesis ( H9 ), as here 

only two means ( those o f the Pass a n d the Fail gro ups) were 

relevant. 

I n all other cases, three groups were relevant ( i.e. the three 

coherence and the three language groups ) and so to compare the 

three mea n s for significance, analysis of varianc e (ANOVA) was 

used. 

Examples illustrating the application of each of the three 

statistical techniques used are provided in Appendix 3. In what 

now follows, the research results will be assessed in accordance 

with the hypotheses formulated (cf. § 1.2.3 . for the alternative 

versions of the hypotheses, as opposed to the nul l versions of 
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the hypotheses presen ted here) , an d later the meaning and 

significan ce o f the resul t s for tex t l i ngui stics will be 

considered. 

5.2.2. The Coherence - Reference Hypotheses 

Three hypotheses are relevan t here, i.e. H1 , H2 and H3 , 

and each will be discussed in turn. 

5.2.2.1. H~: Coherence -Reference Density Hypothesis 

(General) 

The null version of this hypothesis can be stated as follows: 

Ho -1: There is no relationship between the density of 

reference expressions in a text and the HCR of the 

text. 

For both English Literature and Linguistics the Spearman 

rank-order correlation coefficients were negative, i.e. -0,21 

for the former and -0,03 for the latter. Neither of these 

results, however, is significant at the 0,05 level. 

The null hypothesis Ho- 1 , therefore, is not rejected and so 

H1 cannot be accepted. 

5.2.2.2. H2 : Coherence - Referenc e Density Hypothesis 

(Specific) 

Although the general hypothesis, H1, is rejected, this does 

not necessarily imply that none of the categories of reference 

expressions is related to coherence. Hence the need for this 

specific version of the hypothesis. The null version of this 

hypothesis can be stated as follows: 
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Ho - 2 : There is no ~elationship between the density of 

any category of reference e x pres s ion i n a te xt and 

the HCR ot the te xt . 

This hypothe sis lS r e a ll y a s et of hypot heses , as each category 

of referenc e expression h a s to be tested fo r a possible 

rel a tionship with coherence . 

The f i r s t s e t of hypotheses r elates to the formal catego r ies of 

r e f eren ce e xp re s sions, the re l e v ant s ummar y tables here be ing 

Tab l e s 5 . 3 a n d 5 .4 (p . 27 1 ) . 

The app licat i on of ANOVA to each of the eight categories 

i dent ifi ed ( Pers , Poss, Pers-NRR , Dem, Det, P&T, Dem-NRR and 

Comp ) re vealed two significant differences 1 in densit y between 

the three coherence groups, both of which apply onl y to the 

English Literature corpus. 

The f i r st difference applies to the ( non-possessive) personal 

pronouns ( Pers), where the difference in density between the 

groups was significant at the p ~ 0 , 0 1 level. Thus there appears 

to be a negative relationship between HCR and the density o f 

these features. How might t h is be explained ? The English 

1 This finding might at first glance appear strange, given 
the apparently considerable numerical difference in some other 
categories , such as Pers-NRR i n the English Literature corpus. 
It should be remembered, however (cf. Appendix 3), that ANOVA 
involves a count of the relevant features in each text of each 
group, so as to establish the extent of the variance between 
texts wit hin one and the same group as well as the variance 
between groups. Where numbers are low, as in this case, the 
variance within groups tends to be high relative to the variance 
between groups, thereby reducing the potential for significance. 
This reflects the general statistical principle that the lower 
the number of observations made, the more difficult it is to 
argue for signif i cance. 
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Llte~atu~e question demands not onl y an account of Simon ' s 

ch a ~acte~ but also some exposltion of the p~oblem tha t the boys 

face and of Simo n ' s insight into the p~oblem . It s eems plau s ible 

that the texts t h a t we~e judg ed a s l e s s cohe ~ent ten ded to be 

tho s e th a t devot e d ~ela tively mo ~e time to Simon ' s cha~acte~ and 

a c tions ( a l a rg e ly na rr ati ~e mo de o f disc ours e , wh ic h tends to 

h a v e a hi g h i n cid e nce o f pe rson a l pronou n s ) a n d not e n o u gh to 

r e f lec t i on and d isc u ss i on (a more e x posito r y mo de ) . In t erms of 

t he fr amewo rk adop ted here, thi s type of t e xt wi l l - gi v e n the 

d ema n ds of the question set - be relati v el y ineffecti v e (cf . 

§ 3 .1. 1 . 9 . ) a n d will t hus ten d t o be rated as less coheren t . 

Scruti ny of t he grou p counts f or personal pronouns in Table 5.4 

seems to indicate a t endenc y i n the same di~ection in the 

L ingu i stics cor pus , althoug h this was not statisticall y 

significant. Personal and possessi v e pronouns are carrie~s or 

ma~kers of "old" or " given " information, and it would appear 

that effective e x posito~ y writing demands more development of 

the topic - and concomitant " new " information - than the weake~ 

students are here prov iding. 

Tables 5.5 and 5.6 ( p. 272), which present figu~es for the 

language groups, are not directly relevant to the hypotheses. 

The language group tables are usuall y presented merely for 

comparison, such that when a significant difference between 

coherence g~oups is found, i.e. a feature that is potentially of 

key ~elevance to textual cohe~ence, the language groups can be 

compared to ascertain the extent to which each appears to make 

use of such a feature. In the present case it does appear that 

the second-language (Afrikaans and African) g~oups tend to use 

the personal p~onouns more frequently than the first-language 

groups. 

The most marked contrast in respect of the formal categories of 

reference expressions is that between the English Literature and 

Linguistics densities for personal and possessive pronouns. The 

cause of the difference is clearly topic-related, the English 
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Literature te x ts ha v 1ng a particular pe r son as the central 

topi c . As cross-genre c omparisons are no t the main concern of 

this stud y and do no t relate to t he present h y pothesis, thi s 

di f fere n ce in the use of the pronouns is merel y noted here . 

The second significant difference ( in this case, p ~ 0.05 ) in 

the density of formal categories of reference in the three 

coherence groups was in the use of comparative reference 

express ions ( COMP) in the English Lite ratu re co rpus. He re there 

is a positive relationship between density and coherence. A 

possib le reason for this i s that i mp licit in the question set is 

a r equ irement that Simon be contrasted with the other boys, and 

thi s was re s ponded to more effective ly by the better writers. 

Interestingly, there i s no such significant difference in the 

L i n guistics c orpus: possibly this is because the main background 

te xt to the question set ( a Linguistics I guide) makes frequent 

adult-ch ild and first l anguage-secon d language comparisons, so 

that e v en the weaker writers were aware of the need to compare. 

Let us now consider the functional categories of reference 

e x pressions, as presented in Tables 5.7 and 5.8 (p. 273). Here 

highly significant differences ( p ~ 0 ,01 ) were found in both 

corpuses with respect to direct and indirect reference, but with 

contrasting directionalities. 

In both corpuses there appears to be a strong negative 

relationship between HCR's and direct reference. To a large 

extent the explanation for this could follow along the same 

lines as the discussion of personal pronouns above, as 

practically all occurrences of such items have a direct 

reference function. Like these pronouns, in their direct 

reference uses (i . e. when they are used with a repetition of a 

noun mentioned earlier in the text) the definite determiner 

(the) and the demonstratives, as well as the demonstrative 

pronouns and non-restrictive relatives, all involve the marking 

of old or given information. Thus the higher incidence of direct 
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r e fe ren ce in te x ts wlth lower HCR ' s could be s y mptomat ic of 

insufficient top i c de vel opme n t and elaboration, wh ic h in our 

terms again mean s less effecti v e and less coherent writing. 

In contrast to the d i rec t reference findings , there is in both 

corpuses a st rong positi v e relationship be tween HCR · s and 

indirect reference . Th e explanation fo r this is essentially 

compl emen ta ry to that sugg es ted in the case of direct reference. 

Thus indir e ct reference largely involves the use of the defini te 

d eterminer and demonstrati v es with nouns whose meanings are not 

identical to, but related to those of previously mentioned noun s 

by way of semantic o r pragmati c inferences. Frequent use of 

indirect reference should then reflect reduced conceptual 

redundancy (i.e. less old information) and good topic 

development; and the inference-making on the part of the reader 

promotes processing depth (§ 3.1.1.9. ) and more effective text. 

Scrutiny of Tables 5.9 and 5.10 (p. 274) reveals that the 

second-language groups tend to use more direct reference and 

less indirect reference than the first-language groups. At least 

part of the explanation for this no doubt relates to the 

question of vocabulary. The second-language users, given their 

less e x tensi v e vocabulary, will tend to use more repetition than 

the first-language users (cf. Connor 1984), i.e. more direct as 

opposed to indirect reference. 

One contribution of the attempt in the present study to provide 

a functional as well as a formal analysis of reference is 

therefore support for the argument that relatively limited 

vocabulary is a crucial factor constraining the coherence and 

effectiveness of second-language writing. 

A second contribution relates more directly to the debate on the 

relationship between reference cohesion and coherence (in terms 

of the present study, direct and indirect endophoric reference 

constitute reference cohesion as conceived of by Halliday 

and Hasan (1976)). Although existing research literature on the 
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~elationship between ~efe~ence cohesion and cohe~ence is spa~se, 

wh a t findings there are appea~ to be cont~adictory . Thus (as 

indicated in § 1 . 2. 3 .) data p~esented by Witte and Faigle y 

( 1981 ) suggest a positive ~elationship, Conno~ and Lauer (1985) 

fi nd a significan t (p ~ 0 , 05) nega ti v e ~elat ionship, and 

McCulley (1985) finds no significant ~elationship between 

~ e f e~en c e c ohesion d e nsity and cohe~en ce. I n the p ~esent study 

the figu~es fo~ ~efe~ence cohesion as a whole ( cf. the ENDO rows 

in Tables 5 . 7 and 5.8, p. 273) also ~eveal no statistically 

significant ~elationship, though a tendenc y towa~ds a negati ve 

one is appa~ent. It is only when the functional distinction 

between di~ect an d i ndi~ect ~efe~ence is used that significant -

and complement a~ y - ~elationships eme~ge. 

It should be noted that in what is p~obably ( apa~t f~om P~ince 

1981b) the only othe~ text-linguistic study to make use of this 

type of distinction , i. e. Eile~ ( 1983), the findings on the 

~elationship between the density of indi~ect ~efe~ence and 

development towa~ds g~eate~ cohe~ence in w~iting about 

lite~atu~e a~e desc~ibed as "inconclusive" ( 1983:190; cf. also 

he~ Table 9 on p.188 ) . The~e a~e, howeve~, ce~tain p~oblems of 

inte~p~etation he~e. Fi~st, the essay s analysed we~e all w~itten 

by " 15 academically talented ninth g~ade~s " (1983:169), and so 

the low-~ated essays we~e presumably only "low " ~elative to this 

g~oup. Secondly, only one of the th~ee essays w~itten by each 

student was actually ~ated fo~ cohe~ence (Task Ill) the othe~ 

two we~e simply assumed to be on the same level (high, middle o~ 

low) as the one actually rated . If, howeve~, Eile~ · s figu~es for 

indi~ect refe~ence ties (as a percentage of total ~efe~ence 

ties) in Task III alone a~e conside~ed, the~e is a p~og~essive 

inc~ease from low to high, which tends to co~~obo~ate the 

findings o f the p~esent study . Eile~ also includes e~~o~s in he~ 

count. P~esumably, if - as in the p~esent study - she only 

counted the successful indi~ect ~efe~ences, this would tend to 

lowe~ the sco~es on the low-~ated texts mo~e than the othe~s, 

and he~ most valid findings (Task III) would then be even mo~e 

simila~ to those of the present study. 
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I t seems c l ear f rom the present stud y , then, that a better 

under s tanding o f the c onnection between ref e rence cohesion and 

coherence can be gained i f f unc t ional distinctions such as 

direct v s indi r ect reference. which deri v e from a closer 

cons~deration of the role of the reader, are applied in 

anal y sis . 

The ot her reference categories in Tables 5 . 7 and 5 .8 reveal no 

signific a nt differences, although there seems to be a tendency 

for the high-rated texts to use less intertextual reference and 

more homophoric refe rence. 

With r espect to cross-genre differences, there are more indirect 

reference e xpressions re l ati v e to direct ones, and slightl y more 

exophoric e xpressions relati v e to endophoric ones, in the 

Linguistics as opposed to the English Literature corpus (c t. 

Carstens 1984 for a detailed stud y of relative proportions of 

endophoric and e xophoric reference e x pressions across a set of 

genres in Afrikaans). 

Summarising the findings 1n respect of H=, it was found that 

four of the specific null hypotheses that can be projected from 

H.~-= could be rejected. Thus four relationships between 

density of reference expressions and coherence were indicated. 

Strongly significant (p < 0.01) were: 

(a) the negative relationship between density of personal 

pronouns and HCR ' s (English Literature only); 

(b) the negative relationship between density of direct 

reference expressions and HCR ' s; and 

( c) the positive relationship between density of indirect 

reference expressions and HCR ' s. 

Significant (p < 0,05) was: 
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( d ) t he posi ti v e relati o ns h ip be t wee n de n s ity o f comparati v e 

r efe renc e e x p r e s s ions and HCR ' s, 

5 . 2 . 2 . 3 . H.::.< : Co her ence - Refer ence Error Hypothes~- s 

The nu ll v ers i o n of th i s h y pothesis can be stated as follows: 

Ho-~: There is no relationship between the density of 

reference errors in a te x t and the HCR of the text. 

Table 5.11 ( b ) (p. 2 7 5) appears to reveal a negative relationship 

between reference error density and coherence group. However, 

the te x ts ana ly sed in this stud y include both first- and 

second-language writing, and the former have more representation 

in the high-rated groups than either of the second-language 

groups do. This is no doubt due to a number of factors, of which 

error densit y ma y be one. Thus because of the natural tendency 

of second-language users to make more errors than their 

first-language counterparts, a more valid indication of the 

relationship between error density and coherence would seem 

likely if each language group were analysed separately . 

Taking the corpus as a whole, Ho-3 was therefore tested 

separately for each of the three language groups . In each case, 

although a tendency toward a negative relationship was evident, 

the ANOVA revealed that this relationship was not significant. 

The null hypothesis, H0 - 3 , cannot therefore be rejec ted an d so 

H3 cannot be accepted. 

This may seem to be a somewhat surprising finding, but it should 

perhaps be seen in the light of the fact that because the 

density of errors, even in the low-rated essays, is fairly low 

( cf . Table 5.11(b)), they are not a major hindrance to the 
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r e ader ' s co heren c e - ma k ing process . Our c o ncern here is wi t h 

unl v ers i t y st u dent writing ; at lower l e v e ls i t lS mu c h mor e 

lik e l y th a t reference er r ors - in second-la nguage te xt s 

pa r ticu la rl y - woul d i mpai r c o her e nc e. 

5 . 2 . 3 . The Coherence - Conjunctive Cohesion Hypotheses 

Once again, three h y potheses are rele v ant here, i.e. H4, H~ 

and Ho , an d each will be discussed in turn. 

5.2. 3 .1. H4: Coherence- Conjunct~· ve Densit y Hypothes~· s 

( General ) 

The null v ersion of this hypothesis can be stated as follows: 

Ho -4: There is no relationship between the density of 

conjunctives in a text and the HCR of the te x t. 

In contrast to the equivalent reference hypothesis (Hi), the 

Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients for the 

relationship expressed here were positive for both parts of the 

corpus. The correlation for English Literature was 0,33 2 and 

for Linguistics 0.71 (cf. Tables 5.1 and 5.2 for raw data). The 

former just misses being significant at the p ~ 0,05 level (for 

2 This value differs from the value noted for essentially 
the same English Literature corpus in Hubbard (1987:53). This is 
because in the latter case, conjunctive errors were added into 
the counts , while in the present study errors were dealt with 
separately and only successful instances of conjunctive cohesion 
were included for the purposes of calculating cohesion 
densities. The assumption is that a clearer conception of the 
relationship between coherence and cohesion densities can be 
arrived at if the different texts are compared in terms of 
instances of successful use of the relevant expressions. 
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non - direc tl o nal , 1 . e . two-tal l e d h y potheses ) wh i l e the la t t er i s 

s ig n 1 f icant at the p ~ 0 , 0 1 level. 

In r espec t of Linguistics , the n, the nu ll hy po thes i s H0 _ 4 is 

re j ec t ed a n d H4 can be ac c e pted, while f o r En g lish L1terature 

H4 can n o t qu ite be ac cepted. De t ail e d investigati o n of 

cross-gen re d1 ff eren c es l i e s bey ond t he scope of this stud y, but 

it mi ght be said that this findi n g indicates that the more a 

genre tends towards the purely e xpository ( as opposed to the 

e x pository plus a significant amount of narrati v e which 

c ha rac teri s e s t he English Literature), the greater becomes the 

need for adequate conjunctive signalling. 

In general it would therefore appear that the density of 

conj u nctive e x pressions in student academic writing is more 

relevant to the reader ' s impressions of coherence than is the 

density of reference e x pressions. As it was noted earlier 

( § 3.1.1.1. ( b) ), conjunctive cohesion is the only type of 

cohesion that regularly links the meanings of textual units as 

wholes, and this is possibl y one reason for its importance to 

coherence. Research studies that are more or less comparable 

with the present one (e.g. Eiler 1983) also tend to find a more 

positive relationship between conjunctive cohesion and coherence 

(and writing development) than is the case with reference. These 

studies will be considered more closely in the next section, 

where findings on specific types of conjunctive are discussed . 

5.2.3.2. H~: Coherence - Conjunctive Density Hypothesis 

( Specific) 

Although the general hypothesis, H4, is accepted, this does 

not necessarily imply that all of the categories of conjunctive 

expressions are related to coherence. Hence the need for this 

specific version of the hypothesis. The null version of this 

hypothesis can be stated as follows: 
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Ho -e : There is no ~ e l a t ions h i p between the dens i t y of 

a n y ca t ego ry of conj u n cti v e e xp ression i n a te x t a nd 

its HCR . 

As in t he c ase o f H~, this hy po t hesl s i s r e a l ly a se t of 

h y po theses , an d each c a tegory of c onjuncti v e e x p ression has t o 

be tested f o r a poss ible r ela t ionship wi t h coh e r e nc e. 

The f i r s t se t of h y pot he s es r elates t o the fo r ma l ca t egor i es o f 

conjunctive e x pressi o ns , the relev a n t summa ry t ables here b e ing 

Tables 5 .1 3 and 5 . 14 ( p. 277) . 

The a ppl ic a ti o n of ANOVA to each of t h e three catego r ies 

i den t ifi e d, i .e . coordin a t ing, subo r di n ating a n d ad verbial 

c o n j u nc t i v es, rev ealed o nly one significant differen ce between 

the coheren ce groups. In the Linguis t ics corpus, the density o f 

ad verb i a l conjuncti v es di f fered significantl y ( p ~ 0 ,05 ) i n s u c h 

a wa y t hat it shows a positi v e rela t ion ship between th is measu r e 

a n d cohe r e n c e. A ten den cy in the same direct i on seems appa r e nt 

f rom t he dens i ties of the adverbial conjunctives i n the Englis h 

L i t erature corpus (Table 5 .13), but t h e differen ces were not 

sta t ist i ca ll y significan t. 

There do not appear to be any other published studies relating 

formal categories of conjunction to coherence, so there are no 

findings w~th wh i ch those of the present study can be compared. 

A partial explanation for the possible extra relev a n ce of 

adverbial conjunctives to coherence, however, might be that 

there is a much greater variety of expressions in this category 

than in the other two (coordinating conjunctives, particularl y) . 

Higher densities of the adverbials might then reflect more 

variety in the way f un c ti o nal relations in tex ts are signalled, 

a feature which could well make for better writing. More variety 

in this aspect probably also associates with more e x tensive 

voc abulary generall y , some suppor t for this inference being 
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p r ov i d e d b y t he l angu a g e g r oup d a t a l n Tabl e s 5 .1 5 and 5 . 16 (p . 

27 8 ) , whlch revea l tha t i n both par t s o f t he c or pus t he 

first- l angu a ge writers a ppe ar to use ad v erbi al conjunctive s 

considera bl y more often than the second- l a n guage write r s. 

Another pa rti al explanation fo r o ur finding could wel l be that 

c e rtain t y pe s o f fu n c t i o n al relation, wh i ch h appen to be more 

r e levan t to the coheren c e o f a particular t y pe of text than 

ot he r s, ten d to be s ignalled r elati v el y more often by ad v erbial 

con juncti v es. This l ine of reason i ng might also be used to 

e xp lai n wh y the Lin guisti c s tex ts, which represent a somewhat 

d ifferent, " purer " t y pe of e x pository writing ( the English 

Literatu re te x ts tend to include a fair amount of narrati v e ), 

dif f e r from the English Literature te x ts in the degree to which 

the densit y of adverbials discriminates between the coherence 

g r oups. 

The e x planations just presented are necessarily v ery tentative, 

and they suggest avenues for further research. In summary, the 

n ull hy pothesi s , Ho-~, must be accepted in respect of all the 

forma l c ategories of conjun c tives except for the adverbial 

conjunctives, which reveal a positive relationship with 

coherence in the Linguistics corpus. 

Let us now consider the conjunctives in terms of their 

functional categorisation, as presented in Tables 5.17 and 5.18 

(p. 279 ) . 

In turning from the formal to the functiona l categorisation of 

conjunctives, one important statistical factor needs to be borne 

in mind : the fact that in the taxonomy of functional relations 

(as distin c t from the continuative - discontinuative 

classification ) there are eight categories, while the formal 

taxonomy had only three. This means that the actual frequencies 

for each of the functional categories are considerably lower 

than those for the formal ones, and this in turn means that it 

is more difficult to show statistically sign ificant dif ferences 

between the cohe r ence groups in respect of the functional 

c ategories (f n .1, above). Because of this, in addition to the 
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statisticall y signific ant d ifferenc es . certa i n stati s tical 

t en d encles Wl l l also be ment i o ned b r i e fly and discussed. 

The ma in f in d ings r e l at i ng to the f unct iona l categorisation are 

that t he re l S in both par t s o f t he co r pu s a strongl y signifi c an t 

( p ~ 0 . 0 1 ) positi v e rela tion s h i p between t he density of 

d i sc on ti nuati v e c onjuncti v es and c o herence, and a significant 

( p ~ 0 , 0 5 ) positi v e relationship between Truth /Validity 

conjunc t i v es and coherence. There is also a significant 

( p ~ 0 . 05) positi v e relationship between Amplification 

c on junctives and coherence in the Linguistics corpus. Let us 

consider each significant relationship in turn. 

The discontinuative conjunctives are those that signal what in 

the present study have been called discontinuative functional 

r elations. These relations are, repeated here (cf. § 3.2.2.2.) 

in their major category groupings: 

( a ) Temporal: Reverse Chronological Sequence; 

( b) Matching: Contrast; 

(c ) Cause-Effect: Denied Consequence; 

(d) Truth / Validity: Statement-Denial, Denial-Correction and 

Concession - Contrae x pectation; 

( e ) Alternat i on: Contrastive Alternation; and 

(f) Amplification: Statement-Exception. 

What explanations might be put forward for the strong positive 

relationship between the density of discontinuative conjunctives 

and coherence? The reader-oriented approach adopted in this 

study suggests essentially two complementary reasons for this 

finding. The first relates to the efficiency of the text 

(cf. § 3 .1.1.8. ). The discontinuative relations are relatively 

unexpected and so, when they are not signalled by a conjunctive, 

they can be assumed to require more processing effort from the 

reader - thereby lowering efficiency - than do continuative 

relations (cf. § 3 .1.1.2.(a)). In expository text such as 
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student academ i c w~iting a ~ e l ati v el y efficient te x t is 

app~op~iate ( § 3 . 1 .1 . 10), and so ~eade~s · judgements of the 

c ohe~ence of such te x ts can be e x pected to be negatively 

i n fluenced b y the omission of conjuncti v es in the conte x t of a 

discontinuati v e ~elation . 

A second ~eason fo~ the finding ~elates t o textual effectiveness 

(§ 3 .1.1.9.) ~athe ~ than efficienc y . The highe~ densit y of 

discontinuative conjunc t ives in the mo~e cohe~ent texts can be 

assumed to be a ~eflection not only of fewe~ cases whe~e 

disconti nuat i v e ~elations we~e not signalled, but also of a 

highe~ density of discontinuative functional ~elations 

themselves . A count of these ~elations de~ived f~om the 

~elational cohe~ence analysis ~evealed the following densities 

in the th~ee cohe~ence g~oups: 

English Lite~a tu~e: High 10,7 

Mid 7 , 0 

Low 5,2 

Linguistics: High 11,2 

Mid 8,5 

Low 3,9 

Thus the densities of discontinuative ~elations analysed closely 

pa~allel the densities of the discontinuative conjunctives (most 

of the cases whe~e a ~elation was analysed despite the absence 

of a conjunctive we~e those of Cont~ast, whe~e non-conjunctive 

signals often sufficed). It would appea~ then that 

d i scontinuative ~elations a~e vital to cohe~ence in exposito~y 

w~iting. Thi s finding p~ovides empi~ical suppo~t fo~ the 

theo~et ic al position enunciated by Fahnestock, the o~iginato~ of 

the continuative-discontinuative distinction. She decla~es 

(F ahnestock 1983:415) that the ~ecognition of a set of 

discon tin uati v es: 
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.. emphasizes and restores to the1r proper importance 

several cognitive acts that make discriminations - the 

processes of distinguishing, making e xceptions, conced ing, 

or con t rasting b y which thinking, and the prose whi ch 

represents thinking, is carried on. Far from being 

' illogical ' , as Christensen [1965- EHH] cl assified them, 

parag r a p hs with turns, with transition words like ' but ' and 

· however ' , represent the disen tangling and teasing apart of 

mean ings and sets and premise-conclusion pairs b y which 

thought and prose travel somewhere." 

It seems clear that relatively frequent use of discontinuati v e 

relations, signalled usually b y conjunctives, promotes 

processing depth (§ 3.1.1.9.) on the part of the reader , and so 

makes for more effective and more coherent student academic 

writi ng . 

The second significant difference between the coherence groups 

t hat applies to both parts of the corpus is related to the above 

findings on discontinuatives. This difference applies to 

Truth / Validity conjunctives, which in the present corpus 

accounted for the majority of the discontinuatives, by far the 

most common discontinuative relation signalled being Concession

Contraexpectation (e. g. but , although, however, nevertheless, 

despite this. etc.). The positive relationship found between 

the density of Truth/Validity conjunctives and coherence is then 

explainable along essentially the same lines as the more general 

positive relationship involving discontinuatives just discussed. 

If we turn briefly to the language group tables provided for 

purposes of general comparison with the coherence group ones 

(here Tables 5.19 and 5.20, p. 280), it appears that the English 

first-language writers tended to make more frequent use of 

Truth/Validity conjunctives and of discontinuatives in general, 

particularly in the Linguistics corpus where, it could be 

argued, more argumentation is called for than in the English 
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Lite~atu~e te x ts . Fi~s t-language speake~s of Af~ican languages, 

ln pa~ticula~ , seem not to ha v e made ve ~ y much use of this type 

of signalling . 

The thi~d and final s i gnif icant di ff e~ence with ~espect to the 

functional catego~ i s ati on of c on junctives ~eflects a positive 

~elationship in the Linguistics co~pus between densit y of 

Amplific ation conjuncti v es and co he~ence. A simila~ tendency is 

appa~ent in the English Lite~atu~e co~pus. In the ~elational 

coherence anal y sis Amplification was pa~ticula~ly appa~ent at 

highe~ levels in the hierarchies of functional relations in 

texts. Thus it is especiall y relevant to the clea~ o~ganising of 

~e lativel y la~ge chunks of text, a fact which should go some way 

towa~ds accounting for the impo~tance of this relation - and its 

signalling - fo~ cohe~ence. It seems f~om Tables 5.19 and 5.20 

that fi~st language speake~s of Af~ican languages used 

Amplification conjuncti v es considerably less f~equentl y than the 

English and the Af~ikaans speakers. 

Three a~eas in both parts of the corpus where the null 

hypothesis, Ho-~. could not be rejected but whe~e tendencies 

towards a relationship with coherence were apparent , were the 

densities for the functional categories of Matching, 

Cause- Effect and Coupling. For Matching (many instances of which 

were signalled by Contrast, i.e. discontinuative, conjunctives) 

and Cause-Effect the tendency was towards a positive 

relationship with coherence. For Coupling, it was towards a 

negative relationship. This latter tendency lends support to the 

view that Coupling is the weakest functional relation and that 

as such too hi gh an incidence of Coupling will tend to make for 

writing tha t is not effective to the extent appropriate for the 

text type being read, and will therefore be given a relatively 

low c oherence rating (cf. § 3 .1.1.10.; § 3.2.2.4.). 
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Summarising the findings 1n respect of H~, it was found that 

four of the specific null hypotheses that can be projected from 

Ho-~ could be rejected. Thus four relationships between 

densit y of conjuncti ve expressions and coherence were in d icated. 

Very sign1f1cant (p < 0.01) was: 

(a) the positive relationship be t we en density of 

conjunctives signalling discontinuat i v e functional 

relations and HCR ' s . 

Significant ( p < 0,0 5) were: 

(b) the pos i ti v e relationship between density of 

adverbial conjunctives and HCR ' s (Linguistics onl y) 

(c) the positi v e relationship between densit y of 

Tr uth /Va l idi t y conjunctives and HCR ' s; and 

(d) the positive relationship between density of 

Amplification conjunctives and HCR's (Li nguistics only). 

In additi on, tendencies towards a positive relationship with 

HCR ' s could be discerned in respect of Matching and Cause-Effect 

conjunctives, while the only tendency towards a negative 

relationship was in respect of Coupling. 

5.2.3 . 3. H6 : Coherence - Conjunctive Error Hypothesis 

The null vers ion of this hypothesis can be stated as follows: 

Ho -•: There is no relationship between the density of 

conjunctive errors in a text and the HCR of the 

text. 
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Although Table 5 . 2 1 ( b) ( p. 281) appe ars t o indicat e a n egati v e 

relationship between d e nsit y of conjun cti v e e r rors a nd cohe r e nce 

group, t he s e figures a re bi ased for the same reason s g i v en a bov e 

in t he discus s 1 on of ref ere nc e errors ( § 5 . 2 . 2 . 3 . l , an d s o h e r e 

too the error densit ies in t e x t s of the High , Mid a n d Low g roup s 

within e ach langu a ge grou p we re c ompared. The ANO VA revea l ed 

t hat i n non e of the three lan gu age gro u ps was a significant 

r elations hip apparen t. 

The nu ll h y pot hes i s , Ho - 6 , can not t h e r e fo re be r e j ected and so 

H6 c a n n ot b e acce p ted. 

For essen tiall y t h e same reason s as those ad v anced i n the 

d iscussion of re f e r ence errors , this fi n ding does n ot seem to be 

a s su r pri sing a s it might at fir st appea r : the inc i d e n ce o f 

errors at this lev el of student writing is relati v ely low, and 

s o the y do not seem to influenc e reader ' s i mpressions to a grea t 

e x tent. 

5.2.4. H7a Coh•rence - Relational Coherence Hypothesis 

The null version of this h y pothesis can be formulated as 

follows: 

Ho- 7 : There is no relationship between the Relational 

Coherence Quotient of a te x t and the HCR of the 

tex t. 

This hypothesis is, 1n many respects, the most important one in 

the present study. This is partly because the Relational 

Coherence Quotient is a totally new measure and hence one of the 

major analytical contributions of the study . The hypothesis is 

also important because, unlike all of the other textual 

characteristics examined in this study, the Relational Coherence 

Quotient is not just a feature but rathe r a measure that 
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responds to the extent to whlch both F-u nits and hi e r ar chie s of 

F - unlt s relate to one another in terms of meaning (cf . 

§ 3 . 2 .2 . 4 . ) . As such it purports to measure one kin d of 

coherence directly . 

The Relational Coherence Qu o tients for each te x t , t o get her with 

its ranking, a re given in the la s t column of Tables 5 .1 ( p. 2 6 9) 

a nd 5 . 2 (p . 270) . The hypo the sis wa s t es t ed by c omparing t he s e 

ra nkin gs wlth the HCR r a nkin g s in each p a rt of t he c orpus. The 

resulting Spearman r a nk-o r d e r c o r r e lati on c o e ffic ien t s were as 

follows : 

English Literat u re: 

Lingul s t i cs : 

0,70 

0 ,85 

These c o e f fic i e n ts both r e p resent a strong ly significant 

(p ~ 0,0 1 ) positi v e relationship between Relational Coherence 

Qu o ti ents a n d HC R "s , a nd thus t he nul l h y pothesis, H ,~ -7, i s 

rejec t ed a n d H7 accepted. The f indings for this study as a 

whole t hus strongl y con f i rm the indications of the sample stud y 

( § 4 . 2 . 2 . 3 . ) that there i s a pos i tive relationship here. 

Group fig u res for the Relat i o n al Coherence Quotients are 

prov ided in Table 5.23 ( p. 283). One of the noteworthy features 

of this tab l e is the much large r gap between the English and the 

other language groups in respect of the English Literature as 

opposed to the Linguistics corpus. To a large extent this 

reflects t he fact that the average HCR ' s of the English group 

were considerably higher than the others in the English 

Literature cor pus. 

A second, and rather more intriguing, feature revealed by the 

table is the substantially higher average Relational Coherence 

Quotients in the Linguistics corpus, despite the fact that the 

HCR ' s in the High, Mid and Low groups here were much the same as 

in the English Literature corpus. The most likel y explanation 

f or the discrepan cy would presumably relate to genre-sensitive 



-262- Findings 

reader expectations. Thus it could be that when the reader 

expects a strong narrative component to be integrated into the 

basically expository text, as required in the answer to the 

English Literature examination question, he will not expect the 

same degree of complex integration of layers or hierarchies of 

semantic relations as he would in "purer" expository writing. A 

properly authoritative explanation for this discrepancy requires 

further research, but the discrepancy itself suggests that the 

Relational Coherence Quotient could be used to characterise 

different genres and possibly also different styles. 

5.2.5. He: Coherence - Academic Achievement Hypothesis 

The null version of this hypothesis can be stated as follows: 

Ho-e: There is no relationship between the achievement 

level of a text and the HCR of the text. 

To test this hypothesis, the t-test for comparing the means 

of two groups was used (cf. Appendix 3, p. 313). 

On the basis of this test, a strongly significant (p < 0,01) 

relationship was found, with the Pass group showing 

substantially higher HCR's than the Fail group. 

The null hypothesis, Ho-e, can therefore be rejected and the 

alternative hypothesis, He, accepted. 

It is no doubt true that other variables, such as the 

correctness and number of "facts" presented, must play a role in 

determining whether a student academic text is of pass or fail 

standard. However, the strong correlation revealed here between 

coherence and academic achievement points up once again the 

importance - even in examination writing, where reader tolerance 

is relatively high - of students showing not only that they have 
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k now ledge of " f ac t s " and pri nc i p les, but that t he y c a n mars h a l 

t he ir ma t er i a l and p resen t it i n a n eff icient, e f fect ive a nd 

c oherent manne r . 

Le t u s n ow t urn f r om the Co he renc e Hy po t heses to t h e Langu a g e 

Hy potheses . 

5 . 2 . 6 . H~: Language - Reference Error Hypothesis 

Th i s hypothesis diff e rs f r o m H~ , the Co here n ce - Re f e rence 

Error Hy po thes is, in t hat t he c oncern h e r e is n o t wi th the 

r el at ion ship be twe e n re f e r e nc e erro rs a n d c oheren c e , but with 

that be t ween referenc e e r rors and language group. The nul l 

v e rsion of this hypot hes i s c a n be s t a t ed as follows : 

Ho -9 : Te x ts wr itten b y secon d- l anguage users o f English 

wi ll r e veal no d if ference in n umber of re f eren ce 

e r r ors compared t o t e x ts wr i tte n b y first- language 

u sers . 

As t wo g r o u ps of second-language users o f English were 

i denti fi ed, g i vi ng three in a l l, the statistical t echnique u sed 

here was ANOV A. The result showed a strongl y sign if icant ( p < 
0 , 0 1) difference in the error densities between the three 

language groups ( c f . Table 5.1l ( a) ( p. 275 ) for group summary) . 

The null hy pothesis, Ho - 9 , c an t herefore be rejec t ed and the 

alternative h y pothesis, H9, accepted . 

The various e rror t y pes have already been discussed ( cf. § 

3 .2 . 3 .2. (b) for classification and exemplification f rom the 

c or pus; § 4. 2 . 2 . 1 . f or further exempl ification from the sample 

study). Some b r ief remarks on the distribution of re f erence 

errors in general and in respect of the l a n guage groups will, 

howev e r , be appropri ate here. Table 5.12 ( p. 27 5 ) provides the 
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stat1st i c a l breakd o wn of the number of e rror s in e a ch c ateg or y 

f o r the c o rpu s a s a whole . 

Of t he s e ven cate gor ies o f r e fer en c e e r r o r def ined f rom a 

proc edu r al or r eade r -or i ented po i n t of v iew, the two which 

puta tively ha v e the most d i srup tive infl u e n ce on coherence 

because the y do not allow the r eader to resolve t he referen ce 

( § 3 . 2 . 3 . 2 . ( b )) , i .e. ambiguit y and zero-reference, also happen 

to be t wo of the t h ree categories with the lowest o verall 

frequenc y ( l o ng-term e x traction is lowest of all). The 

sig n ificance of this finding should not be overemphasised, but 

it could be said that it provides one partial e x planation for 

the finding on H3 that there was not a significant 

relation s hi p between reference error density and coherence 

( § 5 . 2 . 2 . 3 . ) . 

As can be seen from Table 5.11(a), the En glish group of texts 

had by far the lowest count of errors, the Afrikaans a 

substantial l y higher count, and the African group a much higher 

count still . This was the general pattern, but there were a few 

categories whose distribution between the language groups 

differed somewhat from this pattern. Thus there were no form and 

agreement or omission errors in the English group and 

appro x imately 85/. of the omission errors were in the African 

group. 

An examination of the findings on the total number of errors in 

their formal categorisation, as provided at the bottom of Table 

5.12, reveals that demonstratives, determiners and personal 

pronouns accounted for by far the most errors all round. 

Particularly noticeable here was the high proportion of personal 

pronoun and demonstrative (as opposed to determiner) errors in 

the African group. 
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5.2 . 7 . H&o: La ngu a ge - Conjun c tive Er ror Hy pothes is 

This hy pot hesis differs from Ho, the Coherence - Conjun c tiv e 

Error Hypothesis, ln that the concern her e is not with the 

re l ationship be tween conjunctive er ro r s an d co he r en c e, b u t with 

th a t between conjuncti v e errors a nd l a ngu age g rou p . The n u ll 

version of this hypothesis can be stated as fol l o ws : 

Hc•-1o : Te x t s wr itten by s ec o nd-lan g u a g e users of Engl i sh 

will r e v e al no d iff e r e n ce in n umber o f conjuncti v e 

e rror s com p a red t o te x ts wr i tten b y first -l anguage 

u s e r s. 

As two groups o f second - language users of English were 

id e ntifi ed, gi vi ng th r ee in all, the statistical technique used 

here was agai n ANO VA. The result showed a strongly significant 

( p ~ 0 , 01) d i fference in the error densities between the three 

language groups ( cf. Table 5. 2 1(a ) ( p. 281) for group summary) . 

The null h y pothesis, Ho-1o , can therefore be rejected and the 

alternati v e hypothesis, H~, accepted. 

The distribution of the errors among the three groups revealed a 

similar pattern to that found with respect to reference errors, 

with very few in the English group, substantially more in the 

Afri kaans group, and approximately twice as many errors in the 

African group as in the Afrikaans group. 

From the procedural or reader-oriented point of view, the most 

common conjunctive error was omission, followed by zero-relation 

( presumably the type of error most seriously disruptive to 

coherence ) and form, the latter being very strongly represented 

in the African group and not at all in the English group. 

From the formal point of view, the totals for the three types of 

conj u nctive ( cf. end of Table 5.22, p. 282) were similar, but 

v ery marked here was the situation with respect to adverbials, 

where nearl y 80/. of the errors were found in the African group. 
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5.3 . PERSPECTIVE 

The findings of the present study can be set out as follows: 

Coherence Hypotheses: 

Positive- strongly significant (p < 0,01): 

Indirect reference (part of H2 ) 

Conjunctive cohesion - Linguistics (H 4 ) 

Discontinuative conjuncti v es (part of H~) 

Relational coherence (H7) 

Academic achievement (He) 

Positive- significant (p < 0,05) : 

Comparative reference - English Literature 

(part of H2 ) 

Adverbial conjunctives - Linguistics 

(part of H~) 

Truth/Validity conjunctives (part of H~) 

Amplification conjunctives - Linguistics 

(part of H~) 

Negative- strongly significant (p < 0,01): 

Personal reference - English Literature 

(part of H=) 

Direct reference (part of H~) 

Language Hypotheses: 

Strongly significant (p < 0,01): 

Reference errors (H~) 

Conjunctive errors (H1o) 
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It should be noted here that none of the above findings for the 

stud y as a who le contradicts those of the sample study presented 

in Chapter 4 ( cf. § 4.2.3. ) , although statistics for the study 

as a whole indicate a tendency towards a negative relationship 

between coherence and density of Coupling conjunctives. The 

sample findings on indirect reference, conjunctive cohesion, 

adverbial conjunctives, Truth/Validity conjunctives, 

discontinuatives and relational coherence are all confirmed to a 

greater or lesser extent by the findings for the study as a 

whole. Thus the sample is shown to be a reasonably accurate 

reflection of the overall position, and so by the same token it 

can be assumed that the sample analyses of the two other 

approaches, undertaken in Chapter 2, may be reasonably accurate 

reflections of the relative ineffectiveness of those approaches 

in distinguishing the more coherent from the less coherent 

student academic writing. 

Seen in terms of the main aims of the study (§ 1.1.3.), the 

findings for the study as a whole can be summarised along the 

following lines: 

(a) With respect to the primary aim of the study, a number of 

textual features have been identified which distinguish the 

more coherent student academic writing from the less 

coherent writing. Most important here (i.e. strongly 

significant and applying to both parts of the corpus) is: 

(i) high density of direct reference as a feature of the 

less coherent texts; 

(ii) high density of indirect reference; high density of 

discontinuative conjunctives; and higher Relational 

Coherence Quotients as features of the more coherent 

texts. 
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( b ) With respec t to the .first secondary aim of the study, the 

f in d ings a r e that , at the lev el investigated ( first-year 

u ni v ers i ty), r eference and conjunctive cohesion errors do 

not appear to be sufficientl y frequent or serious to have a 

significant effect on the coherence of the student academic 

te x ts. 

(c ) With respect to the second secondary aim of the study, it 

was found that the second-language users of English did make 

significantly more reference and conjunctive cohesion errors 

than the first - language users, and within the former 

category the African group made considerably more errors 

than the Afrikaans group . 

(d ) With respect to the final secondary aim of the study, it was 

found that there was a strong positive relationship between 

the level of coherence of the student academic text and 

academic achievement . 
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Tabl es 

F -u - Lengt h of te x t in F-units 
R/100 Refer e nc e e x pres s ions p e r 1 00 F - uni t s 
Re /100 e r rors 
C/ 1 00 - Conjuncti v es 
Ce / 1 00 - ConJuncti v e e rrors 

F indi n gs 

* - S ignificant ( p ~ 0 , 0 5 ) c orrela ti on wi t h HCR 
** -Strong l y significant (p ~ 0 , 0 1) c orrela t i on 

with HCR 

l Tab l e 5.1 l 
Ge n era l Da t a: In d iv idua l Te x ts ( Eng l ish Literature ) 

Te xt F - u HCR R/ 1 00 Re / 1 00 C/ 100 Ce / 10 0 **RCQ 

EPE1 39 11,0(1=) 1 41 ( 4 ) - 46 ( 6 ) - 154(1 ) 
EPE 4 19 1 1,0(1 = ) 1 00 (19= ) - 37 ( 11= ) - 153 ( 2 ) 
EP E3 4 0 10,0(3=) 10 8 ( 1 7 ) 5, 0 5 0 (1=) - 1 18 ( 7) 
EPE 5 3 1 10 , 0 ( 3 = ) 9 7( 23=) - 35 ( 14 ) - 107 ( 11 ) 
EFE1 5 7 9,5 (5= ) 86(27 ) 1,8 32(15=) 3 , 5 133( 3) 
EP N2 48 9 ,5 ( 5 =) 94 ( 26) 6,3 3 1 ( 18= ) 8, 3 11 2 (8= ) 
EPXl 4 0 9.0(7=) 105( 18) 5 ,0 48(4 ) 7, 5 1 2 8(4 ) 
EP A1 33 9 , 0(7=) 1 2 4 ( 1 2) 9,1 27( 2 3) 6' 1 1 2 5(5) 
EF E2 6 1 9 , 0(7 = ) 6 7(30) 1,6 30(2 1 ) - 92 ( 18=) 

EPA5 49 8, 0( 1 0 = ) 127 ( 11) - 3 1(18= ) 2,0 92 ( 18= ) 
EPA 3 31 8, 0( 1 0 = ) 1 3 5 ( 8= ) 6 , 5 23(27=) 12,9 87(20 ) 
EFZ1 1 0 7 ,5 ( 12= ) 1 0 0 ( 19= ) 20,0 50(1=) 20,0 80(23= ) 
EFA1 4 0 7 ,5 ( 1 2 = ) 120 ( 16 ) - 40(9) - 123(6) 
EPE2 40 7 , 5 (12= ) 128(10) 5, 0 50(1=) - 83(21) 
EPZ1 38 7, 0 (15= ) 97 ( 23=) 7,9 32(15=) 5,3 81(22) 
EFN2 54 7, 0( 15= ) 100( 19=) 2 0, 4 26(24=) 5,6 72(26) 
EFE4 4 0 6 , 5 ( 17= ) 85 ( 28) - 23(27= ) 5,0 108(10) 
EPA2 32 6,5(17= ) 138 ( 6=) 12,5 38(10) 3,1 105(12) 
EPA4 46 6 , 5(17= ) 146 ( 3 ) 2,2 28(22) 2,2 102(13) 

EFE5 14 6,0(20=) 79(29) - 36(13) - 100(14= ) 
EPT1 39 6,0(20=) 123(13) - 31(18=) 5,1 95(16) 
EPN1 46 6,0(20=) 148(1) 6,5 37(11=) 6,5 80(23=) 
EFA4 45 6,0 ( 20=) 100(19=) 8,9 24(26) 4,4 79(24) 
EFE3 73 5,5(24=) 95(25) 2,7 26(24=) 1,4 112(8=) 
EFA5 34 5,5(24=) 138(6=) 5,9 32(15=) 5,9 69(27) 
EFA2 19 5,5(24=) 121(14=) 5,3 42(8) - 94 ( 17) 
EFT2 37 5,5(24=) 135(8=) 16,2 43(7) 8,1 100(14=) 
EFA3 67 5,5(24=) 121(14=) 6,0 21(29) 6,0 62(28) 
EFT1 32 5,5(24=) 147(2) 21,9 47(5) 6,3 50(30) 
EFN1 23 5,0 ( 30 ) 139 ( 5) 21,7 13(30) 13,0 57(29) 
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I Table 5.2 1 

Gener-al Data: Individual Texts ( Linguistics) 

Text F-u HCR R/ 100 Re / 1 00 **C / 100 Ce / 100 **RCQ 

H LPE1 92 11 ' 0 ( 1) 74 (11) 1 ' 1 46(1) - 148 ( 2 ) 
I LPA1 114 10,5 ( 2 ) 77 ( 10 ) 3,5 38 ( 4=) 1 '8 151 ( 1 ) 
G LPE2 1 0 1 9, 0(3= ) 66 (14) 3,0 42 ( 3) - 121(4 ) 
H LPT1 56 9,0(3=) 102 ( 2) 5,4 37( 5) 7,1 114(5 ) 

M LFA1 55 8' 5 ( 5) 80(9) 9,1 38(4=) 1,8 110 ( 6=) 
LPN1 59 8,0(6) 88(7) 6,8 37 ( 6) 3,4 125(3) 

I LFE2 42 7,5(7) 69(13) 2,4 43 ( 2) 4,8 102(11 ) 
LFT1 34 7,0(8) 112 ( 1) 23,5 32( 9 ) 5,9 110(6=) 

D LPN2 52 6,5(9) 87(8) 7,7 36 ( 7) 3,8 104(9 ) 

LFA2 41 6,0(10=) 95(6) 9,8 27(13) 14,6 84(13) 
L LFE1 52 6,0(10=) 100(3=) 1 '9 40(4) 3,8 109 ( 8) 

LFZ1 31 6,0(10=) 97(5) 12,9 26 ( 14) 6,5 96(12) 
0 LFT2 61 5,5(13=) 70(12) 9,8 31(10) 3,3 64(15 ) 

LFN1 34 5,5(13=) 100(3=) 17,6 14 ( 15) 2,9 72(14) 
w LFZ2 33 5,0(15) 61 ( 15 ) 39,4 34(8) 12,5 103(10) 
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I Table 5. 3 l 
For-mal Categor- i sation of Refer-ence Items 

by Coher-ence Gr-oup (English Liter-atur-e) 

HIGH MID LOW Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

PERS 178 48,7 214 56,3 294 67,0 686 57,8 

**Per-s 146 40,0 180 47,4 244 55,6 570 48,1 
Pass 27 7,4 27 7,1 36 8,2 90 7,6 
NRR 5 1,3 7 1,8 14 3,2 26 2,2 

OEM 163 44,7 215 56,6 214 48,7 592 50,0 

Dem 21 5,8 31 8' 1 33 7,5 85 7,2 
Det 135 37,0 173 45,5 165 37,6 473 40,0 
P&T 4 1,2 7 1,8 11 2,5 22 1,9 
NRR 3 0,8 4 1' 1 5 1' 1 12 1 '0 

*COMP 24 6,6 20 5,3 12 2,7 56 4,7 

Total 365 99,4 449 118,2 520 118,4 1334 112,5 

I Table 5.4 l 
For-mal Categor-isation of Refer-ence Items 

by Coher-ence Gr-oup (Linguistics) 

HIGH MID LOW Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

PERS 69 19,1 54 22,3 73 29,1 196 22,9 

Per-s 61 16,7 49 20,2 62 24,8 172 20,1 
Pass 5 1,4 3 1,2 6 2,4 14 1,6 
NRR 3 0,9 2 0,8 5 2,0 10 1,2 

OEM 192 52,9 141 58,3 135 53,8 468 54,7 

Dem 25 6,8 21 8,8 24 9,6 70 8,2 
Det 161 44,3 113 46,5 107 42,6 381 44,5 
P&T 3 0,9 4 1,7 2 0,8 9 1' 1 
NRR 3 0,9 3 1' 1 2 0,8 8 0,9 

COMP 18 5,0 13 5,6 11 4,4 42 4,9 

Total 279 76,9 208 86,0 219 87,3 706 82,5 
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I Table 5.5 1 

Formal Categorisation of Reference Items 
by Language Group (English Literature) 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

PERS 205 49,6 240 60,6 241 63,9 686 57,8 

Pers 178 43,1 201 50,8 191 50,7 570 48,1 
Poss 24 5,8 34 8,6 32 8,5 90 7,6 
NRR 3 0,7 5 1,3 18 4,8 26 2,2 

DEM 177 42,9 225 56,8 190 50,4 592 50,0 

Dem 25 6,1 32 8' 1 28 7,4 85 7, 2 
Det 143 34,6 179 45,2 151 40,1 473 40,0 
P&T 6 1 ,5 9 2,3 7 1,9 22 1,9 
NRR 3 0,7 5 1,3 4 1' 1 12 1,0 

COMP 20 4,8 22 5,5 14 3, 7 56 4,7 

Total 402 97,3 487 123,0 445 118,0 1334 112,5 

I Table 5.6 1 

Formal Categorisation of Reference Items 
by Language Group (Linguistics) 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

PERS 52 18,1 42 20,0 102 28,4 196 22,9 

Pers 46 16,0 35 16,6 91 25,3 172 20,1 
Poss 4 1,4 5 2,4 5 1,4 14 1,6 
NRR 2 0,7 2 1,0 6 1,7 10 1,2 

DEM 150 52,3 119 56,7 199 55,4 468 54,7 

Dem 19 6,6 17 8,1 34 9,5 70 8,2 
Det 127 44,3 95 45,2 159 44,3 381 44,5 
P&T 2 0,7 3 1,4 4 1' 1 9 1' 1 
NRR 2 0,7 2 1,0 4 1 '1 8 0,9 

COMP 14 4,9 10 4,8 18 5,0 42 4,9 

Total 216 75,3 171 81,4 319 88,9 706 82,5 
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Table 5.7 

Functional Categorisation of Reference Ties 
by Coherence Group (English Literature) 

HIGH MID LOW Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

ENDO 289 78,7 351 92,4 412 93,8 1052 88,7 

**Direct 241 65,7 313 82,4 380 86,6 934 78,8 
**Indirect 48 13,1 38 10,0 29 7,2 118 9,9 

EXO 76 20,7 98 25,8 108 24,6 282 23,8 

Inter 50 13,6 71 18,7 75 17,1 196 16,5 
Situ 10 2,7 17 4,5 24 5,5 51 4,3 
Homo 16 4,4 10 2,6 9 2,0 35 3~0 

Total 365 99,4 449 118,2 520 118,4 1334 112,5 

I Table 5.8 l 
Functional Categorisation of Reference Ties 

by Coherence Group (Linguistics) 
-

HIGH MID LOW Tot. Av . 
n d n d n d n d 

ENDO 211 58,1 160 66,1 172 68,5 543 63,4 

**Direct 126 34,7 109 45,0 128 51,0 363 42,4 
**Indirect 85 23,4 51 21,1 44 17,5 180 21,0 

-
EXO 68 18,7 48 19,8 47 18,7 163 19,0 

Inter 5 1,4 11 4,5 10 4,0 26 3,0 
Situ 22 6,1 15 6,2 16 6,4 53 6,2 
Homo 41 11,3 22 9,1 21 8,4 84 9,8 

Total 279 76,9 208 86,0 219 87,3 706 8 2 ,5 
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I Table 5.9 1 

Functional Categor-isation of Refer-ence Ties 
by Language Gr-oup ( English Liter-atur-e) 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

ENDO 318 77,0 387 97,7 347 92,0 1052 88,7 

Dir-ect 263 63,7 349 88,1 322 85,4 934 78,8 
Indir-ect 55 13,3 38 9,6 25 6,6 118 9,9 

EXO 84 20,3 100 25,3 98 26,0 282 23,8 

Inter- 48 11,6 74 18,7 74 19, 6 196 16,5 
Situ 17 4' 1 16 4,0 18 4,8 51 4,3 
Homo 19 4,6 10 2,5 6 1,6 35 3,0 

Total 402 97,3 487 123,0 445 118,0 1334 112,5 

I Table 5.1 0 I 
Functional Categor-isation of Refer-ence Ties 

by Language Gr-oup (Linguistics) 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

ENDO 167 58,2 127 60,5 249 69,4 543 63,4 

Dir-ect 103 35,9 83 39,5 177 49,3 363 42,4 
Indir-ect 64 22,3 44 21,0 72 20,1 180 21,0 

EXO 49 17,1 44 21,0 70 19,5 163 19,0 

Inter- 4 1,4 8 3,8 14 3,9 26 3,0 
Situ 16 5,6 16 7,6 21 5,8 53 6,2 
Homo 29 10,1 20 12,4 35 9,7 84 9,8 

Total 216 75,3 171 81,4 319 88,9 706 82,5 
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I Table 5 . 11 I 
Number and Density of Reference Errors 

(a) by Coherence Group: 

HI GH MID LOW Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

23 3,2 47 7,6 68 9 , 9 138 6,8 

(b) by Language Group : 

ENGL ISH AFRI KAANS AFRICAN To t . Av . 
n d n d n d n d 

14 2,0 3 8 6,3 86 11,7 1 3 8 6, 8 

(c) by Sub ject Group : 

ENGLISH LIT . L INGUI STI CS Tot. Av . 

n d n d n d 
71 6,0 67 7,8 132 6 ,8 

I Tab l e 5 .1 2 1 

Func t ional and Formal Categorisation o f 
Reference Errors by Language Group 

ENGLISH AFRI KAANS AFRICAN Total 

EXTRACTION: TOTAL 9 14 27 50 

EXTRACTION: 
IMPLICI T FOCUS 4 9 1 4 27 

Pers - 3 5 8 
Pos s - - 1 1 
Dem 2 2 4 8 
Det 2 3 3 8 
P&T - 1 1 2 

EXTRAC T ION: 
LONG- TERM - - 3 3 

Pers - - 2 2 
P&T - - 1 1 

EXTRACT I ON: 
EXOPHORIC 5 5 1 0 20 

Dem 1 2 3 6 
Det 3 3 4 10 
P&T - - 1 1 

Comp 1 - 2 3 
[Cont inued over] 
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I Table 5 . 12 [Continued] l 
Funct ional an d Formal Categorisa tion o f 

Referenc e Er rors by La n g u a g e Group 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Total 

FORM AND AGRE EMENT - 8 10 18 

Pe r s - 2 2 4 
NRR - 2 2 4 
Dem - 2 4 6 
Comp - 2 2 4 

OMISSION - 3 14 1 7 

Pe rs - 1 7 8 
Poss - 1 1 2 
Dem - - 2 2 
Det - 1 4 5 

REPLACEMEN T 1 7 18 26 

Per-s - 1 2 3 
Poss -- 3 3 
NRR - 1 3 4 
Dem 1 3 6 1 0 
Det - 2 3 5 
P&T - - 1 1 

AMBIGUITY 3 2 3 8 

Pers - - 2 2 

Pass 1 1 - 2 

Dem - 1 1 2 

Det 2 - - 2 

ZERO-REF 1 4 8 13 

Per-s - - 2 2 

Dem - - 2 2 

Det 1 2 1 4 

P&T - 1 2 3 

Comp - 1 1 2 

TOTAL 14 38 80 132 

Per-s - 7 22 29 
Pass 1 2 5 8 

NRR (per-s) - 3 5 8 

Dem 4 10 22 36 

Det 8 11 15 34 

NRR (dem) - - - -

P&T - 2 6 8 

Camp 1 3 5 9 
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I Table 5.1 3 1 

Formal Categorisation of Conjunctives 
by Coherence Group (English Literature ) 

HIGH MID LOW Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

COORD 50 13,6 44 11,6 46 1 0 ,5 140 11,8 

SUBORD 51 13,9 51 13,4 60 13,7 162 13,7 

ADVERB 34 9,3 28 7,4 28 6,4 90 7,6 

Total 135 36,8 123 32,4 134 30,6 392 33,1 

I Table 5.14 I 
Formal Categorisation of Conjunctives 

by Coherence Group (Linguistics) 

HIGH MID LOW Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

COORD 46 12,7 34 14,0 28 11,2 108 12,6 

SUBORD 56 15,4 37 15,3 33 13,1 126 14,7 

*ADVERB 36 9,9 20 8,3 14 5,6 70 8,2 

Total 138 38,0 91 37,6 75 29,9 304 35,5 
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I Table 5.15 1 

For-mal Categor-isation of Conjunctives 
by Language Gr-oup (English Liter-atur-e) 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

COORD 48 11,6 41 10,3 51 13,5 140 11,8 

SUBORD 58 14,0 49 12,4 55 14,6 162 13,7 

ADVERB 40 9,7 26 6,6 24 6,4 90 7 ,6 

Total 146 35,3 116 29,3 130 34,3 392 33,1 

I Table 5.16 1 

For-mal Categor-isation of Conjunctives 
by Language Gr-oup (Linguistics) 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

COORD 38 13,2 25 11,9 45 12,5 108 12,6 

SUBORD 44 15,3 31 14,8 51 14,2 126 14,7 

ADVERB 31 10,8 19 9,0 20 5,6 70 8,2 

Total 113 39,3 75 35,7 116 34,5 304 35,5 



- 279- Findings 

I Table 5 . 17 I 
Fu nctional Categor-isation of Con j unctives 

by Coher-ence Gr-oup (English Liter-atur-e) 

HIGH MID LOW To t . Av . 
n d n d n d n d 

TEMP 29 7,9 28 7,4 37 8,5 94 7 ,9 

MATCH 8 2,2 6 1 '6 4 0,9 18 1, 5 

CAUSE 22 6,0 17 4 , 5 1 8 4,1 5 7 4 , 8 

* TRUTH 2 6 7 ' 1 1 8 4 ,7 1 6 3 ,6 6 0 5 , 1 

ALT 5 1 ,4 5 1,3 6 1 , 4 16 1, 3 

PARA 1 0,2 1 0 ,2 2 0,5 4 0 ,3 

AMPLI 20 5,4 21 5 , 5 16 3,6 57 4,8 

COUPL 20 5,4 24 6, 3 3 0 6,8 74 6,2 

Total 131 3 5,7 1 2 0 31,6 129 29,4 380 31,9 

**Discont 37 10,1 25 6,6 2 1 4,8 83 7,0 

I Table 5.18 1 

Functional Categor-isation of Conjunct i ves 
by Coher-ence Gr-oup (Linguistics) 

HIGH MID LOW Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

TEMP 23 6, 3 18 7,4 17 6,8 58 6,8 

MATCH 1 3 3 ,6 7 2,9 4 1,6 24 2,8 

CAUSE 35 9,6 21 8,7 19 7,6 75 8,8 

*TRUTH 23 6,3 12 5,0 7 2,8 42 4,9 

ALT 3 0 ,8 3 1,2 1 0,4 7 0,8 

PARA 1 0,3 - - 1 0,4 2 0,2 

*AMPLI 20 5,5 12 5,0 6 2,4 38 4,4 

COUPL 1 7 4,7 16 6,6 18 7,2 51 6,0 

Total 135 37,2 89 36,8 73 29,1 297 34,7 

**Discont 3 8 10,5 19 7,9 9 3,6 66 7,7 
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I Table 5.19 I 
Functional Categorisation of Conjunctives 

by Languag e Group (En glish Literature) 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

TEMP 34 8,2 25 6,3 35 9,3 94 7,9 

MATCH 7 1 '7 6 1' 5 5 1,3 18 1,5 

CAUSE 22 5,3 15 3,8 20 5,3 57 4,8 

TRUTH 24 5,8 20 5,0 16 4,3 60 5,1 

ALT 5 1,2 4 1,0 7 1,9 16 1,3 

PARA 1 0,2 1 0,2 2 0,5 4 0,3 

AMPLI 22 5,3 20 5' 1 15 4,0 57 4,8 

COUPL 25 6' 1 22 5,6 27 7,2 74 6,2 

Total 140 33,9 113 28,5 127 33,7 380 31,9 

Discont 31 7,5 28 7,0 24 6,4 83 7,0 

I Table 5.20 1 

Functional Categorisation of Conjunctives 
by Language Group (Linguistics) 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 

TEMP 19 6,6 14 6,6 26 7,2 59 6,9 

MATCH 10 3,5 5 2,4 8 2,2 23 2,7 

CAUSE 27 9,4 17 8,1 32 8,9 76 8,9 

TRUTH 18 6,3 11 5,2 12 3,3 41 4,8 

ALT 3 1 '0 3 1,4 2 0,6 8 0,9 

PARA 1 0,3 1 0,5 - - 2 0,2 

AMPLI 16 5,6 10 4,8 12 3,3 38 4,4 

COUPL 15 5,2 14 6,6 21 5,8 50 5,8 

Total 109 38,0 75 35~7 113 31,5 297 34,6 

Discont 26 9,1 17 8,1 23 6,4 66 7,7 
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1 Table 5. 21 I 
Nu mber and Density of Conjun cti v e Er-ror-s 

( a ) b y Coherence Group: 

HIGH MID LOW Tot. Av . 
n d n d n d n d 
17 2, 3 24 3 ,9 42 6' 1 83 4,1 

( b ) b y Language Group: 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d n d 
8 1 ' 1 26 4,3 49 6,7 83 4,1 

( c ) by Subject Group: 

ENGLISH LIT . LINGUISTICS Tot. Av. 
n d n d n d 
43 3,6 40 4,7 83 4,1 
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I Table 5.22 1 

Functional and For-mal Categor-isation of 
Conjunctive Er-r-or-s by Language Gr-oup 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Total 

EXTRACTION 2 3 4 9 

Coor-dinato r- .i 1 1 3 
·subor-dinato r- 1 1 - 2 
Ad v er-bial - 1 3 4 

FORM - 4 1 0 14 

Coor-dinator- - - - -

Subor-dinator- - 3 4 7 
Adver-bi al - 1 6 7 

OMISSION 4 9 19 32 

Coor-dinator- 3 4 8 15 
Subor-dinator- 1 3 5 9 
Adver-bial - 2 6 8 

REPLACEMENT - 4 7 11 

Coor-dinator- - 1 1 2 
Subor-dinator- - 2 4 6 
Adver-bial - 1 2 3 

ZERO-RELATION 2 6 9 17 

Coor-dinator- 1 2 2 5 
Subor-dinator- 1 3 3 7 
Adver-bial - 1 4 5 

Total 8 26 49 83 

Coor-dinator- 5 8 12 25 
Subor-dinator- 3 12 16 31 
Adver-bia l - 6 21 27 
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I Table 5.23 I 
Re l ational Coherence Quotients 

(a) by Coherence Group: 

( i) English Literature 

HIGH MID LOW Average 
123,7 91,9 76,2 95,6 

( i i ) Linguistics 

HIGH MID LOW Average 
132,8 110,2 88,0 107,7 

( b ) by Language Group: 

( i ) English Literature 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Average 
116,1 85,4 84,9 95,6 

( i i ) Linguistics 

ENGLISH AFRIKAANS AFRICAN Average 
121,0 113,0 98,9 107,7 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

6.0. OBJECTIVES 

In terms of Bamberg ' s Holistic Coherence Scale we have now come 

to that part of the present study where the writer should 

conclude with a statement that gives the reader a definite sense 

of closure. We shall need a little more than simply "a 

statement'', but this chapter will be brief. There are two main 

objectives. The first is to review the contribution of the 

study, focusing on matters such as the aims and issues 

addressed, the approaches adopted, the findings arr ived at, and 

the insights derived. Closely related to this first objective is 

the second, namely to outline some implications of the study for 

further research and for the improvement of student writing. 

6.1. REVIEW 

On the assumption that greater clarity on what exactly 

'coherence' consists in would help applied linguists and 

language teachers in their efforts to improve student writing, 

and on the assumption that text-linguistic approaches can make a 

valuable contribution towards the e x plication of 'coherence', 
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zhe ma in a im of th.Ls studv was to identif y te x tual fea tures 

wh1ch d .t st.tnquished the more cohe rent ( as judged by raters In 

lerms of the Hol ist ic Coherence Scale) from the less coherent 

student academ1c writing . Crucial questions then were : which 

te x tual features should be cons idered as likely coherence 

d .tscriminators, and how should the ar,al y sis of tr-,ese features be 

appr-oached ? 

The publicati6n ot Hall1day and Hasan ' s ( 1976 ) seminal work on 

cohesion in English gener-ated a good deal of r-e sea r c h on 

cohesion devices. In practically all of these studies, however , 

the focus was on the for-ms of cohesion alone, and not o n their 

function s. Gi v en the main bac kground assumptions of the present 

study - that te x ts are communicative phenomena and that, 

particularl y in expositor- y writing, coherence IS the most 

Important determ iner of the communicative success o f a te x t it 

was felt that the relevance of cohesion devices t o coherence 

would be better un derstoo d if they could be studied in terms of 

an analytical fra me wo r k whi c h considered the wa y in which the 

forms functioned in communication. For reasons indicated in 

Chapter 1 , this study selected two major types of cohesion for 

analysis, i.e. re f erence cohesion and conjunctive cohesion . A 

third featur e put forward as a potential coherence 

discriminato r, which bears some resembla n ce to conj u nctive 

cohesion, was relational coherence, and a mea ns of quantifying 

the relational coherence of a te x t - the Relational Coherence 

Quotient- was developed in this study . 

Apart from the three features selected, the relevance of 

r e ference and conjunctive cohesion errors to rea ders ' judgements 

of the coherence of student academic texts was also 

in v estigated, as a secondary aim of the study . The other 

secondary aims re l ated to the extent that second-language 

writers at university level make more reference and conjunctive 

cohesion errors than first-language writers; and to the 

relationship between the level of coherence of a te x t and the 

academic achievement of the writer. In all, the aims generated 

1 0 hypotheses, which were formulated and discussed at the end of 

Chapter 1. 
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Chapter 2 prov ided a review of approaches in text lin gu istics 

and writing research to the question of coherence. The 

distinction between the more form-based, product-oriented and 

the more function-based , process-oriented approaches was 

discussed and some of the chief strengths and weaknesses of 

studies within each approach were considered: in essence, 

product-ori ented approaches were seen to underestimate the 

importance of context - and particularl y of the ( intended) 

reader as part of that context - when attempting to e x plicate 

coherenc e , while process-oriented approaches tended not to be 

e x plicitl y enough worked out to serve as a basis for the 

quantitat iv e analysis of authentic te x ts. This chapter deviated 

somewhat from more standard revi ews of the literature by 

supplementing the discussion with the application of two 

existing writing research approaches, i.e. topical structure 

anal y sis (more product-oriented ) and argumentation analysis 

(more process-oriented), to key texts of the present corpus of 

student academic writing (the highest- and the lowest-rated 

texts in each of the two sections of the corpus). It was felt 

that such a "hands on" strategy would not on l y provide 

indications of the value of these approaches for identifying 

features relev ant to coherence in student academic writing, but 

would also e x pose any weaknesses in the analytical procedures of 

the approaches. On both counts, this strategy would appear to 

have been vindicated . 

The main concern of Chapter 3 was to present and discuss the 

framework in terms of which reference cohesion, conjunctive 

cohesion, the relevant types of cohesion error and relational 

coherence cou ld be analysed. This is a framework in which the 

forms of cohesion and the relations made explicit in relational 

coherence analysis are seen in terms of how they function in 

textual communication. The notion of 'textual communication' was 

elucidated via De Beaugrande and Dressler's (1981) model. Their 

"user-centred" principles of textuality were adapted and applied 

to the characterisation of the pragmatic context of the genre, 
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student a c adem i c writing , and t h is all o wed a number o f 

observ ations to be made about the wa y in wh ich r ef e ren c e 

c o hesion, c o njun c ti v e cohesion and relational c oherenc e mi gh t be 

said t o f uncti o n i n te x ts of th is g e nre. 

T he framewor k dev eloped for the quantitati v e a n al y s i s o f our 

te x tual f ea tu r es had, then, to ta k e cogn isance of the fact that 

te x ts are (usuall y) communicative p hen o me n a and that 

communic at ion t a ke s pl ace in a conte x t. As a result o f this 

conte x tual ( c f. Carste ns 1984) app r oac h, the a n al y sis of 

ref e rence cohesion was e x ten ded t o include instan ces where 

l ingui s ti c f orms whi c h coul d ac t as r eference cohesion dev i c e s 

( here c all ed r e f e r e nce e x p r e ssion s to d is t inguish them from 

the b roader c ateg o ry of r efer r i n g e x press i ons ) were u sed to 

r e f er e xopho r ically as well a s endophorical l y . I n add i tion t o 

t h is major functio n al dist i nction, functional subcategories o f 

endop horic and of e xophoric reference were identified. The 

f ramewor k f or t h e a n alysis of conjuncti v e cohesion also included 

more t h an just a f ormal categorisation: conjuncti v es were 

div i ded i nto eight major seman ti c categories, with 2 1 

subcategories, consistent with the categories identified for 

relational coherence analysis. The Relational Coheren ce Quotien t 

was also e x pla ined a n d i ts application demonstrated . 

The framewor k for the anal y sis of errors of reference and 

conjuncti v e cohesion also involved both formal and f u nctional 

categorisation , the latter being in effect a categorisation of 

the different t y pes of extra processing strategies t he reader 

would have t o a pply in order to reconstruct the inten ded meaning 

of the writer (some of the categories - ambiguity, 

zero-reference and zero- relation - reflect the possibility that 

i n some cases the meaning cannot be recon structed by the 

rea de r ). 

The central concern of the fra mework developed in Chapter 3 was, 

t hen, t o ensure that the tex tua l featu r es at the centre of the 
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study could as far as possib l e be an a lysed in p r ocess-orien ted 

terms, l .e. in te r ms that took cognisance of the potent ia l role 

of these features in communication. In Chapter 4 the main 

concern wa s to demonstrate how this f rame work was applied in 

practice, and to this end reference cohesion, conjunctive 

cohesion an d r ela tional coheren ce analyses of the same ke y te x ts 

analysed in Chapter 2 were presented . This also made it possib le 

for t he var ious formal and functional subcategories of our 

features to be compared, as putative coherence discriminators, 

wit h those of topical structure anal ysi s and argumentation 

analysis as analysed in Chapter 2 . It was found that several of 

the features anal ysed in the present stud y appeared more 

promising in this r egard, and that the present framework and 

procedures were also in a number of respects methodologically 

clearer. 

Confirmation that v arious features analysed in this study were 

good coherence discriminators was provided in Chapter 5, where 

the hypotheses were tested against the statistical results. It 

should be noted (cf . summary in§ 5.4.) that only four of these 

features were those that were, strictly speaking, formally 

defined (positive indicators - density of conjunctive cohesion, 

comparative reference and adverbial conjunctives; negative 

indicator- density of personal reference), and i n each case 

they applied only to one part of the corpus. In contrast, four 

functionally defined features not only applied to the corpus as 

a whole, but also revealed a strongly significant relationship 

with HCR ' s (positive - density of indirect reference and 

discontinuati v e conjunctives, and also relational coherence; 

negative- density of direct reference). In addition, the 

density of Truth/Validity conjunctives showed a significant 

positive relationship with coherence for the corpus as a whole, 

while the density of Amplification conjunctives was significant 

(positively), but only for the Linguistics part of the corpus. 
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By way of concluding this review, the main contributions of the 

present study can be summarised as follows : 

The dens1 ties of a number of features have been identified 

as correlating significantly with reader ' s impr·essio.nistic 

JUdg ements of the coherence of texts, so providing a partial 

e x plication of the phenomenon at the centre of text

linguistic inquiry, ' coherence' (cf . Stubbs (1983 :15) , as 

quoted in§ 1.1.1.); 

Most of these features can be regarded as functional 

features in the sense that they are defined semanticall y and 

pragmatically (in terms of the reader ' s interaction with the 

te x t in a context), and this finding justifies and points up 

the v alue in te x t linguistics of an anal ytic al framework 

such as that developed in this stud y - which takes 

cognisance of contextual factors; 

The feature that was found to correlate most strongly - in 

both parts of the corpus - with impressionistic coherence 

was relational coherence, as quantified by the Relational 

Coherence Quotient, and so this measure can be said to 

constitute the single most important contribution of the 

present study; 

A characterisation of the pragmatic context of a particular 

genre (student academic writing), based on De Beaugrande and 

Dressler 's (1981) model, was practically demonstrated; 

The sample applications of topical structure analysis and 

argumentation analysis to student academic writing suggested 

that these approaches were not as effective at distinguish

ing more coherent from less coherent texts in this genre as 

in student composition writing. Amongst other things, this 

finding justifies the distinction between these two genres, 

and also stresses the need always to consider genre as a 

variable in text-linguistic research; 
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Lieber's (1981) categorisation of reference and conjunct ive 

co hesion errors was modified so as to prov ide a more 

context-relevant, reader-oriented framewor k for error 

anal y sis. 

6.2. IMPLICATIONS 

As indicated in Chapter 1 ( § 1.1. 3 . ), this study was pr imaril y 

concerned with e xp licating coherence, and the propos in g of 

didactic strategies for improving the coherence of student 

writing goes beyond its aims and scope. A few comments will, 

however, be made at this juncture on some implications of the 

stud y for the teaching of writing before i mplications for 

further research are briefly considered. 

6.2.1. The teaching of writing 

The stud y has shown that there is indeed a strong connection 

between readers ' impressions of the coherence of a text (its 

HCR) and academic achievement. The findings of the study with 

respect to coherence suggest that special attention could be 

given in, for instance, the teaching of writing in academic 

support programmes to the following: 

the role of discontinuative relations - and the conjunctives 

that signal them - in the development of topics and 

arguments in expository writing; 

the use of reference expressions to refer to different 

aspects of the exophoric domain; 

with respect to endophoric reference, the importance of 

mastering the vocabulary of a particular academic subject so 

that more use can be made of indirect reference (which 

appears to promote effectiveness and more positive 
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impr e s s ions of cohere nc e bec aus e it in v ol v es the re a d er mor e 

th a n di r e c t refer e n c e - when p r o ce s s ing d irect ref e renc e 

e x p r essions, the amoun t of inferencing the r eader ha s to do 

is n egligible) ; 

th e r o le of f unct i o n a l rel ati ons in te x t: how di ff eren t 

pa tterns of r ela t ion a l coheren ce are b u il t up, a n d ho w 

wr i ti n g is li kel y to appear di r ecti o nless if successions of 

t e x t ual un its s eem n ot t o bea r a fu nc tional relation to on e 

a n othe r, o r i f the y are just related in a v ague, associat iv e 

way, a s in Cou p ling ( it is ten t ati v el y suggested that 

students be taught to appl y relational coherence analysis , 

and e v en t h e Relat i ona l Cohere nce Qu otient, so as to raise 

a wa re n es s of ho w ideas are encoded in te x t ); 

the n eed f or sharpened awareness on the part of wr i ters 

of t he pragmat i c context in which the y are writing, so as t o 

promote more reader-oriented and less writer-based prose. 

6 . 2.2. Further research 

In this section an attempt will be made to indicate, very 

briefl y , some of the main implications for further research that 

can be derived from this study. 

The high correlation of the Relational Coherence Quotient with 

impressionistic coherence (HCR ' s) suggests that this measure is 

worth further attention . As could be seen in the sample analyses 

in Chapter 4, the majority of functional relations analysed in a 

text are signalled lexically, mostly by conjunctives, but 

sometimes they are derived by the reader (and the 

analyst-as- r eader ) by way of pragmatic inferences. This leads to 

a degree of subjectivity - an inevitability in any pragmatic 

analysis. Although it is suggested here that the subjective 

element is relati v ely small, future applications of relational 
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coherence anal y sis could in v ol v e more than on e anal y s t, and 

inter-ana lyst reliabilit y could be measured to asc e rt a in the 

e x ten t o f the subj e cti v it y . 

One intriguing a s pe c t of the f i nd ings on Re l a ti onal Co he r en ce 

Qu o tient s was the h i ghe r quo t ien t s t y p i ca l o f the L i ng u ist i c s a s 

o p posed to the Engl is h Literature t e x ts. The application o f 

r e l a ti o nal co herence a nal y s i s t o differen t genres should add t o 

e x isti ng in si gh t s in to what e xactl y does d i st i nguish one gen r e 

from ano t her . I t al so needs to be seen whether the Relational 

Co he r e nce Quo ti ent i s as e f fecti v e at distinguishing mo r e 

c ohe r e nt from less c oher e nt t e x t s in genres other than 

e x positor y ones. 

This s t u d y assumes a close relations h ip between ' coherence ' and 

' writ i ng qua l it y ' , particular ly in e x pository writing, but more 

research is needed into this relationship. 

Because the primar y aim of this study related to the explication 

of coherence, the main focus of discussion of f i ndings was 

c oherence group rather than language group differences. Closer 

in vestigation i s suggested i nto how second-language groups 

differ fro m one an o ther and from first-language writers in the 

use of t he features anal y sed i n th i s study - most particularly 

those found to be most relev ant to coherence. 

The stud y f ou n d that the densit y of reference a n d conjunctive 

cohesion errors did not show a significant negative correlation 

with HCR ' s, presumably because at uni v ersity level, even amongst 

second-languag e users of English, the density of such errors is 

not sufficiently high to be a real hindrance to processing. 

Furt her research needs to be done on the effects of these type s 

of errors o n the coherence of writing at lower academic levels. 

I mportant here, too, is the question of which subcategories of 

r eference and conjunctive cohesion errors affect coherence most. 

Could it, for instance, be empirically demonstrated that 
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~efe~ence ambiguity e~~o~s, ze~o-~efe~ence and ze~o-~elation 

e~~o~s affect cohe~ence mo~e n egati vely than the ot he ~ 

func tionall y defined e~~o~s7 

The fi~st backg~ound assumption of the p~esent study was that 

texts a~e communicati v e phenomena. The f~amewo~k developed fo~ 

the analysis of featu~es putati v el y ~elevant to cohe~ence 

~eflected this assumption: the featu~es we~e catego~ised and 

subcatego~ised not only fo~mally, but also in te~ms of thei~ 

functions i n the conte x t of communication. E~~o~s, too, we~e 

defined in reader-o~iented terms, the (intended) ~eade~ being a 

key facto~ in the p~agmatic conte x t. The findings of the study 

also bo~e witness to a st~ong link between the functionally 

defined featu~es and coherence. It must then be said in 

conclusion that the c~ucial gene~al implication of the stud y lS 

that mo~e ~esearch is needed into the function of textual 

featu~es in context. To ~eph~ase Be ach and B~idwell (1984 : 6) 

t~ying to explicate the notion 'cohe~ence' "without taking the 

many dimensions of context into account is a little like 

studying animal life by visiting zoo cages . " 
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APP ENDIX 1 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
Bamberg ' s ( 1983) Four-point Holistic Coherence Scale 

Rating categories Category labels 
( Connor&Lauer 1 9 85 ) 

4 - Writer ... 
*iden tifies the topi c and does n ot 

s h ift o r digress 
*or i ents reader b y describing the 

con te x t or situation 
*organises details according to a discernible 

plan, sustained throughout the essa y 
* s k illfull y uses cohesive ti ~s to link 

sentences and paragraphs 
*often con cl udes with a statement that gi v es 

reade r a definite sense of closure 
*ma kes few or no grammatical errors that 

interrupt reading process 

3 - Writer ... 
*meets enough of the criteria above to 

enable reader to make at least a partial 
integration of the text 

2- Writer ... 
*does not identify the topic, which is 

also difficult to infer 
*shifts topic or digresses frequently 
*assumes reader shares context and provides 

little or no orientation 
*has poor organisational plan and frequently 

relies on listing 
*uses few cohesi v e ties to link sentences or 

paragraphs 
*makes numerous grammatical errors that 

interrupt the reading process 

1 - Essay is almost incomprehensible because missing 
or misleading cues prevent reader from making 
much sense of the text 

* * * * * * * * * 

FOCUS 

CONTE XT 

ORGANISATION 

COHESION 

CLOSURE 

GRAMMAR 

* 
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APPENDIX 2 

SAMPLE ANALYSES 

Appendix 2A: Topical structure analysis and 
argumentation analysis 

Append i ce s 

Appendix 28 : Reference cohesion, conjunctive cohesion 
and relational coherence analyses 

English literature question ( TEXTS EPE 4 and EFN 1): 

Discuss the character of Simon in Lord of the Flies . Explain 
the insight that he has into the central problem facing the 
boys stranded on the island. 

Linguistics question (TEXTS LPE 1 and LFZ 2): 

"There is a critical period for language acquisition, a 
biologically determined period of life when language can be 
acquired most easily and beyond which time language is 
increasingly difficult to acquire." 

Do you agree with this statement? Discuss, referring to 
physical, cognitive and affective factors. 



-296- Appendi ces 

Appendix 2A 

Topical st~uctu~e analysis and a~gumentation analysis 

(Unit of anal ysis: T-uni t ) 

Key : 

UPPER CASE: Topics 

C: C laim 

J : Justification 

I: Induction 



- 2 9 7 - Appendices 

TSA Arg A 
TEXT EFN 1 

At the beginning of the novel SIMON appears 
as an unnatural chi l d. 

HE neve r includes himself entirely in any of 
the two groups, those are the group under 
Ralph and the other group controlled by Jack. 

SIMON has been portrayed by Lawrence as the 
prophet on this island. 

HE does not believe that there is anything 

1 SIMON 

2 ~E 

like a beast. 
If IT e x ists, that means it is not meant to 

be hunted. 
Golding states THIS BOY as one who does not 

want to involve himself in hunting the pigs. 
: J~:y 

THE VERY SIMON knows that the beast is the 
devil not outside but inside us. 

7 SI~ON 

Golding describes SIMON as the person who does 8 SJON 
not feel well spiritually and also physically. 1 

According to the author SIMON has been 9 SIMON 
attacked by the fits. 1 

HE appreciates staying alone. 10 HE 
During the time of his illness is when HE 11 
usually prophesizes but not practically, 

hence HE says there is nothing outside 
that can be called devil or beast. 

12 

HE 

~E 

Golding finds that now THINGS are about to 
change on the side of Simon. 

13 THINGS 

THE BOYS WHO ARE MAKING THE FIRE one day 
realise that there is a beast which they 
have seen coming from the sea. 

Consequently, ALL THESE BOYS attempt to 
find what it is. 

And THEY also want to see where it is. 
To THEM that is a beast. 
This is THE APPEARANCE OR QUARREL between 

Simon ' s idea and the boys ideas about the 
beast. 

On his side SIMON has realized that what 
these boys say is the existence of 
superstitions on the scene. 

14 

15 

16 
17 

18 

19 SIMON 

1 Bo~s 

sols 
TH~Y 
THEM 

Q~AR~EL 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 
c 

c 

c 
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TEXT LFZ 2 

Definition : CRI TICAL PERI OD FOR LANGUA GE 
ACQUI S ITION is the time between wh ich a perso n 
can acquire a second l anguage and a period where 
he can n ot a c quire a second language. 

1 PE RI OD 

~YSICAL D. physical domain: PHYSI CAL DOMAIN is to to wi th the 2 
dev elopment of muscles and other speech organ s. 

I shall discuss the Statement under the following 3 
points: 

1) muscle plasticity : CHILDREN who have not yet 4 
reached the purberty stage acquire their second 
language easil y because of the muscle flexebilit y . 

THE Y are able to imitate and pronounce the second 5 
language accent correctl y because of muscle 
plasticity. 

Unlike ADUL TS where growth and development is no 
more rapid, the muscles are no more flexible. 

During THIS STAGE is very difficult to learn a 
second language, 

ADULTS usuall y use the first language muscles to 
pronounce a second language words. 

because of this THE ACCENT is not clear, 
IT's rather between the first and second 

language. 
(ii) COGNITIVE DOMAIN: is to to with intellectual 
ability brain latelilisation and the aspects 
that affect language acquisition when a child 
matures into adulthood . 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 

11 

L1 l 
CHILDREN 

~HEY 
DULTS 

~TAGE 
!DULTS 

CCENT 
IT 

~G. 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

~~ 
c 

ADULTS encounter problems in acquiring the 12 ADULTS C 
second language. 

As THE CHILD matures into adulthood the left 
hemisphere controling the intellectual ability 
becomes more dominant with the result that 
overanalizing is going to take place. 

Because of THE LATERISATION PROCESS analitic is 
too much 

and LEARNING becomes a problem. 
Egocentric: THE CHILD is self-centred, 
HE OR SHE concetrate only her benefit, 
does not consider the next person when it comes 
to doing things. 

A CHILD is not affraid of a second language 
challenge. 

Self-Identity: ADULTS are unable to learn the 
second language because of fear of the next 
person, 

THEY do not want to commit mistakes which will 
render them useless or stupid in the eyes of the 

next person. 
Because THEY are affraid of the second 

language challenge they do not learn well. 

13 

14 

15 
16 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

HILD l 

LAT. c 

~EARN 1 
HILD c 

HE/SHE c 

LILD c 

ADULTS c 

LEY l 
!HEY . l 
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TEXT EPE1 

Altho ug h SIMON in ' Lord of the Flies ' is 
introduced at a fairl y late stage of the 
n o vel, he is probabl y its most important 
character. 

1 S I I'1 0 N 

HE is one of t he singers i n the church 
sc hool choir 

but in most respects HE does not belong to 
an y group. 

2 

3 

HE stands out as different to the other boys 4 
on the island. 

When the boys have their assembl y HE is the 5 
one who cannot e x press himself. 

Also, HE is an epileptic 6 
and in traditional societies SUCH PEOPLE 7 

(and others afflicted by illness or mental 
hand i caps ) are revered as being closer to God. 

While in a state o f epilepsy in the forest 
above the beach, SIMON hears an imagina ry 8 
voice coming f rom the " Lord of the Flies " , 
which is just the head o f a pig that the 
boys had k illed. 

As a result of this fit, HE has a revelation 9 
about the nature of the problem that 
confronts them all - the evil which is 
present on the island. 

Shortly afterwards, HE comes across a dead 
airman on the mountain - a figure that had 
terrified the boys. 

To give the corpse more dignity HE releases 
it from the parachute that had been 
making it rise and fall. 

THIS DISCOVERY finally convinces him that 
there is no phys i cal "Beast" on the island. 

HE hurries to tell the others about his 
discovery, 

but when HE comes down from the mountain 
they refuse to listen to him. 
There are PARALLELS with the Bible here, 
ie: People refusing to believe the disciples; 
THE MOUNTAIN which Simon was on has been 

compared to the Hill of Gadarene 
and SIMON himself is a figure symbolic of 
Jesus Christ: goodness itself personified 
on the island. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

HE 

I 
HE 

lE 
I 
HE 

~E 

rOPLE 
SIMON 

HE 

HE 

lE 
FOVERY 
HE 

~E 

r:LLELS 
~AIN 

SIMON 

I 

c 

c 

c 

c 
J 

J 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

:j 
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[New paragraph] 

THE BOYS don ' t lis ten to Simon because they 
hav e become so primitive and degraded that 
they are savages 

and SIMON is killed b y Jack and his warriors 
and thrown into the sea. 

HIS BOD Y lies on a rock, beautiful in death, 
another sign of his holy significance. 

The nature of THE EVIL THAT SIMON WAS THE 
FIRST TO PERCEIVE, was the essential evil 
in human nature . 

18 

19 

20 

21 

THE ATAVISTIC RETROGRESSION TO A SAVAGE STATE 22 
THAT HAPPENED TO THE BOYS is an example of 
what can easily happen to man once the 
constraints of civilization are removed. 

Thus we see that GOLDING'S MESSAGE in ' Lord 
of the Flies' is that man is essentially 
evil and only a constant struggle enables 
civilization to continue. 

23 

Appendices 

rvs 
SIMON 

~IS 1 BODY 

JIL 
~TE 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 
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TEXT LPE 1 

F ~om o v e~whe lm ing e v idence wo~ldwide of the ease 
with whi ch y ou n g child~en acqui~e l anguage a n d 
the difficul ty a ppa~en t l y e x pe~ ien c e d b y some 
older childre n a n d adu l ts to do so , it would 
seem that t her e is A CRITICAL PER I OD FOR 
LANGUAGE ACQUISI TI ON . 

The e v idence woul d point to THIS be ing 
b i ologicall y d ete rmined . 

I n MAK I NG AN ASS ESSME NT OF LANGUA GE ACQU ISITION 
it must of c ou rse be b o r ne in mi nd whe the r one 
is a c q ui r ing a firs t o r sec ond l angu a ge , and 
whet he r the subjec t i s a chil d or ad u lt, 

and COM PARISONS must be made between these 
v ariables, e xcept that "Ad ul ts learning L1" is 
e xcl u ded. 

There ar e the re fo re THREE TYPES OF CO MP ARI SON : 
Ty pe 1 Child learnin g L1 v s 

Child l earni n g L2 
Ty (2e 2 Chil d l earning L2 VS 

Adu l t l earni n g L2 
Ty(2e 3 Chi ld learn i ng L1 V S 

Adult lea r ning L2 . 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

In TYPES 2 AND 3 the age factor must be taken into 6 
account 

and in TYPE 3 t here are actua l l y two minor 7 
comparisons, that is child vs adult and L1 v s L2 . 

There are THREE DOMAINS OF THE HUMAN CONDITION 8 
wh ich must be addressed when we are ma k ing 
c omparisons , 

THESE are the physical, t he cognitive and t he 9 
affecti v e. 

The Physical Domain 
There are TWO SUB-SECTIONS OF THE DOMA I N, ie 10 
neurological and articulatory. 
As language function is centred in the brain, 

NEUROLOGICAL FACTORS are very impo~tant. 11 
The problem would appear to be in THE 

LATERALISATION OF THE BRAIN. 12 
THIS PROCESS OF LATERALISATION appears to occur 13 

between the age of 2 years and puberty , although 
some researchers consider that lateralisation is 
complete we l l before puberty. 

In THE PROCESS OF LATERALISATION language 14 
function is cen tred in the left hemisphere, 

and once LATERALISATION is complete language 15 
acquisition appears to become _much ~ore 
difficult, and in some cases 1mposs1ble. 

There would therefore seem to be A CRITICAL 16 
PERIOD in l anguage acquisition, occur~ i ng until 
complet i o n of late~a l isation. 
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CRI T . PER IO D c 

f HIS c 

SSESSMENT c 

10MP S c 

LREE TYPES c 

YPES 2& 3 

f YPE 3 

1 DOM ' S 

LESE 

l SUB'S 

lEUR F ' S 

1ATERAL. 
PROCESS 

LOCESS 

I 
LATERAL. 

RIT. PERIOD 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 
c 

c 

c 

I 



-302-

Whether TH I S is a t pu be rty or e a rl ier h a s no t 
y e t been p roved, 

b u t i n MY OWN CAS E I am con v in c ed lateral i sat ion 
t o o k p lac e v ery earl y on in l ife , as I was a 
f luent spea ker a t the age of 2 1 /2 and was 
r egarded as somewhat of a prodigy. 

By the ti me I was 6 y ear s old and had the problem 

17 

18 

o f acquiring a second language ( Afrikaans ) I 19 
was completely unable to do so, and spent 9 long 
and miserable years at school constant ly failing 
the subject until I gave up at 15. 

I was also totally unable to acquire Latin, and 20 
gave this up after 2 struggling years. 

Physiologically I would agree with the 21 
h y pothesis of the critical period, but would 
need more evidence than my own subjective 
e x perience, to decide on the age of this 
critical period. 

With regard to articulatory factors, it would 
seem that PRONUNCIATION is a muscular activity. 

A young child has much greater MUSCULAR 
FLEXIBILITY than an adult and easily learns to 
pronounce the particular sound of his Ll. 

As a person ages MUSCULAR FLEXIBILITY decreases, 
and THIS could explain why adults learning an L2 
are often never able to get the pronunciation 
right . 

However, THIS is of minor consideration, as 
communicative ability is of prime importance 
in language . 

22 

23 

24 
25 

26 

Appendices 

f HI S c 

) y CASE c 

J 

j 
J 

! c 

RONUN. c 

1usc. FL . J 
~usc. FL. 

7~ THIS 

Lis c 
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APPENDIX 28: 

Reference cohesion, conjunctive cohesion 
and relational coherence analyses 

(Unit of analysis: F-unit) 

UPPER CASE: Reference expressions 

Bold: 

* : 
#: 

Con jun c tive e x pressions 

Error 

Di vi sion between two adjacent but 
separately analysed expressions 

Functional relations found in sample texts: 

CCd: 
CdC: 
CCE: 
CG: 
CS: 
Ct: 
OCr : 
GC: 
GS: 
MP: 
SEx: 
TO: 
RRt: 
RtR: 

Condition-Consequence (Cause-Effect) 
Consequence-Condition (Cause-Effect) 
Concession-Contraexpectation (Truth/Validity) 
Conclusion-Grounds (Cause-Effect) 
Chronological Sequence (Temporal) 
Contrast (Matching) 
Denial-Correction (Truth/Validity) 
Grounds-Conclusion (Cause-Effect) 
General-Specific (Amplification) 
Means - Purpose (Cause-Effect) 
Statement-Exception (Amplification) 
Temporal Overlap (Temporal) 
Reason-Result (Cause-Effect) 
Result-Reason (Cause-Effect) 

TS: Term Specification (Amplification) 



- 3 0 4 -

TEXT EFN 1 

At t he beginning of THE NOVEL Simon appea r s as an 
unnatural child. 

HE ne v er includes himself entire ly in an y of THE 
TWO GROUPS, 

THOSE are THE GROUP under Ralph a n d THE OTHER GROUP 
controlled b y Jac k . 

Simon has been portray ed b y Lawrence as the prophet 4 
on *THIS ISLAND. 

HE does n ot believ e that there is an y thi n g l i k e a 5 
beast . 

* If IT e x ists, 6 

THAT means IT is not meant to be hunted . 7 

Golding states THIS BOY as one who does not want to 8 
involve himself in hunting THE PIGS. 

*THE VERY SIMON knows that THE BEAST is the devil 9 
not outside but inside US. 

Golding describes Simon as the person who does not 

Appendices 

feel well spiritually and also physically. GS 

According to THE AUTHOR Simon has been attac ked by 11 
THE FITS. 

HE appreciates staying alone. 

During the time of HIS ILLNESS is when HE 
usually prophesizes 

13 

*but not practically, 14 

*hence HE says there is nothing outside that can 15 
be called devil or beast. 
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[New paragraph] 

Gol di ng finds that *NOW things are about to change 16 
on the side of Simon. 

Appendices 

The boy s who are making THE FIRE one day realise 
that there is a beast 

WHICH # THEY have seen coming from THE SEA. J TS 

18 

Consequently, all *THESE BOYS attempt to find 
what IT is. 

And THEY also want to see where IT 1s. 

To THEM # *THAT is a beast. 

*THIS is the appearance or quarre l between 
Simon ' s idea and the boys ideas about THE BEAST. 

On his side Simon has realized that what THESE 
BOYS say is the existence of superstitions on 
THE SCENE. 

19 RRt 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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TEXT LFZ 2 

Definition : *CRITICAL PERIOD FOR LANGUAGE 1 
ACQUISITION is the time between which a pe~son 

can acqui~e a second language and a pe~iod whe~e 

he cannot acqui~e a second language. 

physical domain: *PHYSICAL DOMAIN is to to with the 2 
development of muscles and othe~ speech o~gans . 

I shall discuss *THE STATEMENT unde~ the following 3 
points: 

1) muscle plasticity: Child~en who have not ye t 
~eached THE PURBERTY STAGE acqui~e thei~ second 
language easily 

because of *THE MUSCLE FLEXEBILITY. 

THEY a~e able to imitate and p~onounce THE SECOND 
LANGUAGE ACCENT co~~ectly 

because of muscle plasticity. 

Unlike adults 

*WHERE g~owth and development is no mo~e ~apid, 

* THE MUSCLES a~e no mo~e flexible. 

Du~ing THIS STAGE is ve~y difficult to lea~n a 
second language, 

Adults usually use *THE FIRST LANGUAGE MUSCLES to 
p~onounce *A SECOND LANGUAGE WORDS. 

because of THIS 

THE ACCENT is not clea~, 

IT's ~athe~ between * THE FIRST and SECOND 
LANGUAGE . 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

~ 
... -r lDcr 

~ 
(ii) Coqnitive domain: is to to with intellectual 16 
ability brain latelilisation and the aspects 
that affect language acquisition when a child 
matures into adulthood. 

Adults encounte~ problems in acquiring THE 
SECOND LANGUAGE. 

17 

RRt 
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[New paragraph] 

A• THE CHILD matures into adulthood 

THE LEFT HEMISPHERE controling THE INTELLECTUAL 
ABILITY becomes more dominant 

with the result that overanalizing is going 
place. 

Because of *THE LATERISATION PROCESS 

analitic is too much 

and learning becomes a problem. 

Egocentric: THE CHILD is self-centred, 

HE or SHE concetrate only *---HER benefit, 

* does not consider *THE NEXT PERSON 

when it comes to doing things. 

A child is not affraid of a second language 
challenge. 

Self-Identity: adults are unable to learn THE 
SECOND LANGUAGE 

because of fear of *THE NEXT PERSON, 

THEY do not want to commit mistakes which will 
render THEM useless or stupid in the eyes of *THE 
NEXT PERSON. 

Because THEY are affraid of THE SECOND 
LANGUAGE CHALLENGE 

THEY do not learn well. 

Appendices 
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TEXT EPE 1 

Although Simon in ' Lo~d of the Flies ' ls 
int~oduced at a fai~ly late stage of THE NOVEL, 

HE is p~obably ITS most impo~tant cha~acte~. 

HE lS one of the singe~s in THE CHURCH SCHOOL 
CHOIR, 

but in most ~espects HE does not belong to any 
g~oup. 

HE stands out as diffe~ent to THE OTHER BOYS on 
THE ISLAND. 

When THE BOYS have THEIR ASSEMBLY 

HE is the one who cannot exp~ess himself . 

Also, HE is an epileptic 

and in traditional societies SUCH PEOPLE (and 
others afflicted by illness or mental handicaps) 
are revered as being CLOSER to God. 

While in a state of epilepsy in the fo~est 
above THE BEACH, 

Simon hears an imaginary voice coming from THE 
"LORD OF THE FLIES", 

WHICH is just the head of a pig that THE BOYS had 
killed . 

As a result of THIS FIT, 

HE has a revelation about the natu~e of the 
problem that confronts THEM all 

- the evil which is present on THE ISLAND. 

Shortly afte rwards, HE comes across a dead 
airman on THE MOUNTAIN 

- a figure that had terrified THE BOYS. 

To give THE CORPSE more dignity 

HE releases IT from the parachute that had been 
making IT rise and fall. 

THIS DISCOVERY finally convinces HIM that there 
is no physical "Beast" on THE ISLAND. 

Appendices 
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[New paragrap h ] 

HE hurries 

to tell THE OTHERS about HIS DISCOVERY, 

but # when HE comes down from THE MOUNTAIN 

THE Y refuse to listen to HIM . 

There are parall els with THE BIBLE # HERE, 

i.e.: People refusing to bel ieve THE DISCIPLES· ' 
THE MOUNTAIN which Simon was on has been compared 27 

to THE HILL OF GADARENE 

and Simon himsel f is a figure symbolic of Jesus 
Christ: 

goodness itself personified on THE ISLAND. 

THE BOYS don ' t listen to Simon 

because THE Y have become so primitive 
and degraded that THEY are savages 

and Simon is k illed by Jack and HIS WARRIORS 

and thrown into THE SEA. 

HIS BODY lies on a rock, 

beautiful in death, 

ANOTHER SIGN of HIS HOLY SIGNIFICANCE. 

The nature of THE EVIL that Simon was the first 
to percei v e, was the essential evil in human 

nature. 

THE ATAVISTIC RETROGRESSION TO A SAVAGE STATE 
that happened to THE BOYS is an example of what 
can easily happen to man once the constraints of 
civilization are removed. 

Thus WE see that Golding ' s message in 'Lord of 
the Flies ' is that man is essentially evil and 
only a constant struggle enables civilization 

to continue. 

34 
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TEXT LPE 1 

From overwhelming evidence worldwide of the ease 1 
with which young children acquire language and 
the difficulty apparently experienced by some 
older children and adults to do so, it would 
seem that there is a critical period for 
language acquisition. 

THE EVIDENCE would point to THIS being 2 
biologically determined. 

In making an assessment of language acquisition 

it must of course be borne in mind whether one 
is acquiring a first or second language, and 
whether THE SUBJECT 1s a child or adult, 

and comparisons must be made between *THESE 
VARIABL ES, 

except that "Adults learning an L1" is excluded. 

There are therefore three types of comparison: 

T~~e 1 Child learning L1 VS 

Child learning L2 
T~~e 2 Child learning L2 VS 

Adult learning L2 
T~~e 3 Child learning L1 VS 

Adult learning L2 

In types 2 and 3 THE AGE FACTOR must be taken into 9 
account 

and in type 3 there are actually two 
comparisons, 

that is child vs adult and L1 vs L2. 

minor 

There are three domains of THE HUMAN CONDITION 
which must be addressed 

when WE are making comparisons, 

THESE are THE PHYSICAL, THE COGNITIVE and THE 
AFFECTIVE. 

lhe Physical Domain _ 
There are two sub sect1ons of THE DOMAIN, 

i.e. neurological and articulatory. 

~ 
_::) 

TS 
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As language function is cent r ed in THE BRAIN, 

neurological factors are v er y import a nt. 

*THE PROBL EM woul d appear to be in the 
lateralisa tion of THE BR AIN. 

TH I S P ROCESS OF LAT ERAL ISA TI ON a ppear s t o o c cur 
be tween the age of 2 yea r s and p u be r t y, 

AlthOUQh some resea rcher s c onside r that 
l atera lis a tion i s complete well before pubert y . 

In TH E PROC ESS OF LATER ALISATION l anguage 
function is centred in THE LEFT HEMISPHERE, 

and # once lat e r a li sation i s complete 

l ang uage ac q ui s it i o n appears to become muc h more 
d ifficult, and in some cases impossible . 

There woul d therefore seem to be a c ritical 
pe ri o d in lang uag e acquis i tion, 

occu r r ing unti l c ompletion of lateralisation. 

Whet her THIS is at puberty or earlier has not 
yet been prov ed, 

but in MY OWN CASE # I am convinced lateralisation 
too k place v er y early on i n life, 

as I was a flue n t spea ker at the age of 2 ~ 

and was regarded as somewhat of a prodigy. 

By the time I was 6 years old 

and had the problem of acquiring a second 
language 

(Afr ik aans ) 

I was completel y un able to do so, 

and spent 9 long and miserable years at school 
constantly failing THE SUBJECT 

until I gave up at 15. 

I was also totally unable to acquire Latin, 

and I gave THIS up after 2 struggling years. 

Appen d ices 
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Physiologically I would agree wit h the 
hypothesis of THE CRITICAL PERIOD 

but would need more evidence than MY OWN 
SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE 

to decide on the age of THIS CRITICAL PERIOD. 

With regard to articulatory facto r s, it would 
seem that pronunciation is a muscular acti vity . 

A youn g child has much greate r muscular 
flexibility than an adult 

and easily learns to pronounce the particular 
sound of HIS L1. 

As a person ages 

muscular flexibility decreases, 

and THIS could explain wh y adults learning an L2 
are often n e v er able to get THE PRONUNCIATION 
right. 

However, THIS is of minor consideration, 

as communicative ability is of prime importance 
in language. 

Append ices 
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APPENDIX 3 

Sample applications of statistical techniques used 

(Compare e.g. Hatch and Farhady 1982; Leonard 1976; Robson 1973 
for more detailed accounts) 

(a) Spearman ' s rank-order correlation 

This technique provides a measure, the correlation 
coefficient, which indicates how the rankings of scores on two 
v ariables are related. 

The two v ariables used in this example are the Holistic 
Coherence Rating (HCR) and the Relational Coherence Quotient 
(RCQ) in the Linguistics corpus (cf. Table 5.2). 

The ranking for each text with respect to each variable is 
listed, followed by the difference (d) between the rankings 
in each case, and then the square of the difference (d2). 
The total of the squares of the differences (~d2 ) is then 
calculated. 

Rank (HCR) Rank (RCQ) d d2 

1 2 1 1 
2 1 1 1 
3= 4 1 1 
3= 5 2 4 
5 6= 1 1 
6 3 3 9 
7 11 4 16 
8 6= 2 4 
9 9 0 0 

10= 13 3 9 
10= 8 2 4 
10= 12 2 4 
13= 15 2 4 
13= 14 1 1 
15 10 5 25 

~d= = 84 

The data can now be put into the formula for the Spearman 
rank-order correlation, known as rho (N = number of scores 
or observations (here texts)): 
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rho = 1 - 6~2:d2) 

N(N 2 - 1) 

= 1 - 6~84) 

15(225-1) 

1 - 5 04 
3360 

= 1 - 0 ' 15 

= 0,85 

Given the numbe~ of observations relevant here (i.e. 15 ), the 
correlation coe f ficient of 0,85 is significant at the p < 0,01 
level (table of c~itical values for rho in Leonard 
1976 : 395) . 

<b) The t-test 

This technique provides a way of determining whether the 
diffe~ence between the mean s of two sets of observations is 
signi fi cant or not. 

The two means tested in the p~esent study were those of the 
HCR ' s for the Pass and Fail g~oups. The application of the test 
to the Linguistics co~pus texts will be illust~ated here. 

The HCR ' s for each text (X) in each group are entered, togethe~ 
with the sum of the HCR's (2:X). Each HCR is squared (X 2 ) and 
the sum of the squares (2:X 2 ) also calculated. The latter is 
known as the uncorrected sum of squares. The sum of the X 
values is then squared to give (2:X) 2 • This is then divided by 
the number of obse~vations (N) and the resulting sum, (2:X)2f N, 
is subtracted from the uncorrected sum of squares to give the 
corrected sum of squares. From the corrected sum of squares 
the variance is derived by dividing by the number of 
observations minus one, i.e. N - 1. N - 1 is also known as the 
degrees of freedom for the group. These calculations are all 

given below: 



L: X = 
L:X :z = 
N = 

Mean L: X 
N 

~2 = 
N 

= 

Pass 
X X 2 

= 

11, 0 
10,5 

9 ,0 
9 ,0 
8, 0 
6 , 5 

54 ,0 

6 

9 ,0 

2916 
6 

4 86 

121 , 00 
11 0 , 2 5 
81, 00 
81, 00 
64, 00 
42,25 

499,50 

-3 1 5-

Fail 
X 

8,5 
7,5 
7 , 0 
6, 0 
6, 0 
6,0 
5,5 
5,5 
5,0 

57,0 

9 

6,3 

3249 
9 

361 

Corrected sum of squares = L:X2 - J.Ml_2 
N 

X2 
7 2,25 
56,25 
4 9, 00 
3 6, 00 
3 6,00 
36,00 
30,25 
3 0 ,25 
25, 00 

371,00 

= 499,5 - 486 
= 13,5 

371 - 361 
10 

Variance = 13 ,5 
(N- 1) 

_l_Q_ 
(N- 1) 

2,7 1,25 

Appendices 

On the basis of these values the t formula can be employed: 

t = x.l. - X:z 
~ s•""" + s~ 2 

N.1. - 1 N:z - 1 

where: X.1.,X 2 = the two group means; 

Thus: 

t = 

= 

= 

= 

s.l.:z,s 2 :z = the variances for the first and second 
groups; and 

N.1.,N 2 = the sizes of the first and second groups. 

9 5 0 - 6 5 3 
.J 2,7 + 1 5 25 

5 8 

~ 
.r o,7 

2 5 7 
0,836 
3,23 

Consulting a table giving the distribution of t (e.g . 
leonard 1976:375) reveals that, with 13 (5 + 8) degrees of 
freedom, when t = more than 3,012 it represents a difference 
between the two groups that is significant at the p ~ o,oo5 
level (in terms of the two categories of significance level used 
as reference points in this study, the difference here is 
strongly significant, i.e. significant at the p ~ 0,01 level). 
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( c ) Analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

This technique is similar to the t-test, but it differs from 
the t-test in that it provides a way of determining whether 
the differences between the means of more than two sets of 
observations is significant or not. It takes into account the 
extent to which variation between groups is greater or smaller 
than varia tion within groups. Thus even if the means of the 
groups seem to differ considerabl y, if there are also 
considerable differences within each group, the diffe rences in 
means will not be significant. 

The application of this technique to the density of reference 
errors in the three coherence groups amongst the first-language 
English users ( English Literature and Linguistics combined ) will 
be illustrated here. 

The densities ( error frequency per 100 F-units) for each te xt 
(X) in each group are entered, together with the sum of the 
densities (~X) . Each densit y va lue is squared (X 2 ), and the 
sum of the squares (~X 2 ) and also (~X) 2 are calculated. The 
relev ant table and calculations are gi ven below: 

X 

1 ' 1 
3,0 

5,0 

1,8 
1,6 

High 

X2 
1,21 
9,00 

25,00 

3,24 
2,56 

X 
2,4 
5,0 

Mid Low 

X2 X X2 
5,76 1,9 3,61 

25,00 
2,7 7,29 

Totals 

l:X = 12,5 7,4 4,6 24,5 
41,01 30,76 l:X2 = 

10,90 82,67 

(l:X)2 = 156,25 54,76 21,16 232,17 
3 3 

N = 8 

The total sum of squares (TSS, i.e. the total variation) is 
calculated by the formula: 

TSS = ~X2 (l:X )2 
N 

= 82,67 24,52 
14 

= 82,67 42,88 

= 39,79 

14 

The within 
groups) is 
each group 

um of squares (WSS, i.e. the variation within s . 
calculated by u~~ng the same formula as for TSS for 
and then totall~ng the results. Thus: 

High Mid Low 

wss = 41,01 12,52 

8 
+ 30,76 - :L_1_2 + 10,90 - 4,62 

3 3 

= 41,01 19,53 

= 21,48 

+ 30,76 - 18,25 + 10,90 - 7,05 
+ 12,51 + 3,85 

= 37,84 
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The between sum of squares (855, 1.e. the v ariation between 
groups) is simply: 

855 T55 - W55 
= 39,79- 37,84 

1,95 

The variance or mean square estimates are obtained by 
dividing each sum of squares by the df (degrees of freedom) 
Thus the mean square between (M58) is calculated as follows: 

M5B = 855 
(K-1) (where K is the number of groups) 

= 1,95 
2 

= 0,975 

The mean square within (M5W) is calculated as follows: 

M5W = W55 
(N-K) 

= 37 ,84 
11 

= 3,44 

From these two mean square values, the F ratio is derived: 

F = M5B 
M5W 

= 01975 
3,44 

= 0,28 

F ratio tables reveal that at the p ~ 0,05 level, given the 
2 and l1 degrees of freedom, the minimum value for F is 
3 98 . Thus the differences between our three groups on the 
r~ference error density measure are not significant. 
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