. deolqll The
4 d_gilE= gy 21 \ British University
« 5 in Dubai

Discourse Analysis of Lexical Cohesive Devices in
Shakespearean Sonnets: Exploring their Significant

Functions and Roles in ESL Poetry Classes

A Sl UL gl 8 (g salll clulal) <l s i s
A e AR (3 el plat b (B pledl Ly 50 5 Ll 5 LASIL

by

DINA BADR EL MAJANINI

Dissertation submitted in partial fulfilment
of the requirements for the degree of
MASTER OF EDUCATION
at

The British University in Dubai

March 2024



Declaration

I warrant that the content of this research is the direct result of my own work and that
any use made in it of published or unpublished copyright material falls within the limits
permitted by international copyright conventions.

I understand that a copy of my research will be deposited in the University Library for
permanent retention.

I hereby agree that the contents of this dissertation for which I am author and copyright
holder may be copied and distributed by The British University in Dubai for the purposes of
research, private study or education and that The British University in Dubai may recover
from purchasers the costs incurred in such copying and distribution, where appropriate.

I understand that The British University in Dubai may make a digital copy available in
the institutional repository.

I understand that | may apply to the University to retain the right to withhold or to
restrict access to my thesis for a period which shall not normally exceed four calendar years
from the congregation at which the degree is conferred, the length of the period to be specified

in the application, together with the precise reasons for making that application.

Signature of the student



Copyright and Information to Users

The author whose copyright is declared on the title page of the work has granted to the
British University in Dubai the right to lend his/her research work to users of its library and as
an open source and to make partial or single copies for educational and research use.

The author has also granted permission to the University to keep or make a digital copy
for similar use and for the purpose of preservation of the work digitally.

Multiple copying of this work for scholarly purposes may be granted by either the author,
the Registrar or the Dean only.

Copying for financial gain shall only be allowed with the author’s express permission.

Any use of this work in whole or in part shall respect the moral rights of the author to be
acknowledged and to reflect in good faith and without detriment the meaning of the content,

and the original authorship.



Abstract
This study investigates the function of lexical cohesive devices in Shakespeare's sonnets and
aims to transfer their significance to ESL poetry classes. Employing a qualitative approach and
manual discourse analysis, the study explores the correlation between the usage of these
devices and the overall expression and quality of poems. Grounded in the interpretivism
paradigm, the research utilizes Halliday and Hasan's 1976 model of cohesive devices as an
analytical framework. Through purposive sampling of four sonnets, the study delves into how
lexical cohesive devices emphasize key themes, enhance rhythm and flow, improve clarity and
fluency, create cohesion between adjacent words, and add variety to language. Moreover, the
research reveals how these devices contribute to creating contrast and tension, adding
specificity and detail, illustrating relationships between components, enhancing descriptive
detail, and establishing symmetry within the sonnets. The findings underscore the pedagogical
significance of understanding and teaching cohesive devices in poetry writing. Furthermore,
the study introduces a practical and innovative pedagogical tool—the graphic organizer—that
bridges the gap between theoretical understanding and practical application in poetry
education. This research contributes significantly to the field by offering concrete strategies
for educators to empower students in their poetic endeavors.

Keywords: discourse analysis, Shakespearean sonnets, poetry writing, lexical cohesion
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Overview

Poetry has always been considered a challenging part of the curriculum to be taught by
teachers at schools (Ebrahimi & Zainal, 2018). Reasons that pose such a challenge encompass
a poem’s form, thyme and rhythm, extensive or vague figurative language, symbolism,
connotative messages, syntax manipulation, and many other factors. However, this challenge
can be and has been successfully addressed by teachers who found numerous ways of tackling
poetry in simpler manners that make it easier for students to understand poems. One example
would be the simplification of the language of certain poems into modern text, rendering old
English or “sophisticated” language as an easy barrier to overcome in the way of
comprehending poetry.

On the other hand, an even more demanding task at the students’ end arises. While all
poetry elements and themes might be eventually grasped by students after becoming familiar
with poetry over the course of some academic school years, attempting to write poetry is
overwhelming to students. Many creative young writers at schools are genuinely interested in
the art of poetry, but they find it quite arduous to produce a decent, coherent poem.

Provided that William Shakespeare produced 154 sonnets (poems) of a fixed form and
rhyme scheme, which encompassed a variety of themes, this qualitative study will explore
Shakespeare’s poetic work in terms of tracking and analyzing his use of cohesive devices in
the sonnets and transferring this knowledge to teachers and students. Through the role
modeling of Shakespeare’s cohesive devices’ handling, the paper will suggest an instrument of

teaching that helps students use cohesive devices in poetry to produce finer poems.



1.2 Background on Cohesion

Generally speaking, coherence corresponds to the quality of unity of a written work’s
ideas as a whole that makes it sound, logical, and consistent (Cook, 1989). Cohesion,
specifically, is the act of making grammatical and lexical links at the text level. Simply put,
cohesive sentences yield to coherent texts or wholes of controlling ideas (Rapp et al., 2007).
Ultimately, cohesion can be achieved through the utilization of cohesive devices (Crystal,
2007). Therefore, having a strong grasp of cohesive devices would most definitely offer new
ways of approaching writing to not only make it coherent, but to also solidify the connection
amongst ideas, create flow, and aid expression. Cohesive devices have been divided into two
categories by the model: grammatical and lexical. This paper will further discuss both
categories in the upcoming chapter.

Halliday and Hasan (1976) state that cohesion “...refers to relations of meaning that exist
within the text, and that define it as a text” (p.4). According to them, cohesion takes place
whenever there’s interpretation dependency between linguistic elements, referred to as a tie.
Cohesion is regarded as an essential textual component both in creating organized texts and
rendering the content comprehensible to the reader, and analysis of cohesion provides a useful
measure of the effectiveness and quality of written text (Ghasemi, 2013).

1.3 Background on Shakespearean Sonnets

Despite William Shakespeare’s wide fame for being one of, if not the most, prominent
English poets, playwrights, and actors, he still is not everyone’s cup of tea. Shakespeare’s
works might be intricate and too complicated to many, and investigating those old poems of
his can sound of no benefit to our modern world. However, it is not only The Bard’s

achievements and contributions to the English language that make him worthy of study, but



also the fact that Shakespeare’s work cannot be deemed as outdated. In 1609, Shakespeare
published 154 sonnets—poems of fourteen lines and iambic pentameter (a rhythmic pattern of
ten alternating stressed and unstressed syllables per line). Most of the sonnets were divided
into three quatrains (four-line stanzas) and a couplet (two-line stanza) that concludes each
sonnet. The rhyme scheme followed was abab cdcd efef gg where repeated letters signal end-
rhymes (al-Sheilkh & Hamoudi, 2015). The sonnets conveyed timeless and universal themes
on pain, despair, longing, passage of time, eternal love, beauty, jealousy, infidelity, and
mortality, among other topics. Indeed, the ability to write 154 sonnets of the same format has
to do with more than just style, ideas/content, or poetic talent (Vendler 1997), so it makes
sense to believe that cohesion was one of the factors that made the quatrains’ ideas and
alternate rhymes create powerful juxtapositions and develop a sense of progression between
the sonnets’ different sections. The final couplet establishes either a resolute, concise
conclusion to the sonnet’s narrative or a subversion to it (“Shakespeare’s Sonnets,” 2019).

Through discourse analysis, this study aims to explore how cohesive devices might have
played an important role in portraying Shakespeare’s perceptiveness, intellectual swiftness,
keenness of mind, and overall poetic power in his sonnets. If achieving cohesion through
smart, solicitous use of cohesive devices aided Shakespeare in writing poems of memorable
expression, persuasion, and imaginative stimulation (Spencer et al., 2024), the teaching and
mastery of cohesive devices will be a new method that greatly helps students in their poetry
writing process.
1.4 The Problem Statement and Rationale

Meaning and purpose of writing are largely portrayed through cohesion. Therefore, the

lack or misuse of cohesive devices in students’ writing may lead to loss of both. The main



problem is not generating ideas but the inability to transfer and connect these ideas
appropriately, meaningfully, and creatively on paper. The dilemma takes a new dimension,
considering the fact that there are language teachers with limited knowledge of discourse who
lack experience in teaching cohesion (Ghasemi, 2013), as well as using cohesive devices
inappropriately (Kwan & Yunus, 2014). Many teachers would admit the difficulty of teaching
writing efficiently, yet they, themselves, struggle to combat the challenge relatively. Flower
and Hayes (1981) hint that teachers focus on broader aspects of organization, grammar and
vocabulary, with less attention directed towards cohesive devices specifically. Moreover,
observational studies of writing classrooms, such as Harris & Graham’s (1996), have noted
that teachers often focus on surface-level errors like spelling and punctuation, rather than
addressing higher-order concerns such as coherence and cohesion. This implies that explicit
instruction and teaching of cohesive devices are often overlooked and underemphasized in
writing classrooms.

Cohesive devices should receive the same level of emphasis in writing pedagogy
determined by students’ inability or struggle to produce sound and strong pieces of writing
independently. Students need to acquire a much more solid and broader knowledge of lexical
and grammatical tools; after all, cohesion is conveyed proportionally through both grammar
and vocabulary (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

Whilst the literature highlights the different and updated models or frameworks of
cohesion (Gutwinski, 1976; Martin, 1992; Abu-Ayyash & McKenney, 2017), cohesive errors
(Ong, 2011; Suningsih, 2016; Gailea et al., 2018; Othman, 2019), and other topics around the
matter (Morley, 2006; Na, 2011; Abu-Ayyash, 2016), there is a lack of research that

investigates cohesive devices closely in certain works in an attempt to come up with an



instrument or method of teaching them effectively to enhance students’ writing. Moreover,
there are limited studies that explore cohesive devices in poetry specifically. Consequently, a
persistent need to carry out research on cohesive devices in the genre of poetry arises.

The context of the study embraces selected Shakespearean sonnets and performs
discourse analysis on the poet’s use of cohesive devices. The analysis will be narrowed down
to lexical devices to show how lexical knowledge and items can be tackled and woven
together in ways that result in coherent, high-quality poems. This field of research needs to be
addressed more, and students’ poems should reflect appropriate usage of cohesive devices.
Therefore, this paper will directly relate the findings to the teaching of cohesive devices that
can actually contribute to genuine and remarkable improvement in the writing level of
students.

1.5 The Study Purpose

This study aims to investigate the function (more than frequency of occurrence) of
lexical cohesive devices in Shakespeare’s sonnets, ascertain the correlation between their
usage and the overall expression and quality of poems, and empower teachers by suggesting
ways of approaching and teaching cohesive devices to address students’ needs in poetry
writing. Thus, the study seeks to probe the following research questions:

1. What are the functions of lexical cohesive devices in Shakespeare’s sonnets?

2. What is the correlation, if any, between the use of lexical cohesive devices and the
overall quality of a Shakespearean sonnet?

3. How can teachers create an instrument of teaching cohesive devices that facilitates

their students’ poetry writing process?



1.6 The Study Significance
1.6.1 Significance to other Researchers

The significance of this research paper lies in shedding light on an essential language
skill that deserves more focus and exploration in the field of research. While there are
numerous studies that investigate topics about the skill of writing and students’ writing levels,
little focus and concern is projected toward creative writing, including poetry (Liao, 2018). As
the paper will explain, discuss, and investigate cohesive devices in the literature review, the
study will validate the role cohesive devices play in writing and identify the gap in this area of
study. Moreover, since the paper will focus on poetry writing specifically, the findings will
prove how the learning and mastery of cohesive devices can powerfully impact poems. A
skilled manipulation of cohesive devices can take a student’s grammatical and vocabulary
competencies to a whole new level of creativity and ingenuity needed in poetry writing.

By performing discourse analysis on Shakespearean sonnets, this paper will vividly
follow the ways cohesive devices were employed, and how they affected meaning and resulted
in cohesive poems. This narrowed-down choice of examining cohesive devices will give more
comprehensible, reliable, and effective ways that can act as examples of how to use cohesive
devices in poetry. The contribution of this research can open doors for further studies on
cohesive devices that not only explore, count, and explain them in selected works, but also
come up with ways of modeling and teaching them to help students with their writing process.
1.6.2 Significance to Curriculum Designers and Teachers

Teachers are the best curriculum designers as they know their students’ interests, goals,
and needs best, and they know how to cater to them (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin,

2011). In fact, the experience of teachers is valuable in informing what to include, exclude, or



add when designing curricula. Language teachers commonly agree on weaknesses displayed in
their students’ usage of connectors, rendering their writing incohesive and convoluted
(Darweesh & Kadhim, 2016). However, cohesion extends to much more than connectors and
conjunctions, and curricula seem to neglect cohesion in its types and devices. Aspects of
cohesion are sometimes integrated superficially in certain lessons, but hardly ever is a lesson
plan fully dedicated to teaching cohesive devices thoroughly. Consequently, the question of
why curriculum designers and teachers do not consider cohesive devices in curricula surfaces.
There might be several reasons behind that matter, yet two clear indicators unfold.

Firstly, teachers are neither well knowledgeable nor well prepared in the subject area of
cohesion. Secondly, there is a lack of research on the impact of cohesive devices in poetry
writing that would make teachers aware of their usefulness and fundamentality in producing
quality writing. Therefore, in light of this gap, this study shall prove that devoting lessons for
cohesion in language curricula is worthy of bracing and experimenting with. Teachers can
even select certain literary works with interesting utilization of cohesive devices that might be
interesting to teach to students. By doing so, teachers will be integrating literature and
linguistics in a compelling way. Positively, the study will encourage teachers to strengthen
their command of cohesive devices within the wider context of cohesion, which will
subsequently lead to improved writing levels among their students.

Finally, the study proves significant in its explanation and analysis of Shakespearean
sonnets which can be of great help to English teachers. That one or those two famous sonnets
that high schoolers are bound to learn one day can prove to be deeper, richer, and more useful

than perceived.



1.7 Outline of Dissertation Chapters

Having justified the context and purpose of this study, the research will comprise five
chapters as follows:

Chapter 1: This introductory chapter outlines background information on the subject at
hand while stating the problem that triggered conducting the research. In addition, the chapter
detailed the scope, context, and aim of the research and mentioned its significance.

Chapter 2: The second chapter contains the literature review where conceptual and
theoretical frameworks along with the model underpinning the research are discussed in detail.
Additionally, this chapter reviews and critically analyzes thematically-organized, relevant
studies in the literature.

Chapter 3: Chapter three provides the research methodology. The research questions are
restated and are used to determine the research approach and procedure. Information about the
design, paradigm, instrumentation, and sampling are also described in this chapter.
Furthermore, the chapter also shows how ethical considerations are maintained and the
measures taken to ensure validity and reliability.

Chapter 4: Chapter four presents the findings and discussion of the study’s results.
Accordingly, this chapter answers the research questions. Analysis and interpretation of the
findings are performed by reflecting on the results of the study and the existing literature,
concepts, and theories.

Chapter 5: The final chapter has the conclusion and recommendations. A summary of
the conducted research is made while also addressing the limitations of the study. Finally,

implications are provided as suggestions for further investigations.



Chapter 2: Literature Review
It proves crucial to carry out an extensive literature review that recognizes,

examines, synthesizes, and analyzes the existing prominent research trends relevant to the

topic under study. Thus, this chapter outlines the conceptual and theoretical frameworks

underpinning the conducted study. In addition, it includes a critical evaluation of the

strengths and weaknesses of pertinent studies in the literature.
2.1 Theoretical Framework

The discourse analysis that will be applied to Shakespearean sonnets in this paper is
rooted in the major linguistic theory of Systemic Functional Grammar/Linguistics Theory
(SFL/SFG) and Halliday and Hasan’s 1976 model of cohesive devices.
2.1.1 SFG Worldview
SFG, developed by Halliday (1978), presents language as a meaning-making system,

offering speakers and writers various grammatical choices to construe different meanings.
This contrasts with Noam Chomsky’s 1957 (as cited in Abu-Ayyash, 2016) Transformational
Generative Grammar theory (TGG), which views language as a finite rule system. SFG's
constructivist worldview, emphasizing multiple interpretations of events (Bavali & Sadighi,
2008), opposes TGG’s positivistic view, which assumes an observable and measurable reality
(Hall, 2005). SFG's focus on linguistic choices of words and meanings (Ruddick, 2015) aligns
with the study's aim to explore cohesive devices in Shakespeare’s sonnets. Using SFG
provides a theoretical framework for analyzing how poets create meaning through cohesive

devices. The subsequent section will delve into SFG's five key principles of language.
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2.1.2 SFG’s Principles
Structure

A syntagm is a bare arrangement of elements that merely expresses meaning (Halliday
& Matthiessen, 2014), and the concept of structure is concerned with the syntagmatic order of
linguistic components (Fromkin et al., 2007). Grammatical classes and functions can be
essentially configured by a syntagm. A syntagm’s levels are of the connection “is a component
of” in which a morpheme is a part of a word, which is respectively a part of a phrase, with the
phrase being a part of a clause. SFG claims that linguistic analysis should go beyond the
sentence level to acknowledge the system rather than account structure as the center of it.
System

In contrast to structure, system is the paradigmatic sequencing in language (Halliday &
Matthiessen, 2014) that centers around what can replace what as its principal ordering pattern
as opposed to what fits with what for the former (Martin, 2004 as cited in Coffin et al., 2014).
Furthermore, while structure involves ordering at the horizontal level, system considers the
vertical axis. Consequently, system yields to language’s meaning potential as it comprises of
the choices made in it (Menfredi, 2011). With the principle of system being the emblem of
SFG, text and its progression from one clause to the other is rendered one of the targets of
SFG. Finally, both syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations are maintained as important by
SFG, with structure being derived from system. Following from this, SFG is a semantics-
driven theory that links grammar to meaning considering text relations of both syntagmatic
and paradigmatic natures and networks of horizontal and vertical relations. Figure 2.1 sums up

the first two principles.
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Figure 1

Linguistic Analysis: Systemic vs. Structural

Linguistic

analysis

only
syntagmati

p aradi gn]a,ti d syntagmatic

Note. (Abu-Ayyash, 2016)
Stratification

Language embodies three strata of a multiple coding system (Halliday & Hasan, 1976):
semantics realized by the lexico-grammar, which is in turn realized by sounding/writing
(phonological and orthographic systems). SFG considers semantics interceding between the
context and lexico-grammar (Teich, 1999), in which the latter regards lexis and grammar as
two extremities of one spectrum instead of two separate entities. While vocabulary expresses
concrete meanings, grammar expresses more abstract/broad intents (Halliday & Matthiessen,
2014). The devices that remarkably contribute to texts’ organization and unity are called
cohesive devices, and these devices present themselves on the lexico-grammar cline.

Grammatical cohesive devices encompass reference, substitution, and ellipsis, while lexical
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ones include reiteration and collocation, with conjunctions falling between the two. Figures
1.2 and 1.3 outline the three strata of language and the lexico-grammar cline respectively.
Figure 2

The Three Language Strata According to SFG

meanjn The semantic system
Wording The lexicogrammatical system
\\Sounding/writing ———————————————————— The phonological and orthographic systems

Note. (Abu-Ayyash, 2016)
Figure 3

Lexico-grammar Cline

lexico-grammar (Stratum of wording)

(e.g. reference) e CONJUNCLIONS ey (€.2. SYNONYMY)

Note. (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014)
Instantiation

The principle of instantiation minds language organization itself. Each language has a
system, and a person’s ignorance of said system may hinder the meaning of a text written in
that language. The impact of text is determined by such system. Thus, SFG claims that texts
are instances of certain underlying systems. The instantiation cline has two poles with system
reflecting general language potential and text being a specific instance of system. Halliday and
Matthiessen (2014) describe that coursing from the instance pole to the system pole bears
pinpointing text type as it starts with studying the single text and examining other texts of

common criteria to be able to form an understanding of the system.



13

Metafunction

SFG asserts three primary functions of language: ideational, interpersonal, and textual.
The ideational function aims to elucidate human experience by labeling/terming and
classifying things; the categories can be further developed into taxonomies, e.g. food is a
category that includes fruits, vegetables, meat, chicken, etc. The interpersonal language
function involves performing our interpersonal interactions with those in our personal and
social circles. Performing our interpersonal interactions with those in our personal and social
circles (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014). This aspect of language suggests that not only does a
grammatical clause serve to represent a process, but also to convey a proposition, such as
offering, expressing opinion, and informing, among others. Congruent with this perspective on
language’s interpersonal function, Bonyadi (2011) and Fowler (2003) argue that language
inherently expresses attitudes or viewpoints toward its content, making it impossible for users
to communicate without conveying some form of opinion.

The preceding functions—interpreting experiences and engaging in social interactions—
necessitate a supporting role, which is fulfilled by the textual function of language. This
function facilitates the construction of discourse sequences, the organization of ideas, and the
establishment of coherence (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014). The textual function comprises
both structural, or syntagmatic, and nonstructural, or paradigmatic, aspects. Cohesive devices,
central to the current thesis, are situated within the nonstructural component of the textual
function of language, as outlined by SFG.

In essence, Halliday and Hasan (1976) elucidate that the ideational aspect of language

conveys content, whether experiential or logical, the interpersonal aspect conveys the
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speaker's attitudes and judgments, and the textual aspect concerns the formation of the text
within the linguistic system.
2.1.3 Halliday and Hasan’s 1976 Model of Cohesive Devices

Used in a vast research body, Halliday and Hasan’s 1976 cohesive devices model has
served as a groundbreaking instrument that goes beyond the sentence level in the analysis of
discourse and texts (Abu-Ayyash & McKenny, 2017). In fact, seldom does an analysis of
cohesive devices exist without reference to Halliday and Hasan’s 1976 model of cohesion. The
model triggered robust heed to the connections existing among a text’s copious parts. Moreno
(2003) and Xi (2010) credit the model as the most exhaustive account of cohesive devices as it
yields an elaborate cohesion classification (Chen, 2008 as cited in Abu-Ayyash & McKenney,
2017). Baker (2011) adds that it is the most prominent and comprehensive cohesion model at
hand.

Halliday and Hasan (1976) believe that making use of cohesive devices surpasses the
notion of just making up a text to the property of actually being the text itself. They mention
that cohesive devices are the single tool for textual analysis that is non-structural because they
are the sole non-structural text components. In accord with Halliday and Hasan’s beliefs,
(Bahazig, 2016) claims that cohesive devices are what constitute a text; thus, said devices are
the appropriate tool to decide if sentence sequences form a text or not (Cook, 2009; Hatch,
1992; Thornbury, 2005). Moreover, cohesive devices organize a text logically and structure its
information (Goldman & Murray, 1992; Kuo, 1995). When elements of a text become
interrelated and interdependent through employing cohesive devices in writing, connectivity
and flow are established (Kwan & Yunus, 2014). Tanskanen (2006) supplements these

statements by claiming that text unity is maintained through cohesive devices which
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distinguish between detached sentence sequences and unified texts. Finally, Brown and Yule
(1983) consider cohesive devices as a rudimentary linguistic tool that helps in the decoding,
interpretation, or understanding of the meanings of texts. The model’s categories of cohesive
devices will be explored in the conceptual framework.

2.2 Conceptual Framework

2.2.1 Discourse Analysis

Research in the field of discourse analysis circulates from diverse academic disciplines
(Brown & Yule, 1983). Historically speaking, discourse analysts and linguistic philosophers
were interested in studying the distribution of linguistic elements of texts and their
connections with the contexts and social situations in which they are used. Moreover,
discourse analysis was affected by the emergence of different disciplines like semiotics,
sociology, anthropology, and pragmatics (McCarthy, 1991). Further included are disciplines
that have applied discourse understanding models and analysis methods to their academic
realms like cognitive and social psychology, communication, philosophy, and artificial
intelligence (Tannen et al., 2015).

Given the disciplinary variety, many definitions have been attributed to discourse and
discourse analysis in different fields, but the scope of this paper primarily covers the general
linguists’ interpretation of discourse as “beyond the sentence”. Thornbury (2005) defines
discourse as the spoken or written language used to communicate in a real-world setting and
discourse analysis as the study of the product of such language — the text and the analysis of its
features and uses. He adds that understanding what makes a text coherent and the way
sentences are combined fall under the orbit of analyzing discourse, which when incorporated

into language teaching, results in helping students better deal with language necessities of
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study and work. Tannen et al. (2015) also place analysis of cohesion within a wider
framework of discourse analysis.

Discourse analysis is the analysis of language in use, and it also searches for what makes
discourse coherent (Simpson, 2011). Therefore, discourse analysis is referred to as text
analysis because it goes ‘beyond the sentence’ to explore whole texts in terms of their
structures and purposes. It is concerned with the way people use language and what they use it
for while accounting for the linguistic features as means employed in the discourse.

2.2.2 Discourse and Coherence

Coherence, which is the quality of being meaningful and unified, can be achieved either
through using language rules that engage between sentences and within them or through
employing knowledge of the context, i.e., the speaker, social convention, paralinguistic
features, typography, etc. The former approach to language is sentence linguistics, and the
latter is discourse analysis (Cook, 1989). While sentence linguistics examines isolated
sentences, grammatical forms, and invented or idealized language and shuns the context,
discourse analysis observes any stretch of language that can be unified to achieve meaning
while taking into consideration the context. Both approaches contribute invaluably to language
understanding as they depend on each other; it is true that communication cannot be done
through semantic and grammatical rules solely, but it surely cannot exist without them.

Coherence cannot be explained by only focusing on the grammar inside sentences.
Language can be used to communicate something that might feel coherent despite it not
corresponding to correct sentence usage. In other words, communication can still come across

as successful and meaningful despite people producing incomplete spoken or written
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sentences. Thus, what matters in discourse is not its conformity to rules, but its recognition as
coherent by its receivers through communication (Cook, 1989).
2.2.3 Cohesion and Cohesive Devices

The interaction between cohesion and other features of text organization establishes the
study of texture, the property of being a text. Texture is an aspect of the study of coherence,
which as discussed earlier, takes into account the social context of texture (Tannen et al.,
2015). Since coherence is a dynamic process that includes both linguistic and nonlinguistic
factors (Wang & Guo, 2014), cohesion is not particularly an indicator of text coherence
(Tierney & Mosenthal, 1981).

Cohesion is the set of resources that build ties in discourse that transcend the structure of
grammar (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). These cohesive resources or formal links that exist
between sentences and clauses are called cohesive devices, and they are what determine if a
succession of sentences counts as discourse or a disconnected clutter (Cook, 1989). In other
words, texture can only be achieved through the utilization of these devices. Since cohesion
can be conveyed “partly through the grammar and partly through the vocabulary” (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976, p.5), cohesion is classified into two main classes: grammatical cohesion and
lexical cohesion. Grammatical cohesion groups four subcategories (reference, substitution,
ellipsis, and conjunctions) leaving lexical cohesion with the remaining two subcategories
(reiteration and collocation). This study will unlock the lexical cohesive devices inside
Shakespeare’s sonnets, so the researcher will include the developments that took place since
the introduction of the 1976 model of cohesive devices.

2.2.4 Grammatical Cohesion

Reference
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To begin with, reference, according to the authors of the lexico-grammatical model,
includes the use of the definite article and personal pronouns, as well as demonstrative and
comparative items that create cohesion by forming referential ties with linguistic items in a
text. The first type of reference is exophoric in which the identity of the linguistic referent can
be decoded by looking outside the text to consider the context shared between the
speaker/hearer or writer/reader (Widdowson, 2004). In example [1], The and here, can be
identified only by considering the situation and specific context.

[1] The girl got here in no time.

One of the additions that (Paltridge, 2012) introduced was homophoric reference in
which exophora reference extends even beyond the situation to include society and culture to
be able to explain the referent item. In [2], decoding the referent of the traditional hanbok
cannot be done without knowledge of the Korean culture’s traditional clothing style. The
hanbok, characterized by a long high-waisted skirt, is worn for formal occasions.

[2] She was dressed in a traditional hanbok during the ceremony.

The second type of reference is the endophoric one, which is respectively divided into
anaphoric and cataphoric references. Endophoric reference stands for the ties found inside a
text, where anaphoric reference requires looking back in the text to interpret the linguistic
item, and cataphoric calls moving forward to decode the reference (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).
[3] illustrates an example of anaphora while [4] is cataphora. Figure 1 is a tough representation
of all the mentioned reference types.

[3] Mom took her medicine, for she felt sick.

[4] Forgetting to solve his homework, David felt nervous.
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Figure 4

Reference Types

Endophoric

Note. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Paltridge, 2012)
Ellipsis

Ellipsis is the cohesive device that involves omitting linguistic items that can be
reclaimed from other items in a text (Hoey, 2001). Due to the omission characteristic, ellipsis
has been regarded by Hatch (1992) as a “zero tie” (p.225) since the link is not explicitly stated.
However, there is an implied assumption through what has been expunged (Halliday &
Matthiessen, 2014). The three types of ellipsis identified by Halliday and Hasan’s 1976 model
are nominal, verbal, and clausal. Examples [5], [6], and [7] illustrate the three types
respectively.

This categorization has been widely accepted by researchers and authors (Jabeen et al.,
2013; McCarthy, 1991), and despite ellipsis being considered as always anaphoric by some
researchers (Crystal, 2007), it was later proven that it could be cataphoric as well by the claims
and examples of Jones (2012). In [8], since retrieving what was deleted after can necessitates
moving forward, ellipsis was used cataphorically.

[5] It rained for three hours straight yesterday but only for one today.
[6] I can paint very well, and my sister can too.

[7] Take another piece if you want to.



20

[8] Those who can should pay.
Substitution

Substitution is the cohesive device that forms a structural connection by replacing one
item with another (Jabeen et al., 2013). Similar to ellipsis, substitution has three categories
(nominal, verbal, and clausal). [9], [10], and [11] are examples of the three categories
respectively. It is maintained by Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) that the most common
nominal substitution item is one, whereas do is the most common for verbal substitution,
leaving so and not for clausal substitution. However, this claim does not mean that the
mentioned lexical items one, do, and so are always substitutive in usage (Salkie, 1995), nor
does it mean that no other words can act as substitutes (McCarthy, 1991). Moreover, despite
Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) claim that substitution is always anaphoric, there are specific
text examples that use a demonstrative this before one, resulting in a cataphoric substitution
that requires searching forward to find the general idea that one replaces (Abu-Ayyash &
McKenny, 2017). This case can be better understood in [12].
[9] Although I like the fancy dress more, | will buy the casual one.
[10] Avoid submitting a last-minute project. You will regret doing so.
[11] Will you pass your driving test? | believe so.
[12] I am confident | made the right choice with this one. The smartphone | bought has a
high-resolution camera, a sleek design, advanced features, and impressive battery life.
Conjunctions

Conjunctions have also been called connectors or linkers. They can be best defined as
linking words that maintain a logical order and transition in a text, and that is what

distinguishes them from the other grammatical devices (Abuallail, 2020). Producing an all-
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inclusive list of conjunctions seems implausible. Initially, Halliday and Hasan’s 1976 model of
conjunctions included adversative, causal, additive, and temporal categories only.
Conjunctions serve purposes that are pretty much suggested by their names. Adversative
conjunctions express contrast of ideas. On the other hand, causal conjunctions explain how
things work or why they happen. Additive conjunctions convey the addition or continuation of
a series of ideas or concepts. conjunctions include. Temporal conjunctions show time or order
of events.

Thereupon, a lot of adaptations to this cohesive device have been made (Ahangar et al.,
2012). Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) added five types of conjunctions: apposition,
clarification, variation, comparative, and respective. Locke (2004) argued that temporal
conjunctions can also function as listing items; therefore, he added listing as one more
conjunction type. Table 1 presents the ten discussed conjunctions’ categories with examples.
Table 1

Categories of Conjunctions

Conjunctions Introduced by Examples
adversative Halliday and Hasan (1976) however, in contrast, whereas,
but
causal Halliday and Hasan (1976) because, so, for this reason,

since, therefore, consequently
additive Halliday and Hasan (1976) and, in addition, furthermore,

moreover
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temporal

apposition

clarification

variation

comparative

respective

listing

Halliday and Hasan (1976)

Halliday and Matthiessen
(2014)
Halliday and Matthiessen
(2014)
Halliday and Matthiessen
(2014)
Halliday and Matthiessen
(2014)
Halliday and Matthiessen
(2014)

Locke (2004)

before, soon, finally, while,
suddenly, meanwhile

for example, that is, in other
words, this means, specifically
at least, briefly, by the way, in
short

as for, instead, except that

just like, similarly, likewise,

equally

here, elsewhere, in this respect

first, second

2.2.5 Lexical Cohesion

Halliday and Hasan’s contribution to lexical cohesion is seminal because it allowed the

tracking of co-occurrent lexical patterns in texts (Smith, 2003). Initially, their model included

only two categories: reiteration and collocation, but later developments were integrated in

different models.

Reiteration

Reiteration is the repetition of lexical items that reflect a text’s key ideas to highlight

their importance (Scott & Tribble, 2006). Reiteration was maintained by all adjustments to the

1976 model, but Hoey (1991) further classified two repetition categories. The first is simple
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lexical repetition, like table/tables, and the second is complex or partial recurrence (De
Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981), such as play/playing.
Collocation

Collocation, on the other hand, refers to the link of co-occurrent words or those that
are likely to appear with each other (Sinclair, 1991; Stubbs, 2001). Some linguists questioned
collocation because they found random and unpredictable instances of co-occurrences, while
Flood (1984) and McCarthy (1996) did one of two things: excluded collocation from lexical
cohesion analysis or tried to systematize it.
Models of Lexical Cohesion

Martin (1992) introduced a model that divided lexical cohesion into repetition,
synonymy/antonymy, hyponymy, and meronymy. Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) built on
that model to include collocation in addition to all the mentioned categories, resulting in one
of the most comprehensive lexical cohesion models. Thus, the original 1976 model’s
classification remains valid, albeit with the addition of synonymy/antonymy, meronymy, and
hyponymy as distinct subsets. Furthermore, many authors and scholars (De Beaugrande &
Dressler, 1981; Neumann, 2014; Abu-Ayyash & McKenny, 2017) acknowledged parallelism
as a cohesive device which was not introduced by any of the previous models.
Synonymy and Antonymy

Synonymy and antonymy are crucial, commonly used lexical cohesive devices in
discourse. The devices enhance coherence and facilitate understanding by linking related
concepts and contrasting ideas, respectively (Sidabutar, 2021). Synonymy is defined as the use
of words with similar meanings to limit or avoid repetition and maintain continuity (Shalhoub,

2018), thereby strengthening a text’s coherence. Conversely, antonymy involves contrasting
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words with opposite meanings to emphasize distinctions between ideas (Sari, 2013). Writers
who employ synonymy and antonymy strategically can enhance the clarity and cohesion of
their discourse, facilitating readers’ comprehension. Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) original
classification of general nouns was upheld by Halliday and Matthiessen (2014), thereby
introducing lexical items like “thing, stuff, and place,” that may share synonymous links with
other lexical terms in the discourse of certain situations. Various terminology was used to refer
to this particular group, like signaling nouns (Flowerdew, 2003) and shell nouns (Aktas &
Cortes, 2008).
Hyponymy and Meronymy

By establishing semantic relationships between words, hyponymy and meronymy serve
as integral components of lexical cohesion, enriching discourse and enhancing textual
coherence. Following Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) explanation of hyponymy as a link that
forms between a general case and its sub-class(es), Rijal et al. (2019) further clarify that
hyponymy is characterized by hierarchical relationships in which one word (the hyponym)
represents a specific instance or subtype of another word (the subordinate). Hyponymy, thus,
contributes to precision in language use. Similarly, meronymy denotes the part-whole
relationship between words (Marin, 1992), connecting components to larger entities.
Meronymy, thus, aids in structuring discourse. Writers who employ hyponymy and meronymy
strategically can establish cohesive links between concepts, fostering clarity and
comprehension.
Parallelism

Parallelism refers to the repetition of a specific form or structure, intended to shed

emphasis or significance (De Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981). Specifically, it involves
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repeating grammatical words, phrases, or structures within a sentence or across multiple ones.
Establishing patterns of similarity and balance among linguistic elements, parallelism
contributes to the coherence and structure of discourse. It is considered a rhetorical technique
that creates a sense of harmony and rhythm in texts, allowing writers to not only emphasize
key ideas, but also create a memorable and impactful rhetorical effect. Therefore, parallelism
can be a valuable subject of study in discourse cohesion and coherence.

Table 2 shows lexical cohesive devices with examples. These devices have been selected to
constitute the model, or instrument that will be employed to perform the analysis of the
sonnets in this study.

Table 2

Lexical Cohesion

Lexical Cohesive Included in the model of Examples
Device
reiteration Halliday and Hasan (1976) Beauty is everywhere;
Martin (1992) beauty lies within.

Halliday and Matthiessen (2014)

collocation Halliday and Hasan (1976) fresh, air
Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) loud, music

synonymy Martin (1992) tasty, delicious
Halliday and Matthiessen (2014)

antonymy Martin (1992) new, old

Halliday and Matthiessen (2014)
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hyponymy Martin (1992) color, blue
Halliday and Matthiessen (2014)
meronymy Martin (1992) car, wheel

Halliday and Matthiessen (2014)

parallelism De Beaugrande and Dressler "government of the
(1981) people, by the people, for
Neumann (2014) the people”

Abu-Ayyash and McKenny

(2017)

2.3 Relevant Studies
2.3.1 Poetry Teaching and Learning

Teaching poetry writing to English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students is invaluable,
offering benefits beyond language acquisition. It provides a unique avenue for students to
enhance linguistic skills while fostering creativity, critical thinking, and self-expression
(Cobett, 2013). Through crafting poems, students immerse themselves in authentic language
use, enhancing vocabulary, grammar, and syntax. Additionally, poetry challenges students to
analyze complex ideas and emotions, honing their analytical abilities. Moreover, writing
poetry allows EFL students to express themselves in a safe environment, transcending
linguistic barriers to share their experiences and emotions (Williams, 2009). This joy of self-
expression fosters a sense of community and belonging, validating students’ voices and

experiences. By engaging in poetry writing, EFL students develop confidence in their
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language skills while embracing the pleasure of creativity and the richness of human
experience (Mahmud, 2017).

Teaching or learning poetry writing in an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context
poses a great challenge that requires careful consideration. Several articles highlighted the
inherent difficulty associated with poetry, emphasizing the perception of poetry as
intimidating and complex. Williams (2009), for instance, points out the prevalent fear and
confusion surrounding poetry among students, indicating a need for guidance and support in
navigating this intricate literary form. Similarly, Coe (2013) acknowledges the apprehension
that both students and teachers may harbor towards poetry due to its abstract nature and
reliance on metaphor and symbolism. Furthermore, the lack of familiarity with poetic
conventions and structures further compounds the challenge of teaching poetry writing in the
EFL classroom. This sentiment certainly necessitates an effective guide that can assist teachers
in overcoming pedagogical uncertainties and boost students' confidence in engaging with
poetry writing.

Various articles, books, and workshops have been developed with the aim of providing
guidance for teachers in teaching poetry writing to (EFL) students. These resources offer
diverse perspectives and methodologies, each contributing valuable insights to the field of
poetry instruction. Williams (2009) emphasizes that these resources complement rather than
compete with each other, suggesting that teachers should select the most suitable materials for
their instructional needs.

In his ‘Tips from a Poet”, Coe (2013) stresses on the idea of ‘reader as writer’. In other
words, developing the skills of reading and writing poetry should go hand in hand. He urged

educators to adopt the perspective of a poet when engaging with poetic texts. Just as
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understanding an artist's technique enhances our appreciation of visual art or music,
approaching poetry as a collaborative process between reader and writer enriches the learning
experience. In this vein, readers become active participants in the creation of meaning, rather
than passive consumers of art. By encouraging students to view poems as dynamic and
evolving works, teachers can foster a deeper engagement with the text, prompting repeated
readings and ongoing interpretation. This approach challenges the notion that art is solely
consumed and instead positions students as co-creators of meaning. By embracing this
perspective, educators can empower students to unlock the creative potential inherent in
poetry writing.

Another interesting point made by Coe (2013) is the way teachers approach poetry
instruction, emphasizing that poetry should not be viewed as an overwhelming or daunting
task. Coe draws upon a quote attributed to Coleridge, suggesting that poetry offers the most
pleasure when it is approached with a mindset of general understanding rather than striving for
perfect comprehension. By adopting this perspective, both teachers and students can alleviate
the pressure of fully deciphering every nuance of a poem and instead focus on the enjoyment
and exploration of its meaning and beauty. This shift in attitude fosters a sense of confidence
and liberation, allowing individuals to engage with poetry more authentically and creatively.
However, the questions that arise here are do students need only to read poetry to be good
writers of poems and can poets provide pedagogical solutions for teachers seeking to enhance
their instructions in this area?

In his guide, Corbett (2013) presents a different approach to enhancing the teaching of
poetry writing skills. Corbett's guide emphasizes practical strategies and hands-on activities

aimed at sparking creativity and imagination in students. By introducing poetry games and
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creative workshops, Corbett encourages teachers to establish a solid foundation for young
writers, nurturing their enthusiasm for poetic expression. The workshops cover a diverse range
of topics, from observational writing to drawing inspiration from various art forms, providing
students with ample opportunities to explore different avenues of creativity. Moreover,
Corbett offers practical advice on organizing workshops, collaborating with visiting poets, and
leveraging additional resources for follow-up work, ensuring a comprehensive and engaging
learning experience. Additionally, the guide highlights the importance of exposing students to
a wide array of poetic techniques and forms, thereby expanding their writing repertoire and
fostering a deeper appreciation for the craft of poetry. By incorporating elements such as
similes, metaphors, and personification, Corbett equips teachers with the tools necessary to
guide students in crafting evocative and expressive poems. The question that comes to mind, is
writing poetry all about teaching poetic techniques and imagination?

Another strategy is suggested by Morgan (2019) in which he outlines the joy and
pleasure in teaching and learning poetry, highlighting its value beyond mere technical
language skills. It underscores the importance of poetry as a tool for enhancing language
awareness, spelling, punctuation, and grammar, while also promoting debate, discussion,
performance, and empathy. The author acknowledges the challenges posed by the skill of
writing poetry but offers a creative and enjoyable approach to address them. By incorporating
poetry into daily routines and activities, such as reading aloud a daily poem and engaging in
discussions and performances, students develop listening, speaking, and reading skills in a
motivating and enjoyable manner. The approach encourages active participation, personal
responses, and emotional engagement with poetry, fostering a deeper appreciation for

language and literature. Furthermore, the emphasis on reading poetry aloud, discussing its
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grammatical features, and redrafting poems cultivates a holistic understanding of language and
writing skills.

In his article about poetry writing, Mahmud (2017) recommends that teachers should
focus on key aspects like theme, imagery, sound system, and rhythm. Theme refers to the
main ideas developed throughout the verse, while imagery involves creating mental images
through figurative language like similes, metaphors, and personification. The use of sound
devices such as rhyme, alliteration, and assonance enhances the auditory experience of poetry,
making it more artistic and expressive. Additionally, rhythm, secured by meter and
onomatopoeia, adds a musical quality to poetry, engaging readers on a sensory level. By
understanding and effectively teaching these elements, teachers can empower students to
appreciate and create poetry with confidence and creativity (Mahmud, 2017).

While existing approaches offer valuable insights into teaching poetry writing to EFL
students, they often fall short in providing a comprehensive solution to the challenge of
maintaining cohesion and coherence in poetic composition.

Building upon the insights gleaned from previous studies, this research aims to bridge
the identified gaps and offer practical pedagogical tools for teaching poetry writing. By
integrating a comprehensive analysis of cohesive devices with a nuanced understanding of
genre conventions, the research seeks to illuminate how writers strategically employ cohesive
devices across different poetic forms and themes. Furthermore, the researcher of this paper
proposes to develop a practical pedagogical tool in the form of a graphic organizer specifically
tailored for teaching poetry writing. This graphic organizer will serve as a visual aid to help
students identify and analyze cohesive devices within poetry, guiding them in understanding

how these devices contribute to the coherence and effectiveness of poetic expression. By
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providing concrete strategies and visual support, this tool aims to empower educators in
effectively teaching poetry writing, enabling them to scaffold students' understanding of
cohesive devices and their role in crafting compelling poetry. Through these endeavors, this
research aspires to not only contribute to the scholarly discourse on cohesive devices and
genre analysis, but also to offer tangible resources that enhance pedagogical practices in

teaching poetry writing.

2.3.2 Cohesive Devices in Poetry and Other Genres

Several studies demonstrated a strong correlation between the skillful use of cohesive
devices and the overall quality of writing across diverse contexts. Through meticulous
analyses, Nisa et al. (2015) found that proficiency in employing cohesive devices such as
repetition, synonyms, and lexical cohesion directly influences the coherence, unity, and clarity
of written texts. Besides, investigations into students' writing skills consistently revealed that
higher mastery of cohesive devices corresponds to superior writing quality, as evidenced by
well-structured, cohesive compositions (Ghasemi, 2013). Moreover, examinations of literary
works, such as William Wordsworth poetry by Abd Allah (2019) revealed how skilled
employment of cohesive structures enhances thematic depth and textual coherence.
Collectively, these studies highlight the link between cohesive devices and writing
proficiency, underscoring the pedagogical imperative of fostering students' competency in
utilizing cohesive structures to enhance the overall quality of their written communication.

These studies have delved into both grammatical and lexical cohesion, though with
varying degrees of emphasis. For instance, Nisa et al. (2015) and Ghasemi (2013) primarily

focused on identifying and quantifying the use of cohesive devices in written compositions,
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emphasizing either grammatical or lexical cohesion. They examined the correlation between
the frequency of cohesive devices and the quality of writing, particularly among students.
Similarly, Sidabutar (2021) explored lexical cohesion in narrative writing produced by
students. Conversely, in his study Abu-Ayyash (2015) proposed a comprehensive model of
cohesive devices, aiming to address the limitations of previous studies.

It is worth noting here that the majority of studies primarily centered on identifying and
quantifying cohesive devices within both student compositions and renowned literary works.
They mainly aimed to shed light on their usage patterns and effects on writing quality. It is
true that by meticulously counting and categorizing these cohesive devices, the studies
provided valuable insights into their prevalence and effectiveness in enhancing text coherence
and meaning. Furthermore, while some studies offered general pedagogical implications,
recommending strategies for educators to foster students' mastery of cohesive devices and
improve writing skills, others highlighted the importance of cohesive devices in conveying
themes and emotions within literary works.

However, it is essential to note that the focus was primarily on enumeration and
explanation rather than exploring the nuanced nuances of how these devices interact within
different contexts or genres. Also, there has been a noticeable lack of emphasis on practical
tools or pedagogical recommendations for teachers seeking to improve poetry writing
instruction. While they offer valuable theoretical frameworks and analytical approaches, these
studies fall short in providing concrete strategies or teaching techniques that educators can
readily implement in the classroom. As a result, there remains a gap between theoretical
understanding and practical application in the context of teaching poetry writing, highlighting

the need for future research to bridge this divide and offer more actionable guidance for
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educators. Even the few proposed models primarily focused on expanding the theoretical
framework rather than offering practical tools for teaching.

In addition to this, and while examining several studies, such as studies by Bahaziq
(2016) and Abd Allah (2019), it becomes evident that there is a notable gap in the link
between the analysis of cohesive devices and the specific genre of writing. While these studies
delved into the identification and analysis of cohesive devices, particularly in written
discourse and poetry, they generally lacked a nuanced exploration of how these devices
operate within different genres. For instance, Bahaziq (2016) focused on cohesive devices in
essay writing without considering how their usage might vary in other genres such as
narrative, argumentative, or descriptive writing. Similarly, Abd Allah (2019) investigated
cohesive devices in Wordsworth's poetry but did not delve into how the poet's choice of
devices might differ across various poetic forms or themes. A final observation would be that
teachers’ focus is projected largely on one cohesive device which is conjunctions (Alfalagg,
2020). Although conjunctions are of high importance in creating cohesion, they are not
sufficient in themselves to help students improve their writing skill.

This gap suggests a need for further research that examines the interaction between
cohesive devices and genre conventions, providing insights into how writers adapt their use of
cohesive devices based on the specific requirements and expectations of different genres. Such
an exploration would contribute to a deeper understanding of how cohesive devices function
within the broader context of genre and discourse analysis.

Previous studies that have analyzed cohesive devices in poetry, have primarily focused
on identification and quantification rather than providing practical tools or instructional

strategies for teaching these devices effectively. This research seeks to fill this gap by not only
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examining the presence of cohesive devices but also developing instructional materials and
strategies to help EFL students incorporate these devices into their poetic compositions in a
meaningful and cohesive manner. By bridging the gap between theory and practice, this
research aims to provide teachers with the necessary resources to facilitate the development of

cohesive and coherent poetry writing skills in EFL students.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

In this chapter, the methods and steps followed by the researcher are described, while
outlining the paradigm and approach, research instrument, and sampling method used for data
collection and analysis purposes. The chapter also ascertains how the researcher ensured
validity and reliability in line with ethical standards throughout the research study.

3.1 Approach and Design

The approach chosen for this dissertation is qualitative, performing manual discourse
analysis to investigate lexical cohesion in Shakespearean sonnets. Quantitative enumeration is
not the focus of this study; rather, it is the exploration of the functions and quality of the
cohesive devices employed in the sonnets. In contrast to more systematic methods like content
analysis, manual discourse analysis necessitates an in-depth examination of textual elements to
discover meanings, patterns, and nuances within the discourse (Maher et al., 2018). In the case
of the study at hand, the analysis aims to uncover the insightful ways in which lexical cohesive
devices contribute to the overall meaning and coherence of Shakespearean sonnets.

The rationale behind choosing a qualitative approach for this study can be justified from
various angles. First of all, qualitative research captures subtleties of a nuanced examination of
lexical cohesive devices that quantitative methods might overlook (Hughes, 2006). It allows
the researcher to consider the qualitative aspects of cohesion while delving deeply into the
distinct ways cohesive devices function in the context of Shakespearean sonnets. Secondly, by
focusing on the quality and function of these devices, the study provides a richer
understanding of how the choice of specific lexical cohesive devices contributes to the

sonnets’ overall meaning and coherence. Thus, understanding the context-specific nature of
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lexical cohesive devices in literature can be best studied through qualitative methods (Cleland,
2017).

In addition to the above justifications, the flexibility brought forth by the absence of pre-
set hypotheses paves the path for the discovery of unexpected patterns or themes. This
inductive characteristic aligns with the emergent design of qualitative research, providing a
more authentic representation of the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Finally, the subjective
nature of literature, including Shakespearean sonnets, is inherently open to diverse
interpretations. This subjectivity is acknowledged and embraced by a qualitative approach in
order to offer a more holistic grasp of the textual elements under investigation (Macleod,
2009).

3.2 Paradigm

Kivunja and Kuyini (2017) state that a research paradigm offers insight into the
ontological, epistemological, and methodological considerations that guide the researcher in
selecting the most effective approach to investigate the research questions in the selected
study. Taking into account the qualitative, exploratory nature of this research, an interpretivist
paradigm is adopted. In this paradigm, multiple realities are acknowledged and intricate
contextual meanings are sought (Azungh, 2018). In fact, Interpretivism aligns with the
philosophical stance that reality is subjective and shaped by individual experiences and
interpretations (Cohen et al., 2002).

Said paradigm is particularly suitable for the current study as it allows the investigation
of emergent themes and insights within the qualitative analysis of Shakespearean sonnets

without imposing pre-set hypotheses (Neuman, 2013).
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To summarize, the qualitative approach and interpretivist paradigm utilized in this study
aim to reveal the embedded meanings and intricate relationships within the lexical cohesive
devices employed in Shakespeare’s sonnets. This aim emphasizes the depth and richness of
qualitative analysis over the mere quantitative reckoning of linguistic elements.

3.3 Instrumentation

The instrument chosen for this study has been developed based on Halliday and
Hassan’s 1976 model of cohesive devices, inclusive of some later adaptations, all presented in
table 3. Aligning seamlessly with the study’s qualitative approach and interpretivist paradigm,
this model provides a comprehensive framework for understanding the lexical cohesion
present in poetic discourse. The adaptability of this model facilitates the exploration of both
foundational and extended categories of lexical cohesive devices in the selected
Shakespearean sonnets. The research aims to leverage this instrument in order to delve into the
textual elements under investigation.

Table 3

Instrument/Model of Analysis

Lexical Cohesive Device Description

repetition of words or phrases within a text
Reiteration to reinforce meaning or create emphasis

words that frequently appear together in
Collocation natural language usage

words with similar meanings that can be

Synonymy used interchangeably
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Antonymy words with opposite meanings
words representing specific instances or
Hyponymy subtypes of a more general word
Meronymy words representing parts of a larger whole
repetition of grammatical structures, words,

Parallelism or phrases to create balance and rhythm

3.4 Sampling

After identifying the approach and paradigm that are appropriate for the purpose of the
study, as well as the instrument underpinning the discourse analysis, a sampling method that
aligns with them should follow. Purposive sampling is a criteria-based sampling that requires
the selection of specific participants or materials that suit the aim and questions of the research
(Gorard, 2001). In this study, purposive sampling will ensure the deliberate selection of
Shakespearean sonnets that exhibit a diverse range of lexical cohesive devices in light of
Halliday and Hasan's 1976 model of cohesive devices, in addition to later adaptations.
Consequently, this purposive sampling will facilitate an in-depth analysis of these devices
within the context of the sonnets, which will render the intricacies within the poetic discourse
comprehensible (Kumar, 2011).

Table 4 lists the selected sonnets that will be analyzed in the study. The criteria for
meticulously choosing these four sonnets rests upon their potential in showcasing a spectrum

of lexical cohesion. This includes repetition, collocation, synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy,
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meronymy, and parallelism, ensuring a robust dataset for a thorough discourse analysis that
will explore Shakespeare’s multifaceted linguistic craftsmanship encapsulated in his sonnets.
The researcher will ensure the integrity of the sampling through an identification and
verification process. The identification of the four sonnets was based on an ample review of
scholarly studies, critical analyses, and thematic relevance. Subsequently, the researcher will
perform a verification process that involves a preliminary manual analysis to secure the
chosen sonnets’ alignment with the research objectives. Thus, this process will confirm the
presence of the targeted lexical cohesive devices in each selected sonnet. In the pursuit of
establishing reliability and validity, Spiers et al. (2018) consider the importance of verification

strategies, which encompass an iterative approach of reviewing and adjusting.

Table 4

Chosen List of Shakespearean Sonnets

Sonnet Title Description

29 "When in disgrace with an expression of detachment and
Fortune and men's eyes,”  despair in the face of misfortune

30 "When to the sessions of  an exploration and reflection of
sweet silent thought the power of silent contemplation

73 "That time of year thou a contemplation of the effects of
mayst in me behold" aging and time on the speaker

116 "Let me not to the a definition and defense of true

marriage of true minds" love’s enduring nature
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3.5 Procedure

The procedure for this study involves a systematic and diligent process, starting with the
selection of Shakespearean sonnets to the identification of lexical cohesive devices, ultimately
leading to the exploration of enclosed meanings and elaborate relationships within the
discourse.

The initial step in the procedure involves the purposive sampling of four Shakespearean
sonnets with respect to the details explained in the sampling section. The selection process
considers thematic significance and critical acclaim to showcase a variety of lexical cohesion
in the chosen sonnets.

Upon selecting the sonnets, the next step entails a thorough identification of lexical
cohesive devices present in the sonnets. Following Halliday and Hasan's model, the analysis
focuses on repetitive elements, collocational patterns, parallel structures, synonymous and
antonymous pairings, as well as instances of hyponymy and meronymy. Each sonnet will be
examined and analyzed to disclose the rich tapestry of cohesive devices interwoven into the
poetic discourse.

Once the lexical cohesive devices are identified, the researcher analyzes the functions of
these devices, seeking to understand how they contribute to the overarching meaning and
coherence of the sonnets. The examination goes beyond surface-level observations, aiming to
uncover the patterns and links that arise from the interaction of lexical cohesive elements.
Finally, the qualitative nature of the study guides the interpretation process that will embrace

the subjective nature of literature and capture the linguistic richness of lexical cohesive
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devices. Thus, the followed procedure paves the way for the emergence of varied, emergent
themes through sophisticated interpretations of the timeless sonnets.
3.6 Validity and Reliability

It is crucial to ensure the validity and reliability of the research methodology,
specifically in the context of qualitative studies. Credibility in the qualitative plays a pivotal
role in establishing the trustworthiness of the findings (Golafshani, 2003). For this research,
the utilized instrument of Halliday and Hassan's 1976 model of cohesive devices ensures
content validity and is integral to its success. Their model serves as the cornerstone for manual
discourse analysis and thus establishes content validity by its direct relevance to the topic at
hand—exploring cohesive devices in Shakespearean sonnets. The model's content is designed
for discourse analysis, inherently aligning it with the research objectives. Moreover, the model
has been widely employed in similar contexts (Granger & Tyson 1996; Crossley et al., 2010;
Green, 2012; Leo, 2012), ensuring construct validity.

Construct validity is another key consideration. Given the varied usage of different
components of the model in prior research, the model proves cogent. In their analyses of
cohesive devices, many scholars have extensively employed components of Halliday and
Hassan's model, reinforcing its suitability for examining lexical cohesion in literary texts.
Furthermore, the model’s adaptability to different analytical contexts allows for its
applicability to the nuanced exploration of cohesive devices within Shakespearean sonnets,
which contributes to the construct validity of the instrument.

To further establish the credibility of the instrument, a pilot study will be conducted on
sonnet 18 “Shall I compare thee to a summer’s day?” Through this preliminary application,

the researcher aims to assess the effectiveness and success of the model in identifying and
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interpreting cohesive devices within the sonnet's textual structure. Consequently, the insights
gained from this pilot will inform any necessary adjustments to the instrument and verify its
aptness for the subsequent in-depth analysis of all selected sonnets.

In brief words, this study ensures the validity and reliability of the chosen instrument by
addressing content and construct validity through the intrinsic alignment of the model with the
research topic and its proven utility in prior analyses, coupled with the piloting process.
Piloting of Sonnet 18
Sonnet 18 — Appendix A

To start with, the word “summer” is reiterated three times in phrases like “summer’s
day”, “summer’s lease”, and “eternal summer”. The repetition of this lexical item emphasizes
the notion of beauty as the poet intends to compare the subject to the loveliness of a summer
day, as well as giving the subject the quality of eternal beauty in contrast to the short duration
of the season. Secondly, collocation exists between words like "darling buds" and "rough
winds", creating vivid imagery and evoking sensory experiences. The effective pairing of
words enriches the reader's experience and contributes to the sonnet's aesthetic appeal by
enhancing the imagery and evoking strong emotions.

“Temperate” and “mild” are synonymous words, used interchangeably to convey the
idea of moderate weather. The use of synonyms adds variety to the language, enhancing the
richness of the sonnet's description of nature. Moreover, antonyms like "shade™ and "shine",
“shines” and “dimmed” contrast elements of darkness and brightness, creating tension and
highlighting the dynamic interplay between opposing forces. Through these contrasting words,
the poet asserts that the subject’s light will conquer over Death’s shade.

The hyponym "sun" is a specific instance of the more general word "star." Hyponymy
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adds specificity and detail to the sonnet's description of natural elements, which in return,
enriches the reader’s visualization of the poet's observations. Also, the meronym “eye" is a
part of the larger whole "heaven.” Meronymy conveyed a figure of speech in the context of
this sonnet, as the “eye of heaven” resembles the sun. This reinforces the sonnet's theme of
beauty and perfection within the natural world.

Finally, the parallelism of the phrase “So long” employed in the couplet not only creates
rhythm, but also expresses the notion of timeless beauty and enduring qualities of the subject,
contributing to the overall theme of immortality and preservation of beauty. This powerful
parallelism in the last two lines of the sonnet contributes to the sonnet’s memorability.
Overall, the skillful use of lexical cohesive devices in Sonnet 18 enhances the poem's beauty,
depth, and impact. By employing these devices, Shakespeare creates a cohesive and
harmonious poem that resonates with readers, transcending time and language to become a
timeless masterpiece of literature.

3.7 Ethical Account

Given the nature of the study which involves secondary data and no direct human
participation, the ethical considerations for this research are notably straightforward.
Shakespearean sonnets are used as primary source material, so risks associated with human
subjects are normally eliminated, placing the study under the low-risk research category.
Additionally, the absence of human participants alleviates confidentiality, privacy, and
potential harm concerns (Sanjari et al., 2014). It is also important to note that the researcher
has filled out an ethical form detailing the nature, approach, and design of the study with their

potential impact. This form has undergone revision and received approval from the
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university’s ethical review board, underscoring the study’s adherence to the institution’s
ethical standards and guidelines.

The study commits to the sharing and disseminating of its results openly, in line with the
principle that deems transparency a keystone of ethical research conduct (Tuval-Mashiach,
2017). Transparency is carried out throughout the research from acknowledging the subjective
nature of the analysis, aligning with the chosen qualitative approach and interpretivist
paradigm, to committing to the upheld validity and reliability. The researcher will make the
methodologies, findings, and any limitations encountered during the research process
accessible to the academic community and the public. By maintaining transparency and rigor
throughout the procedure, ethical considerations are paramount, ensuring accountability and
contributing to the credibility of the study.

Lastly and most notably, the potential added value of the research to the academic
community accentuates its ethical dimension. The study aims to explore subtle and significant
details and relationships among lexical cohesive devices in Shakespearean sonnets, in an
attempt to understand skillful and artful linguistic use in literature. This added value highlights
the research's dedication to academic integrity and the broader intellectual discourse.

In short, the study’s ethical account is grounded in its low-risk nature, the supervision
and approval of the university's ethical review board, its transparency in reporting results, and
the potential value it brings to the scholarly community. Collectively, these ethical

considerations affirm the integrity of the research endeavor.
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Chapter 4: Findings and Discussion
This section will be divided into two parts that answer the research questions set forth by

this paper. The first part will answer the first two questions:

1. What are the functions of lexical cohesive devices in Shakespeare’s sonnets?

2. What is the correlation, if any, between the use of lexical cohesive devices and the

overall quality of a Shakespearean sonnet?

The second subsection will target the third question:

3. How can teachers create an instrument of teaching cohesive devices that facilitates

their students’ poetry writing process?
4.1 Lexical Cohesive Devices in Shakespearean Sonnets
Sonnet 29 — Appendix A
In this sonnet, although there is only one repetition of the same word “heaven”, it still is

significant because the first use of “heaven” is a melancholic context, whereas its second
usage comes in a positive context. In addition, there is a reiteration of phrases that stress the
depth of the poet’s despair, such as “in disgrace”, “curse my fate”, and “almost despising”.
The poet’s use of words like “disgrace”, “fortune”, “outcast state”, and “men’s eyes” form a
cohesive theme of dissatisfaction and societal judgment. More examples of collocation include
“eyes”, “cries”, and “beweep”, as well as: wealth” and “kings”, “sings” and “hymns”. Arriving
at synonymy, “state”, “fate”, and “scope” express the poet’s thoughts on limitation and desire
for change. On the other hand, “rich in hope” and “contended least” are clear antonyms that
reveal the internal turbulence the poet feels. No clear instance of hyponymy presents itself in
this sonnet. However, a clear case of meronymy appears in “heaven’s gate”, where the poet

compares himself to a bird rising from the gloomy earth to sing in the heavens upon the
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thought of the poem’s subject. This cohesive device gave the sonnet a dimension of depth of
feelings, conveyed through beautiful simile. Finally, parallelism is evident in the sonnet’s
structure that follows a consistent pattern of despair in the octave, and then transitioning to
hope and contentment in the sestet. Balance and resolution are created through this lexical
cohesive device. All the cohesive devices explored in this sonnet create a cohesive portrayal of
the speaker’s emotional journey, while highlighting universal themes of resilience, human
longing, and redemption in love.
Sonnet 30 — Appendix A

The poem opens with the speaker reflecting on moments of solitude, but this solitude
brings up a sense of melancholy for past sorrows and losses. This sadness is portrayed through
the reiteration of the term “woe” and “woes” four times in the sonnet, as well as “grieve” and
“grievances”. A cohesive atmosphere of introspective contemplation builds up from the
collocation of words like “silent thought”, “Time’s waste”, “sad account”, and “sorrows end”.
Moving on to the utilization of synonymy is clear in most of the sonnet, like “weary” and
“sad”, “before” and “fore”, “vanished” and “foregone”, “past” and “old”, “sigh” and “moan”
and “drown an eye” and “weep”. As for antonyms, examples are also evident in this sonnet,
such as “old” and “new”, “afresh” and “canceled”, and “sought” and “waste”. Synonymy and
antonymy showcase the poet’s rich vocabulary as he conveys his fluctuating emotional state.
One subtle relationship is formed between “thought” and “remembrance” in which the former
is part of the latter (memory). Similarly, a subtle instance of meronymy in the relationship
between “death’s dateless night”, is an attempt from the poet to describe the timeless,

unpredictable aspect of death. Parallel structure lies in verbal structures:

“I summon up remembrance of things past,
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I sigh the lack of many a thing | sought,”
“Then can | drown an eye, unus'd to flow,,
... And weep afresh love's long since cancell'd woe,
And moan th' expense of many a vanish'd sight;
Then can | grieve at grievances foregone,”
In a nutshell, the cohesive devices employed in sonnet 30 evoke a moving exploration of
finding solace amidst adversity through the remembrance of a dear person.
Sonnet 73 — Appendix A

In this sonnet, the poet likens himself to the autumn season to create an atmosphere of
decay and expose the brevity of human life. He repeats the word “love” two times, as well as
the words “death” and “deathbed”. Analytically, readers will try to link the ideas and infer that
one must love life before death knocks their door. The pairing of words like “yellow leaves”,
“twilight of such day”, “sunset fadeth”, “black night”, and “glowing of such fire” expresses a
sense of fading light and approaching darkness. Interestingly, the synonyms used in this poem
contribute to the rich imagery in conveying themes of aging and mortality: “glowing” and
“fire”, symbolizing liveliness or vitality, and “twilight” and * black night”, synonymously
describing the end of the day or the onset of darkness. On the other hand, antonyms like “day”
and “night”, “expire” and “nourished”, and “consumed” and “strong” are meant to depict the
passage from life to death. Examples of hyponymy include “the twilight of such day” and
“ashes of his youth”, whereas those of meronymy include “leaves” and “boughs” and “death’s
second self”. Both of these lexical devices aid the imagery of the poem, evoking vivid
sensations. Parallelism has been employed in the following lines:

“In me thou see'st the twilight of such day
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As after sunset fadeth in the west,
In me thou see'st the glowing of such fire
...As the death-bed whereon it must expire”

As explored, themes of passage of time, aging, and mortality have been reflected by
Shakespeare in this sonnet, employing various lexical cohesive devices to elevate its
emotional depth and resonance.

Sonnet 116 — Appendix A

Sonnet 116 utilizes numerous lexical cohesive devices. First of all, “love” is reiterated
five times in the poem, hinting to the reader that the sonnet is an exploration of love. When the
reader explores the expressions used with love, they come to understand that the repeated
motifs are there to create a cohesive theme that defends true love’s enduring nature. More
examples of reiteration include “alters” and “alteration”, and “remover” and “remove”.
Secondly, collocation is evident in phrases such as "ever-fixed mark", "edge of doom”,
“wand’ring bark”, and “rosy lips and cheeks”, and “time”, “hours”, and “weeks”. These words
are paired to describe a sense of inevitability, reinforcing the poem's assertion about the
steadfastness of love in the face of time and obstacles. Third of all, synonymy is not explicitly
employed in specific words, except for one instance in “alters not” and “bears it out”, but the
repetition of terms that defend love creates a sense of synonymy of ideas from the beginning
till the end of the poem, highlighting the unwavering nature of true affection. Antonymy is
cleverly woven into contrasts between "brief hours and weeks" and "edge of doom™
emphasizing the dichotomy between genuine love and the transient passage of time.
Hyponymy is present in “time’s short hours and weeks”, describing vivid experiences of

fleeting moments. Meronymy is evident in the depiction of broader concepts like "Love's not
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Time's fool," suggesting a broader philosophical context about the relationship between love
and mortality. Lastly, parallelism in the structure of the sonnet (e.g., “it is an ever-fixed
marka” and “it is the star to every wand'ring bark) reinforces its thematic coherence, with the
poem's assertions about love's constancy.

The analysis of the lexical cohesive devices in Shakespeare’s sonnets ascertained their

roles in:

- emphasizing key themes or ideas

- enhancing rhythm and flow of the text

- enhancing clarity and fluency

- creating cohesion between adjacent/distant words

- adding variety to language; providing alternatives for expressing ideas
- creating contrast and tension; highlighting opposing concepts

- adding specificity and detail; clarifying relationships between concepts
- illustrating relationships between components

- enhancing descriptive detail

- establishing symmetry

Thus, how can we transfer this knowledge to teachers and students to facilitate the poetry
writing process?
4.2 Creating a Poetry Graphic Organizer

Based on the results of the study, the researcher designed an instrument for teaching
lexical cohesive devices in writing classes. Almost all writing genres are presented with

graphic organizers, so why is poetry left out? Brainstorming for poems is very essential and
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beneficial, so placing thoughts inside a graphic organizer will set students on the right track.
Figure 5 shows the criteria to be filled by the students in a poetry graphic organizer. Teachers
can customize the graphic organizer by either adding or removing some of its components to
cater for different levels in their classrooms. For example, struggling students may refrain
from using the more advanced lexical cohesive devices, while advanced students can be
challenged with them. Moreover, teachers can include rhyming words as a criterion in the
graphic organizer. Having a list of rhyming words set in front of them encourages students to
start arranging them in their poems. The poetry writing process will be smoother and more
manageable when students choose their topic and fill out the graphic organizer with words,

expressions, and structures that they will use in their poems.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion
5.1 Summary and Implications

In conclusion, poetry poses a unique challenge within the curriculum due to its
distinctive features, such as condensed language, figurative expression, and complex thematic
layers. Addressing this challenge is imperative to ensure that students develop proficiency in
understanding and appreciating poetry as a form of literary expression. Various approaches
can be adopted to tackle this challenge, including providing comprehensive guidance on poetic
analysis, encouraging creative interpretation, and fostering an appreciation for poetic craft.

This paper focuses specifically on the poetry of Shakespeare, recognizing its canonical
significance and enduring relevance in literary studies. By offering practical tools and
pedagogical strategies drawing on examples from Shakespeare’s poetry, this study aimed to
support educators in navigating the complexities of teaching poetry effectively. In particular,
the paper provided guidance on how to help students utilize lexical cohesive devices to
enhance the quality of their writing, emphasizing the importance of coherence and cohesion in
crafting meaningful poetic expression. Through these efforts, educators can facilitate the
poetry writing process of their students.

The findings of this study proved the correlation between the use of cohesive devices
and the overall quality of the sonnets, as said devices helped convey the intended meanings
and connect ideas coherently. This research contributes significantly to the field of poetry
education by introducing a practical and innovative pedagogical tool: the graphic organizer.
While previous studies have primarily focused on descriptive analyses of cohesive devices in
poetry or literature, this research bridges the gap between theoretical understanding and

practical application by proposing a tangible tool for teachers.
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The graphic organizer serves as a visual aid, guiding students through the identification
and exploration of cohesive devices within poems, thereby facilitating a deeper understanding
of the text's meaning and structure. Additionally, this tool encourages active engagement and
critical thinking, as students are prompted to consider the relationship between cohesive
devices and poetic elements such as theme, tone, and imagery. Ultimately, the incorporation of
the graphic organizer into poetry instruction aids teachers in cultivating students' analytical
skills, literary appreciation, and writing proficiency in a dynamic and effective manner.

5.2 Recommendations

Despite their significance, cohesive devices have often received less attention in poetry.
Thus, more research is required in this field of study. The more teachers are aware of cohesive
devices, their appropriate usage, and dimensions, the closer they are to combat the challenge
of teaching poetry.

In addition to addressing the complexities of teaching poetry, it is crucial to recognize
the specific challenges posed by Shakespearean sonnets. These intricate poetic forms,
renowned for their richness of language, thematic depth, and complex structural patterns,
present a considerable challenge for learners. While Shakespeare’s sonnets offer profound
insights into human experience and emotions, their dense and archaic language, as well as
their intricate syntactic structures, can prove daunting for students. However, by employing
discourse analysis techniques, educators can delve deeper into the linguistic and thematic
intricacies of Shakespeare’s sonnets, enabling a more nuanced understanding of their
meanings and poetic devices.

Given that teachers are the architects and implementers of the curriculum, their

understanding and utilization of cohesive devices are paramount in effectively teaching poetry
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writing. Halliday and Hasan's model serves as a robust framework for this endeavor, offering
valuable insights into both grammatical and lexical cohesion. By comprehensively
understanding these cohesive mechanisms, teachers can design instructional strategies that
equip students with the skills needed to navigate and appreciate complex poetic texts, such as
those authored by Shakespeare. Through explicit instruction and guided practice, educators
can empower students to recognize and utilize cohesive devices effectively, thereby enhancing
their ability to craft coherent and compelling poetry compositions.
5.3 Limitations

The researcher of this paper wanted to dig deeper into teachers’ perspectives on the
matter under study, but for time limitation reasons, that step was not taken. The qualitative
data that can be gathered from interviews with or observations of teachers around the topic of
cohesive devices would have informed the gap even more. Also, the researcher only analyzed
lexical cohesive devices in this paper, yet Shakespeare’s sonnets are also rich with
grammatical ones. It is worthy to explore both categories of cohesion in both literary and non-
literary texts.
5.4 Epilogue

The written word should never die... The skill of writing serves as a powerful vehicle
for expression, enabling individuals to articulate their thoughts, emotions, and experiences
with clarity and precision. As a fundamental aspect of communication, writing empowers
individuals to convey their ideas effectively, fostering connection and understanding among
diverse audiences. Beyond its practical applications, writing serves as a medium for self-
reflection and exploration, allowing individuals to delve into the depths of their imagination

and creativity.
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Teaching writing to students holds immense importance, as it equips them with the tools
and techniques necessary to navigate the complexities of the written word. By nurturing their
writing abilities, educators empower students to communicate their ideas persuasively,
advocate for change, and contribute meaningfully to society. Moreover, teaching writing
fosters critical thinking skills, encouraging students to analyze, evaluate, and synthesize
information to construct coherent arguments and narratives.

In today's digital age, where communication often takes place through screens and
devices, the ability to write effectively remains a cornerstone of academic and professional
success. By instilling a love for writing and providing students with the necessary guidance
and support, educators play a pivotal role in shaping the next generation of communicators,

thinkers, and leaders.
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Appendices

Appendix A: William Shakespeare’s Sonnets

Sonnet 18: “Shall I compare thee to a summer’s day?”
Shall I compare thee to a summer’s day?

Thou art more lovely and more temperate:

Rough winds do shake the darling buds of May,
And summer’s lease hath all too short a date;
Sometime too hot the eye of heaven shines,

And often is his gold complexion dimm'd;

And every fair from fair sometime declines,

By chance or nature’s changing course untrimm'd;
But thy eternal summer shall not fade,

Nor lose possession of that fair thou ow’st;

Nor shall death brag thou wander’st in his shade,
When in eternal lines to time thou grow’st:

So long as men can breathe or eyes can see,

So long lives this, and this gives life to thee.
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b

Sonnet 29: “When, in disgrace with fortune and men’s eyes’
When, in disgrace with fortune and men’s eyes,
I all alone beweep my outcast state,

And trouble deaf heaven with my bootless cries,



And look upon myself and curse my fate,

Wishing me like to one more rich in hope,
Featured like him, like him with friends possessed,
Desiring this man’s art and that man’s scope,

With what | most enjoy contented least;

Yet in these thoughts myself almost despising,
Haply I think on thee, and then my state,

(Like to the lark at break of day arising

From sullen earth) sings hymns at heaven’s gate;
For thy sweet love remembered such wealth brings

That then 1 scorn to change my state with kings.
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Sonnet 30: “When to the sessions of sweet silent thought”
When to the sessions of sweet silent thought

I summon up remembrance of things past,

I sigh the lack of many a thing | sought,

And with old woes new wail my dear time's waste:

Then can | drown an eye, unus'd to flow,

For precious friends hid in death's dateless night,

And weep afresh love's long since cancell'd woe,

And moan th' expense of many a vanish'd sight;

Then can | grieve at grievances foregone,

And heavily from woe to woe tell o'er



The sad account of fore-bemoaned moan,
Which | new pay as if not paid before.
But if the while | think on thee, dear friend,

All losses are restor'd, and sorrows end.
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Sonnet 73: “That time of year thou mayst in me behold”
That time of year thou mayst in me behold

When yellow leaves, or none, or few, do hang

Upon those boughs which shake against the cold,

Bare ruin'd choirs, where late the sweet birds sang.

In me thou see'st the twilight of such day

As after sunset fadeth in the west,

Which by and by black night doth take away,

Death's second self, that seals up all in rest.

In me thou see'st the glowing of such fire

That on the ashes of his youth doth lie,

As the death-bed whereon it must expire,

Consum'd with that which it was nourish'd by.

This thou perceiv'st, which makes thy love more strong,

To love that well which thou must leave ere long.

Sonnet 116: “Let me not to the marriage of true minds”

Let me not to the marriage of true minds



Admit impediments; love is not love
Which alters when it alteration finds,

Or bends with the remover to remove.

O no, it is an ever-fixed mark

That looks on tempests and is never shaken;

It is the star to every wand'ring bark

Whose worth's unknown, although his height be taken.

Love's not time's fool, though rosy lips and cheeks
Within his bending sickle's compass come.

Love alters not with his brief hours and weeks,
But bears it out even to the edge of doom:

If this be error and upon me proved,

I never writ, nor no man ever loved.
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