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Aim of the presentation

.&; -

« * To show how cohesion analysis
applies in the investigation of text
grammar

* To provide findings regarding the
~correlation between the quality of
candidates’ scripts and the cohesive
devices used




What Is Text Grammar?

Above the level of sentence analysis
examining patterns used in order to
produce meaningful texts that
respond successfully to their
communicative purpose




What Is Text Grammar?

In this paper text grammar is linked
to textuality and context

“*a multifaceted writing criterion
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Text Grammar
VS
Sentence Grammar

Sentence grammar

vfefers to the lexicogrammatical
choices of the writer

v'includes the standard rules of
grammar, syntax and morphology

vfocuses on the sentence-level



What Is cohesion?

Connectedness when the
Interpretation of an element of the
text depends on the interpretation of
another element

v

A meaningful whole



What i1s cohesion?
Cohesion

~' vcontributes to the creation of the text
venhances the unity of the text

» 1 Not enough for a text to be coherent




Cohesion
VS
Coherence

“*Common misinterpretation in
literature

_ L < Coherence presupposes cohesion
| but cohesion Is not enough

= sCoherence linked with the
communicative purpose of the text




Cohesion and script quality

Research has been conducted
iInvestigating the connection of

@ cohesion and the quality of the script

@ c.g. Collins, 1998: De Villez, 2003,
@ Grant and Ginther (2000), Liu and

Braine (2005), Norment (1994) and
Song Meihua and Xia Weirong (2002)



Data

v’ L2 candidate scripts (KPG exams)
& Vv Cl1 level/Activity 2

v'"Marked by experienced and trained
raters

. v Of different quality/performance




Cohesion analysis

JGrammatical cohesion across the
three script categories

Lexical cohesion across the three
Script categories

- QGrammatical vs. lexical cohesion




Methodology

Cohesion analysis based on the
model introduced by Halliday and
Hasan (1976)

Incorporated some of the categories
of Hoey’s model (1991) for lexical
cohesion

Use of annotation tool (Nvivo)

Excel Workbook for recording the
annotation



The cohesion analysis
workbook

1 MMMM-I

2 2010199 E conjunction additive simple, additive and

3 | 2010199 E 1 conjunction additive simple, additive and

4 2010199 E 1 conjunction additive simple, additive and

5 | 2010199 E 1 conjunction v fitive apposition, exemplificata for example
6 2010199 E 1 conjunction additive apposition, exemplificato such as

7 | 2010199 E 1 conjunction adversative adversative proper, -and but

3 2010199 E 1 conjunction additive simple, additive also

9 | 2010193 E 1 conjunction additive simple, additive also

10 | 2010199 E 1 conjunction additive simple, additive and

11| 2010199 E 1 |exical cohesion collocation family

12 2010199 E 1 |exical cohesion tollocation children
13 2010199 E 1 |exical cohesion collocation Careers
14 2010199 E 1 |exical cohesion complex repetition get married
15| 2010199 E 1 |exical cohesion complex repetition getting married



Grammatical cohesion




Conjunction

Script category L N L

Relative frequency 0w oM # 0% &




Reference

Script category L L L

Relative frequency 086 6 0g4 4 0E o




Significance tests
for grammatical cohesion

o Conjunction

4

=

‘

&
E% No difference

o Reference

Fully satisfactory- Unsatisfactory
SCripts
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Adversative conjunctions

proper, | | 18 043 | 15 | 03 | 6 0157 38
emphatic ! ! ! !
[yrT——— i | i
moper,smge | 2L o75 | W | am | 4 Q14 35
e B o® ! 11 ¢ a9} ! 10 058 8
emphatic i i i e i
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Smie : 1 as : o : 0 : 2 1 2
Corred | | H
tion of 3 @75 . 1 L am® ! o o 4
mesning i i i




Adversative conjunctions

vResults of statistical significance
e tests

sdversativ e proper, F-U & 0,014
emphatic
adversative proper, FH-U 12,743 00017 U 1156 0 00067
smpe




Causal conjunctions

F

U

freguency Rels tive

Tequency  Relstve  frequency  Relstive

frequency frequency frequency
3 05 z 0,333 Q1666 6
3 03 3 Q5 0 &
4 0,08 1R 0ALE 0 458 @
) 0211 53 0373 ::;.4154@
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Causal conjunctions

vResults of statistical significance
tests S

h-F 8373 001

FM-U 2901 0.0

reversed cause U-F aume | Qoo

Because
Due to



Temporal conjunctions
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Reference

600
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Reference types per script category
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reference
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Reference

vResults of statistical significance
tests

Chrquare  pvalie Ch=guere  pvalue

Comperatves | 126 | 128 | 81| MU | 6568 | 00104

Demonstratiess | 520 | 438 | 190 | FMHU | 13293 0 FM | 702 0.008
FU | 1533 0
M-U | 5753 0




Reference




: Relative " Relatryn u Relatve
frequency frequency frequency
Collocation 35 048 128 Qi 157 | Q2E 700
Com plex paraphrase z 08 0 2 1 033 3
Complex repetition 183 DALZ 145 Q3= 122 | D88 457
Genersl item 0 2 0 o 4 1 4
Repetition 21 033 B15 Q37 g2 | Q33 1718
Superordinate L 033 58 - | QL 157
Synonymy hyponymy 207 03I | mp  0U¥ME | gy 02F H03
Grand Total 1307 1239 1095 3641







Conclusions

L The lower the quality of scripts the
higher the frequency of conjunctions
used.

¢ OAdversative conjunctions are used in
- scripts with higher marks.

- cCausal conjunctions are used in scripts
with lower marks

JReference is more frequent in scripts of
. high quality.



Conclusions

Lexical cohesion:
'_ Simple repetition vs collocation
A differentiating factor

Scripts of higher guality use
more Instances of collocation




Thank you for your
attention
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