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This study investigates the relationship betwedresmn and coherence in
English compositions. Cohesion facilitates text poghension and is assumed to be
related to text coherence. However, many studiaklamot find such correlation. The
absence of the correlation might have been caugad bmprobable analogy between the
guantity of cohesive ties and the quality of coheee This study examines the correlation
between the two features. Forty-six English compwss from Thai EFL students were
analyzed. Cohesive ties were identified, countad,ategorized. The characters of
cohesion and coherence were described. The gsaditieohesion and coherence were
scored using rating scales. The result shows lieatarrelation coefficient between the
quality of the two features is r=0.48 with a sigrahce level ap=0.002. This suggests

that there is a statistically significant mediunretation between the quality of cohesion

and that of coherence in the English compositidnghai EFL students.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This chapter is the introduction. It presents #esons why the present study
needs to be conducted. The chapter starts withablkground, which briefly states the
related theories, the related previous studiestladap those studies have not yet
fulfilled. Then, the chapter states the problers,dbjectives of the study, the research
guestions, and the research hypothesis. At thetkadhapter presents the significance of
the study and the definitions of terms.
Background

Researchers are looking for overarching factorsdtséinguish good and poor
writing. These factors are crucial in shaping alass instructions and helping foreign
and second language learners to write successfulhe target language. At the
beginning,contrastive analysigLado, 1957) was introduced. The analysis expl¢at
the degrees of difficulties in acquiring a foreigna second language depend on the
distance between the learners’ native and the éegirtarget languages. Later, Corder
(1967) suggested that most of the difficulties wedternatively from the process of
acquiring the target language similarly to the psscof acquiring the native language
when the individuals were children. This is theaduction oferror analysis Error
analysis focuses on types and quantity of errdns. dnalysis formulates instructions to
help the learners to produce error-free writingv&ttheless, well-formed sentences yet
do not guarantee good writing quality, becausestmences still appear in chunks and do
not supply a uniform piece of writing. At this pgithe connectedness of sentences is
concerned and two involved factors are cohesioncahdrence.

Cohesion is the use cbhesive tieso sequence and connect sentences together,

facilitating text to be understood as connectedalisse. Such concept of cohesion is



firstly introduced by Halliday and Hasan (1976).h€cence is a continuity of senses
among the knowledge activated by the expressiotizeaext and make text makes sense
to the reader (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981 edekers (Johns, 1986; Lee, 2002)
claimed that for a text to be coherent, it needdtesion. Johns (1986) suggested that
coherence in a written text involved a multitudeeoft-based features: cohesion and
unity, and reader-based features: the interacthehseen the readers and the text
depending on prior knowledge. Lee (2002) colleetedimber of literatures and
introduced features that contributed text coherefbese features weneacrostructure
(Hoey, 1983; Martin & Rothery, 198aGhformation structurgDanes, 1974; Firbas, 1986
as cited in Lee, 2002he connectivity of the underlying contéikintsch & van Dijk,

1978; van Dijk, 1980)netadiscours¢Crismore, Markkanen, & Steffensen, 1993; van de
Kopple, 1985), andohesionHalliday & Hasan, 1976). In addition, Lee (20@2)d Witte
and Faigley (1981) suggested that coherence irteetadgth overall writing quality at a
strong degree. This implies that cohesion mustialeence overall writing quality,
because cohesion is part of coherence.

To verify that cohesion is a factor that contrilsute coherence or overall writing
guality, many studies have investigated the refatigp between them. The findings from
these studies, however, are not unanimous. Witldrargley (1981) studied high and low
rated essays written by university students andddbat high rated essays have denser
cohesive ties than low rated essd{isalil (1989) studied the relationship between the
guantity cohesive ties and the coherence scoregeinty essays written by Arab
university students. The results showed that thea low correlation between cohesion
and coherence. Chiang (1999) studied the relatipristween various grammatical and
discourse features in 172 essays using ratingsddéefound that the raters relied heavily

on cohesion in judging the quality of essays. damd Braine (20058tudied the



relationship between the quantity of each typeobfesion and writing quality in fifty
essays written by freshmen in a university in Chiftee result showed that the quality of
writing correlate to each type of cohesive tiediierent degreed.exical cohesion
correlated to the quality of writing the most, tnlled by reference and conjunction.
Dueraman (2006) studied the relationship betweemtiantity of cohesive ties written by
fourteen Malaysian and fourteen Thai medical sttgléfhe result showed that there were
no differences in the number of cohesive ties lm#dieen high and low writing quality

of the essays. This suggests that cohesion doeontitbute to text coherence. Crossley
and McNamara (2010) investigated the relationskiwvben cohesion, coherence, and
overall quality of 184 essays written by a groupiversity students. The result showed
that coherence was predictive to overall writinglgy and there was negative correlation
between the quantity of cohesive ties and the dwerding quality. This means high

rated essays in coherence had less cohesive tlesa@nversa. The fluctuation of the
previous studies’ results means that the investigdtas no repeatability and this
suggests that the actual relationships betweernsamihand coherence/overall writing
guality have not yet been revealed.

Chiang (1999) suggested that the fluctuation oféselts might have been caused
by the improper analogy between the quantity ofesole ties and the quality of
coherence. The present study agrees with Chiar8Pj¥hd suggests that such
fluctuation may be caused by two assumptions.,Rhistprevious studies determined the
relationship by interpreting a correlation valueided by statistical mathematiashich
represented the strength and the direction ofitleaut relationship between the two
variables. This means the correlation would betp@sif and only if the compositions or
essays show increasing quantity of cohesive t@sgalvith increasing quality of

coherence or overall writing quality. However sitquestionable that does the increasing



guantity of the cohesive ties must yield the insieg quality of coherence or overall
writing quality indefinitely, or should there be aptimum amount of cohesive ties in a
composition that effectively facilitates maximumnxtteoherencelf it is the latterthe
amount of the cohesive ties which is greater thadptimum point is redundant and do
not help text to be cohererts such, applying a statistical linear equatiosearch for

the relationship between cohesion and coherenoeeawall writing quality would not be
valid. Second, the previous studies conducted thgieriments on various participants’
native language backgrounbhe previous studies investigating the relationsimpghe
native speakers could have assumed that the panisi used cohesive ties correctly and
appropriately because it was their native langu@iberefore, the quantity of the ties
could have been an indicator distinguishing higt laav coherence or good and poor
writing quality. In contrast, the previous studiegestigating such relationship on foreign
and second language patrticipants, there could b@se more chances that grammatical
errors and inappropriate uses of the cohesiveotiesr. A high number of them in a text
could have caused difficulty to a reader. In reghk reader felt that the writing was less
coherence and had poor writing quality. But thisginot mean cohesion does not
facilitate coherence and overall writing qualitygeneral. Therefore, more research with
alternative methods is needed to investigate tat@aships.

Statement of the Problem

The improper analogy between the quantity of cateeties and the quality of
coherence cause the fluctuation in the previoudiesuresults. The fluctuation conceals

the actual relationship between cohesion and cabere



Objectives of the Study

1. To underline the characters of cohesion andllaeacters of coherence in order to
assess their qualities.

2. To compare the quality of cohesion and the guaficoherence in order to find the
relationship between them.

Resear ch Questions

1. What are the characters of cohesion and thexcteas of coherence in English
compositions written by Thai EFL college students?

2. Is there a relationship between cohesion andreolse in the compositions written by
Thai EFL college students?

Scope of the Study

This study investigated the relationship betwedmesmn and coherence in
writing on twenty-three Thai EFL undergraduate stitd at Srinakharinwirot University.
Resear ch Hypothesis

The present study suggests that the investigafitimeaelationship must focus on
the quality of cohesion, not the quantity, to aviid improper analogy in the relationship
investigation. The quality of cohesion shows howl e sentences are connected to
form a text and it must be judged on how cohesegdre used in a text. Using the ties
correctly and appropriately should return high gualf cohesion and if the relationship
between cohesion and coherence do exist as theglgsuggested, the higher quality of
cohesion must result in high quality of coheren#éh the methodology presented by the

present study, the actual relationship betweensioheand coherence should be revealed.



Significance of the Study

This study is value to the researchers in the féltbreign and second language
acquisition in that, first, it provides an alteiratmethod to investigate the relationship
between cohesion and coherence with regardles® tguantity of cohesive ties and the
participants’ native language background. The tethérefore, reveals the actual
relationship between two discourse features. Sedbrdiresent study provides the
characters of cohesion and the characters of cobe Thai EFL college students. The
characters found in the present study are prelimidata for the researchers to study and
seek for approaches to improve students’ discanreiting.

Definitions of Terms

Cohesion grammatical errors are errors occurred when a person use cohesive tie
incorrectly with respect to English grammar.

Cohesion non-grammatical errors are errors occurred when a person use
cohesive ties correctly in grammar, but the waytibe are used is difficult to a reader to
understand.

Optimum quantity of cohesive ties is the suitable amount of cohesive ties in a
composition or in a text that contribute to maximtent coherence and highest overall
writing quality.

Overall writing quality is the quality of writing, which is holistically assesl by

raters.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURES

This chapter contains the theories of cohesioncaheérence and the details of the
related studies. The chapter begins with the caigam of discourse analysis in writing.
Then the chapter goes to the theory of cohesionddny Halliday and Hasan (1976).
Later, the chapter presents the studies that peotbe theory of coherence. At the end
of the chapter, the previous studies investigatiegrelationship between cohesion and
coherence are presented.

Toward Discourse Analysisin Writing

Writing requires the writer to articulate ideas aydthesize various perspectives
to produce persuasive communication through wriiéeh A writer needs knowledge in
vocabulary and grammar to write a sentence, a pgghgr a more complicated piece of
writing such as an essay or a repdhe writer needs a discourse to show the logical
connections of sentences and the organizationeaigvhich would make the writing
intelligible to a reader. Writing is difficult, buit could be accomplished if the writer has
writing skills, which could be gained by practid®syles, 2002) and being instructed
(Crowhurst, 1990).

Writing in a second and a foreign language is nddffecult because second or
foreign language writers cannot avoid confrontiagial and cognitive challenges related
to a second and a foreign language acquisition€by2002). To improve the second and
foreign language writing, the writers also neeccpeas and instructions. To enhance
practices and instructions for second and foreagigliage learners, scholars have come
up with theories to facilitate the learners to agjthe target language in writing.

At the start, scholars have analyzed non-nativalsgs’ language production

with contrastive analysi§Lado, 1957). It explains that the degree of diffty learning a



second or a foreign language depends on the destzetaveen the first and the target
language of the learners. Later, Corder (1967) sstgg that the difficulties occurred
among the foreign and second language were froer adpects in the progress of
language learning the same as when the learnenetetheir first languagdhis is the
introduction oferror analysis Both approaches, contrastive analysis and errdysiaa
focus on text characters within sentence boundaryyet these two theories cannot
answer why the language productions from EFL and I[E&ners, which contained well-
formed sentences, still showed foreign featurdsmglish native speakers. Kaplan (1970)
explained this phenomenon as the learners wereapatble to produce texts to meet
logical and cultural expectations of native speake#rEnglish. Therefore, writing
analysis must go beyond sentence boundary towardathnections between sentences
and toward discourse features, cohesion and coteren
Cohesion

The connection between sentences may play a raennected discourse. To
connect the sentences together, a writer ne@lassion Cohesion utilizesohesive tieso
sequence and connect sentences together caugrgta be in one piece, not a group of
unrelated sentences (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). tHajliand Hasan (1976) categorized
cohesive ties into five types which are referesodstitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and
lexical cohesion. The concept of each type of comesnd its subtypes are as follow.

Reference. Reference is the use of a word to refer to an itethe real world or
in a text. When a reference is pointing to an itertside the text, it is defined as
exophoric referenceBut when it is pointing to an item within the teixis defined as
endorphoric referenceBy Halliday and Hasan (1976)’s definition, coloesis the

connection of sentences in a text. Therefore, esopheference is out of our framework,



because exophoric reference points to items outseleext, to the items in the real
world. Only endorphoric reference shows cohesiaperty.

Endorphoric reference consists of two subtypeskwvhreanaphoricand
cataphoricreference. Anaphoric reference is the referringrtatem in the preceding
sentence and cataphoric reference is the refetwiag item in the following sentence.

Figure 1 shows the structure of reference.

Exophora
(situational)
Anaphora
Reference (to preceding text)
Endophora
(textual)
Cataphora

(to following text)

Figure 1.Diagram shows types of reference

The diagram in figure 1 is the categorization dérence in terms of the position of
the referred itemslhe items can be either inside or outside text@phdic or exophoric,
respectively) and either in the previous or indpeoming sentence (anaphoric or
cataphoric, respectively). English reference calres categorized into three subtypes
which are personals, demonstratives, and compagatiheir concepts are as follow.

Personal referencé lexical item can be referred by a pronoun, a pssive
determiner, or a possessive pronoun. Such refeseareedefined gsersonal reference
They can be either exophoric or endophric. For gptamtem “I” in example (1) is

exophoric, because it refers to the speaker whastdes in the real world, while item
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“He” in example (2) is endophoric because it referdohn in the text and also a person
could notice that “He" is also cataphoric, becdlisdn” is in the preceding sentence.
However, only endophoric personal reference suc¢hkasin example (2) corresponds to
the definition of cohesion defined by Halliday addsan (1976). The analysis of
cohesion in the present study will not determinepdroric reference such as “I” in
example (1) as it refers to the item in the reallvand it does not have cohesive
property which connects the sentences together.

Q) I have a car.

(2) John has just bought a car. He loves it verghmu

Demonstrative referenc®emonstrative reference is used to identify an item
relates to location and time. Such usage requne@srity reference such dkis, these,
that, those, here, there, thamdthe Similarly to personal reference, demonstrative
reference can be exophoric and anaphoric.

3) Leave that there and come here.

4) John has gone to Thailand. This time he véltttere for a year.

In example (3) the speaker and the listener bogtiaitly know that “there” is a
place around the listener and “here” is a placeratdhe speaker. These two
demonstrative references are exophoric and thegyareonsidered to have cohesive
property. In example (4), “there” refers to “Thaith and is endophoric, because it refers
to an item in the text. Also, “there” in examplg {@ anaphoric reference because it refers
to “Thailand,” which is in the preceding sentence.

Comparative referenc€omparative reference is used to refer to an item v
identity and similarity. The usage adopts adjedtisech asame, equal, similar,
different, else, better, moretc., and adverbs suchsas such, similarly, otherwise, so,

more,etc. to signal the reference.
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(5) It is the same car as we saw yesterday.

(6) The distance of the earth from the sun maksgitable to sustain life.
Searching for the other planets with the same nltstérom their mother
stars is to search for an extra-terrestrial life.

(7) The blue t-shirt has the same size as thengyre.

From example (5) and (6), the item “same” is usedanparative references. In
example (5) the item “same” help referring to g edrich both persons have seen the
other day in their real world situation. Therefatem “same” in (5) is exophoric and
does not have cohesive property. In example (8)itdm “same” refers tthe specific
distance between the earth and the.stihe reference is endophoric because it points to
an item within the text, therefore, it has cohegiv@perty and it is anaphoric, because it
points to the preceding sententesentence (7), the word “same” is used to shaw th
both t-shirts share a character, the size in #ee cThe item_“same” in example (7) does
not refer to any items in the text; therefore idiseference and does not have cohesive
property.

Substitution. Substitution is a replacement of an item by a gdneord to avoid
repetition. There are three types of substitutidwctv are nominal, verbal and clausal
substitution.

Nominal substitutionNominal substitution is a replacementooie or onesinstead
of repeating the same word in nominal group. Imaxla (8), item “one” is used to
replace item “suite” in the preceding sentence. fEpéacement avoid the repetition of
item “suite”, however if item “suite” is repeatad éxample (8), the sentences could still
be meaningful.

(8) John has only white and black suit. The white is from his wedding.
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Verbal substitutionVerbal substitution is a replacement of an elenmererbal
group. In English, the device used as verbal switistn isdo. This is mostly used in
spoken language. For example, “do” in examplegsed to substitutee on timeand
item “do” in example (10) is used to substitutéélito go to Bangkok.”

(9) The train does not run on time as it usedoto d

(10) Do you like to go to Bangkok? — Yes, | do.

Clausal substitutionClausal substitution is a replacement of an ectaase. lts
the substitution of elements in both nominal andbakgroup. The items to be used to
substitute arsoandnot Item “so” in example (11) substitutes the clausditoaround
the sun” in the preceding sentence. In example‘tid) replace the clause “recognise
him.” It is worth noting thaind andbut are used here to merge the preceding and the
following sentence in example (11) and (12). They@njunction, another type of
cohesion which will be discussed later in this ¢bap

(11) The earth orbits around the sun and so lder glanets.

(12) We should recognise him when we see him.

Yes, but supposing not. What do we do?

Ellipsis. The function of ellipsis is the same as substitubat the item is
replaced by nothing, in other words, it is omitt€étde omission of an item is to avoid the
item repetition. The omission would not ruin thelijty of the text if the context is
obvious for the readers to comprehend. As ellipat$ substitute are similar, so the
subtypes of ellipsis are classified identicallystdostitution: nominal, verbal, and clausal.

Nominal ellipsisNominal ellipsis is the ellipsis of an item in naral group,
which generally is the subject of the sentenceximmple (13), “student” is omitted in the
second sentence, but a reader could assume thatite Thai student...” from the

preceding sentence.
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(13) There are two English students and one Tthdesit in the class. The Thai
has been here for one year.
Verbal ellipsisVerbal ellipsis is the omission of an item in vdrpaoup, which is
a group of verbs in a sentence. In example (14%d¢méence “Yes, | have” is the
shortened form of “Yes, | have been studying.” Mestders can guess the full form of
the sentence from the question sentence of exaiivhle
(14) Have you been studying?
Yes, | have.

In example (15), the item “might,” “was to,” “maytf)” and “should” indicate

that there is an omission of items in verbal grodpeeader could predict that verb “do”
is omitted.

(15) Is Jane going to do this?

She_might,

She was to,

She_may not,

She should if she wants her homework done.

Clausal ellipsisClausal ellipsis is the omission of items in bottminal and
verbal group. Generally, it would be looked like thhole clause is omitted but leave
some elements for the reader to recognize the esnims. In example (16), “...1 read
[10] pages...” is omitted, but the reader could pretlie omitted text, which is supposed
to surround number “10” from the text that surroumenber “50.”

(16) I read 50 pages of the book yesterday andday.
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Conjunction. A conjunction can be used as a cohesive tie. Aurmtjon is not
used to refer any particular item in the text, ibig used to connects sentences in terms of
meanings. Conjunction ties are categorized intatiadd adversative, causal, and
temporal.

Additive.The function of additive conjunction is to add infation to a sentence
using a tie such and, also, too, furthermore, additionallgtc. The tie can negate the
sentence using the ties suchas, and...not, and...not...either, neithand...neither,
etc.

(17) For the whole day he climbed up the steepntadoside, almost without

stopping. And in all this time he met no one.

Item “And” in example (17) adds information abola¢ tioneliness of the climber
climbing up the hill. In example (18), the item “iNeer” is a negated additive
conjunction. It signals that theedsare also not a problem like thamp meals

(18) Camp meals are no great problem. Neithebads, thanks to air

mattresses and sleeping bags.

AdversativeThe function of adversative conjunction is to irdeca contrary to a
reader’s and listener’s expectation. The adversaigs are such at, though, only, but,
in fact, ratheretc.

(19) For the whole day he climbed up the steepntaduside, almost without

stopping._Yet he was hardly aware of being tired.

Item “Yet” in the second sentence of example (¥9)ded to give the information
which its content contradicts to the expectatioa ofader reading the first sentence in
example (19).

Causal.The function of causal conjunction is to expregsdbntences’
relationship between the cause and the result.ti#@esuch aso, then, for, because, for

this reason, as a result, in this respegit;., are used to perform this function.
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(20)  For the whole day he climbed up the steepntanside, almost without

stopping._So by night time the valley was far belom.

The second sentence in example (20) is the rektiiedirst sentence and the
device “So” is used to signal this cause and restationship.

Temporal.The last type of conjunction is temporal conjunetidhe function of
temporal conjunction is to signal the sequencevehts and time. The ties suttten,
next, after that, next day, until then, at the saime, at this pointetc. are used for
temporal conjunction.

(21) For the whole day he climbed up the steepntadoside, almost without

stopping. Then, as dusk fell, he sat down to rest.

Item “Then” in example (21) is a temporal tie usedignal the sequence of
events related to the climber in example (21).

Lexical Cohesion. Lexical cohesion is different from previous typésohesion
because lexical cohesion is non-grammatical. pe bf cohesion is achieved by the
selection of vocabulary. There are two types oiclgixcohesion which are reiteration and
collocation.

Reiteration.Reiteration is the repetition of a presupposed.i&mword used to
repeat the item could be a synonym, a superordiaatta general word. In most cases,
reiteration is accompanied by demonstrative refexéthe.”

(22) |saw a small dog in the kitchen again.

The dog (repetition) was very dirty.
| was thinking to keep that animalpgtordinate) out.
The puppy (synonym) was obviously not up to it.

The kitchen is for us not for the four legs (geharard).
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Collocation.Collocation is the use of words that are commoalynfl together.
This group of words work as a network conveying niegs from a text. The words could
be words with opposite meanings (e.g. man/womae/late, tall/short), pairs of words
from the same order series (e.g. days of the waekths, etc.), pairs of words from
unordered lexical sets e.g. meronym, (e.g. body/aamwheel, hand/fingers,
mouth/chin), co-hyponyms (black/white, chair/talide pssociation based on history of
co-occurrence (e.g. rain, pouring, torrentishen lexical cohesion occurs in a text, it
occurs in a series. Example (23) shows a use afdegohesion.

(23) Sagittarius theArcher, hosts several of summer’s best deep-sky objects,

but you’'d be hard-pressed to find one finer thanltagoon Nebula (M8).

Deep inside this cloud, dense pockets of gas astdadliapse under their

own weight to form nevgtars The most massive of thesewborns
radiate prodigious amounts of ultraviolet light.

In example (23), the “pockets of gas and dust. e’raeronyms of the Lagoon

Nebula and gaanddust is the set of words which are always founetiogr when talking
about the universe. In addition, this example alsaws reiteration in italic words.
“Sagittarius is a synonym of Archer’ and a general wordiewbornsis used to avoid
repeating stars’ in the preceding sentence.

Analyzing lexical cohesion is obviously morefidifilt than other cohesive type
because there is no exact keyword to look for.itlkml and Hasan (1976) suggested that
when analysing lexical cohesion in a text, it ipartant thing to use common sense on
the nature and the structure of the language’shudasy.

Halliday and Hasan (1976)’s cohesion has potettiabnnect sentences together
to generate the continuity of text. However, so@fesion is inadequate to make a text

make sense. It is because cohesion is just thacgucbnnection of a text. In order to
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make a text make sense, the text needs coherehwh @oes not equate to cohesion (de
Beaugrande, 1980; Dijk, 1977; Enkvist, 1979; Grind&¥5; Witte & Faigley, 1981).
Coherence

Coherence is the understanding that a reader ddrive a text, which the text
may be more or less coherent depends on a numifetofs such as prior knowledge
and reading skill (McNamara, Kintsch, Songer, & tsoh, 1996; O'reilly & McNamara,
2007).When a person is reading or listening to a texd,pdrson expects “the feeling that
a text hangs together, that it makes sense, amt jsist a jumble of sentences”
(McCarthy, 1991, p.26). Therefore, there must beeanantic property of discourses
based on the interpretation of each individual esece relative to the interpretation of
other sentences” (Dijk, 1977, p.93) within the tdat how does this property affect a
text in the way cohesion cannot do? This quesi@nswered as “a text makes sense
because there is a continuity of senses amongihwl&dge activated by the expressions
of the text.”(cf. Hormann, 1976). This continuitiysenses isoherence

Johns (1986) suggested that coherence involvedtdaude of text- and reader-
based features. Text-based features are cohesoth@ connection between sentences
and paragraphs) and unity (i.e. sticking to thenppwhile reader-based features are the
interaction of the readers toward the text viarthebr knowledge related to the text’'s
content (Ahmed, 2010). When a person is arousetbyt expression (text-based
features), the person recalls his expectationea&pdriences regarding to the
organization of related events and situations @eddsed features). The person, then,
raises predictions or hypotheses of the incomifgymmation. If the rest of the text
correctly responds, it triggers the continuity ehses and causes the person feels that the

text is coherent.
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Lee (2002) reviewed a number of literatures asdaliered the features that
might have contributed to text coherence. The feature is a macrostructure that
provides specific text characteristics with reg@rdts communicative purpose (Hoey,
1983; Martin & Rothery, 1986). Macrostructure is thutline of the mechanism of the
text helping the readers and the writers to seedla¢ionship between sentences and how
they form a whole. For the writers, the featurasned by the communicative purpose.
For example, a writer may use a chronological patie tell a story. Harris (1990) looked
at this as the way the writers choose to orgaremgesices with respect to their
information. He has studied paragraphs of scieextooks and focused on their
organization. He has found that biology, chemigigglogy, and physics textbooks
contain different arrangement of sentence typesekample, physics textbooks tend to
identify topic or hypothetical situation at the beung while geology textbooks tend to
state scientific fact first.

The second feature is information structure. Itigs the readers along the
development of the text’s topic and how the contetitin text evolves (Danes, 1974;
Firbas, 1986 as cited in Lee, 2002). Two major elets in information structure at@pic
andfocus(Bardovi-Harlig, 1990). Topic is an element whiwds already been introduced
in the preceding sentence and focus is the eleafer@w information in the following
sentence. In the second sentence of example (@4)opic of the sentence is “It” which
refers back to “Curiosity” in the preceding senenind the focus in the second sentence
is “experiment” which is the new information addimg the topic “The rover.”

(24) Curiosity has already landed on Mars. Thesravill start an experiment

in a few hours. But now the scientists have tasfirchecking all the

equipments on board.
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In a sentence, it is not necessary that the tgpat the beginning of the sentence
and followed by the focus, if the sentence is stamdlone. For example, if the second
sentence in example (24) is rewritten in the way the focus is at the beginning,
followed by the topic, the sentence would stillilelligible. The rewritten sentence is
“An experiment conducted by the rover will staraifiew hours.” However, if this
reposition of topic and focus lives in a contelig teposition of the topic and the focus
may abrupt the continuity of sense. The rewrittethe second sentence of example (24)
when resides in its context as shown in examplg (BB readers or the listeners could
feel that the second sentence of example (25)tBlighmps out of the text.

(25) Curiosity has already landed on Mars. An expent conducted by the
rover will start in a few hours. But now the scist# have to finish
checking all the equipments on board.

The third feature of coherent gathered by (Le®22@s “the connectivity of the
underlying content evidenced by relations betwaepgsitions.” (Kintsch & van Dijk,
1978; van Dijk, 1980). The types of the connectrariude conditionally, concurrently,
and causally (McCagg, 1990).

(26) Curiosity is packed with the most sophisecatovable laboratory that
has ever been sent to another planet. It is todspeleast two years
examining rocks within the 96-mile crater it landadlooking for carbon-
based molecules and other evidence that early Mat<onditions
friendly for life.

There are two sentences in example (26). The rdaaof the first sentence is

that a scientific vehicle contains a number of sitfie equipments. And when a person
reads the second sentence, it could response Wy o carry such that much of

equipments. This is a causal relation betweeneghteaces. The relation of sentences in
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example (26) could be explicitly linked by conjuinct cohesion “because,” but in this
case it is omitted.

The fourth feature is the connectivity on the aoef of text. Of course Lee (2002)
referred this feature back to Halliday and Has&7Y§) which has been stated in the
previous section in this chapter.

The last feature introduced by Lee (2002) is tharepriate metadiscourse
features (Crismore, et al., 1993; van de Koppl85)9This feature requires explicit
markers to be included in clauses or sentencegthbéyond the content itself,
frequently to examine the purpose of the senteneeresponse from the author. It helps a
reader to organize, interpret and evaluate infaonaMarkers such as “to sum up, |
believe, candidly” are used to show the writert®mtions. To show the writer’s
confidence, a writer may use “may, perhaps, cdgtamust.” To signal the reader about
logic within the text, the writers may use marksush as “therefore, however, but,” and
to show the sequence in the text markers “firsthgondly, finally” can be used.

In conclusion, many researchers look at cohessamfactor facilitates text
coherence. Coherence itself is considered to becat factor that plays an important
role in overall writing quality. Hence, there mibt relationships among cohesion,
coherence, and overall writing quality at certanersgth. Many researchers conducted
empirical studies to verify the theory and to rd\ba accurate relationships between the
three features, which would benefit the instructiechniques in second and foreign

language classrooms.
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Related Studies

Researchers have been studying discourse featuueslérstand the mechanisms
and the relationships among the discrete textaalife, cohesion; the more abstract
textual feature, coherence; and the most abseatidl feature, the overall writing
quality.

Witte and Faigley (1981) examined Halliday and &hes theory of cohesion.

They picked up five low rated essays and five lmagkd essays from ninety essays
written by University of Texas freshmen studentsa@pecific topic. The result showed
that high rated essays had denser cohesion tharated essays. For high rated essays,
there were cohesive ties in every 3.2 words. Ferrlited essays, there were cohesive ties
on every 4.9 words. Focusing in to the detail dfeive types, reference was used about
twice more in high rated essay than low rated esgagnjunction was used thrice more

in high rated essay than low rated essays. Legxaatsion was used two third of the
overall cohesive types. There were lexical tiesviary 4.8 words for high rated essays
and in every 7.4 words for low rated essays. Tindiriig also showed that high rated
essay writers used all five types of cohesive tdsle low rated essay writer used only
three of them. Even their investigation showed thatnumber of cohesive ties
distinguished high and low rating essays, but trgyed that there could have been more
factors that caused text to be coherent.

Khalil (1989) studied the relationship betweenlidaly and Hasan (1976)’'s
cohesion and coherence in 20 compositions writyeArab EFL freshmen students from
a university in Palestine. They were asked to vaitme-paragraph English composition
on a topic. The researcher identified, countedcatelgorized all cohesive ties, while four
native speakers rated coherence using a rating.skdaé¢ correlation between these two

features was calculated. The result showed thatdhrelation did exist but at low degree.
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The identification of cohesion showed that leximahesion, particularly reiteration, was
used the most followed by conjunction and referefbe evaluation of coherence
showed that the most coherent composition elabdrdeas on the main topic and made
the main idea clear, while the least coherent camipo provided unclear main idea.

Chiang (1999) investigated the relationships angrmaghmatical and discourse
features. There were two grammatical features, wvere morphology and syntax; and
two discourse features, which were cohesion andreoice. The participants of this study
were more than 200 college students who enrolleceach course at a university in the
United States. Each of them was asked to writesaayecontaining 250 to 300 words in
length on a specific topic. However, only 172 esdagm the participants were
investigated in this study and the cause of thactoh was not stated. There were four
rating scales used to evaluate the four featuréiseoéssays. There were three native
speakers of French rated the essays. The resweshihat the raters relied on a great
degree on discourse features, especially cohasiquging the overall quality of the
essays.

Pongsiriwet (2001) investigated the relationsmppag grammatical accuracy,
discourse features, and the overall writing qualitye participants in this study were 155
freshmen students from different majors at a Tinarersity. They were asked to write
one English composition on a topic. Two ratersdatiscourse features, cohesion and
coherence, and overall writing quality using ratstgles adapted from Chiang (1999).
The scores from the rating scales were calculatéichd the correlation. The result
showed that coherence highly correlated to ovenaling quality followed by cohesion.
The statistic calculation suggested that the raidiesd heavily on discourse features

assessing writing quality.
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Liu and Braine (2005) investigated Halliday andséia(1976)’s cohesion in
English of 50 first year students who enrolled Bdsnglish Writing class at a University
in China. The participants were none-English msjadents. At the end of the class each
of them were asked to write a 150-200 word arguatasmt essay on a particular topic.
This was a test and the participants had 30 mirtatésish their essays. The researcher
identified and counted all 5 categories of cohesiz®from each composition. Writing
quality is rated by two raters using a rating sc@lee correlation between the amount of
the ties and the score of writing quality was cited. The result showed that the
writing quality correlated to each type of cohedieeat different degrees. Lexical
cohesion correlated to the quality of writing thesnfollowed by reference and
conjunction. Lexical devices were used the modtitieiresearcher found that students
had limited choice of vocabulary and they had potd with collocation. For reference,
the researcher found that the students shiftedopims) omitted or misused definite
article, and underused comparative reference.

Dueraman (2006) examined cohesion and coherencaative and
argumentative English essays. The participantsisnstudy were 14 Malaysian and 14
Thai second year medical students at a Malaysidraarhai university. The participants
were asked to write one narrative and one argureatassay. Therefore, there were 56
essays in total to be used in this study. The dverding quality was assessed by a Thai
and an American EFL teacher using a holistic rasiceje. The researcher only looked at
reference, conjunction, and lexical cohesion. Sulgin and ellipsis were excluded
because they are rarely found in academic wrifling: cohesive ties found in essays were
counted and categorized. The result showed thatTwi and Malaysian participants
used reference the most followed by conjunctionlarital cohesion (particularly the

reiteration) in both narrative and argumentativ@ags. In summary, the amount of
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cohesive ties could not distinguish high and lotedaessays written by both Thai and
Malaysian participants.

Bennui (2008) investigated the native languageriatence in paragraph writing.
The researcher analyzed three level of interferemm@ely words, sentences, and
discourse. There were 28 participants in this stlithgy were third year students from
seven different majors, but their minor subjectsenenglish. Each participant was asked
to write a short paragraph on a given topic. Theyenalso asked to use cohesive ties to
connect sentences to form paragraphs. This taslaywast of the final examination, so
the participants have limited time to accomplish tdisk. The researcher assessed the
students’ writings holistic scoring with a highesark of three. Also, the researcher
described the interference in the participantsageaph qualitatively. The result showed
that apart from word and sentence interferenceethass also interference of discourse.
Bennui (2008) has categorized the interferencasziodirse into four groups. First, some
participants wrote very short paragraphs, somaeparagraphs consisted of just one or
two sentences. Second, there was redundant repatitnouns instead of pronoun. Third,
the participants used too many cohesive tieslieeause, before, and, when, but, that, for
example) in one sentence which made overly lontgseer in their paragraphs. Last, the
redundant style of Thai writing appeared in the@irggraphs. The researcher explained
this phenomenon as Thai writing requires inflatbérvords to motivate the readers.
However, when this style of writing appeared in plagticipants’ English paragraph, it
caused their writing to be difficult for the natigspeakers of English to comprehend.

Chen (2008) investigated the use of cohesive hidglze relationship between the
ties and the writing quality of 23 undergraduatedsnts who enrolled Basic English
Writing course at a university in China. Each mapthnt produced two compositions;

therefore forty-six compositions were used in theelg. The researcher counted and
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categorized cohesive ties excluding substitutiathehpsis because they were rarely
used in writing. Overall writing quality was asseg$y holistic rating scale. The
relationship between the quantity of cohesive died writing quality were examined. The
result showed no significant relation between th&he researcher found that the
participants used lexical cohesion the most, foldwy reference and conjunction. Most
of lexical cohesion found in students’ compositveas the reiteration. The researcher
suggested that this is because the participanttirnadd vocabulary. For reference, it
was found that the participants used a lot of “ywutheir compositions which made their
writing too subjective and personal. For conjunttiadditive conjunction “and” were
used the most. It could have been because it veasittiplest tie to link linguistic
elements and it had been taught at the early stilgaguage learning.

Crossley and McNamara (2010) investigated indiVidese features, including
cohesion and coherence, in order to examine takition to holistic writing quality. The
study examined 184 argumentative essays writtambgrgraduate students at
Mississippi State University, USAwo raters rated each essay’s text features anstibol
quality on scale 1 to 6. The researcher used ihrider if the inter-rater reliability is
lower than a specific value. The result showed ¢baerence strongest correlate to
essay’s holistic quality followed by the relevamméeontent and cohesion.

Khongput (2010) investigated EFL teachers’ perspeston good writing by
guestionnaire. Twenty-one EFL teachers from Thaiarsities completed the
guestionnaire. Seventeen of them were Thai EFLheracand four of them were English
native speakers. The researcher underlined hiy st the Thai EFL teachers that
they had a lot of experiences in English teachimtjlzad been in English speaking
country for a long period of time, enough to asstina¢ the way they comprehended text

was similar to that of the native speakers. Thaltehowed that the majority of the
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participants have considered coherence is the impstrtant feature to distinguish good

and poor writing, followed by cohesion.



CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the solution that lead t@tissvers of the research
guestions. The chapter begins with the detailf®fstudents and the raters, followed by
the details of the compositions for the discoursaysis. Then, the chapter presents the
instrumentation which is used to extract cohese® and the criterions for the raters to
score cohesion and coherence. Later, the chapgsems a statistical mathematic
calculation to analyze data and its interpretatuich reveals the relationship between
cohesion and coherence.
Students

The students were twenty-three undergraduate sside&nglish major,
Department of Western Languages, Srinakharinwiravérsity. The students had passed
Basic Writing Course, and at the time the researapproached the students, they were
studying Writing Composition | course in the fisgmester of 2012. The students’ ages
were from eighteen to twenty years old and Thai thes native language.
Raters

The present study required two raters. Both ratere M.A. students in Teaching
English as Foreign Language (TEFL) at Srinakhanaiiniversity. One of the raters
had English teaching experience for five yearstaedther one had experiences in
academic writing in English speaking country forrenthan a year. The second rater is
the research of the present study.
Compositions

Forty-six compositions were used in this study; tempositions were collected
from each of twenty-three students. Therefore gh@re forty six compositions in total.

The compositions were the products of the writamks in Writing Composition |
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Course, which were written to response to thelagithe students had been assigned to
read. All compositions collected for this study eénal drafts. The students were
allowed to produce up to four drafts. The composgihad gone through teacher’s and
peers’ reviews. The reviews were made in the waydabknowledged the writers about
the characters of the compositions’ content, nat d¢ifi linguistic features. The purpose of
using the final drafts was to investigate the stistecohesion and coherence capacity at
their best. All sentences in the compositions wenabered. Font size, line spacing, and
paragraph adjustment of each composition weremeftied to be identical aiming to
reduce any biases which might have occurred fromaamtent related appearance of the
compositions. All compositions were made in hargies to be handed to the raters.
I nstrumentation
This study used three instruments to extract data the compositions and to
prepare the data for the analysis. The instrum&ats cohesive tie identification form,
cohesion rating scale form, and coherence ratiatg $orm.
Cohesive tie identification form provided spacetfue raters to fill in information
of cohesive ties (see appendix). The information asfollow:
(1) Cohesive ties and the sentence the ties aralfou
(2) The subtype of each cohesive tie
(3) The presupposed items and the sentence theppesed items are
found.
(4) The correctness or appropriateness of how gach used.
(5) Comments and suggestions
This information was preliminary data for the ratey rate the quality of cohesion
in cohesion rating scale form. To complete cohesev&lentification form, the raters had

to identify cohesive ties and labeled the ties whih sentence number where the ties
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resided. Then the raters categorized the tiediveacategories and into subtypes with
respect to Halliday and Hasan (1976). For referesastitution, ellipsis, and lexical
cohesion; the raters had to identify the presupbdsens and labeled the items with the
sentence numbers. For conjunction, the ratersdatentify the sentences which were
connected by the conjunction ties. The sentencébeuswere also labeled. The raters
judged if a tie was used correctly or appropriateligs context and wrote comments or
suggestions about the ties to help them remindhplapects they might need to assess
cohesion quality or to communicate with the rede@rcAs soon as a cohesive tie
identification form was completed on a compositithre raters had a thorough cohesion
quality from the composition.

Cohesion rating scale form is used to measureuhbty of cohesion. The raters
used this form to rate the quality of each typealfesive ties defined by Halliday and
Hasan (1976).

(a) References are used appropriately and accyratel
(b) Substitution is used where needed and accyratel
(c) Ellipsis is used where needed and accurately.

(d) Conjunction words are used judiciously and sataly.
(e) Sets of words are used meaningfully and apatgby.

The raters rated each item on scale from five & @he scale of five represented
the greatest quality and the scale of one repreddhe poorest quality. Other scales
between these two numbers represented the qualityeln the greatest and the lowest
quality at a degree corresponds to the degreerabets. The raters rated N/A (not
applicable) if a type of cohesive ties was not bunthe composition. This was to

exclude the absent type of cohesive ties from @wegecohesion score.
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Coherence rating scale form is used to measurgualty of coherence. The form
consists of five items.

(A) The beginning section is effective in introdugithe reader to the
subject and the ending gives the reader a deBeimse of closure.

(B) The ideas in the essay are all very relevathéaopic.

(C) Ideas mentioned are elaborated.

(D) The division of paragraphs is justifiable imntes of content relevance
and the transition between paragraphs is smooth.

(E) The writer's overall point of view is clear. @3e items reflect the
overall organization of a composition.

Coherence rating scale form had been adapted fitian@ (1999) because the
rating scale focuses on overall organization. irhyilto cohesion rating scale, each item
in coherence rating scale contained scale fromtbvene represented the greatest to the
poorest quality of coherence and other numbersdeiviive and one represented a
degree of quality corresponded to the degree ofaeusn The raters rated N/A (not
applicable) if a coherence item was not found endbmposition. This was to exclude the
absent coherence item from averaging coherence.scor
Data Collection

To collect data, the researcher established antatien with the raters. The
orientation was to clear up the knowledge abouesmm and coherence, to formulate
procedures for identifying cohesive ties and saptire quality of cohesion and that of
coherence. Later, both raters received all fostycempositions and the forty-six sets of
instrumentationsThe raters had a specific period of time to congpégh the forms and
returned them back to the researcher. The reseafotadly, managed descriptive data

such as the characters of cohesion and the chevatteoherence and inserted numerical
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data such as the quantity of cohesive ties, cohesiores, and coherence scores from all
compositions in a spread sheet program for stedistinalysis.
Data Analysis

The researcher analyzed the students’ compositindghe data from the
instrumentation to answer the first research goestihich asked about the characters of
cohesion and the characters of coherence. To andigzcharacters of cohesion, the
researcher counted the quantity of cohesive tidscategorized them with respect to their
types and subtypes. Then the researcher deschbdtks, which had been used
incorrectly or inappropriately. The ties and thentexts were presented to give the clear
picture of how the Thai EFL students used the dokdges in their compositions. The
scores from cohesion rating scale form represesttetents’ competences on cohesion
To analyze the characters of coherence, the rdsmaggemplified two compositions
which were rated lowest and highest coherence s@me described these two
compositions based on each item in coherence ratialg form.

The researcher analyzed the relationship betweleesoan and coherence from
the correlation between them, which was calculasdg Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient (PPMCC or PCC). A resutirfr PPMCC ranges from 0.0 to 1.0
for positive correlation and from -1.0 to 0.0 fagative correlation. Cohen (1988)

interprets these values as presented in table 1.
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Table 1

The interpretation of the correlation calculated BPMCC

Correlation Negative Positive
None -0.091t0 0.0 0.0 to 0.09
Small -0.3t0-0.1 0.1t0 0.3

Medium -0.51t0-0.3 0.3t0 0.5
Strong -1.0t0 -0.5 0.5t01.0

The data to be calculated for the correlation wastaf forty-six cohesion scores
and a set of forty-six coherence scoreset of forty-six cohesion scores consisted of
averaged cohesion scores from the two raters ratuggents’ forty-six compositions. For
each rater, the cohesion score from a compositene the averaged scores of item (a) to
(e) in a cohesion rating scale form. A set of fesity coherence scores consisted of
averaged coherence scores from the two ratergridenstudents’ forty-six compositions.
For each rater, the coherence score of a composugre the averaged scores of item (A)
to (E) in a coherence rating scale form. The retemputted the two sets of data in a
spreadsheet program and by calling PPMCC functi@program carried out the

correlation coefficient and the significance levalue for the researcher to interpret.



CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
This chapter presents the study’s findings. That finding is the quantity of
cohesive ties. We can see how many cohesive tyjmegfses were used the most to the
least by the students. The second finding is tlaeaddters of cohesion and the characters
of coherence. The researcher describes the cheracteohesion based on cohesive
errors, which are the misuses and the inappropusgs of cohesive ties. The texts
containing such errors are also presented. Tleareser describes the characters of
coherence by contrasting two compositions withhiggest and the lowest coherence
scores. The description follows the criterions @fi@rent text as listed in the coherence
rating scale from. The characters of cohesiontaaedharacters of coherence answer the
present study’s first research question. The tiniding is the Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient value and its interpretati®Vhen the raters extracted cohesive
ties, they were able to score how cohesion is bgdte students. Also, when they read
the compositions, they were able to score how @dsoherent. The cohesion scores and
coherence scores were used in the calculatiorecddbfficient value which is later
interpreted to the relationship’s strength betweamesion and coherence. This is the
answer of the present study’s second researchiguest

Quantity of Cohesive Ties

The present study discovered that the studentsrmaag cohesive ties in their
compositions. Reference, conjunction, and lexiolesion were used in all forty-six
compositions, substitution was used in nine contjpos, and ellipsis was used in five
compositions. The following pie charts illustratte tguantity of cohesive ties and

subtypes.
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The pie chart in figure 2 presents the quantitgalfesive ties in percent. Lexical
cohesion and reference were used the most at 44000%43.36% respectively. These
two types of cohesive ties were used more than 80@te total cohesive ties.
Conjunction was used at 12.14%, substitution was a$ 0.37%, and ellipsis was found

at 0.14%. Each type of cohesion was categorizedtsisubtypes.

Reference
43.36%

Lexical
44.00%

N AR i

B A R

Substitution

Conjunctio 0.37%

12.14% 0.14%

Figure 2.Pie chart presents the quantity of cohesive ties.

The pie chart in figure 3 presents the quantitierical cohesion subtypes in
percent. The students used reiteration the m@&8.60%, followed by collocation at

9.85% and words that perform both reiteration awbtbcation at 1.45%.
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Collocatio
9.85%

Reiteration
88.69%

Figure 3.Pie chart presents the quantity of lexical cohesiabtypes.

The pie chart in figure 4 presents the quantityetérence subtypes in percent.
The students used personal reference the mostz68%5followed by demonstrative

reference at 24.32% and comparative referencela®.

Comparative

75.26%

Demonstrative
24.32%

Figure 4 The pie chart presents the quantity of referesutzypes.

The pie chart in figure 5 presents the quantitgarfjunction subtypes in percent.
The students used causal conjunction the most.@2% They used additive and

temporal conjunction almost equally at 24.62% aB&@%, respectively, and used
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adversative conjunction at 17.67%. Other typesoofunction were found the least at

18.80%.

Other
18.80%

Additive
24.62%

(R S
LT TN T LT
3-T.':-'.':-:._'.:-:.':-T.'-'-'.':-'.':-'.‘-'-T.‘-'-'.‘:-'.‘:-'.‘-'-.:-:

Adversative
17.67%

Caus
34.02%

Figure 5 The pie chart presents the quantity of conjumcsiobtypes.

The pie chart in figure 6 presents the quantitguddstitution subtypes. The
students used nominal substitution the most ats43, Tollowed by causal substitution at

31.25% and verbal substitution at 25.00%.
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Causal PR
31.25%

Nominal
43.75%

25.00%

Figure 6.Pie chart presents the quantity of substitutidrtyges.

The pie chart in figure 7 presents the quantitgllpsis cohesion subtypes. The
students used nominal and clausal ellipsis equidiiye of the students used verbal

ellipsis.

Causal
50.00%

\Nominal

50.00%

Verbal
0.00%

Figure 7.Pie chart presents the quantity of ellipsis suldype
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Characters of Cohesion

The occurrence of cohesive errors signaled theackens of cohesion. The high or
low amount of cohesive errors in a composition ltegun high or low cohesion quality
respectivelyTo present the overview of the characters of caimeshe cohesive errors
were exemplified and described. They were categdniato grammatical and non-
grammatical cohesive errors. Lexical cohesiorersfce, and conjunction contained
both types of cohesive errors. Substitution anigsed contained only non-grammatical
cohesive errors because they were used in infimssamount, so there was much less
chance for both grammatical and non-grammatica¢sive errors to occur.

Lexical Cohesive Errors. The present study discovered grammatical and non-
grammatical cohesive errors in the use of lexiotlesion. There was only one type of
lexical grammatical cohesive errors found in thiglg, which was the singular/plural
disagreement, and there was one type of lexicalgnammatical cohesive errors, which
was the faulty word choice.

A number of the singular/plural disagreements aezlibetween words and their
lexical ties or between the lexical ties and thetexgts.

In example (27), a singular/plural disagreementioec! between a word and its
repetition. A student used the word “problems”he first sentence, but used the word
“problem” in the second sentence.

(27) Another reason is she has many better wagslt@ her problems. The
first way is talk to her husband about causatiohiebehavior and solves
this problem together.

In example (28), a singular/plural disagreementioed in a series. A student

used the word “condoms” in the first paragraph.imethe second paragraph, she used
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both “condom” and “condoms.” The singular/pluradatjreements from these two
examples could leave the reader with confusionsitatibe quantity of the object.

(28) Nowadays everybody understand that condoms aaxseful such as
prevent AIDS and pregnancy. However, majority afgle do not know
many details about using condoms, so some of wareepregnant.
Actually, condoms have two of disadvantages.

First, the_condom does not prevent from pregnaBoye of teenagers use

condoms while they have sex because teenagersttfahkondoms can
prevent AIDS and pregnancy. Unfortunately, cond@easinot always
prevent pregnancy because it was not manufactuogzepy; expiration
date has passed, or ripped during using it.

A number of singular/plural disagreements occubetdveen words and their
reiterations (e.g. general words, synonyms), ar talocations (e.g. meronyms and co-
occurrences).

In example (29), a singular/plural disagreementioec! between a word and its
co-occurrence. A student used the co-occurrencd ttmsband” not quantitatively
correspond to the word “women.”

(29) The article shows that Joe Murray believessieom the newspaper that
the governor of Maryland freed eight women frons@n—six of them
convicted of murder—on the grounds that the victimese boyfriends or
husband who had been beating them up.

In example (30), a singular/plural disagreementioed! between a word and its

collocation. A student used the word “freshmen’t, ibithe following sentence, she used

the word “boy.”
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(30) In the university, we have freshmen in ewsrgr. Some groups know
about disadvantage of smoking so they do not doltéhavior.
Conversely, few groups think smoking is fashionaspecially the boy
who was persuaded from senior and they see thevietfrom a
freshman orientation activity.
In example (31), a singular/plural disagreementioet! between a lexical tie and
its surrounding context. In example (31), a studesatd the word_“problem” after a
phrase One of’ which required noun to be plural. This examgkoahows that the
student produced a singular/plural disagreementdest the word “problems” in the first
sentence and its repetition “problem” in the second
(31) The present, our country has been face with @ problems from the
smallest aspect up to the most grievous oDeg. ofproblem, it's about
life after marriage.
In example (32), a singular/plural disagreementioet! between a lexical tie and
the surrounding context as well as the text’'s nream student used the co-occurrence

words “man”, “woman” and *women” in the example.€Ttie “women” does not

guantitatively correspond to pronoumef” in the sentence. This is the disagreement
between the tie and the context. Other co-occuerrards apart from “women” are
singular and even there is a misuse of demonstragiferencethe” but we could still
predict from the text’'s meaning that the studemtted to exemplify an individual from
each of men and women. Therefore, the tie “womantuil be used instead of “women.”

(32) Theman and woman can have sex together when theyayeied. The

man will have to respect the woman who loves anadtsvep marry. The

women should not have sex with the man who isheopartner.
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The singular/plural disagreements between the wardtheir lexical ties raise
the doubts about the real quantity of the objentsw@hether the objects are the same ones
as they have been previously referred to in a text.

A number of lexical non-grammatical cohesive ermese often resulted from
faulty word selections. This type of errors occdmwénen the students used lexical ties
differently from the norms, which could make textsatural to the reader.

In example (33), a student used the word “man,"delgcted the co-occurrence
lexical tie “female.” This contradicts to the readeexpectations because when the word
“man” is used, the co-occurrence word is expeabdaet“woman” not “female.”

(33) Ithink that condoms can prevent pregnan©abse condom is a device
made of natural rubber latex, synthetic latex beobbjects. It is sticky,
stretch, durable and flexible fitting. So, condantlause that sperm cannot
pass away. When man ejaculate condom can blockspatrto pass
through enter the uterus of the female has no spersmot pregnant.

The present study discovered a fault word sele¢hahbroke cohesive property
in the text. In example (34), a student used thedichild” in the second sentence to
presuppose_“baby” in the first sentence. The stum@nded to convey that the baby left
by its mother would grow up to be a problematidatin the society. However, using the
word “child” in the second sentence causes theraiesef this connection because the
developmental stage from being a baby to beingld disappeared. If the student
repeated “baby” instead of “child” in the secondtsece, there would be a clearer

connection between the “child” and the “baby” ie first sentence and there would be a

stage that link the abandoned baby and the probiectald.
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(34) If the baby was born and the mother can'tgoup the baby, they often
neglected or run away the baby. Fanally, the dbgicame the tramp child
and the most of them often make trouble for theppeeor social.

The faulty word selections give the unnaturallylifegeto the readers. The readers

may need slightly over normal efforts to understtmatext.
Reference Cohesive Errors. The present study discovered grammatical and non-

grammatical cohesive errors in the use of refereflce grammatical cohesive errors
were caused by the singular/plural disagreemdmsnisuses of personal pronouns, and
the misuses of determiners.

A singular/plural disagreementhe singular/plural disagreement occurred when
the students used personal pronouns not quanghaiterresponded to the presupposed
items, and proximity pronouns not quantitativelyresponded to the quantity of the
nouns.

In example (35), the singular/plural disagreemecuaed between a personal
pronoun and its presupposed item. A student usegdrtimoun “it” to refer back to the
word “condoms’

(35) Sometimes | have seen many organizationsstalalite freecondomslt is

commonly used for nowadays because it is a sinopbely.

In example (36), a singular/plural disagreementioet! between a series of
pronouns and the presupposed item. A student beeddrd “she,” “her,” and “herself”
to refer back to éight womehinstead of “they,” “their,” and “themselves.”

(36) ...“the governor of Maryland freedght womerirom prison six of them

convicted of murder on the grounds that the victimese boyfriends or

husband who had been beating them up” and | arthytagree with the
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governor that freed them because | think she resors to murder her
husband, she just try to protect herself from thesave...

In example (37), a singular/plural disagreementioed between proximity
pronouns and the nouns they were used with. A stugsed the first “these” with the
word “bad time,” whichis singular; hence, “this” should have been usetead of
“these.” The second “these” was used wiphdblem” Again, “this” should have been
used instead of “these.”

(37) She was always upset and suffers from metredss She will become

afraid of her husband or psychosis. It is diffidudp to her feel better.
Because it was not easy forgot to thiead time So, | think that husband
should stop bad behavior. When they have problem siyould talk about
theseproblemand solve it together.

The misuse of personal pronodine misuse of personal pronoun occurred when
the students incorrectly used subject, object, ggmsge, and reflexive pronouns.

In example (38), the misuse of personal pronour tygrurred when a subject
pronoun was used in the position of an object puond student used the pronoun “she”
instead of the object pronoun “her.”

(38) When he drunk, he like to reviled and accubatishe slep with another

man. One morning, he drunk and beated she again.

In example (39), the misuse of personal pronounimed when an object pronoun
was used in the position of a reflexive pronourstédent used the object pronoun “them”
instead of the reflexive pronoun “themselves.”

(39) Theythink that is that the best way for diet quickiyreydo not think

about health risk involved with those pills. Nowgslaespecially teenagers

who want to be proud of them choose this methotishthe wrong way.
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In example (40), the misuse of personal pronowumwed when there is a fault
selection of an object. A student selected theablgenoun “them” instead of “her.”

(40) “Most everyone thought it was a fine mat®¥ot long after they were
married she began to show bruises on her facerandta story happened
40-50 years ago who was told by a priest, andwbigl showing that her
husband always beating them up.

In example (41), the misuse of personal pronouniwed when a pronoun was
used but it did not refer to any items in the téxstudent used the pronoun “It”, but it
does not refer to any items. The student shouldTisere are...” instead of “It.”

(41) She should not use only temper to decidetsainething. It have many

way solve of problem.

The misuse of determindihe only determiner that performs cohesive property
“the.” It is used to refer to a particular thingiein has been talked about or is known both
by the sender and the receiver of the messagemiduse of “the” occurred when the
students used “the” in front of the name of a plaeéront of a general noun, or in the
way that it was not clear which thing the studews referring to.

In example (42), the determiner “the” was usedamf of the name of a place. A
student used article “the” in front Bineywoodswhich is the name of a place.

(42) They not dare to help this problem when thelp la couple who argue,
they are scolded . So they think it not their bassito help. The woman
battery problem is not only in tHi&ineywoodsut it occur in Iran also. In
Iran, there is a man who denied his love from woman

In example (43), the determiner “the” was usedamff of a general noun. A
student used the determiner “the” in front of tloeim “cosmetic surgery The student

intended to write about cosmetic surgery in gendred not necessary to use “the” to
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make cosmetic surgery specific. At the beginninthefcomposition, the student did not

use any determiner wittcbsmetic surgefybut in the second, the third, and the fourth

paragraphs_“the” was used. When reading these witrelseader probably wondered

which specific tosmetic surgeithe student was writing about.

(43)

Nowadays, there are a lot of people both woarehmen who were
attracted ta@wosmetic surgeryMost people have turn back to take care
more of their lookCosmetic surgeris one of the best choices for
people...

...I am the one who wants to change my look to besrbeautiful and
attractive bycosmetic surgeryThere are lots of people who | knew that
havecosmetic surgery. Thecosmetic surgeris one thing which has a
good side and a bad side.

On the one hand, | agree that tosmetic surgeris good...They can help
you to be cute like Korean women or superstars.. nfi@rthecosmetic
surgeryis a good choice...

On the other hand, | think that thesmetic surgeris bad...Before you
have_thecosmetic surgergase, you have to prepare your mind to accept
that the changes will be with you all of your lif&\e can see much news
on television or newspaper that there are so maoplp who got effect
from cosmetic surgery. You can see that tlewsmetic surgeryesults in
many bad things to you from this reading artictemy view, you have to
study a lot about theosmetic surgerpefore you have it.

... In my opinion,cosmetic surgerppas both advantages and

disadvantages. If you are someone who wants to $@mwe cosmetic
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surgery, you have to learn a lot of information athibuntil you sure that
will not affect you badly...

In Example (44), the determiner “the” was used wiag that it was not clear
which specific thing the student wrote about. Adstot intended to give an opinion about
smoking among teenagers at university. At times,used “the” with tiniversity but at
other times she did not. In the first paragrapl,dtudent did not give any information
about any university nor did she use the deternfihet with “university; hence, a
reader might assume that the student wrote abgquiirgiersity in general. In the second
paragraph, the first “the” was used, however, withemy information about a university;
the reader had no clue which university the studegdnt to. Later in the paragraph, the
student wrote about the name of a university, foegethe reader could understand
which university after the second “the” the studeanted to talk about. In the last
paragraph, the student did not use any determiibrtiae first ‘university” but then used
the determiner_“the” with the last two words oifiversity” As the reader knows which
university the student wrote about, the woudiVersity without the determiner_“the”
would give weird feeling to the reader, while tastltwo words tiniversity with the
determiner “the” would give the reader the feelihgt the determiner is used correctly.

(44) Nowadays, smoking is a serious problem imacs/ anduniversity.. This

problem has spread inuaiversity..they smoke in public such as stairs,
corridors, and school buildings...

In my opinion, you should not smokeuniversity First, smoking affects
young teenagers and freshmen imitate this behawidheuniversity we
have freshmen in every year...Second, smoking causasal problem.
When teenagers lighting a cigarette they maybe teatny a new drug

such as alcohol...When visitors see smokersimersityuniform, it is a
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bad attitude tauniversity..Two months ago, | saw few smokers lighting a
cigarette opposite SrinakharinwinaiversityPrasarnmit demonstration
secondary School...It causes people who saw therk badly about the
university

In conclusion, smoking ianiversityhas many problems. It affects
freshmen maybe imitate this behavior, It causesioal problem, and it
destroys reputation of theniversity.. Theuniversityshould persuades
smokers play music or sport, show serious effefcssnoking, and have

trip for smokers visit morbid patients who werefsetgd from smoking...

The non-grammatical cohesive errors were causedebyse of a reference tie to
refer to multiple items and the use of a referdre refer to none.

A reference tie is used to refer to multiple itefirtgs type of non-grammatical
cohesive errors commonly occurred when the studesgtd personal pronoun. When the
pronoun was referred to multiple items in the téxe, reader had to take more effort to
interpret the meaning of the text.

In example (45), a student used a personal proftdehand its object form
“him” to refer toNichkhunand themotorcycle driver The reader needed to pause and
decide whom exactly the student was referring to.

(45) The important thing after the accident wdishkhunwas really concerned
about themotorcycle driverHe got off a car to see him immediately and
didn’t escape anyhow.

In example (46), a student used the personal proftbey” and its possessive

form “their” to refer to women and husbands. Thistfand the second “their” clearly
refer to thé'women” because of the wordéitisbands The third “their” clearly refer to

the word“husbands” because of the wordvives” In the third sentence, however, the
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use of the personal pronoun “they” and “their” agsds the reader because they were

used to refer to both women and husbands in thequ® sentences. Therefore, the reader
is unsure whom the student referred the pronouris ¢dould have been either thmen
or thehusbandor both groups.

(46) 1think thesevomentry to stop a problem with understanding but rroat
a good result with thelmusbandsTheirhusbandsre not having a reason
to understand with thewives They use their emotion to solve problem,
for example, when they angry or drink a lot of &lab they do not interest
other feeling.

A reference tie is used to refer to nomRis type of non-grammatical cohesive
errors occurred when the reader could not recogmigeh item the students referred the
reference ties to.

In example (47), personal pronouns were used withoaference or antecedent.
A student used the pronouns “he” and “she” and thigect and possessive forms in the
text, but the student did not give any informatadoout a male or a female in the previous
sentences. Therefore, the reader needed to goassife word touplée that “he” and its
other pronoun forms referred to a husband, and’‘sihe its other pronoun forms
referred to a wife. The guessing requires the neadput more effort to interpret the
meaning. It could interrupt the flow of reading ardak the text’s continuity.

(47) Married life it is said that married lifeadways happy, but actually it is
not happy and perfect as we think. We live togetbea long time. The
offensive characteristics reveal such as a quanehbuse, etc. Those are
causes of various problems in family. As | readat&sn from
Pineywoods. | felt deeply affected. It is abowioaiple Her husband

injured her. Her body was covered with bruisessi&®decided to kill him
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by using a sharp axe split his head right halfvio.tThe sheriff wasn’t
prosecuted her and let her go. After | read tlosyst disagree with the
judgment of the sheriff. Then...Do you agree with me?

In example (48), a student used a demonstrativeowita reference or antecedent.
The student used the demonstrative pronoun “thegé’the word ‘symptomswhich
suggested that the student must have mentioned sgmmEoms earlier in the text.
However, the student had written about only oneggm which is the burping.
Therefore, using_“those” withsymptomsleft the reader wondering which other
symptoms the student was writing about.

(48) First of all, | think carbonated beverages raot suitable for people who
have flatulence like me because it makes you budodbairps and make
thosesymptomsvorse.

Conjunction cohesive errors. The present study discovers conjunction cohesive
errors in the students’ compositions. The errorseveategorized into grammatical and
non-grammatical. The grammatical cohesive errocsiwed when the students used
inappropriate conjunction ties, used conjuncties tvhen none was needed, and mixed
ordinal numbers with adverbs.

Inappropriate conjunction tiesnappropriate conjunction ties occurred when the
students selected conjunction ties, but the tieg wet suitable to the meanings of the
surrounding sentences. Other types of conjuncteshnight need to be replaced.

In example (49), a conjunction cohesive error ommibecause an inappropriate
conjunction tie was used. A student used additorgunction tie “and” instead of the
adversative conjunction tie “but.” The first pafttbe sentence states that the laws

equalize both genders, while the second part stiaat$n fact the society does not look at
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both genders equally. This shows that the secortidbpthe sentence contradicts to the
first part; therefore, the conjunction tie to bedisiere should be “but” not “and.”

(49) The laws help women get equality likewiseren, and | think that our
country ignores and insignificant about the womeoause we were used
to with husband beaten his wife and look that tistsey it is normally.

In example (50), a conjunction cohesive error o@ibecause an inappropriate
conjunction tie was used. A student misused th@uoation tie “but,” because the last
part of the sentence is the cause of the first gagtefore, the causal conjunction tie
“because” should be used.

(50) They must study hard, but they hardly geiga lscore.

In example (51), a conjunction cohesive error o@ibecause an inappropriate
conjunction tie was used. A student used the cdigssdlecause,” when the meaning of
the sentence fit with the additive conjunction“aad” or “for example.” In the first part
of the text, the student stated that the Thai tgerssobsessed about Korean cultures. In
the second, the student stated that due to thessibse the teenagers decided to purchase
some goods without thinking about the needs. Tisvs that the student added details to
illustrate the reader of how the teenagers lost toascious when they obsessed about
Korean culture. Therefore, the additive conjunctierfand” or “for example” should be
used instead of the causal conjunction tie “because

(51) Initially, Thai teenagers always are crazgrgthing about Korea such as
singers, Korean series, Korean culture and thegetahe Thai culture and
didn’t support Thai entertainment anymore. Subsetiyjesome Thai
teenagers especially in young teenager (13-16 yeautd lost their

conscious in this case because if they find a phic&hirt, CD music, T.V.



51

series DVD, ticket concert or everything about iti@vored artist appear
on it, they will buy all of that stuffs without alyae.

In example (52), a conjunction cohesive error ommibecause a temporal
conjunction is used. A student used the tempornagucetion tie “Then”, when the
additive conjunction “in addition” was needed. e ffirst part, a student said that people
should be educated about violence in order to edutater, the student suggested that
the society should not ignore the family probleffise latter information gives more
information to the first. Therefore, the tie thaems to be suitable here is the additive
conjunction “and” or “in addition.” It is noted th#he student incorrectly spelled the
word “problems in the example.

(52) Everybody in society should teach and reduakence in order to prevent
theoblems Then, society should not ignore family problemd anpose
more serious law on offenders.

A conjunction tie is used when none is needi type of conjunction cohesive
errors occurred when the students used conjuntésnbut when the sentences’
meanings were considered, none of the tie shouldséd.

In example (53), the error occurred because artimedionjunction tie was used
when none of the ties was needed. A student ugecotijunction tie “and” when the
sentences did not need any. In the first part @etkample, the student stated that there
were many types of news. In the second part, tekest said that a type of the news is
family problems, which is the elaboration of thestfipart. Therefore, it is not necessary to
use the additive conjunction tie “And” and nonecohesive ties should be used here.

(53) The media is very important for nowadaysalh enake us know there are

many different types of news. And one of the mashmon is the
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problems of family. If asked what the main probleimst often occur with
many couples who are married.
In example (54), the error occurred when an adtigesaonjunction tie was used

when none of the ties was needadtudent used adversative tie “On the other had”

the beginning of the second paragraph, but the mganf this paragraph does not
contradict to that of the first paragraph. Moregveme of cohesive ties is needed here.
Therefore, the student used the adversative tieagssarily.

(54) | am the one who wants to change my looketonore beautiful and
attractive by cosmetic surgery. There are lotseaigbe who | knew that
have cosmetic surgery. Most of them look more bgautr better than the
past, so it was more attractive to me to choosmets surgery to change
my look. In my opinion, every blessing has bothadages and
disadvantages. The cosmetic surgery is one thinghwias a good side
and a bad side.

On the one hand, | agree that the cosmetic surggyod because the

surgeon’s knife can change you to be a new gookirigane. They can
help you to be cute like Korean women or superstars
In example (55), the error occurred when a casuguaction tie is used when

none of the ties was needed. A student used thmlcesnjunction tie “So,” but when the
sentences’ meanings are considered, the senteatdeltbws the tie is not the result of
the previous sentences. What the student wrotetagdie is another property of
condoms, the important one that promote contraaepliherefore, it is not necessary to
use any cohesive ties here. The student just liseg@roperties of condoms. One should

note that the student misused the waridtisé and “clog.”
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(55) Ithink that condoms can prevent pregnan@abse condom is a device
made of natural rubber latex, synthetic latex beobbjects. It is sticky,
stretch, durable and flexible fitting. So, cond@ulausethat sperm
cannot pass away. When man ejaculate condom cak gp@rm not to
pass through enter the uterus of the female hap@&wn was not pregnant.

In example (56), a student used the temporal catipmtie “then,” when the

sentences did not need any ties. The student wrateshe disagreed with the sheriff’s
judgment, and she asked if the reader agreed withlinere is no temporal relationship
between the two sentences; therefore, using “tleeimtorrect and none of cohesive ties
are necessary here.

(56) After | read this story, | disagree with jhdgment of the sheriff.
Then...Do you agree with me?

The mixture of ordinal numbers with adverbkis type of error was found only

once in the students’ compositions and it coulgubea mistake.

In example (57), a student mixed ordinal numbeth adverbs. The student used

the temporal conjunction ties “first”, “secondlynd “finally.” The word “first” is

ordinal number, but the words “secondly” and “figalare adverbs. To correct the series
of the temporal ties, the student could use “firstiecond,” and “last” or “first,” “next,”
and “last.”
(57) First, | think that women who killed themgbands did not guilt. Murder is
illegal, but in this case that women must killed ...
Secondly, | think the governor release six murdsre®ut from the prison
because they think that six murderesses cannotfimdy to stop this

problem about...
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Einally, | think this story show about “a problerhlaw about violence on
women” and “a problem about battery without reasssland
misunderstanding.”

The non-grammatical cohesive errors occurred wherstudents used too many
conjunction ties in a sentence, used conjunctestto distance from the presupposed
items, and did not give enough detail to use te ti

Too many conjunction ties in a sententais type of errors occurred when the
students used more than one causal conjunctiom diesentence. Such use might be
correct in terms of grammar and meanings, butéhder may have to put extra efforts to
understand.

In example (58), a student used the casual conpumties “because” twice in a
sentence. First, to state the reason why she agngethe action of the woman and
second, to state the reason why the woman did s¥teatlid. The combination of the two
causal events required the reader to put moretefforunderstand. The student needed to
fraction the sentence into two to ease the reading.

(58) | agree with her performance that she killedhusband because I think

she did that because she has been injured before.
In example (59), a student used the causal conpmties “so” and “because” in
a sentence. The student wrote about the motivatbtige crime before and after the
clause about the murder. Therefore, the student st “so” and “because” to connect
the sentences. To ease the reading, the student nagd to rearrange the positions of
the motivations and the clause about the murdeuaadnly one conjunction tie.
(59) Damage to the body and mind for a long tinmealy be that she was
unreasonable and anger. So, that bring to the mwraein the end

because she could not bear to wait longer.
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A conjunction tie is used among inadequate sengemeeaningsThis type of
errors occurred when a student used a conjunagpbut it seems that the sentences’
meanings had not yet been adequate for the tie tsbd. The student might have just
missed some information to connect the whole cdn@ne or more sentences might be
needed to bridge the gap and gave the feelinghllate completely fit in between those
sentences.

In example (60), a student used the casual congmtie “because,” but some
information has been missed and the tie “becauag’niot yet fit in the texhe student
wrote that Nichkhun was drunk because he had alad®w the limit of the Korean law.

In fact, when a person is drunk, it is becauseetiea certain amount of alcohol more
than the capability of the body to maintain congsizess, not that the amount of alcohol
is over the limit of the law. The student misseel lihk between being drunk, and
breaking the law. The information about being ae@€ould have been added, which
related to the violation of the law and the sentermuld have been “Nichkhun was drunk
and he was arrested because he had alcohol ovianthallowed by the law.”

(60) News reported said that Nichkhun was drunk bechaded an alcohol

over the limit of Korean law.

In example (61), a student used the causal conpumtie “because,” but the text’s
meaning is not logical because some informatiorbleg@n missed. The student stated that
condoms were used for contraception and gave thiamation that because condoms
were made of latex or other material. The explamadioes not answer why such material
could be used for the contraception. To make tkient@re logical, the student could add
some scientific fact about the materials made émdoms.

(61) Ithink that condoms can prevent pregnancy beceoiséom is a device

made ofnatural rubber latex, synthetic latex or other otgje



56

A conjunction tie is used too far from its presuggubitemThis type of errors
occurred when a student used a conjunction ti@mmect sentences, but the sentences are
too distance apart. As a result, it was difficolt the reader to make a connection
between the sentences and the reader might feehthgext is lack of continuity.

In example (62), a student used the temporal catipmtie, while the sentences
that needed the tie were written far from eachrodingl, as a result, caused a difficulty for
the reader to make the connection between thersmgeThe student used “after that”
twice in the example. The firsAfter that is used appropriately, which ordered two
events: Two actors being photographed having araéind these two actors’ confession
and apology. The student, then, wrote her opinadowait this incident in multiple
sentences and paragraphs before using the secibedthat,” and followed by another
incident: both actors’ lovers knew about them hgwan affair. The third incident is in a
great distance from the first two and the readsrtbdook for the initial incident in order
to connect the last incident to. This stops the ftd reading and the reader may feel there
is less continuity of the text.

(62) Kristen Stewart and Rupert Sanders were photogrhkissing and

hugging out side the car on July Bfter that they admitted that they
were wrong and apologized for what happened. WHiest heard this
news, | cannot believe that she had cheated onlhimy opinion, |
disagree with behavior of Kristen and Rupert beeauwill affectto their
partner about mind and morality.

The mind, affairs can damage the trust in a relatdp. It makes them feel
disappointed, despair and loses of trust. After Rabert and Liberty

heard news that Kristen has affair with Rupert.yTaee cheating to
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Robert and Liberty. They hurt Robert and his wif&apert Sanders
feelings.

Substitution and Ellipsis Cohesive Errors.

The present study discovered substitution andsadlipohesive errors in the
students’ compositions, but all of them were noargmatical cohesive errors. The non-
grammatical cohesive errors occurred when the stadesed substitution and ellipsis ties
without any presupposed items.

In example (63), a student used the nominal suitistit “one,” but no item was
substituted. No items within the preceding senteoegd be linked to “one.” The reader
may be able to guess that “one” refers to a grdygeople, but it is difficult to specify
which group.

(63) For me, male is the sexual which should laelg protect the women and
the poor_one, they must not injure them. It wowddire worst thing for
men if they injured the poor one.

In example (64), a student used the verbal dukist “don’t,” but it does not
substitute any item in the text. The reader maysgtileat the student used the verbal
substitution to refer to the verb “explain” becatisere is the lexis “explanation” as a
clue.

(64) If they tell you that it is good, you mustlfov them. Sometimes you want

to know theexplanationthat how it is good or useful, but they don't.

In example (65), a student used the clausal eligswhole clause was omitted,
but there was no clear clue for the reader to wstded what has been omitted. The
student wrote “I'm too,” but it is difficult to uretstand what the student intended to
convey. From the context, the student might cortiay she is a teenager and friendship

is also the most important for her.
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(65) The most teenagers extremly give precedence iordiationship with
other people around them. And the friendship isnlost important for
teenagers. I'm too.

Char acter s of Coherence

The characters of coherence in this study werstitited by comparing the lowest
coherent composition with the highest coherent amsitipn. The illustration of the
selected compositions’ was based on five aspedisrespect to Chiang (1999): the
effectiveness of the introduction and the conclusibe relevance of ideas to the topic;
the elaboration of ideas; the division of paragsa@md the composition’s overall point of
view. Plenty of coherence weaknesses were foutiteitowest coherent composition,
and in contrast plenty of coherence strengths Yeened in the highest coherent
compositions. Many compositions contained variawgpgrtions of coherence
weaknesses and strengths.

Composition 1 was rated the lowest in coherenceestiois presented here to
illustrate coherence weaknesses. This composgiarésponse to the article “A Sharp,
Beribboned Message to Abusive Husband.”

Composition 1

Violence is not Our Culture
The present, our country has been face with aflptablems from the smallest
aspect up to the most grievous ones. One of prolifsnabout life after marriage. This
problem can be caused by other problems such agstanviolence, drug and so on.
Similarly, in the story is about a wife tried toopect herself from her husband who
abused again and again when he drunk. In my opjridisagree with violence behavior
of them because it's not a good way to solve alenob

| think the story is a dilemma problem becausestiexiff investigated what
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everybody already knew that she made a mistakedigdy prosecuted her mistake.
Everyone would like to say with her to take hel better. | know it's none of their
business but they should suggest and assist toveetbe right way. Whether, she should
divorce decision or conduct the prosecution in saehay as to achieve justice. For
instance, in my village has one family like theyst® hey have four people in family.
There are father, mother, and two daughters whoyareng children. Erewhile, father
likes to socialize with his coworkers after workergds. He had drunk a lot before he
come back home. He had often quarreled with his wifen he arrived home. Sometimes
he injured her. But now, this family is a very wagntoving family because they are
talking a lot about their problem. My mother askledm. They said ‘they don’t want to pe
a bad role model for their daughters. | think tlepose a good way to solve a problem
instead they decided to attack or make a mistakelthng about to homicide.

In conclusion, as you can see. Now, domestic \@el&an important problem in
Thailand. Describe my opinion as seen from the paper. A lot of news had domestic
violence that a lot of people don't think long-teainy more. | think last thing we should
have a pure conscience. If you think only of ydéirgeu'll only destroy yourself same

this object and spend the rest of your life in @nis

The introduction and the conclusion in the compaosiare not efficient. The
introduction consists of two topic sentences. Tite fopic sentence is the underlining
domestic problem among other problems in Thaildie second topic sentence is the
writer’'s disagreement to the actions of the codifgden the article. It is also found that the
introduction is not well written. It does not coimany controlling ideas, which prompt
the reader to the core content of the writing. Th®&ults in the unclear clue to the reader

about the point to discuss next. In the conclup@aragraph, the writer concludes that
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domestic violence is an important problem in Thadlavhereas none of the previous
content has discussed the severity of the doméslence in the country. The rest of the
conclusion paragraph is the opinion of the writdnjch does not relate to the topic
sentence. This means the conclusion does not perfeffunction, which the main
argument might need to be restated and the wrstogild give definite sense of closure.

The ideas in the composition are not relevant éadipic. From the topic, the
readers would expect a discussion about violenddlenThai culture. However, the
introduction proposes only problems of the couatng contains the writer’s opinion
about the article she had read. The body conthmsvtiter's disappointment about the
neighbors of the couple in the article and exengdilomestic violence in the writer’s
village. The conclusion part underlines domestatence as a crucial problem and, again,
contains the writer’s opinion toward people in oeiety. None of the content discusses
the connection between violence and the Thai cellflinerefore, the ideas in the
composition fail to meet the reader’s expectations.

The ideas in the composition are not elaboratedhyMadeas are introduced but
then left without supporting details, causing diggauous reading and leaving no
important content for the reader. In the introducgparagraph, the writer introduces the
problem of life after marriage, but there is naaclexplanation about how such a problem
is caused by domestic violence and drugs as statée entire piece of writing. In the
body, the writer wrote about people’s actions, futletail leads the readers to the
example about the problem in the writer’s villalgethe conclusion, there is no detail that
supports the statement “domestic violence is arorapt problem in Thailand.” The
lack of details causes the discontinuity of ideas spoils textual coherence.

The division of paragraph is not justifiable inntex of content. There are three

paragraphs in the composition: introduction, théyh@nd the conclusion. As said above,
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the introduction and the conclusion are not effectideas throughout the composition
are not relevant to the topic. There is no linéawfof the story. Points disperse over the
writing. Hence, the readers are left bewildered @arthot catch the exact main idea the
writer wants to convey.

The composition’s weaknesses stated above reaul® iunclear overall point of
view. All weaknesses have made it difficult foremder to see this composition as a
united piece of writing and it is difficult for theader to understand what the student
wanted to convey. This composition gained the lawekerence score, which means it is
the least coherence among the students composition.

Composition 2 was rated the highest in coherenarestt is presented here to
illustrate the coherence strengths. This compasii@lso a response to the article “A
Sharp, Beribboned Message to Abusive Husband.”

Composition 2

How to Prevent the Domestic Violence

According to “Motivating Factors Accounting for tiMdurder of Husbands by
Their Wives’researchwas written by Pasahaee Sitdhisoradej, in 1988 ,substantial
motivating factor that caused wives committed mutideir husbands was domestic
violence — the behavior that use the force to &ttamth mind and body in their family.

“A Sharp, Beribboned Message to Abusive Husbands identical issue as the
research. The story was about a young woman whoiedaa man. Everyone thought
that they were a perfect couple. However, he abusedHer neighbors knew about it but
they did nothing to help her. Finally, she killegkinusband, but she was not punished
After that, she remarried, and the same thing hapgel disagree with the woman
behavior because she did not try to solve the grolih her family. The problems

happened again and again, and it became to accusudiiasue.
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| read “How to Prevent the Domestic Violence families online magazines fro
http://www.familiesonline.co.uk/. In order to prev¢he domestic violence, a couple
should do the following methods: First of all, trehould do activities together with lové
and satisfaction. Second, they should adapt théiude when they think together. Thir
they must not speak loudly when arguing becausktiter they speak, the angrier the

become. They must not speak impolitely becausa itead to aggressive behaviors. THh

should not repeat the problems they have alreasigudised. They should not touch eac¢

other because female has long nails whereas malertaie energy, and this causes
physical abuse. In addition, if they have the dlifies in living together, they should se
psychiatrists because they can advise and help tbesolve such problems. Finally,
neighbors and others should advise them to behalleand help them to solve the
problems.

In conclusion, a couple can prevent the domestiterce by doing activity
together with love, adapting their attitude wheaythhink together, speaking politely
when they argue, and seeing psychiatrists whenktaeg conflict. Moreover, the
neighbors and others should help them. For exanifpleey see the husband attack his

wife, they should call to the police officer andphieer.
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The introduction is sufficient to draw attentiomsrh the readers and the
conclusion is efficient to give a definite senselosure. Composition 2 has two

paragraphs of introduction. In the first paragrapk,writer referred to an article

explaining that the cause of wives murdering hudbas started from domestic violence.

In the second paragraph, the writer referred tathiele about a case of a wife murdering

husband and proposed that it was also caused bgslimmwiolence. The two introduction

paragraphs prompt the readers that to prevent tiiden domestic violence need to stop.
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The body of the composition corresponds to thisrim This showed that the
introduction is efficient. In the conclusion, theiter has stressed the solutions to prevent
domestic violence as they have been discusse@ ibdtly. This means the conclusion
perform its function well.

The ideas of the entire composition are strondigvant to the topic. The topic
suggests the readers that the solutions to prelmnéstic violence would be discussed in
the composition. And they are discussed. Hencegheer's expectations, when read the
topic, have been met. The expectations were fdfiby all the ideas in the composition.
The ideas are relevant to each other and thetiagehip is clear. The relevance of all
ideas to the topic and among the ideas themsebme=rgtes the coherence in this
composition.

The composition’s division of paragraphs is juatiie. The second paragraphs,
however, should be the first paragraph, becausgrtharticle the writer had read should
be briefed before referring the other article gaggests the cause of the murder in the
first article. The introduction would be more logi@nd less marked with this aligning.
However, the current order of paragraphs in th@thiction part is still very easy for a
reader to understand. For the rest of the compeosiéill paragraphs are in the place
where they should be. The main ideas of the cortipnsare elaborated in the body and
they were concluded in the last paragraph.

Composition 2 has clear over all points of viewdiese the composition has
strengths as stated above. As such, a reader Wwaucontinuous senses reading from

the topic to the very end of the composition. Thas made composition 2 has coherence.
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Cohesion and Coherence Scores

Cohesion and coherence scores were used to calthéatorrelation between
cohesion and coherence. The two raters used cohastbcoherence rating scale forms
to rate each of forty-six composition. Thereforacle composition yield four values:
cohesion scores from the two raters and coherammesfrom the two raters as presented
in table 2.
Table 2

Cohesion scores and coherence scores

Composition Rater 1 Rater 2
No. Cohesion Coherence Cohesion Coherence
1 3.50 4.00 3.50 2.60
2 3.25 4.40 3.00 3.20
3 3.67 2.80 4.00 2.80
4 5.00 4.80 4.00 4.00
5 4.67 2.40 4.00 3.20
6* 4.50 3.00 4.50 4.80
3.00 2.80 3.75 3.20
3.60 3.60 4.00 3.80
3.33 3.20 3.67 3.00
10* 3.67 2.60 4.33 4.40
11 4.00 3.20 4.00 2.60
12 4.67 4.40 4.67 5.00
13 3.80 4.00 3.20 2.60
14* 2.25 1.40 3.25 4.80
15* 3.33 1.20 3.33 3.60
16 4.00 2.60 4.00 4.20
17 4.33 4.60 4.00 3.40
18 4.00 5.00 4.00 4.80
19 3.75 5.00 3.00 3.40

20 4.33 5.00 5.00 5.00
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Composition Rater 1 Rater 2
No. Cohesion Coherence Cohesion Coherence
21 4.00 3.60 3.75 3.20
22 5.00 5.00 4.33 3.40
23 3.00 1.40 3.67 2.75
24 5.00 5.00 4.67 5.00
25 4.67 3.20 4.33 3.20
26 3.50 5.00 4.00 4.40
27 5.00 4.60 4.00 4.20
28 3.67 4.80 4.00 5.00
29* 5.00 5.00 4.67 2.40
30 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.60
31 3.67 2.00 3.33 3.00
32 4.33 4.80 4.33 5.00
33 4.33 5.00 4.00 4.60
34 4.33 3.40 4.67 4.80
35 4.67 2.60 3.67 3.40
36 3.67 2.60 3.67 3.80
37 4.67 4.80 4.00 3.20
38 4.00 4.20 4.33 4.60
39 4.33 3.20 4.00 4.00
40 4.00 4.60 3.67 4.00
41 5.00 3.80 3.67 3.80
42 5.00 5.00 4.67 4.40
43* 4.50 4.80 3.75 3.00
44 4.67 4.40 4.00 3.40
45 4.67 2.20 4.67 3.20
46 3.00 4.40 4.00 2.80

The researcher used these data to calculate grerater reliability. The inter-
rater reliability shows the degree of agreemenwben raters. The low inter-rater

reliability means the raters scored cohesion oegatce differently on a number of
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compositions. These compositions should be exclérdea the calculation of the
correlation to maintain the inter-rater reliabilaythe accepted level. The present study
found that the inter-rater reliability on cohesisracceptable at > 0.5, but the inter-

rater reliability on coherence was very low. Thigans there is a number of compositions
that the raters scored coherence contrastinglys@’ hempositions have asterisk in table 2
and they were excluded from the calculating ofdberelation between cohesion and
coherence. After the exclusion, the cohesion’sirdeers reliability was r = 0.56 with a
significant level ap = 0.0002 and the coherence’s inter-raters reltghilas r = 0.53

with a significant level g& = 0.0005. The r values show that the two raterg hav
significantly high degree of agreements scoringesadm and coherence.

Relationship between Cohesion and Coherence

The relationship between cohesion and coherencamalgzed by using
statistical mathematic to calculate the correlabetween them. The researcher averaged
each composition’s cohesion scores and each cotigposicoherence scores from the
two raters. Therefore, there are forty values ¢ieston scores and forty values of
coherence scores in total, excluding the six comipas with low inter-rater reliability.
The values are presented in table 3.
Table 3

Averaged cohesion scores and averaged coherenoessco

Order Composition No.  Averaged Cohesion Scores  Averagdtefence Scores

1 1 3.50 3.30
2 2 3.13 3.80
3 3 3.83 2.80
4 4 4.50 4.40
5 5 4.33 2.80
6 7 3.38 3.00
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Order Composition No.  Averaged Cohesion Scores  Averagdtefence Scores

7 8 3.80 3.70
8 9 3.50 3.10
9 11 4.00 2.90
10 12 4.67 4.70
11 13 3.50 3.30
12 16 4.00 3.40
13 17 4.17 4.00
14 18 4.00 4.90
15 19 3.38 4.20
16 20 4.67 5.00
17 21 3.88 3.40
18 22 4.67 4.20
19 23 3.33 2.08
20 24 4.83 5.00
21 25 4.50 3.20
22 26 3.75 4.70
23 27 4.50 4.40
24 28 3.83 4.90
25 30 5.00 4.80
26 31 3.50 2.50
27 32 4.33 4.90
28 33 4.17 4.80
29 34 4.50 4.10
30 35 4.17 3.00
31 36 3.67 3.20
32 37 4.33 4.00
33 38 4.17 4.40
34 39 4.17 3.60
35 40 3.83 4.30
36 41 4.33 3.80

37 42 4.83 4.70
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Order Composition No.  Averaged Cohesion Scores  Averagdtefence Scores

38 44 4.33 3.90
39 45 4.67 2.70
40 46 3.50 3.60

The statistical calculation revealed the corretet between cohesion and
coherence. The present study found that the ctioelbetween cohesion and coherence
gave the value of r=0.48 with a significance leatgl = 0.002, which suggested that there
was a statistical medium correlation between cameand coherence. This means the
relationship’s strength between cohesion and colcerss medium based on the Cohen

(1988)’s interpretation.



CHAPTERS
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents a brief summary of the resaaty the present study was
conducted, followed by a brief summary of the stadiyndings. Next, it discusses the
findings concerning the quantity of cohesive ttbg, characters of cohesion, the
characters of coherence, and the relationship leettweem. Then, it points out the
limitations of the study, and finally, the chappeesents the recommendations for further
research on cohesion and coherence.

Conclusion

Researchers in the field of language teachingaeng for the factors that
distinguish good and poor writing quality. Amongse, they study cohesion, coherence,
and overall writing quality. Cohesion is the moshcrete factor, while overall writing
quality is the most abstract, and coherence igtwdenThe concrete property of
cohesion has made it suitable for many researt¢berse cohesion as an indicator to
grade coherence or overall writing quality.

To verify that cohesion can be used as the indicHte researchers study the
relationships between cohesion and coherence teeba cohesion and overall writing
guality. As for cohesion, the researchers commtodys on the quantities of cohesive
ties. On the other side, coherence and overalingrjquality are commonly assessed
based on their qualities, which requires ratergéa compositions and score them based
on specific criterions or score them holisticallyaen, the researchers apply statistics to
calculate for the correlation between the quastibiecohesive ties and the scores of
coherence or the scores of overall writing qualigter, the correlation value is
interpreted to the relationship’s strength betweamesion and coherence or cohesion and

overall writing quality. However, the previous siesl(Bennui, 2008; Chen, 2008;



70

Chiang, 1999; Crossley & McNamara, 2010; Duerar2806; Khalil, 1989; Khongpurt,
2010; Liu & Braine, 2005; Pongsiriwet, 2001; Wigedraigley, 1981) which used this
method did not reveal unanimous results. When etudisagree on the results, there must
be some incorrectness in the process of the stulisesuch, the actual relationships
between cohesion and coherence/overall writingityuahve not yet been discovered.

The researcher of the present study has two asseame@bout the cause of the
results’ fluctuations in the previous studies. fitise statistical mathematics which is
used to calculate the correlation is linear, batdhantity of cohesive ties does not need
to linearly correlate with coherence or with ovevaiiting quality. Therefore, when this
statistical mathematics is applied, the calculatroght not yield the true correlation
result. Second, the previous studies have beeructedion various students’ language
backgroundsin the studies conducted with native speakersstilngents could have used
cohesive ties correctly and effectively becausetieir first language. The amount of the
ties found in their compositions could have beemdicator to show how well the
sentences were connected and how it resulted fnalesoherence and high overall
writing quality. In contrast, in the studies witbmnative speakers, we cannot be ensured
that the students used cohesive ties correctlyeffedtively. When the amount of
cohesive ties is assumed to be indicator of texdahérence and overall writing quality,
the results fluctuate because both textual coherand overall writing quality could
depend heavily on the correctness and effectivenfed® use of cohesive ties. As such,
to determine the relationship between cohesioncahdrence or cohesion and overall
writing quality, it is necessary to look at the bjiyanot the quantity of cohesive ties.

The present study has chosen to investigate thBaeship between the quality of
cohesion and the quality of coherence. The reseatded sixty-four compositions

written by twenty-three undergraduate students f8ymakharinwirot University. The
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compositions were sent to the raters for assessofiéme quality of cohesion and the
guality of coherence. For cohesion, the ratersaeigd the ties from the compositions.
The ties were counted and categorized into fiveesmim types based on Halliday and
Hasan (1976)The present study discovered that lexical cohesnhreference were used
the most at almost ninety percent in total. Botthein were also used almost equally.
Conjunction was used less at about twelve per&istitution and ellipsis were used the
least at less than one percent in total. The rédegslooked at each type of cohesive ties
and determined how the ties were used.

A number of cohesive errors were found and have bategorized into
grammatical and non-grammatical erroighen the students used lexical cohesion,
reference, and conjunction, they produced both gratical and non-grammatical errors.
But when they used substitution and ellipsis, th@duced only non-grammatical errors.
These errors were the information for the ratersctwre the quality of cohesion using a
cohesion rating scale form.

For coherence, the raters scored the coherenbe abmpositions using a
coherence rating scale from. Two compositions Wwiglhest and lowest scored were
exemplified in the study to present the contrastvben good and poor coherent
compositions. Other compositions were scored soraein between.

When the scores were given based on the qualitiesh@sion and coherence, the
relationship discovered was the actual relationbleimveen the qualities of the two
features. The statistical calculation revealed thatscores of cohesion have medium
correlation with the scores of coherence accortbriye interpretation suggested by
Cohen (1988). In other words, there is a mediuengfth of relationship between

cohesion and coherence.
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Discussion

The present study used the quality of cohesionvestigate the relationship
between cohesion and coherendee focus on the quality of cohesion rejects the
assumption that the higher quantity of cohesivedi¢ext contains, the higher text
coherence it achieves. Because we suggested tttaassumption may not applicable in
EFL context which there are concerns about therapti amount of cohesive ties and the
students’ ability to use cohesive ties in theirtiwgs. By using the quality of cohesion in
the present study, the relationship’s strength dooetween cohesion and coherence
should be the actual relationship between them.

In the procedure to investigate the rehehip, the present study had opportunity to
discover the characters of coheswanich provided information on the amount of
cohesive ties and cohesive errors in the studeatapositions. The amount of cohesion
found in the present study corresponds to thosed@authe previous ones. Liu and Brain
(2005), Abusaeedi and Asghar (2010) and Chen (28188)found that lexical cohesive
ties were used the most, followed by reference,camjunction. Other previous studies’
results partially correspond to the present stimyexample, Khalil (1989) found that
lexical cohesion is used the most followed by refiee which is as equal as conjunction.
Only the result from Dueraman (2006) is differemitdfound that reference was used the
most, followed by conjunction, while lexical coh@siwere used the least. The above
studies claimed that substitution and ellipsis warely used in writing and they did not
include both types of cohesion in their investigas. This supports the finding in the
present study that the amount of both types of giohds infinitesimal. The amount of
each cohesive type could be explained as, by natdmen a writer wants to write on a
particular topic, the writer needs to keep repeggdirset of words and their related words

about the topic throughout the composition. Thetigéipns of the words commonly occur
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with demonstrative reference “the,” which helpsmecting the repeated objects or
persons and if the writer wants to avoid the rejoeis of words, the writer uses personal
reference. As such, the quantity of lexical cohesies and reference is found the most as
the writers need to stick the contents to theird®plhe less used cohesion type is
conjunction. When a writer uses a conjunction viihiéer uses it only to connect the
meanings between sentences and it does not néedused all over the composition.
Therefore, the quantity of conjunction was foundcinless than lexical cohesion and
reference. Substitution and ellipsis are commosBdun speech. As the compositions in
the present study and in the previous studies watmgs, both substitution and ellipsis
were found the least at around one percent ofoffa of other cohesive types.

Cohesive errors, the factor that the present sigdy to determine the quality of
cohesion, were found and categorized into gramiaadicd non-grammaticakrors. It is
believe that the students produced grammaticalsseberrors because they were not
fully competent in grammar. The grammatical cohesikrors found in the present study
are subsets of common grammatical errors founebmg8iriwet (2001) and
Watcharapunyawong and Usaha (2012). Both studedumbed on Thai EFL students.
The intersection between grammatical cohesive £from the present study and those
from the two studies are article, singular/plucahfi, pronoun, and word choice. We
assume that to look for the causes and the tre&smégrammatical cohesive errors is to
look at those of general grammatical errors. Thisrobably the solution to help the
students improve the quality of cohesion.

In the case of non-grammatical cohesive errorstdbearcher assumes that the
errors occurred because the students did not pribjemselves as a reader. A good
example of this is when a personal reference te wsad to refer to multiple items. The

writers themselves knew whom or what were refetodaly the personal references they
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used, but they were not aware that the readersl cailsee this connection. Therefore, if
such connection is not clearly presented, the rsatked more effort to understand the
text and this could cause the interruption of tbevfof reading. Another assumption of
the cause of the non-grammatical cohesive errdtaisthe writers did not fully
understand the content they were writing. Thi®istl when the writers used
conjunctions. When the writers did not understdreddontent, they were not able to
clearly explain the relationship between the sezgsand when a conjunction tie was
applied, the reader felt that a point was missintpe text did not require any conjunction
ties. To fix non-grammatical cohesive errors, thidess need teacher and peer reviews.
The reviews would help the writers to recognizefhds of their compositions that are
difficult for the readers to understand.

The present study evaluated coherence to be cothpétte cohesion by
determining the characters of coherence. The cteasaof coherence were described
based on the contrast of two compositions withhigeest and the lowest coherence
scores. It is found that the characters of coheramthe present study are similar to those
in Kaewcha (2013). The present study and Kaewcba3Pshowed that the coherence
weaknesses occurred because the introductionsotigive a clue about the content, the
ideas presented were not elaborated, and the roaitsf the discussion were not clear.
Kaewcha (2013) suggested that the incoherent catipesin her study were caused by
the absence of transition signals such as temporglinctions, a subtype of cohesion
defined by Halliday and Hasan (1976). This sigtiads for a text to be coherent, it needs
cohesive conjunction. To fix the coherence weakegsse may, of course, need to fix
cohesion in the text. We also need teacher andrpeiemws to help them spot coherence

weaknesses and stimulate them to improve theirreabe. The writers also need to be
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instructed about the structure of composition ao to convey the main and the
supporting ideas using such structure to improvesence in writing.

In statistic calculation, the correlation coeffitidetween cohesion and coherence
is 0.48 and the present study interpreted thisevaithe relationship between cohesion
and coherence is at medium level (suggested byrCdl®88). The correlation coefficient
value found by the present study is very similathvalue found in Pongsiriwet (2001).
As well as the present study, Pongsiriwet (200d)mdit use the quantity of cohesive ties
to investigate the relationship and the study vealacted on Thai EFL students. This is
a positive sign to imply that the relationship sl between cohesion and coherence
might be around this value for Thai EFL studentsrd/studies with similar methodology
to Pongsiriwet (2001) and the present study ardegk&o confirm such results. Chiang
(1999) used similar methodology to investigatertiationship between cohesion and
overall writing quality. The correlation coefficiemalue is at 0.89 which is considered to
be very high. This means the present study, Pangsi(2001), and Chiang (1999)
support the theoretical suggestions that cohesiafdsupport coherence and overall
writing quality (John, 1986; Lee, 2002). Other poess studies’ correlation coefficient
values are different and mostly low in correlatidvitte and Faigley (1981) explained
that the low correlation between cohesion and @t or overall writing quality is
because coherence depends a great deal on faatsideothe text, the factors that lie
beyond the scope of cohesion. However, this expilamés based on the studies that used
the quantity of cohesive ties in the investigatibherefore, the present study is not the
case and if we have more studies that use thetgoélcohesion to investigate the
relationship, we probably could see which theoadtade the actual relationship between

cohesion and coherence falls into.
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Limitations of the Study

There are two limitations in the present study. lim&ations are caused by the
method used to evaluate the quality of cohesiaist,Rhe present study did not take the
absence of cohesive ties into the evaluation. Diserace of cohesive ties could affect the
guality of cohesion and, as a consequence, aftdwrence. For example, Kaewcha
(2013)suggested that the absence of temporal conjundégraded textual coherence in
writing, and Crossley and McNamara (2012), in castirfound that high-skilled readers
feel that writings are more coherent if it contdess cohesive ties. The overlook of the
absence of cohesion might have concealed a psintgadgth of correlation between
cohesion and coherence. Second, the present serdgarded the possibility that each
type of cohesion may correlate with coherenceférént degrees. Some studies (e.g.
Chen, 2008; Liu & Braine, 2005) have found varidegrees of correlation between
cohesion and holistic scores. Such variation mhgive happened in the present study.
This phenomenon could have concealed the truelabar between cohesion and
coherence. For example, if coherence depends neanglyn on conjunction than
reference, a composition with a very high conjurtcore should yield a high
coherence score. But if the conjunction score eayed with a low reference score, the
averaged cohesion score would be pulled down, ansecdiscrepancy in the correlation
between cohesion and coherence.

Suggestionsfor Future Studies

The present study has accomplished its objectindsras answered the research
guestions. The methodology used by the study amérilings suggest a lot of
possibilities for future studies. First, futureditts can use the same methodology to
investigate the relationship between the qualiifesohesion and coherence with other

groups of Thai EFL learners. The studies’ resultsreveal the characters of
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cohesion/coherence and the strength of the rekdtiprbetween them in order to confirm
the findings of the present study. The studiesatbel extended to other EFL and ESL
groups apart from Thais. The results would show tlewcharacters and strength of the
two discourse features vary across different laggumackgrounds.

Second, future studies should include the absehcehesive ties into the
determination of cohesion quality. This would rdwba actual cohesion quality to be
included in the investigations of the relationsbgiween cohesion and coherence or
cohesion and overall writing quality.

Third, future studies should investigate the effexfteach cohesion types (e.qg.
lexical cohesion, reference, conjunction) and eznttesion errors (e.g. any grammatical,
non-grammatical errors found in the present statdygoherence and on overall writing
quality. This is to pinpoint which cohesion typeslarrors significantly influence text
coherence and overall writing quality.

Fourth, future studies should investigate cohesmm-grammatical errors, for
example, the uses of reference ties to refer aokultiple items and the misuses of
conjunction ties with respect to the sentences’mmgn The studies should clarify
whether the cause of these errors is the foreigargklanguage incompetence or the
knowledge incompetence.

Fifth, future studies should investigate otherdastapart from cohesion, which
enhance text coherence and overall writing qualibe results from such studies will
benefit second/foreign language instructions ipimgl students to write coherently.

Last, further studies should investigate the apatg amounts of cohesive ties
that contribute to maximum text coherence. Thipsdhe researchers to figure out the
right mathematics to be used to calculate the gtheof the relationship between

cohesion and coherence/overall writing quality.
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Cohesive tie
(Sentence No.)

Subtype

Presupposed
item (Sentence
No.)

Correctness and
Appropriateness
(Y/N)

Comments/Suggestion




Cohesion Rating Scale Form
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ltems

Scale

Comments/Suggestions

(a) References are used
appropriately and
accurately.

5 4 3 2 1 n/a

(b) Substitution is used
where needed and
accurately.

n/a

(c) Ellipsis is used where
needed and accurately.

n/a

(d) Conjunction words are
used judiciously and
accurately.

n/a

(e) Sets of words are used
meaningfully and
appropriately.

n/a




Coherence Rating Scale Form
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ltems

Scale

Comments/Suggestions

(a) The beginning section is
effective in introducing the
reader to the subject and the
ending gives the reader a
definite sense of closure.

5 4 3 2 1 nla

(b) The ideas in the essay ar
all very relevant to the topic.

n/a

(c) Ideas mentioned are
elaborated.

n/a

(d) The division of paragraph
is justifiable in terms of

content relevance and the
transition between paragraph
in smooth.

S5

S

n/a

(e) The writer’s overall point
of view is clear.

n/a
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Consent Letter

Parin Tanawong

196 Phataraniwet 3, Ratchada 66,
Bang Sue, Bangkok 10800
ptanawong@gmail.com.

Date: 12 September 2012

Dear Students:

This letter requests your permission to use youtirgrcompositions in a study for my
master’s thesis through Srinakharinwirot Universi@epartment of Western Language.
The study involves analyses on your writing in terihcohesion and coherence. The
analyses will not affect your score or grade. Yleaturer will still be the one who does
such evaluation.

Findings from this study will be reported withowtmes or other identifiers and will be

summarized rather than reported as informatiomdividuals. All data will be stored in
locked cabinets. When the study is completed, yilithave an opportunity to access to
the results.

No risk or disadvantage to you is foreseen. Thearh should benefit students, although
not all benefits or risks of research can be knatwead of time, even when research is
well conducted.

| have attached a form indicates that you undedstia® study and that you give your
consent to use your compositions. This form ihatltottom part of this letter. After you
have signed the form, please tear along the ddsteednd return it back to the
researcher.

Sincerely,

Parin Tanawong

| have read this consent letter. | have had the@xppity to ask, and | have received
answers to, any questions | had regarding the studyderstand that if | have any
additional questions about my writing compositiasgesearch subjects, | may email
ptanawong@gmail.com.

| agree to give my writing compaosition in this syuas research subjects. By my signature
| affirm that | have received a copy of this cortdetter.

Type/Print Student's Name Date



VITAE



90

VITAE

Name: Parin Tanawong

Date of Birth: March 26", 1982

Place of Birth: Saraburi, Thailand

Address: 196 Phattharaniwet 3, Prachanukul 3 soi 1, Ratckéd Bang Sue, Bangkok
10800

Email: ptanawong@gmail.conp_tanawong@hotmail.com

Educational Background:

2000 Grade 12 in Sciences and Mathematics progdakhon Sawan School.

2004 B.Sc. in Physics, Naresuan University.

2014 M.A. in Teaching English as a Foreign Langu&yakharinwirot University.
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