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Abstract

Writing has always been regarded as the most challenging language skill for the majority of
L2 learners. Several studies have found that L2 learners encounter difficulties in
implementing cohesive devices in a way that enable them to produce coherent written texts.
Research has proved that these difficulties are reflected on the misuse, overuse or underuse
of cohesive devices, which maintain cohesion and coherence in a text. This study is an
investigation of the use of grammatical cohesive devices in grade 11 L2 learner’s descriptive
essays at a private school in RAK, UAE. This study focuses on identifying the frequency of
occurrence of four grammatical cohesive devices including reference, conjunction, ellipsis
and substitution in L2 students’ descriptive essay writing. It also investigates the correlation
between the number of used grammatical cohesive devices and the quality of writing.
Furthermore, the study identifies the difficulties encountered by L2 learners in respect of
using cohesive grammatical devices in writing. In order to achieve the purpose of the study
and answer the research questions, a mixed-method approach has been adopted. The
quantitative method approach was used to find out the frequency of each grammatical
cohesive device in 44 descriptive essays. To examine the correlation between the number of
used grammatical devices and the quality of writing, the quantitative descriptive statistics
approach using Pearson Correlation Coefficient, was implemented. However, the qualitative
descriptive approach was implemented in terms of semi-structured interviews conducted for
4 teachers and 10 students to identify the difficulties that encounter L2 learners regarding

using grammatical cohesive devices in writing.

An analysis of the quantitative and qualitative research methods applied in the study
demonstrated that reference is the most frequently used cohesive device in students’ writing,
followed by conjunction. Ellipsis was proved to be the third most frequently used cohesive
device. Substitution came the fourth most frequently used cohesive device. A moderate
positive association between the total number of grammatical cohesive devices used and L2

learners’ marks was proved by Pearson Correlation Coefficient.

The participants faced some hindrances regarding using grammatical cohesive devices such
as concentrating on specific types and ignoring other types such as ellipsis and substitution.
Students also encountered the difficulty of dealing with grammatical cohesive devices as



grammar and vocabulary items and not including them in contexts to be practiced in the
writing procedure. Learners also faced another difficulty represented by the lack of feedback
given by teachers on their writing concerning grammatical cohesive devices. As a
recommendation of the study, teachers are recommended to include grammatical cohesive
devices in the context of reading and writing. Teachers are also recommended to include
grammatical cohesive devices in the writing rubric. Furthermore, learners are recommended
to raise their awareness regarding interference of L1 through practicing varied language

activities such as reading and listening.
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Chapter ONE
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

1.1 Background of the study

This chapter provides an insight about the topic of this dissertation, “An investigation of
the use of grammatical cohesive devices in grade 11 L2 learners at a private school in
RAK?”. It also identifies the main research problem and sheds light on the main focus of
this research paper. Furthermore, the rationale and significance of the study are included in
this chapter. Three research questions have been assigned to keep the study focused at all

stages and guide the scope of the study.

Many L2 learners find writing as the most difficult skill to learn if compared to other
language skills. According to Blanchard and Root (2010), writing is the most difficult
language skill to master. The difficulty in achieving this skill goes back to many reasons.
One of these reasons is the lack of good grammar knowledge. Richards (2006:3) identified
grammar competence as the ability to produce correct sentences in a language. Writing well-
structured and understandable sentences is an indicator of an appropriate grammar
knowledge. In addition to grammatical competence, there are other factors that play a great
role in writing in an effective way and producing good quality pieces of writing. Cohesion is
one of these factors that contribute to producing good quality or well-written pieces of
writing. Cohesion is the tool that allows the smooth flow of the sentences through combining
them together by tools that contribute to making them understandable and well-structured.
These tools are called cohesive devices. (Celce- Murcia, 2001) sees that writing in a coherent
and effective way is a major achievement that not all ESL learners can achieve. As Carson
(2001) mentions in his study, writing is a process that requires combing different ideas in the
form of descriptive, argumentative, explanatory, narrative, informative or analytical form.
Braine and Yorozu (1998) clarify the difficulty of writing process for L2 learners as it
requires well-planned and smoothly flowing ideas controlled by coherent style. They also
describe the process of writing as a difficult process for the native speakers themselves.
Richards and Renandya (2002), deal with the difficulty of writing in a similar way as they
mention that the reason of difficulty in writing goes back, not only, to the need of generating

and organizing ideas, but also interpreting these ideas into meaningful texts. Myles (2002)
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describes writing process as an obstacle creator for second language learners when they want
to produce well-written texts in English.

1.2 The Research Problem

The focus of this study is to investigate the use of grammatical cohesive devices in grade 11
L2 learners in descriptive essays at a private school in RAK. There are many reasons that
lead me to choose this topic. Writing is a skill that cannot be ignored. learners need to master
writing as a productive skill to complete their language competence. Throughout my teaching
experience as a teacher and a lead teacher of English, I have seen how much students suffer
in achieving the skill of writing and how much teachers also suffer in teaching it. Most of
the learners do not face the same difficulty in learning other language skills. They may
interact orally in an effective way but they may not put their ideas coherently on a paper. In
speaking, students can convey their message to the other party in an easy way. However, in
writing there could be a contact problem if the sentences are not cohesive and may lead to a
kind of loss of meaning and purpose of writing. In reading and listening also students can
handle a text and answer the related questions based on their understanding. The nature of
writing as a skill determines other factors that the learner and the teacher need to acquire. In
writing, students need to have many aspects such as lexical and grammatical tools to write
properly. The outstanding problem with writing with most of our L2 learners imposes a
persistent need to carry out effective studies that contribute to a real and remarkable

improvement in teaching and learning this skill.

In this study | have chosen the following grammatical cohesive devices as a study focus:
Reference, Conjunction, Ellipsis, Substitution. My choice goes back first to the importance
of these devices in producing well-structured and understandable sentences. Secondly, for
the reason of the remarkable lack and misuse of these devices in student’s writings. While
teaching and observing teachers It has been clearly noticed that this area in teaching and
learning field needs effective concentration and this field of research needs to be more
addressed. Previous studies have been made in this area but the impact of these studies has
not yet been seen clearly on the performance of the learners. Both of the teachers and the
students still suffer. Students still produce poor and bad-structured sentences in most English

classes. This research handles the problem that faces L2 learners in an MOE curriculum
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school in RAK. The problem of the study has been identified clearly by the researcher. The
problem is related to the inappropriate use of grammatical cohesive devices by grade 11 L2
learners. We do not exaggerate if we say that the big majority of L2 learners encounter the
problem of the lack of ability to produce a cohesive text because of their inability to use
cohesive devices in general and grammatical cohesive devices in particular. Throughout my
teaching experience, writing has always remained a skill that require a kind of special work
to help the students acquire many basic writing skills. Students always ask for the help of
their teachers or any external party to help them form or interpret their ideas. When they are
left to write independently, they mainly face a problem of composing meaningful texts.
Generating ideas is not the main problem for students. The main problem is connecting these

ideas in an appropriate way that produce understandable or meaningful texts.

The problem of inappropriate use of grammatical cohesive devices is represented in the
misuse, underuse or overuse these devices. When giving the feedback through correcting
students’ writings or even analyzing their writings in EOT (End of Term) exams, using the
writing rubric, it has been clearly noticed that most of the students mainly use certain
grammatical cohesive devices such as reference and conjunctions. Other grammatical
cohesive devices such as ellipsis and substitution are almost not used by most of the students.
Moreover, even the mostly used devices are misused. Actually, this problem requires a kind
of effective remedial work through applying the recommendations of the abundant studies
that have been made in that field to help student develop their writing skill so as to prepared
to the stage where they are required to produce an academic writing texts.

To make the study more effective, the researcher has collected essays for male and female
students to analyze their data concerning the use of grammatical cohesive devices in respect
of the number of the used devices and their impact on the quality of writing.

1.3 Significance and Rationale of the Study

The significance of this study lies in its aim of addressing an important area in the field of
research that concerns the researchers and contributes to the improvement of a skill that

persistently needs to be looked at in a more focused way. The researcher is interested in
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conducting this study so as to investigate, analyze and interpret the data that were collected
from grade 11 students in relation to grammatical cohesive devices. Consequently, the main
and absolute objective of the study is to support those learners overcome any problem that
might encounter them and develop their abilities to produce more coherent and

understandable writing texts.

The rationale behind choosing grade 11 students as the sample of this study is the importance
of preparing them to the upcoming year in which they will be required to undertake different
language tests, such as IELTS test, to join a well-reputed and accredited university inside or
outside the UAE. The students chosen as a sample of the study are from different nationalities
and their next step in their learning journey will be a transitional one as they will start a new
learning phase which requires dependable language skill. As previously mentioned, those
students are from different countries so they may be required to undertake admission
language tests when they join universities in different parts of the world. The researcher has
noticed that most of students do not give the proper attention to develop their language skills
during their learning process. As a result of that, they are required to find a quick solution
for their urgently required language competency test to join a university after they finish
grade 12. They start trying to join any concentrated language courses or ask the help of a
private tutor which in any way meet the requirements they need to have to pass these
admission tests. Seeking to assist those students in advance to be prepared for their future
educational stage and not leaving them face any difficulties that might create any future
hindrances, this study has been conducted to help students overcome any of these difficulties.
The in-advance preparation for those students aims at avoiding any difficulties that might
hinder passing the required language competency tests by making use of the results and
recommendations of the study during the reaming time of the current academic year and the

upcoming year.

The findings and recommendations will be shared with other teachers who teach these
students to work on them doing their best to promote those students’ writing skills. Believing
in his responsibility as a teacher and a lead teacher of English in this school for 20 years, the
researcher has conducted this study to investigate a serious problem that faces most of the
students to provide applicable and valuable solutions and recommendations for other

teachers in the school and other schools.



In addition, the importance of this study lies in its focus not only in identifying the types of
used grammatical cohesive devices, but also in identifying the overall correlation between
the total number of grammatical cohesive devices used and the quality of students’ writings
and identifying hardships facing learners in this area. Most of the studies focus on only
counting the number and types of grammatical cohesive in L2 learner’s writings. This study
seeks to fill this gab in the field of study by providing practical solutions to teachers and

researchers to help students move forward in their learning process.

1.4 Aims and Research Questions

The present study aims at: investigating the frequency of occurrence of each category of
grammatical cohesive devices, finding the correlation between the number of grammatical
cohesive devices and grade 11 L2 learners’ marks in the EOY (End Of Year) test , and
looking at the perspectives of both teachers and students regarding the difficulties that grade
11 L2 learners face while dealing with grammatical cohesive in writing descriptive essays.
After reviewing previous studies on grammatical cohesive devices, this study has been

conducted to address the following research questions:

1-What is the frequency of each type of grammatical cohesive devices in grade 11 L2

learners’ writing a descriptive essay?

2-What is the overall correlation between the total number of grammatical cohesive devices

used and grade 11 learners’ mark in writing a descriptive essay?

3-What are the difficulties that grade 11 learners at an MOE school in RAK encounter in
dealing with grammatical cohesive device in writing from the perspectives of both teachers

and learners?



1.5 The Structure of the study

This study is divided into five parts:

Chapter 1 includes the background of the study, the research problem, the significance and
rationale of the study, the aims and research questions and the structure of the study. Chapter
2 includes the theoretical framework of the study and the theory that underpins the study.
The terms are presented through a detailed discussion of the conceptual framework.
Furthermore, a detailed and thematically organized literature review of previous studies
made on grammatical cohesive devices is presented. Chapter 3 provides the research
methodology and the used framework for data analysis. In this chapter, data collection tools
and ethical considerations are highlighted. Chapter 4 includes the findings and discussions
of the results of the study. Chapter 5 discusses the conclusion of the research findings, the

summary, limitations of the study and recommendations and suggestions for further research.



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Part One: Conceptual and Theoretical Framework
Conceptual Framework
2.1Text and Texture

Any written discourse in linguistics is considered a text. A text should have both
grammatical and lexical unity. Texture is what gives a text the unity and distinguishes it from
non-text. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976) defined cohesion as the semantic relation that is achieved
between different elements in a text. A text is considered cohesive when all the elements are

tied together in a way that enables the reader to understand what is written clearly.

2.2 Ties

A tie is a term that is used to refer to a single instant of cohesion. It links two cohesively
related items. The relation between this and table in the following sentence is a tie:

Clean this table, please!
The segment of any text can be characterized by the number and types of ties it has.
Reference, which is going to be discussed later, is one of the ties. Ties in a text enable us to

understand a text by analyzing it through its cohesive structure.

2.3 Cohesion

According to (Halliday & Hasan, 1976), cohesion represents a semantic concept; relations
of meaning are dealt with within a text. Cohesion happens when interpretation of one element
in a text requires the dependence on another element. The understanding of one element helps
in relating it to another element. In other word, Cohesion produces well-structured and
understandable texts. Cohesion represents a part of the system of the language. The

following part of the study discusses the different types of grammatical cohesive devices.

2.4 Grammatical Cohesion

Grammatical Cohesion is classified by Halliday and Hassan into four types: reference,

substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction.



2.4.1 Reference:

Reference can be identified as the inability to interpret one element semantically in a text
unless it is referred to by a different element in the text. Pronouns, articles, comparatives and

demonstratives are considered referring devices which refer to elements in the text.

2.4.2 Exophoric and endophoric reference:

Reference can be either exophoric or endophoric (M. Bloor & T. Bloor, 2013).

Exophoric reference is the need to look beyond the text to infer the interpreted referent in a
shared text by the writer and the reader. For example, in the following sentence:

This is a good suggestion!
To understand what this refers to, the reader should look outside the text or situation.

Unlike exophoric reference, the endophoric reference requires the reader to look inside the
text to get the meaning which lies in the text. Endophoric reference is divided into two types:
Anaphoric and cataphoric references. Paltridge (2012) defines Anaphoric reference as the
back reference of a word or a phrase to another word or a phrase previously mentioned in a
text. In the following example:

Ahmad went to the park. He went with his family.
He refers back to Ahmad; therefore, he is an anaphoric reference.

Different from anaphoric reference, cataphoric reference requires the reader to look forward
to another word or a phrase mentioned later in a text. The following sentence can be
considered as an example of cataphoric reference:

Although he was sick, Ahmad went to school.

In the previous sentence, the reader has to read the complete sentence to understand what he

refers to. He is a cataphoric reference that refers forward to Ahmad.

2.5 Substitution

The writer may use substitution to avoid repetition in a text. Substitution is different from
reference in the sense that in substitution the relation is between words, whereas, in reference
the relation is between meanings.

Nominal, verbal and clausal are three types of substitution.



2.5.1 Nominal substitution

Nominal substitution occurs when a noun or a nominal group is substituted with another
noun. One, ones and same are elements of this type. In the following example one substitutes
bag:

This bag is old. I will buy a new one.

2.5.2 verbal substitution

In verbal substitution, a verb or a verbal group is substituted with another verb. In this
type, do is the verb element that is used to substitute another verb or verbal group. The

following is an example of the verbal substitution:

I will finish my homework before you do!
In this example do substitutes finish homework.

2.5.3 Clausal substitution

Clausal substitution is used when clauses are substituted with so or not. The following
example is an illustration of the type:

A: Do you think that he will pass the test?

B: No, I don’t think so.

In this example so substitutes the clause will pass the test.

2.6 Ellipsis

Ellipsis occurs when an unnecessary item, which has been previously mentioned in a text, is
omitted and replacing it with nothing. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976) define it as similar to
substitution. According to them, the process of substitution is simply by zero. Ellipsis keeps
an anaphoric relation in a text as the omission happens within a text. Despite being omitted
from the text; the item can still be understood. Nominal, verbal and clausal are three types of

ellipsis.



2.6.1 Nominal ellipsis
Nominal ellipsis is illustrated by the following:
My sisters like sports. In fact, both love basketball.
In the second sentence, the nominal my sisters are omitted and replaced by nothing and the
meaning can still be understood.
2.6.2 Verbal ellipsis
Verbal ellipsis involves the omission of the verb. In the following sentence the verb been is
omitted in the second sentence (B) and replaced by nothing:
A: Have you ever been to Italy?
B: yes, | have.
2.6.3 Clausal ellipsis
In this type, the clause is omitted. The following is an example:
A: Who is playing tennis
B: Tom is.
The clause playing tennis is omitted in B.
2.7 Conjunction
Conjunction words are words or linking devices used to link sentences and phrases in a text.
They are different from other grammatical devices in the sense that they maintain a kind of
logical order that makes the text understandable for the reader.
There are four types of conjunctions: additive, adversative, causal, and temporal.
2.7.1 Additive Conjunctions:

These conjunctions are used to express adding information. Examples of this type are:
and, likewise, furthermore, in addition.

2.7.2 Adversative conjunctions

Adversative conjunctions are used to express contrast. Examples of this type are:
but, however, in contrast, whereas.

2.7.3 Temporal conjunctions

Temporal conjunctions are used to express time order of events. Examples of this type are:
finally, then, soon, at the same time.
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2.8 Theoretical Framework:

The last decades have witnessed conducting a lot of studies by linguists to explain and examine
cohesive devices. Halliday and Hasan model of cohesion has always been the main source of
the theatrical part of these studies. | have chosen Halliday and Hasan model of cohesion as a
theoretical framework for this study as it supports my research paper and closely related to the
purpose of the study. It will be the analytical framework that the study will use to analyze data
and answer the research questions. | have chosen this model as it still remains the most
important and comprehensive one. Despite modifications, Halliday and Hasan’s model

remains the most reliable one.

The notion of a cohesive tie elaborated the Halliday and Hasan’s interpretation of cohesion.
They referred to a cohesive tie as the tool needed to express a kind of link or occurrence of a
cohesively connected items. According to (Halliday and Hasan, 1976), in English, cohesive
ties are created in two ways: Lexical and grammatical cohesion. To help English learners use
English properly, linguistics has examined and explained each of these devices thoroughly.

Since the focus of this study is measuring the frequency grammatical cohesive devices in
students’ writing and their impact on the quality of writing, Halliday and Hasan’s model of
cohesion is considered as a suitable and reliable theoretical and analytical framework for the

study.

While lexical cohesion is considered by Halliday and Hasan (1976:274) as the effect of chosen
vocabulary and involves the connection of meanings in the text, grammatical cohesion
addresses or involves structural content. Four main cohesive ties categorize grammatical
cohesion: reference, substitution, ellipsis and conjunction. Halliday and Hasan’s contribution
to the field of cohesive devices remains the most outstanding and reliable one that helped
researchers and linguists to investigate the effectiveness of using cohesive ties. Their work has
always triggered investigations on difficulties that face learners in recognizing and using
cohesive devices in both first and second language. For example, Chapman and stokes
(1980) in their research on mastering cohesive devices by L1 British children proved that
children who are able to read fluently are able to recognize cohesive elements and thus are able

to see the text as an integrated semantic unit. One more example is Cohen (1979) who
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conducted a study to investigate students’ reading in English came up with the conclusion that
students have a problem with picking conjunctions, even the basic ones like however and
because.

According to (Bloor, 2004), Halliday and Hasan ‘s work (1976) still the most comprehensive,
reliable work that gives the fullest account of cohesive devices. Modifications: Despite being
a comprehensive and reliable one, many scholars exerted efforts to develop Halliday and
Hasan’s work to deepen the investigation on the field of cohesive ties and discover more their
impact on the quality of reading and writing. Hoey (1983, 1991), for example, in his study
investigated how cohesive elements or features work unify to form long, understandable and
cohesive texts. He dealt with cohesion from the point of view that it is related to some pattern
of rhetorical organization. He devoted a considerable attention on his work to the significance
of repetition and cohesive chains. Hoey’s contribution in his study generated ideas concerning
the role of the sentence in the text, which he considered as bearing two roles on both
grammatical and textual sides, a view that matches much literature reviews on the topic (Bloor,
2004). Halliday and Hassan’s work influenced other scholars such as Mann and Thompson
(1992), who collected different analyses on the same text made by different linguists. The
analyses resulted in different views in dealing with discourse may give different classifications
of text analysis.

Halliday and Matthiessen (1999) conducted further investigation on Halliday and Hasan’s
(1976) work shedding light on some neglected factors in the area of cohesion. They focused
on some theoretical perspectives in the area of cohesion. Despite being a role model for several
linguists in the field of language cohesion, Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) received some
criticism from other linguists, who found some shortcuts in their work. Doyle (1982), for
example, argues that Halliday and Hassan’s work (1976) does not approach the relationship
among hypotheses in the text; that relationship which is created by the writer and received then
recreated by the reader. Doyle (1982) criticized Halliday and Hassan (1976) for limiting the
perspective of their work to the area of discussion of meaning and neglecting other areas such

as internal propositions inside the textual world.

Doyle (1982), claims that Halliday and Hassan (1976) imposed restrictions on themselves

that prevented any kind of observations that might result in more interesting outcomes to the
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study more than those they came up with. Doyle (1982) sees that by sticking to analyzing the
surface structure of discourse, Halliday and Hassan (1976) imposed a restriction on the
relationships which their model may produce. Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) work on cohesion
seems to form the analytical and coding framework for linguists, scholars, educators to
conduct their studies and design materials to enrich the field of language on both semantic
and structural levels in English language classrooms.

2.9 Literature Review

There is a huge number of studies that have investigated and examined the use of
grammatical cohesive devices in students’ writing. This has been evident since the Halliday
and Hasan have created the 1976 model of cohesion. This section of the dissertation reviews
the previous studies that have examined the use of grammatical cohesive devices in different
types of writing. This part is split into two main sections: review of literature regarding the
use of grammatical cohesive devices in academic context and review of previous studies

dealing with the use of grammatical cohesive devices in non-academic context.

2.9.1 Cohesive devices examined in written academic texts

The current part of the literature review focuses on comparing several studies that have
resulted in various conclusions in terms of the use of grammatical cohesive devices in

academic essays.

Dikilitas (2012) conducted a research in order to analyze a number of grammatical cohesive
devices e.g. reference, ellipsis, substitution, and conjunction in non-native narrative
compositions of 26 Turkish students. The study aimed at comparing the relationship between
the density of grammatical cohesive devices and the quality of writing in both Turkish and
English languages. The results of the study showed that non-native writers had less frequent
use of conjunctions compared to other types of grammatical cohesive devices. This is a clear
contradiction to the results reached by Hinkel (2008) in which the non-native students’
writing texts showed an abundant use of conjunctions, particularly however, therefore,

similarly, and then. Moreover, regarding the relationship between the use of grammatical
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cohesive devices and the quality of students’ writing, the results reached by Dikilitas (2012)
oppose those concluded by Witte & Faigley (1981), in which the former did not identify any
sort of relation between the amount of grammatical cohesive devices and the quality of

students’ written essays.

In a different study conducted by Suningsih (2016), the researcher worked on investigating
the frequency of using grammatical and lexical cohesive devices in Indonesian students
writing using the 1976 model of cohesion by Halliday and Hasan. The study is important
since the researcher compares the frequency of using cohesive devices among three
proficiency levels: pre-intermediate, advanced and academic writing courses. The findings
of the study showed that reference is quite common among the highest proficiency levels
(both the advanced and academic courses) whereas substitution is not related to the level of
proficiency. What is considered a surprising finding of the study is that the higher the
students’ proficiency level is, the less frequent use of conjunctions, ellipsis, and lexical
cohesion. Similar to the results of other studies in this regard, Suningsih (2016) found out
that some students had frequent errors in the implementation of grammatical cohesive
devices in students’ writing compositions. In harmony of this study, Hidayanto (2015)
investigated the use of cohesive devices in students’ expository essays written by students
who are studying English Literature in their third semester. The results of this research
resemble those reached by Suningsih (2016), in which reference counted among the most
frequently used grammatical cohesive device. However, some parts of the results reached
contradict those of Suningsih (2016) where students could employ all types of grammatical

cohesive devices.

Another study by Abdulrahman (2013) examined the differences between Omani student-
teachers and native English speakers in their use of cohesive devices in descriptive writing.
The results of the study are harmonious with those concluded by Dikilitas (2012), in which
there has been a great difference between natives and non-natives in the frequency of
implementing cohesive devices as well as the type of devices used. Moreover, this goes in
line of agreement with the previous studies that non-natives suffer a great deal of difficulty
regarding utilizing grammatical and lexical cohesive devices in their essay writing. Another
study that is in harmony of both Abdulrahman (2013) and Dikilitas (2012) is conducted by
Liu and Braine (2005). Both researchers examined the use of cohesive devices on 96 Chinese
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undergraduate students, and the study findings state that students had an obstacle in terms of

implementing cohesive devices in their argumentative essay writing.

In the same context, Yan and Sun (2012) examined the utilization of cohesive devices in
argumentative essay writing on Chinese learners of English while varying the learners’ level
of language proficiency in order to reveal the connection between the density of cohesive
devices and the quality of students’ writing. The authors stated that the quality of students’
writing reflected the appropriate implementation of cohesive devices regardless of their EFL
proficiency levels. In a similar research, Al-Jarf (2001) performed a study using 59
participants that are non-native English speakers and who study at king Saud University in
KSA. The findings of the study quite resemble those reached by other researchers including
Liu and Braine (2005) in which students had problems dealing with and using some
grammatical cohesive devices including substitution, reference, and ellipsis. Similar results
were reached by Ahmed (2010) who examined Egyptian students’ English writing. This
context is similar to that of Al-Jarf (2001) as both examined cohesive devices use by Arab
learners of English. Therefore, the results are in harmony of those reached by Ahmed (2010).
This confirmed that students who had low proficiency levels created non-cohesive texts due
to the errors and misunderstanding of employing cohesive devices in their writing.

Bahaziq (2016) investigated the use of cohesive devices in students’ written examination of
The Michigan English Language Assessment Battery, which is required for studying in an
English-speaking country. The researcher analyzed learners’ utilization of cohesive devices
in written discourse. In this context, the results of the study are the same as those reached by
Hinkel (2008) in which learners used both reference and conjunctions more than any other
category of cohesive ties. On the contrary, these results represent a clear contradiction of the
findings reached by Dikilitas (2012) where these two categories were the least frequent in
Turkish learners of English as a foreign language. In the same context, a similar study was
conducted by Hidayat (2016) in order to examine students’ usage of grammatical cohesive
devices, particularly references. The results are in harmony of those reached by many other
researchers including Suningsih (2016), in which students used references the most,

especially anaphoric references.
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Tahsildar and Yusoff (2018) conducted a study to investigate if teaching cohesive devices to
40 L2 Malaysian learners would affect their written texts accuracy and coherence. The results
were positive as students showed increased awareness of the effectiveness of using cohesive
devices on their written texts and they provided well written texts in terms of coherence.
Also, the findings of the study stated that there is a close relation between the density of
cohesive devices used and the overall quality of writing as reflected by students’ scores. The
study results are valid and reliable since the researcher used descriptive statistics data
analysis, paired sample t-test, pre-test, and post-test. Although some researchers reached
positive results regarding the use of cohesive devices in written discourse, others believe that
it is a contradiction as there is hardly any agreement among all researchers who have
investigated cohesive devices ( Emad, 2014; lzumi 2011; Mckay, 2007; Aidinlou, 2012 ;
Hinkle, 2001).

Regarding the relation between cohesion density and the quality of writing, some researchers
did not identify any connection between them such as Castro (2004) who investigated both
grammatical and lexical cohesion in 30 EFL Pilipino students whose essays were ranked low,
average, and high. The results showed that there is no significance number in the amount of
cohesive devices used and the quality of writing. In the same context, Zhang (2000)
concluded similar results to Castro (2004) through a study conducted on 107 expository texts
written by Chinese learners of English. Both researchers could not identify any significant
link between the frequency of cohesive ties and the writing quality. on the contrary, Liu and
Braine (2005) reached a different conclusion where they identified a significant link between
cohesive ties, especially the high use of reference and conjunctions, and the quality of

writing.

Similar studies regarding cohesive devices were conducted on paragraph level rather than
full essays or texts such as Othman (2019), who examined 40 paragraphs of Saudi learners
of English at Tabuk University. Although the findings of the study are in harmony of
previous studies e.g. Hinkel (2008) and others, in which the most frequently used cohesive

devices were conjunctions and reference. This is contradictory to the findings reached by
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other researchers including Dikilitas (2012) where these two categories were the least
common in students written essays. What is more, the results of the study conducted by
Othman (2019) are considered reliable and valid since the researcher used the mixed-
methods approach to validate the date. The findings of the study are in harmony with many
other studies in which L2 learners of English had more errors in using cohesive ties in their
written discourse than native speakers. Alzankawi (2017) conducted a study to examine
Kuwaiti learners of English use of cohesive devices in descriptive written texts. In this
context, the results are opposite to those identified by authors including Castro (2004) and
Zhang (2000). According to Alzankawi (2017), there is a positive correlation between the
amount of cohesive devices used and the overall writing quality (score) and reference was
the most common grammatical cohesive device in students writing. This result is harmonious
with Liu and Braine (2005) and Saud (2015), in which the latter reported that good students

used more cohesive devices than weak students.

Another study conducted by Cho (2014) in Korea to investigate the use of cohesive ties in
textbooks and Korean college students’ written texts. The researcher relied on Halliday and
Hasan (1976) model of cohesion as the framework of analysis, just like many other studies
in this regard. The study findings resemble those of other researchers in which L2 learners
tended to overuse and misuse cohesive devices in written discourse (Suningsih, 2016;
Hidayanto, 2015; Othman, 2015). in the same context, Kargozari et al. (2012) conducted a
study to examine the implementation of cohesive devices in 180 different compositions of
different categories (expository, argumentative, and descriptive). This is dissimilar to most
of the previous studies that focus on analyzing one essay category at a time. The study
findings are in harmony of other studies in which reference and conjunctions ranked first and
second respectively in students’ written compositions. Additionally, students showed
inability to control cohesive ties in a proper way that imitates native speakers’ use of cohesive
ties. In a more elaboration, Wahby (2014) conducted a study to examine pre-intermediate
level students’ use of cohesive devices in their written compositions. The results showed a
positive correlation between cohesive density and students’ mark (writing quality).
furthermore, students who had better cohesive awareness and knowledge employed well-

written and organized cohesive texts.
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In a different context, Ahmad, Mahmood, and Siddique (2019) investigated the use of
cohesive ties in 50 abstracts of research papers written by Pakistani researchers. In harmony
with the previous studies, the researchers identified reference as the most frequently used
cohesive device and it aims at achieving a directive rather than referential function. Although
the aim of their study was quite different, Crossley and McNamara (2010) found out that
cohesive ties are essential to the overall quality of written essays and compositions. In
addition, Fareed et al. (2016) focused their research on identifying the obstacles faced by
Pakistani undergraduate ESL in their written essays along with identifying possible causes
and solutions of these issues in order to improve Pakistani ESL learners’ writing quality.
This study is more important than many other studies in this aspect since it address the
problems faced by ESL learners as well as suggest solutions to overcome them. Issues such
as untrained teachers, lack of reading and insufficient linguistic proficiency were the main
issues identified by the researcher in this regard. Moreover, the study recommended solutions
such as training teachers, increasing students reading skills, and running writing competitions

to rise students’ awareness about the effectiveness of cohesive ties in written discourse.
2.9.2 Cohesive Devices Examined in Non-Academic Written Texts

However, the focus of this study is investigating grammatical cohesive devices in academic
texts, this sub-section of literature review focuses on the studies made to investigate the

impact of using appropriate grammatical cohesive devices in non-academic texts.

Muhammad Afzaal, Kaibao Hu, Muhammad llyas Chishti2 & Muhammad Imran ( 2019 )
conducted a study aiming to examine the different patterns of cohesive devices using the
cohesion model of Halliday and Hasan in 1976. The study includes both grammatical and
lexical cohesion. From grammatical cohesive devices, the study includes the most commonly
used devices such as reference and conjunction as well as other less used devices such as
substitution and ellipsis. The study uses some weekly published articles as a material of
analysis. The study came up with the result that referencing, conjunction, ellipsis and
substitution are currently used in non-academic writings. However, from grammatical
cohesive devices, reference is the most commonly used as it outnumbers other types of

grammatical cohesive devices. One of the drawbacks of the study is that it does not use a
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variety of materials to carry out a comprehensive investigation on cohesive devices in non-
academic texts; it uses only news articles as a single material. The study does not include
any other non-academic materials such as poems or political speeches. If other previously
mentioned materials were added, the study would be more enriched and deeper. One more
drawback of the study is that it does not refer to any differences between academic and no-
academic writing. A comparison could have been done between the use of cohesive in
academic and non-academic writing. The occurrence of some devices such as ellipsis and
substitution in students’ writing is for sure different from that in news articles. One of the
strong points of the study is that it highlights the simplicity of introducing information in
news article writing. Information could be introduced directly through directness, simplicity

or tightness. It could be also introduced indirectly through uncommon details or use of direct

statement with sarcastic turn at the end.

Another study conducted by Hoda Neisil, Bahman Gorjian ( 2017 ) focused on one type of
grammatical cohesive devices ; their study focuses on comparing and analyzing reference as
cohesive device in written English political articles. They compared articles written by native
American writers to articles written by Iranian writers. Similar to the previous study, the
study uses one type of materials which is news articles. However, the study is different from
the previous study in that it uses only one type of articles, whereas the previous study uses
varied types of articles. The study does not address other types of grammatical cohesive
devices such as substitution, ellipsis or conjunction which weakens the study and does not
give broader and more in-depth results. One good point about the study is that compares
articles written by native and no-native writers; that kind of comparison gives the reader a
good idea about the nature of L1 interference specially in using demonstrative and personal
articles. The occurrence of these devices is for sure different in pieces of writing written by
native writers from that written by no-native writers. Although the study is made in 2017,
the literature review of it covers studies from 1995 to 2001. Only one study from 2006 is
included. There is a gap that could have been filled up to the time of the study. The study
could not make use of other recent studies that have been made in this field. The discussion
and conclusion of the study provide a detailed description of the findings of the study and
answer the research questions raised in the introduction. The big number of articles; 100

articles written by American native writers and 100 articles written by Iranian writers helps
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the study to provide reliable results that enable researchers in this field to make use of them.
The study positively uses a framework of analysis that suits the focus of the study. It uses a
checkilist that has three or four types of reference concerned with cohesive devices including

comparative, personal and demonstrative references.

Addressing a different type of non-academic type of writing, Kaur (2015) uses the model of
Halliday and Hasan (1976) to analyze cohesive devices in one of John Keats’s poems (Ode
to Autumn). The study’s main focus is describing the role of cohesive devices used in the
poem in linking its parts together which is considered a logical role of cohesive devices. The
study by Kaur (2015) lacked an essential part that gives a study a reason for being
contributive in the field of study; the absence of the literature review part makes it difficult

to identify any kind of contribution of the study or filling a gap in the field of study.

Similarly, Yeibo (2012) tries to investigate the role of particular grammatical cohesive
devices, ellipsis, conjunction and reference in the poems of J.P. Clark-Bekederemo. Yeibo
in his study does not go far from Kaur (2015) goes; he limits his study to the contribution of
grammatical cohesive devices in linking the sentences of the texts together. The
concentration is on the value of the devices as text-biding. Paramartha (2013), focuses on
substitution as a cohesive device in analyzing Bernard Shaw’s play Pygmalion. He includes
a list of quotes where this device has been used as a means to internally link the sentences in
the text. His contribution in this study does not provide different results from the previous
studies as it still revolves around the same focus, which is the role of cohesive devices in

strongly binding the parts of a text.

Addressing the world of media, Yin (2015), examines the types of conjunctions in broadcast
news and written news. He carries his investigation using patterns at three levels, which are
form, meaning and position. A clear and easy seen strength of the study is that it provides a
thorough coverage of previous studies made on conjunction and the concepts related to it in
a profound number of studies. Concluding that previous studies have not deeply investigated
and discussed the three levels of form, meaning and position, Yin (2015) in his study
contributed remarkably to the field of study by filling this gap in his paper. The qualitative
method of analysis used in this study may justify the use of small corpus of the study. The
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study concludes that conjunction can serve a total of 14 meanings which are present in the
model produced by Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) if we exclude listing.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research Methods
This part of the study will be dealing with the following points:
1-What methods of research will be followed?

2-What methods and data collection will be used?
In this study, a mixed —method approach will be used. Both quantitative and qualitative
approaches will be used in this paper to address knowledge claims made in the study.

Quantitative and qualitative data will be converged to provide a kind of comprehensive study.

3.1.1 Quantitative Research Method

The goal of a quantitative research method is to describe the relationship between a
dependent and independent variables. A quantitative research method can be either a
descriptive, in which subjects are measured once, or experimental, which measure subjects
before and after a treatment. A descriptive study formulates a kind of association between

variables whereas, experimental study formulates causality.

A quantitative research study is a numeric one which deals in numbers, logic in an objective
attitude. The kind of data which quantitative research studies deal with is numeric and
unchanging. It uses convergent reasoning rather than divergent reasoning. Creswell (2009)
states that a researcher in a quantitative method uses certain tools of inquiry such as

questionnaires and experiments in order to produce numerical data.

Main characteristics of a quantitative method:
_ Structured research tools are used to collect data.

_ It uses large sample sizes, that represent the population, to build results.

_ The research study can be reproduced or repeated to gain its highest reliability.

_ It has clear and defined research questions which the researcher seeks to find objective
answers.

_ All study aspects are properly designed before gathering data.
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_ Data are designed in the form of numbers and statistics and arranged in the form of tables,
figures, charts or in other non-textual form.

_ It can use a project to generalize perspectives, anticipate future results, or investigate
occasional relationships.

_ The tools of the researcher are questionnaires or computer software to collect numerical
data.

A qualitative study classifies features, count them, the designs a model of statistics
to explain the relationship between all counted features.

3.1.2 Qualitative Research Method:

According to Taylor, Bogdan and De Vault (2015), The term qualitative implies a focus on
the quality of the aspects of the study. It also implies an emphasis on the meanings of the
procedures that a quantitative method examines such as frequency, quantity or amount.
Danzin and Lincoln (2000) agree that qualitative research methods are significant in the
sense that they help the researchers to see things in their natural environment while trying to

investigate a phenomenon.

Qualitative studies seek to explain the relationship between what is studied and the
researcher. Qualitative studies do not concentrate on numerical figures for the sake of
numbers, they concentrate on the social or natural indicators these numbers express.
Qualitative researchers’ concern is investigating the impact of a certain quantitative
procedure on the performance of a targeted category or sample. Qualitative methods are

considered by many social scientists as a view to apply a value-focused type of research.

3.1.2.1 Characteristics of the Qualitative Method:

3.1.2.1.1 The design
The qualitative method of research is a naturalistic one which does not imply predetermined
restrictions or limitations on the findings of the study. The researcher here is prepared or

expects results that may emerge; he studies real-life situations.
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_ The researcher in this kind of method avoids stiff or unyielding designs that may restrict
the acceptance of new emerging concepts or results.

_ Qualitative methods are purposeful in the sense that they take people, organizations,
communities or cultures as cases or samples for their studies. These categories are chosen as
cases or samples of the study for the reason that they are true indicators of the purpose of the
study and they truly express the aimed insight of the phenomenon of the study, rather than

numerical or empirical consideration.

3.1.2.1.2 Data Collection

Qualitative methods use certain tools that help achieve the purpose of the studies such as
observations that provide in-depth understanding of the phenomenon and help the researcher
measures closely what he seeks to investigate. Interviews also is another tool that qualitative
methods use to capture direct quotations about the views of the people subject of the study

concerning a certain topic.

3.1.2.1.3 Personal experience

The researcher is involved in direct contact with people and situations that represent the
focus of the study. The researcher’s personal experiences play a great role in the inquiry of
the topic of research.

3.1.2.1.4 Companionate neutrality

Compassionate neutrality and bias are characteristics of data collection procedure. This
companionate or emphatic neutrality requires the researcher work with openness and without

any previous judgements.

3.1.2.1.5 Dynamic systems

The researcher is always attentive and mindful to changes of system or situational dynamics.
The researcher is attentive to any kind of change in all cases such in case the sample is a

community or individuals.
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3.1.2.2 Characteristics of analysis in a qualitative method:
3.1.2.2.1 Unique Case Orientation:

_ Each case is considered a special and unique case in a qualitative study. An individual case
is the first level of the research to collect details of the cases of the study. Then a cross-case

study follows that based on the captured responses taken from individual.

3.1.2.2.2Inductive Analysis

Findings are confirmed after immersion in details and specific data of the study. Inter-
relationships are discovered guided by analysis rather than predetermined rules.

3.1.2.2.3 Comprehensive perspective:

The phenomenon or topic of the study is handled as comprehensive and integrated system
rather than as the sum of its parts. The focus is on the system dynamics that is not restricted
to cause and effect relationship or a variable that may assume only a countable, and usually

finite, number of values.

3.1.2.2.4 Context sensitive:

Qualitative methods have their own temporal and spatial considerations. The researcher is
careful about the time and place where his tools applied. Generalizations can be made
concerning time and place. Changing the time and place of an observation could influence
the response of individuals or communities; for example, if a class is observed in the begging

of a school day, it will give different observations from those taken at the end of school day.

3.1.2.2.5 Voice, perspective, and reflexivity:

The researcher in this type of research adopts a balanced attitude that combines both
objectivity and subjectivity. A complete objectivity is a far-fetched aim and pure
subjectivity undermines credibility. Qualitative researchers are reflective about their
own voice. They convey a credible voice and authenticity.

According to Creswell (2009), through applying a quantitative research approach, the

researcher uses some statistical tools such as questionnaires and experiments to collect
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numerical data. Additionally, qualitative research method examines the relationship

between variables.

To achieve the purpose of the current study and answer the three research questions a
mixed-approach, which combines both quantitative and qualitative methods, has been
applied. According to Creswell and Clark (2007), a researcher may use both
quantitative and qualitative methods in one study while collecting and analyzing data
so as to achieve a deeper investigation of the research problem. Moreover, using a
mixed method approach gives the researcher the option of coming up with a better
interpretation of the topic of investigation than using one of the approaches alone
(Cersswell,2008). Meanwhile, “mixed methods research is necessary to address both the
“what” (numerical and qualitative data) and “how or why” (qualitative) sorts of research

questions” (Cohen, Morrison & Manion, 2011, p. 25).

To answer research questions one and two, the study has applied the quantitative
research method. To answer the first research question of the study, the researcher has
implemented the quantitative descriptive statistics to measure the frequency of each
grammatical cohesive device involved in the study. To the second research question,
the researcher has applied the quantitative correlational statistics approach to investigate
the overall correlation between the number of grammatical cohesive devices used by grade
11 L2 learners in their descriptive essays and quality of their writing. According to Apuke

(2017), a correlational study investigate the different features and variables of two entities.

To answer the third research question , a descriptive qualitative method has been used. The
third research questions investigates the difficulties that grade 11 learners at an MOE school
in RAK encounter in dealing with grammatical cohesive devices in writing from the
perspectives of both teachers and learners. Therefore, semi-structured interviews have been
utilized to conduct this qualitative method trying to answer the third research question. Four
grade 11 teachers were chosen to be interviewed about the difficulties encountered by the
students they teach and also investigate the impact of this on the quality of writing. Teachers
were also interviewed about the way they teach grammatical cohesive devices and how often

they include them in their teaching of grammar. The teachers’ semi-structured interviews
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also included their views on the feedback they give their students concerning grammatical
cohesive devices after marking their essays. In the same context, ten students were chosen to
be interviewed. These students were selected according to their academic level. They were
chosen according to their academic attainment in the end of term exam. Students were
divided into three levels. Those who got below 8 out of 16 were regarded as low, students
who got between 8 and 13 were regarded as average, while those who got above 13 were

categorized as above level.

The nature of semi-structured interviews allows the interviewees to express their own view
freely in their own words. Semi-structured interviews use open-ended questions that do not
have specific or set of answers. For this reason, the data that semi-structured interviews
provide is reliable and comparable. (Glesne, 2015) assumes that semi-structured interviews

support the researcher’s deep investigation of the complexity of the topic under investigation.

The below table includes a summary of research methods and instruments used in the current
study:

Research Questions Approach Participants Instrument
What is the frequency of each Quantitative 44-grade 11 | Manual annotation
type of grammatical cohesive descriptive students in an | + Coh-Metrix.
devices in grade 11 L2 learners’ | statistics MOE School in
writing a descriptive essay? approach RAK , UAE
2_ What is the overall correlation | Quantitative 44-Grade 11 | Pearson correlation
between the total number of correlational students in an | coefficient.
grammatical cohesive devices statistics MOE  Private
used and grade 11 learners’ mark | @Pproach School in RAK,
in writing a descriptive essay? UAE
3_ What are the difficulties that | Qualitative 4 English | Semi-structured
grade 11 learners at an MOE descriptive teachers and 10 | interviews (open-
school in RAK encounter in approach Grade 11 | ended questions).
dealing with grammatical students in an
cohesive device in writing from MOE  Private
the perspectives of both teachers School in RAK,
and learners. UAE.

Table 1: a summary of research methods
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3.3 Framework of Analysis

Being the most popular model of cohesion and due to reliability and popularity in almost all
of studies that investigate cohesive devices, Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) model of cohesion

was selected as the framework of analysis in this study.

3.3.1 Data Collection and Corpus

The corpus used in this study is 45 descriptive essays (n= 45) written by grade 11 students
in an MOE Private school in RAK, but one student was absent. Therefore, the final sample
data were collected from 44 (n=44) grade 11 students; 19 female students and 25 male
students. All the students are no-natives; they come from different Arab nationalities.
Qualitative data are collected from 4 teachers and 10 students through semi-structured

interviews.

3.3.2 Writing Prompt:

Students were asked to write a four-paragraph descriptive essay of at least 180 words in a
90- minute exam session. Students were asked to write about the use of internet and social

media. They were asked to include the following information:

_ What people use in the internet and social media for

_ the advantages of using the internet and social media

_ how people stay safe

3.3.3 The writing Rubric

The written essays were graded a 16 —mark comprehensive writing rubric generated by the
MOE assessment department. The rubric is used by teachers while marking students’ written
exams.

The rubric contained the following evaluation elements:

Task Completion ( 4 marks )

Vocabulary (4 marks)

Grammar (4 marks)

Organization ( 4 marks )
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The sample essays were marked by five English teachers who taught grade 11 and 12 and
have the sufficient experience in dealing with writing skill. The SSPS was used to calculate
inter-rates consistency. All writing samples of the study were collected and a manual
annotation was made by the researcher to measure the frequency of four targeted
grammatical cohesive devices types.

Then the Coh-Metrix was used to confirm the reliability of the frequency of occurrence of
each grammatical cohesive device found in the corpus. Furthermore, Pearson Correlation
Coefficient was used to identify the link between the total number of cohesive devices and

the quality of students’ writing as reflected by the scores given by the graders.

3.4 Ethical Considerations

Before carrying out the study, an informed consent forms were obtained of all the participants
from the researcher. The researcher told the participants that their names would not be
mentioned in the study or published anywhere. Anonymity and confidentiality were
guaranteed. A written consent form was obtained from the school principal of upon

informing him of the rationale and significance of the present study.

29



CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS AN DISCUSSIONS

The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings and discussions of the results generated
from research approaches and instruments used in the study to answer the research questions.
This chapter is divided into two sections; the first section illustrates and discusses the
qualitative findings, whereas the second section (4.2) mainly addresses the qualitative

findings and discussions.

4.1 Quantitative findings and discussion

This part will provide the data results that constitute the answer to the quantitative research
questions 1 and 2. The first research question examines the frequency of occurrence of each
type of grammatical cohesive device identified in a descriptive essay written by grade 11 L2
learners, who represent the sample of the current research paper. Therefore, Table 2 presents
the overall frequency of grammatical cohesive devices.

Reference substitution Ellipsis Conjunction
total 1013 56 104 645
percentage 55.72 3.08 5.72 35.48

Table 2: The overall frequency of grammatical cohesive devices in grade 11 L2 students’ essay
writing

From the above table, it can be clearly noticed that reference was the most frequently used
grammatical cohesive device among all four categories at 55.72 %. Conjunction was the
second frequently used grammatical cohesive device at 35.48 %. The difference between the
use of reference and conjunction was 20.24. Reference and conjunction constituted 91.25 of
the total use of the four included categories. Ellipsis came as the third frequently used
category among the four categories at 5.725%, whereas substitution ranked as the least
frequently used category among the four categories at 3.08 %. Substitution and ellipsis
constitute a very low percentage of 8.8 % of the total percentage. These findings were similar
to those of Hinkel (2008) and Suningsih (2016), in which the most frequently used cohesive

devices were conjunctions and reference.

30

total
1818
%100



2000

1818
1800
1600
1400
1200 1013
1000
800 645
600
400
200 @72 08 0592 035.48 0E00%
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Seriesl 0 0 0 0 0
Series2 1013 56 104 645 1818
Series3 55.72 3.08 5.72 35.48 100%

Chart 1 shows the overall distribution of the frequency of grammatical cohesive devices

identified in L2 learners’ writing.

Table 2 and chart 1 are significant indicators of that grade 11 L2 learners used a number of
1818 grammatical cohesive devices in 44 descriptive essays, which cannot be considered an
immense number. Table 2 and chart 1 show the awareness of students to use grammatical
cohesive devices to produce high quality writing but they also clearly highlight the students’
inability to include all other grammatical cohesive devices in their essays. The high rate of
reference and conjunction significantly indicated the dominance of these two types in

students’ essay, which showed students’ inability to use the four involved categories.

The remarkably low percentage of ellipsis and substitution, 8.8 % in total, indicated the
difficulties students face with using these types of grammatical cohesive devices. These two
types were almost absent in students’ writing. The emergence of these difficulties according
to the numerical results was behind conducting the qualitative approach of the study through
semi-structured interviews with students and teachers to investigate in-depth these
difficulties. Qualitative method in the study provided the researcher with an in-depth view
of the nature of difficulties that encounter learners in writing, in particular in using all

categories of grammatical cohesive devices.
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The following subsections give a detailed analysis of the four categories of grammatical
cohesive devices targeted in this study, and how they were identified in the participants’

essay writing:

4.1.1 Reference

Statistics
reference
total

N Valid 45
Missing 1
Mean 45.022
Median 24.000
Mode 17.02
Std. Deviation 148.0463
Range 1012.0
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 1013.0
Sum 2026.0

Table 3: The frequency of reference in students’ essays
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According to the data in table 3 reference is the most frequently used grammatical cohesive
devices types in students’ writing. The minimum number of reference devices used was 1.0
and the maximum number was 1013.0. Students of grade 11 used 1013 reference devices in
their essays distributed as follows:806 cataphoric devices, 104 exophoric devices and 103

endophoric devices. Example 1 shows the use of different reference types:

On the other hand, of course it has some drawbacks which can be bad for us . firstly, it can
waste a lot of our time for example, people like using it just for having fun and playing games
and this we can call it a waste of time . Secondly ,it leads to back problems because we
spend a lot of time using it without sitting in proper way. A lot of people think that it has no
problems. Finally, it leads to eye problems it can easily harm or effect our eyes if we use it

for long hours.

33



Within the above paragraph the student used this as an exophoric device; the reader has to
look behind the text to know exactly what this refers to. “It ” was used 9 times as an anaphoric
device; it has the function of back reference, which is defined as the back reference of a word
or a phrase to another word or a phrase previously mentioned in a text. The repletion of it in
the paragraph shows the inability of the student to use it in a proper way without the need of

repeating it many times.

In this context, the results of the study are the same as those reached by Hinkel (2008) in
which learners used both reference and conjunctions more than any other category of
cohesive ties. In the same context, a similar study was conducted by Hidayat (2016) in order
to examine students’ usage of grammatical cohesive devices, particularly references. The
results are in harmony of those reached by many other researchers including Suningsih
(2016), in which students used references the most, especially anaphoric references. On the
contrary, these results represent a clear contradiction of the findings reached by Dikilitas
(2012) where these two categories were the least frequent in Turkish learners of English as

a foreign language.

4.1.2 Conjunctions

Statistics

total
N Valid 45

Missing 1

Mean 28.667
Median 15.000
Mode 11.0
Std. Deviation 94.3022
Range 645.0
Minimum .0
Maximum 645.0
Sum 1290.0

Table 4: The frequency of conjunction in students’ essays
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Chart 3 : the frequency of conjunction in students’ writing

Conjunction was the second most frequently used grammatical cohesive device of students’
writing with the total percentage of 35.48 %. The minimum number of conjunction was .0
and maximum number was 645.0. The mean was 28.677 and the mode was11 .0. Students
in their essays used 443 additives, 154 temporal conjunctions and 48 adversatives with the
total number of 645 conjunctions. The dominance of additives in students’ writing is an
indicator of the interference of L1; Arabs in their spoken discourse use additives regularly,

which represent a characteristic of spoken and written Arabic discourse. Example 1

illustrates the students’ use of temporal conjunctions in their essays:

Firstly, never for ever deal with unknown accounts or websites, they can be hackers and they
can steal your information. Secondly, don 't use social media for bad reasons specially kids

and teenagers. Thirdly, using the internet for long time has bad effects on your health.

Finally, don’t communicate with strangers.
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Example 2 illustrates the students’ use of additives conjunctions in their essays:

after talking the good things, internet made in our lifestyle, we shouldn 't
forget that there might be some problems we are facing while using the internet we
should be careful while using the internet.

Example 3 illustrates the students’ use of adversative conjunctions in their essays:

Of course social media has some disadvantages but on the other hand we should avoid them.
However, the bright side of the internet and social media is that people became open to the

world around them.

In example 2 , uses and twice in a run-on sentence; one of them preceded by one more
additive , which is furthermore. The repeated appearance of and in the students’ writings
goes back to the interference of L1. All the participants in the study are Arabs which justifies
the repeated usage of the additive and. The alternative Arabic word for and is frequently
used by Arabs in their oral or written discourse. When investigating this problem in- depth
through brainstorming activities that precede the writing procedure, it was discovered that
students think in Arabic then write down their ideas in English. The result of that is the
misuse of some additives such as and . Thisis a significant indicator that non-native students
suffer a great deal of difficulty regarding utilizing grammatical cohesive devices in their
essay writing.

In example 3 two adversatives were presented, but and however, as examples of adversative
conjunction. In the first sentence the student used but in its right place to represent a contrast.
However, she followed it by on the other hand, which represents the interference of L1. The
influence of L1 in Arabic oral discourse clearly appears in this example. The use of however
in the second example seemed to be less influenced by L 1 since the student used it in a
proper way.

Dikilita (2012) and Hinkel (2008) have two contradicting results conducted by their studies
on grammatical cohesive devices. Hinkel (2008) sees that the most frequently used cohesive
devices were conjunctions and reference, which goes in parallel with the current study
results, whereas Dikilitas (2012) sees these two categories as the least common in students

written essays, which clearly contradicts with the findings of the recent study. The recent
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study findings spots some problems such as the overuse and misuse of some types of
grammatical cohesive devices in written discourse such as and, which emerges mainly from

interference of L1.

4.1.3 Ellipsis
Statistics
total
N Valid 45
Missing 1
Mean 4.622
Median 3.000
Mode 3.0
Std. Deviation 15.2767
Range 104.0
Minimum .0
Maximum 104.0
Sum 208.0
Table 5: The frequency of ellipsis in students’ essays
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Chart 4 Frequency of ellipsis in students’ writing.
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According to table 4 and chart 4, ellipsis was the third most frequently used grammatical
cohesive device in students’ writing at a total number of 104 in all essays. In their essays,
Students used 54 nominal devices, 26 clausal devices and 24 verbal devices. The minimum

number of ellipsis used was ( .0 ) , whereas the maximum number used was ( 104) .

Example 4

Sentence 1 -There are websites that sell different goods at good prices , some are

international.

Sentence 2_Social media has many advantages, one of the most important is

communication.

Sentence 3 -Nowadays we live in a world of technology that means everything has
developed, but not all countries in the world

Sentence 4 _ In dealing with social media you have to take the risk so, parents should
observe their kids so as they

Sentences 1 and 2 are examples of nominal ellipsis, the student in example sentence 1

omitted the word websites and referred to it by the word some.

Sentence 2 is another example of nominal ellipsis; the noun advantages is omitted and

referred to by the word one.

Sentence 3 represents an example of verbal ellipsis, which is rare in students’ writings. The

verb developed was omitted.

Sentence 4 provides an example of a different type of ellipsis, which is clausal. Clausal

ellipsis also appears rarely in students’ essays. The clause take the risk is omitted.

The number of used ellipsis with all its types in students’ wirings and the way they used
them., indicated a significant difficulty in using this type of grammatical cohesive devices.
Participants showed a limited ability to implement ellipsis in their writing, they seemed to
be unable to use the three types of the ellipsis, and when tried to use them in places of the

writing, the outcome was an indicator of misuse. The reason behind this difficulty was
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investigated in the findings of the qualitative part of the study. The findings of the recent
study are in harmony with the study conducted by Suningsih (2016), who sees that the higher
students’ proficiency level is, the less frequent use of ellipsis. Al-Jarf (2001), Liu and Braine
(2005), Ahmed (2010) in their studies conclude that students had problems dealing with

using some grammatical cohesive devices including substitution, reference, and ellipsis.

4.1.4 Substitution

Statistics
total

N Valid 45

Missing 1
Mean 2.489
Median 1.000
Mode .0
Std. Deviation 8.2507
Range 56.0
Minimum .0
Maximum 56.0
Sum 112.0

Table 6: The frequency of substitution in students’ essays
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Chart 5 Frequency of substitution in students’ writing.
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Substitution was the fourth most frequently used grammatical cohesive device among all
four categories at 56 devices in total. The minimum number of substitution was (.0) whereas
the maximum number was 56. Students in their essays included 13 nominal substitutions, 40
verbal substitutions and only 3 clausal substitutions. The mean was 2.489 whereas the mode

was .0.

Example 5

Sentence 1: Internet has changed our life to a better one.
Sentence 2 :

To begin with, there are many uses of internet that can have advantages, people use internet

daily. Students and teachers use internet, parents and employees in banks also

Sentence 1 represents an example of nominal substitution; the word one helped the student
to avoid repeating the word life.

Sentence 2 provides another example of substitution, which is the verbal one. The student

used the do to avoid repeating the verb use.

The findings of this part of the study show a clear difficulty with using substitution as a type
of grammatical cohesive devices; students showed inability to implement substitution. This
inability was represented in small number of substitution used in 44 essays written by the

participants.

The findings of the recent study are in harmony with the study done by Liu and Braine (2005)
in which students had problems dealing with and using some grammatical cohesive devices
including substitution. Similar results were reached by Ahmed (2010) who examined
Egyptian students’ English writing. In the same context, Bahaziq (2016) and Hinkel (2008)
had similar results that substitution is less frequently used in students’ writing. The almost
similar findings of big number of studies show that no-native students face difficulties in
using grammatical cohesive devices in general. Furthermore, specific types of grammatical
cohesive devices such as ellipsis and substitution represent the biggest difficulty students

encounter with implementing grammatical cohesive devices.
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4.2 Correlation

Correlations

Total student's mark
total Pearson Correlation 1 q27"
Sig. (2-tailed) .015
N 45 44
student's mark  Pearson Correlation 727 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .015
N 44 44

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 7: the correlation between the total number of grammatical cohesive devices and Students’

mark

It is noticed that Pearson Correlation Coefficient was r = 0.727, which showed a positive
association between the total number of grammatical cohesive devices used and L2 learners’
marks. Moreover, the degree of correlation between these two variables was significantly
moderate since it fell between 0.5 and 0.8 as per Pearson Correlation Coefficient criteria.
furthermore, the data demonstrated that the number of grammatical cohesive devices used
affected positively the writing quality as represented by students’ marks, for example, the
students who used more grammatical devices got quiet high marks in their essay marks. On
the other hand, those who used less grammatical cohesive devices in their essay writing
obtained remarkable low marks. Table 9 provides some examples of how the writing quality
of grade 11 L2 learners correlated positively with the total number of grammatical cohesive

devices
Participant ID Total number of GCDS
35 65
3 50
4 32
5 28
20 18

. Table 8.: the positive correlation between the total number of grammatical cohesive

devices and students’ marks
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Students’ mark

16

16

13

12

10




Moreover, the 2-tailed significance value was p = 0.015, which meant that correlation was
highly significant since the standard alpha value is 0.05. This maintained the validity and
credibility of the obtained findings rather than being out of random or unintentional
coincidences. Table 9 shows clearly the correlation between the number of used cohesive
devices and the students’ mark; those who used a bigger number of devices got high, whereas

those who used less devices got lower marks.

The findings of the current study are similar to a number of studies done in this area by
researchers such as (Abdulrahman, 2013; Liu & Braine, 2005; Mohamed & Mudawi, 2015;
Yan & Sun, 2012) investigating the correlation between the number of grammatical cohesive
devices used in writing and the quality of writing. A positive relation between the number of
grammatical cohesive devices used in writing and the quality of writing was proved in these
studies. On the other hand, Dikilitas (2012) opposed these findings in his study, not identify
any sort of relation between the amount of grammatical cohesive devices and the quality of

students’ written essays.

Yan and Sun (2012), in their study conclude that the quality of students’ writing reflected
the appropriate implementation of cohesive devices regardless of their EFL proficiency
levels. The findings of these studies confirm the fact that This confirmed that students who
had low proficiency levels created non-cohesive texts due to the errors and misunderstanding
of employing cohesive devices in their writing; in other words, quality of writing has been

influenced by the number of cohesive devices and the way they were used.

4.3 Qualitative findings and discussion

The third research question addresses the difficulties that grade 11 L2 learners encounter
while dealing with grammatical cohesive devices in writing from the perspective of teachers
and students. To answer the third research question, semi-structured interviews were
conducted with four teachers who taught grade 11 and 10 participants that represented
different proficiency levels. The following section provides the findings and discussion of

students’ interviews.
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4.3.1 Students’ Interviews

Participant students were asked 8 open-ended questions to investigate their knowledge about
cohesive devices in general and grammatical cohesive devices in particular. These questions
were formed in a way that would contribute to purpose of the study. Questions were formed
to investigate how much students know about cohesive devices, when teachers teach them,
difficulties that students face when using them, most commonly used devices, the impact of
using cohesive devices on students’ writings, the feedback students get from the teachers
concerning using cohesive devices and finally how students think of improving their
knowledge about cohesive devices and the way they use them. The interview findings were
divided into five themes.

4.3.1.1 Students’ knowledge of Grammatical cohesive devices.

A direct question was asked to students about their knowledge of CDs in general. Most of
the participants said that they have never heard this term. 4 students only could tell what
cohesive devices are. 7 students were able to identify cohesive devices after being given
examples by the researcher. One of the students said “I have never heard this term, when
teachers explained them teachers used other terms like linking words or say the type of
device such as conjunction’’. Students’ knowledge here emerges from being familiar with
the term itself. When asked about grammatical cohesive devices in particular, 6 students
could name two types of them, which are reference and conjunction and gave examples on
them. One of the students said “we use reference when we use pronouns to refer to
somebody or something.” WWhen students were asked about types of referencing such as
anaphoric and cataphoric referencing, they showed no knowledge of the terms but when

explained, students said they know them.

One of the high-achievers said “Conjunctions are words used to link sentences in a text
such as and, because and so.” Ellipsis and substitution were only identified by 2 students,
who were not familiar with the term but could identify when given examples. One of the
distinguished students said “/ do not know what they are.’” After being examples, he could

illicit what they are. “yes, I know what they mean now, sometimes I use them in my essays.’’
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4.3.1.2 Students’ learning experience with grammatical cohesive devices.

Participants were asked about how teachers teach them grammatical cohesive devices
and how does this relate to the writing skill. 8 participants said that they study them as
part of grammar. “When we started learning grammar our teachers taught us how to use
pronouns like and she.”” Another student said “we studied conjunctions last year in
grammar and we used them in writing essays”’ One more participant said “our teacher
told us that they are important to use in writing because they help you to write in a good
way.’’ 2 students said that teachers teach them when they vocabulary. “Some teachers
taught us these words as vocabulary, teachers told us that they are necessary words to

enrich your vocabulary and improve your writing.”’
4.3.1.3 Difficulties students encounter with using grammatical cohesive devices

Participants were then asked about difficulties they face when they use grammatical
cohesive devices. The big majority of the participants (n=7) said that they do not practice
them regularly in studying grammar or while practicing writing essays; the amount of
teaching dedicated to them is not enough to be mastered. One participant said ** Our
teachers do not teach us cohesive devices regularly, they may teach them once or twice
a year’’ Most of the participants referred to the fact that teachers concentrate on teaching
just two types of grammatical cohesive devices which are referencing and conjunction
while the other two types are almost neglected while teaching or marking essays.
“Ellipsis and substitution have never been mentioned by a teacher as types of
grammatical cohesive devices.”’, one of the participants said. Another problem that faces
students while using grammatical cohesive devices is that teachers do not consider them
as part of the marking rubric, so they may evaluate the students highly although not using
proper cohesive devices in their writing. So, students do not feel the importance of them
while writing to get high marks. “Most of the time | do not use a lot of them in my writing

but I get high marks.”’, Another student said.

When students were asked about the feedback they get in their writing concerning
cohesive devices, most of them said that teachers rarely write any feedback concerning
them. “I only get remarks about using pronouns or some conjunctions.’’, one participant

said.
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4.3.1.4 How using grammatical cohesive devices influence the quality of writing

Participants were asked about their opinion of the impact of using grammatical cohesive
devices and how they influence the quality of their writing. 3 of the most distinguished
students said that they try to include as much cohesive devices as they can in their writing to
make their essay stronger and more coherent. ““l always try to include grammatical cohesive
devices in my essays because they strengthen my essay, | know that using them improves the
quality of my writing.”’, one participant was quoted.

The rest of the participants, (=7) said that they were told by some of their teachers that using
grammatical cohesive devise has a good impact on the quality of their writing but they do
not know how and when to use the. The following is a quote of one of the participants while
answering the question: “I know that using grammatical cohesive devices is a good thing in
writing and it helps me improve my writing quality and get high marks but most of the time
I do not know how and where to use them properly, so sometime | depend on myself to learn

more about them.”’

4.3.1.5 Students’ needs to learn better how to use grammatical cohesive devices.

When students were asked about what they need to improve their knowledge about grammatical
cohesive devices and how to use them properly, all of them said that they recommend more teaching
time dedicated to teaching these devices. They also said that they need to practice them in many
contexts so as to be able to use them properly. Participants also mentioned the importance of
practicing using all cohesive devices and not concentrating on only certain types of them. Most of
the participants (=8) stressed the fact that teachers should give the proper feedback while marking
the students’ writings.

Below are some quotes:

“We actually need our teachers to assign more time to teach these devices and practice them with
us in class.”’

“I need to know about other cohesive devices such as ellipsis and substitution.’’

“I do not get any feedback in my writing from the teacher, giving the feedback helps me improve.”’
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4.3.2 Teachers’ Interviews

Four teachers were asked to answer seven questions that contribute to the overall purpose of the
study. The questions focused on five themes which are: if teachers teach grammatical cohesive
devices at school and how they teach them, the most and least commonly used devices by

students, giving feedback while marking and marking criteria.

4.3.2.1-Teaching grammatical cohesive devices at school

The teachers were asked if they taught their students grammatical cohesive devices and
how they did so. All participant teachers said that they teach grammatical cohesive
devices while teaching grammar or when they teach writing skills. One participant said
“I teach cohesive devices in the academic writing when | teach students how to write
descriptive, narrative or argumentative essays.”’ Another participant said *’ I teach them
in grammar as part of grammar’’. One participants was quoted as saying “I teach them

separately as part of grammar and | ask students to answer questions on them.”’

4.3.2.2 Teaching grammatical cohesive devices in a context

Participants were asked if they prefer to teach grammatical cohesive devices in a context
or separately. All of them answered that it is more effective to teach cohesive devices in
context. One participant said “it is more effective to teach them in a context so as to

enable the students to apply them in their writing.”’

4.3.2.3 Most and least commonly used grammatical cohesive devices:

When participants were asked about the most and least commonly used devices by
students, all of them answered that most of students use referencing and conjunctions
when they write their essays. Ellipsis and substitution are rarely used by the students. On

participant said, “Most of the students use referencing and conjunctions in their essays.”’

Another participant said ¢’ Ellipsis and substitution are almost missing in students’

essays, they mainly use referencing and conjunctions.”’

4.3.2.4 Feedback giving in marking students’ essays

Participants were asked if they give any feedback when they mark students’ essays
concerning grammatical cohesive devices, they all answered that they give feedback on
what students write only but they do not give any instructions concerning using varied
grammatical cohesive devices that students rarely use in their essays. One participant
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said”’ | only give feedback on what students’ write, if they have any mistakes | correct
them.’” Another participant said “I do not write any feedback concerning the types of cohesive

devices that students lack, I just mark what they write.”’

4.3.2.5 Marking criteria

Participants were asked about the need to include grammatical cohesive devices in
marking students’ writing. All the participants thought that grammatical cohesive devices
must be included in the rubric of essay writing marking. One participant said > We
already have a marking rubric but grammatical cohesive devices are not part of it.”’
Another participant said > We consider them as part of grammar when we correct
students’ essays but if we do not find them, we do not count them as mistakes.”” A third
participant said “We must include them in the marking rubric but we also must give

’

students the proper teaching concerning them.’

4.4 Discussion of the qualitative findings

The findings of the qualitative method for both students and teachers confirmed the
difficulties that grade 11 students face in respect of grammatical cohesive devices. The
interviews with the students and the teachers highlighted the quality and number of
difficulties students of grade 11 encounter. One of the most prominent problems is
restricting to using certain types of grammatical cohesive devices such as referencing and
conjunctions and almost the absence of other grammatical cohesive devices such as
ellipsis and substitution. The qualitative findings also showed that the absence of some
grammatical cohesive devices goes back to many factors. One of these factors is the low
quality teaching presented in this area; teachers do not address these types in their

teaching, they address them only while teaching grammar.

Grammatical cohesive devices are not taught in contexts in a way that enables students
to implement them properly in their writing. Because of the previously mentioned reason
students are dominated by the amount of teaching presented to them in this field. One
more factor is that students do not get the proper feedback on their writings from the
teachers, so they keep making the same mistakes and using the same types they are

familiar with and they do not add any new information to their knowledge concerning

47



this part. Moreover, the absence of grammatical cohesive devices in the marking rubric
gives the students the impression that it is not an important part of the language to
concentrate on; students keep getting high marks despite the deficiency they have in their
writing skill. Students’ awareness of the grammatical cohesive devices is confirmed to
be inappropriate. From the answers to the questions directed to students, we could elicit
that teachers have a great part of the responsibility of enabling students to have a good
knowledge about grammatical cohesive devices and how to use them properly. Teachers
can carry out this mission properly if they check their students’ needs and work on them.

Giving the feedback is of great importance to put students’ writings in the right direction.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Summary of the paper and key findings

This research paper presented an investigation of the use of grammatical cohesive devices in
grade 11 learners’ descriptive essays with a focus on each grammatical cohesive device, the
correlation between the number of used grammatical cohesive devices and the quality of
writing and finally an identification of the difficulties encountered by the participants in
terms of using grammatical cohesive devices. The significance of this study came from the
need to identify difficulties that may challenge L2 learners while using grammatical cohesive
devices in writing so as to find an applicable solution that might help L2 learners overcome
these difficulties. The need to address this field of research emerged from the form the
researcher’s responsibility to prepare non-native L2 learners in general and Arab learners in
particular for their upcoming university life which requires a specific standard of English
language mastery. Students need to get a certain score in IELETS and EMSAT tests, which
require a high-level of writing proficiency.

Writing skill is an important language skill that needs to be improved to enable our L2
learners pass these international tests with a high score that qualifies them to join a good
university and be able to deal with any kinds of written assignments properly. A mixed-
method approach was applied in this study which resulted in maintaining the validity and
credibility of the findings. The quantitative descriptive statistics approach was used to
measure the frequency of grammatical cohesive devices in students’ writing. Quantitative
correlational statistics approach was also implemented to find out the frequency of
grammatical cohesive devices in the essays. to examine the correlation between the number
of grammatical cohesive devices and the writing quality, .the quantitative correlational
statistics approach was adopted. The quantitative descriptive approach was adopted to
identify challenges that L2 learners face in using grammatical cohesive devices; semi-

structured interviews were made with participant teachers and students.
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According to the findings of the study, reference is most frequently used grammatical
cohesive device, followed by conjunction, which is the second mostly used grammatical
cohesive device. Ellipsis came as the third most frequently used cohesive device, whereas,
substitution ranked as the fourth most frequently used grammatical cohesive device in all
four categories included in the study. The study also found that there was a moderate positive
correlation between the number of grammatical cohesive devices and the writing quality.
This finding goes in parallel with the findings of many other studies conducted in this field
showing a moderate correlation between the number of grammatical cohesive devices and
the quality of writing. However, a small number of studies did not identify that correlation
between the number of devices and the quality of writing; they did not see any relation

between the density of cohesive devices and the proficiency of writing.

The quantitative statistics approach adopted in the study produced a significant finding
concerning the difficulties students encounter in using grammatical cohesive devices in
writing; the interference of L1 was reflected in the overuse of additives. One significant
finding resulted from the qualitative approach adopted in the study was the persistent need
to improve the quality of teaching presented in consideration of cohesive devices. During
semi-structured interviews, students expressed their need to know more about cohesive
devices and practice them in contexts that enable them implement different types of
grammatical cohesive devices in writing. One more significant finding of the qualitative
approach was the lack of addressing all types of cohesive devices, which justifies the reason
behind the less use of ellipsis and substitution in students’ writing. Students expressed their
need to get the feedback from the teachers in consideration of using grammatical cohesive
devices. While being interviewed, teachers expressed the need to include a writing rubric

that illustrate the criteria in which coherence was graded.

5.2 Limitations

Like most of the studies, designing the current study has gone though some limitations. The
first limitation was that the findings of the study cannot be reliably generalized due to small

number of participants, who wrote only 44 descriptive essays. Thus, this sample of
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participants might not be sufficient to issue a judgement and generalize the findings. One
more limitation to be mentioned is that a lot of students refrained from participating in
interviews, which resulted in a few number of participants in this qualitative part of the study.
Additionally, the current study did not include all cohesive devices; only grammatical
cohesive devices were included, whereas, lexical cohesive devices were not part of the study.
One more limitation to be mentioned is the small number of teacher participants (4 teachers),
who were involved in the semi-structured interviews and the category they belong to.
Teachers in the current study taught only grade 11 and 12; including other participants that
teach different stages could have enriched the study and made the findings more reliable and
generalized. One more limitation was the procedure of manual counting and classifying the
different types of cohesive devices in the students’ essays. The big number of grammatical
cohesive devices with all their types could result in missing some of them or classifying them
in the wrong place. Because of the last limitation, an automated analysis tool (Coh-Matrix)
followed the manual counting. One more limitation concerning the literature review of the
study is that some of the studies, which were part of the literature review did not adopt or
correlate to Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) model of cohesion, which was the only model

adopted as the framework of analysis of the current paper.

The length of essays provided by the students repressed another limitation. Students were
supposed to write a descriptive essay of at least 180 words. Many students did not abide by
the word count. Some students wrote much less than required whereas, some others wrote
more. Consequently, the researcher could not spot all the targeted grammatical cohesive

devices in some of essays due the short length of them.

5.3 Recommendations

As clearly appeared in the findings of the current study and other previously conducted
studies, cohesion in writing is a skill that most of L2 learners lack. The problem of lack of
cohesion in L 2 learners’ writing deserves the efforts of teachers and everyone concerned in

the teaching and learning process of English language.
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The study suggests the following implications for both teachers and L2 learners. Firstly,
teachers should include all types of grammatical cohesive devices in their teaching through
varied activities. Types that were less frequently used in students’ writing such as ellipsis
and conjunction need be more focused on and given more attention by teachers. secondly,
the quality of teaching or the way cohesive devices are taught has to be reconsidered,
teaching cohesive separately as part of grammar or vocabulary sections does not provide the
learners with the sufficient learning needed to implement cohesive devices properly in their
writing. Teaching cohesive devices separately keeps these words as bricks that need to be

unified to build a strong wall.

Therefore, cohesive devices in general and grammatical cohesive devices in particular are
recommended to be taught in the context of writing as part of the writing skill so as to give

the students the opportunity to practice them in a practical way.

Thirdly, as for giving the feedback on students’ writing, teachers are recommended to give
the proper when they mark students’ written works. Teachers are recommended to give an
effective feedback that leads the students to improve their writing quality. The feedback
given to students on their writing should not be only writing encouraging remarks or smiling
faces. The feedback given on cohesive devices in particular should address the number of
cohesive devices used and how they were used. The feedback should be of an instructive
nature that enables the students to improve their writing and overcome any difficulties that
might face them in using grammatical cohesive devices. Moreover, teachers are
recommended to keep an efficient follow up on students’ writing level through the given
feedback; they have to check regularly that students respond positively to their remarks on
their writing. Teachers are recommended to trace or follow up the impact of their feedback
on the students’ writing level. This kind of follow up procedure enables the teacher to build
remedial plans if some of the students do not respond positively to the teaching process.
Additionally, this kind of follow up could be as a significant indicator for his level of teaching

as he might need to change the way he teaches to fit a multi-level class.

Fourthly, since grammatical cohesive devices has an impact on the quality of writing, the

writing rubric used to assess students’ written essays should be modified to include these
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devices as part of the evaluation. Teachers are also recommended to stick to this rubric
throughout the academic year while applying formative or summative assessment so as to
direct students’ attention to their importance and the necessity to use them produce a high-

quality piece of writing and consequently get high marks.

Based on the findings of current study, an interference of L1 was identified on students’
writing, which appeared clearly in the overuse of additives in general and some adversatives
such as but and however. Learners are recommended to enrich their knowledge of cohesive
devices by practicing different types of reading, such as intensive and extensive reading so
as to be able to practice language through authentic materials written by native speakers.
Listening activities are highly recommended for L2 learners as a means to acquire the skill
of understanding how native speakers form their sentences cohesively. Moreover, students
are recommended to practice extra-curricular writing and keep checking with their teachers
and asking for positive feedback.

5.4 Implications for future studies

According to the findings of the current study, there are some implication to be taken in
consideration for future research papers. The first implication is to apply the research on a
bigger corpse through quantitative and qualitative methods so as to make the findings more
generalized and reliable. A comparison could be held between students who study in
international schools and those who study in an MOE curriculum school to identify the
impact of teaching two different curricula and on students’ performance and investigate the
impact of being taught in an environment that provides the students with the opportunity to
practice English language in different subjects.

One more implication is that studies should be dedicated to investigating the feedback given
by the teachers on students’ writing and how they negatively or positively affect the
performance of the students in the writing process. A future study can also consider some
other variables such as participants’ age and sex. Investigating the difference between male
and female participants deserves to be addressed; female participants write considerably

different from male ones. The reason behind that could be the purpose of future studies. Since
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the current way of teaching cohesive devices has been proved ineffective in empowering the
students to produce coherent essays and do not enhance students’ skill in writing different
kinds of essays, the need to conduct studies to investigate the impact of applying specific
teaching strategies is persistent. One class can be taken as a sample and then compared to
another class that get traditional teaching. During this study, the written activities of the
students will be checked throughout the year to investigate the impact of applying these

strategies.
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Appendices

Appendix A:
Sample Questions from students’ Semi-Structured Interview

Sample questions from students’ semi-structured interviews
1_What do you know about grammatical cohesive devices? Where from? Why?
2_Which language skill teachers use to teach you grammatical cohesive devices?
3 Which grammatical cohesive do you mostly use in writing?

4 What kind of difficulties do you face in using grammatical cohesive devices?

5_Does using a number of different cohesive devices have any impact on your
writing?

6_Can you use all types of cohesive devices you know in writing? How?

7_What kind of feedback do get from your teacher concerning grammatical
cohesive devices?

8 What do you think is the best way to improve your performance in regard of
using grammatical cohesive devices?
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Appendix B:
Sample Questions from Teachers’ Semi-Structured Interview

Sample Questions from teachers’ Semi-Structured Interview

1_Do you include all grammatical cohesive devices in teaching grade 11 learners?
What resources are available for them to get the knowledge?

2_what do you think is the best way to teach grammatical cohesive devices? Which
method do you think is the best to teach them 7, separately or in a context? Why?

3_What are the most frequently used grammatical cohesive devices in grade 11
learners’ writing?

4 What are the least frequently used grammatical cohesive devices in grade 11
learners’ writing?

5 Do you give any kind of feedback regarding the use of grammatical cohesive
devices in students’ writing? What kind?

6_ Do you think that it is needed to include grammatical cohesive devices in the
writing rubric? why?

7_ Dou you think that you need to develop your professional skill regarding using
different teaching skills in presenting grammatical cohesive devices? How do you
plantodosg?
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Appendix C:

Holistic Writing Rubric

de 11 Advanced Writing Rubric
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Appendix D:

The writing task

Write an essay about the use of the internet and social media.

You should include information on:
o what people use the intemet and social media for
o the advantages of using the internet and social media
o how people can stay safe

Write at least 180 words.

64



Appendix E:

Writing sample
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Writing Sample
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Writing Samples
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Writing Samples
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