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ABSTRACT 

An abstract is a short summary of all the major elements in research report which 

allows the reader to get the main information without reading the whole document. Since, 

it is a significant part of an academic writing that will be read by educational people, the 

writing of an abstract, therefore should be as clear as possible and the logical relation 

among sentences is coherent and cohesive. This can be realized by using grammatical 

cohesive devices. Accordingly, with respect to L‟Arbi Ben M‟hidi University, the present 

study aims to analyze the use of grammatical cohesive devices in the abstract section. To 

achieve this end, a contextual analysis of these devices is carried out on a corpus 

comprised of 20 abstract sections drawn from language science master thesis. Then, the 

frequencies of the various types of grammatical cohesive devices across the corpus were 

recorded using AntConc, a robust computational toolkit. After gathering the data, they 

were classified according to Halliday & Hasan (1976) taxonomy. The interpretation of the 

results shows that 2
nd

 year master students used some grammatical cohesive devices 

repeatedly and ignored others. Consequently, this low of proficiency is reflected to the 

limited vocabulary of most students on one hand, and to the little importance teachers gave 

to these cohesive ties on the other hand. On the basis of these findings, a number of 

pedagogical implications are offered and suggestions for further research are proposed. 

Keywords: Grammatical cohesive devices, abstract, corpus analysis. 
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General Introduction 

1. Statement of the Problem 

English being the first world language has established itself as the global lingua 

franca and became the most widely used and indeed the dominant language of the research 

world with perhaps two thirds of the worlds scientific papers written and published in 

English. Correspondingly, there seems a little doubt that English is now a perquisite for 

writers who want to produce influential, globally recognized works. Nonetheless, non-

native writers who wish to perform properly and effectively in international academic 

research communities are often impeded from doing so because, as other skills, research 

writing requires the development of a good academic writing ability. This ability, though 

important as speaking, is far needed, for learners who will eventually write quite 

professional papers including theses and scientific articles for which they seek global 

scholarly circulation. 

According to Murray (2005), “Academic writing is the set of conventions used in 

publishing papers, or in writing a thesis in a specific discipline”. A part from being 

objective and formal, academic writing is a well structured product with careful 

considerations to the factors like audience, purpose, organization, style, flow, and 

presentation (Swales and Feak 2012, p.3). Flow as one of the considerations plays an 

incredibly important role in showing how ideas and relationships are communicated to 

readers. Seeking a fluent flow in the presentation of ideas stimulates authors to employ 

practical and effective elements such as cohesive devices that help in enabling readers to 

capture the connectedness between what precedes and what follows. 

To put the point another way, cohesive devices are discourse markers that are 

respectively used in achieving the connectedness of the consecutive ideas in academic 

writing, and are often regarded as basic requirements for text formation as it links together 
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the elements that are structurally unrelated through the dependence of one on the other for 

its interpretation. A number of studies focusing on cohesive devices have been conducted 

in different countries where English is taught as a foreign or a second language. 

Researchers have given considerable attention to how EFL learners write and the problems 

they are faced with. Some came up with similar findings while others have been 

contradicting. On the basis of Halliday & Hasan (1976) theory of cohesion, the present 

paper seeks to investigate the extent to which grammatical cohesive devices are used in 

master dissertations abstracts as a possible result of applying different research methods. 

Abstract is regarded to be one of the most arduous types of writing an academic 

research papers; for in this section, all the major elements of the thesis or dissertation are 

presented in a highly condensed form. Therefore, abstract should be written as a cohesive 

text a not just a collection of unrelated ideas so that the reader can understand the intended 

information easily. Seeking such cohesiveness in abstracts writing, stimulates writers to 

apply grammatical ties which can be used to stretch any piece of discourse to make it 

cohesive and understandable. It is not worthy that writers cannot construct a cohesive 

abstract without having a good command of these linguistic ties. The correct use of such 

elements requires from writers, particularly non-native ones, to have a rich knowledge of 

how and when appropriate are to be used. Hence, many EFL research writers find it a very 

challenging task. 

Master students of L‟Arbi Ben M‟hidi University may struggle when writing their 

abstracts where they summarize the most significant points of the research papers, 

highlight relevant information, and present principal knowledge; because they may find it 

difficult to appropriately use grammatical cohesive devices to achieve cohesiveness. 

Henceforth, they may end up using these linguistic ties extensively and repeatedly without 

giving much attention to the reason they are used for and how they are used. Accordingly, 
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a study of grammatical cohesive devices applied by this group of learners is called for to 

draw a conclusion about how these interactional devices are used in MA dissertation, in 

particular the abstract section. 

2. Significance of the Study 

The present study is significant in that it replicates and extends previous research as 

well as it helps to: 

 Show how graduate students of language sciences stream use grammatical 

cohesive devices in the abstracts section (in terms of diversity and frequency). 

 Raise MA students‟ awareness towards the use of grammatical cohesive 

devices and their various categories in their dissertations. 

 Raise teachers‟ awareness of their students‟ use of GCDs in order to shed 

light on this issue in future teaching processes. 

3. Research aims 

The current study has a major aim that is to analyze the use of grammatical cohesive 

devices by graduate students of language sciences stream at L‟Arbi Ben M‟hidi University 

in writing the abstract section. However, the specific goal is presented below: 

 To investigate the most frequent GCDs used by these students while writing 

the abstract section, in accordance to Halliday & Hasan (1976) classification.  

4. Research Question 

The present study attempts to answer the following question: 

 What are the most frequent grammatical cohesive devices used by graduate 

students of language sciences stream, while writing the abstract section according to the 

categorization of Halliday & Hasan (1976). 
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5. Research Hypothesis 

The above-indicated research question is based on the following hypothesis, which 

will be tested throughout the implementation of the study: 

 Master two students of language sciences stream tend to use extensively and 

repeatedly some grammatical cohesive devices than others while writing the abstract 

section. 

6. Research Methodology 

6.1. Corpus 

    The text corpus of the present study is comprised of 20 abstracts taken from MA 

theses submitted in the department of English-OEB University- in the time frame 2013-

2019 (LMD system). The DSs were selected randomly in order to give all the population 

the chance to be selected. They were coded L1/ L2/ L3...…L20.  

6.2. Method 

             The study in the course of fulfilling the above stated aims relied primarily on a 

corpus analysis method whereby GCDs will be analyzed independently, based on the four 

grammatical cohesive devices posited by Halliday & Hasan (1976): conjunction, reference, 

substitution and ellipsis. An automatic analysis is carried out in order to get valid results 

and exact frequencies of GCDs devices. The collected data are analyzed using the latest 

version of AntConc (3.5.8) (dev) 2019; a corpus analysis toolkit. It was designed by 

Laurence Anthony for carrying out corpus linguistics research and data-driven learning, its 

two most important analytical tools are, KWIC Concordance and Wordlist which generates 

lists of exact frequencies of different words and phrases. The collected data were only 

available in a PDF form, which called for their conversion into a TXT format, which is 

required for concordance analysis. The converted data are entered separately in the “file 
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corpus” column and scanned to look for the used GCDs. The analysis relies on Halliday & 

Hasan (1976) taxonomy of GCDs that helps in classifying the data into categories. 

 Finally, the data will be analyzed, discussed, and compared in the result discussion 

section. 

7. Structure of the Study  

The present dissertation is comprised of two main chapters, a theory-based chapter 

and a practice-based one. The first chapter consists of two main sections: the first one goes 

through reviewing related literature on the different definitions, types, and functions given 

to GCDs. The second section highlights the main issues in corpus linguistics and then spots 

light on previous research related to the two notions. The second chapter provides a 

detailed account of the methodology used for the collection and data analysis, results, 

discussion, implications, limitations of the study and suggestions for future research. 
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Section One: Grammatical Cohesive Devices 

Introduction 

With English becoming the world‟s foremost lingua franca, the pressure to learn 

English has been steadily increasing. Accordingly, being a proficient second or foreign 

language learner undoubtedly requires participating and communicating successfully in a 

world dominated by the target language using both the spoken and the written mode. 

Apparently, experts have richly targeted both speaking and writing as they were the 

substantial variables in their studies; however, composing effectively in the target language 

has received greater interest especially when the situation is more formal and academic and 

the literature bears witness to this. Evidently, since academic writing is governed by 

certain conventions and features, the task of writing academically in a foreign language is 

quite challenging as the literature reveals this. In fact, academic writing versatile in the 

sense that it requires the implementations of numerous aspects such as formality, accuracy, 

precision and more importantly coherence and cohesion. A competent academic writer 

would surely take into account the use of such features as cohesion that is respectively 

expressed through lexical and grammatical cohesive devices in an attempt to achieve 

connectedness between ideas. This section is set out to cover the different definitions and 

types given to cohesion and GCDs and briefly reviews related research which will provide 

a helpful backdrop for the present study. 

1.1.1. What is Cohesion? 

   Many researchers dealt with the concept of cohesion, and their findings were based 

on Halliday and Hasan's view (1976)) who defined it as “a semantic one; it refers to 

relations of meaning that exist within the text, and that define it as a text” (p.4). It is a 

concept that is associated mainly with the names Halliday & Hasan and their work 

“Cohesion in English” (1976), which despite several decades since its publishing; it is still 
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an important source on cohesion. Cohesion, like other semantic relations such as 

synonymy, antonym, polysemy, is the relationship of meaning of one item with another 

item/s in the text or discourse. Stemming from Halliday & Hasan‟s (1976) cohesion theory, 

“cohesion refers to the relations of meaning that exist within the text, and is expressed 

through the stratal organization of the text”. (p.4). Taboada (2004) defines cohesion as “the 

internal hanging together of the text”. To Yule (2008) “cohesion is the tie and connection 

that exist within the text”. It is the part of the system of a language; a type of intra-sentence 

relation of an item with either the preceding or following item/s in the text. In 

communication process, cohesion gives insights into how the writer structures what he/she 

wants to convey. 

“Cohesion occurs where the interpretation of some elements in the discourse is 

dependent on that of another” (Halliday & Hasan 1976, p.4). The one presupposes the 

other, in the sense that it [the presupposing element] cannot be effectively decoded except 

by recourse to it [the presupposed element]. When this happens, a relation of cohesion is 

set up (Halliday & Hasan 1976, p.4). In order for readers to be able to understand the 

semantic relations within and across sentences in a text, and decode some elements such as 

nouns, pronouns, demonstratives, and adjectives they have to examine all the other 

surrounding elements included in that text. Furthermore, the theory explains that cohesion 

denotes the continuity which is created between parts of the text through employing some 

specific elements which can be lexical or grammatical. In this respect, Mahlberg (2009) 

has presented the notion of the property of connectedness in her explanation of cohesion. 

Indicating the flow of information within a text, the choice of vocabulary items and 

grammatical linking words reflects such connectedness that contributes to textual relations. 

As asserted by most researchers, cohesion has a significant impact on the 

comprehensibility of texts. They also highlighted the role which should be played by 
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readers to use text features in order to recognize the information presented on these texts. 

For instance, Hoey (1991) asserts that readers are required to look to the surrounding 

sentences to interpret the cohesive devices included in a text. Accordingly, Stoddard 

(1991), by defining cohesion as a mental construct, believes that readers are expected to 

exert mental effort to interpret cohesive devices used within texts. According to Nunan 

(1993), these text-forming devices, allow writers and speakers to construct relationships 

across utterance or sentence boundaries. Because they come up in different sets, cohesive 

resources; devices, establish different kinds of links within the chunks of text (Thompson 

& Thompson 2001).  

However, in order to produce a unified text/ discourse, cohesion is not sufficient. 

According to many researchers, there should be another element called “coherence”. 

1.1.2. Cohesion and Coherence 

The two concepts of “cohesion” and “coherence” have been widely discussed in text 

and discourse studies. Thus, researchers made a distinction between them; referring to 

cohesion as the grammatical and lexical connection and to coherence as the elements that 

make the text semantically meaningful. 

In this context, Widdowson (2007) asserted that recognizing the cohesion of the text 

is a helpful step to understand its meaning as well as its coherence. He defended that by 

quoting: “Cohesive devices are only aids to understanding and can only be effective to the 

extent that the cohesion in the text enables them to derive a coherent discourse from it” 

(Widdowson, 2007, p.49). So, he believed that it is more important to look at how the text 

is related to the external context than at how much it is cohesive. By contrast, Tanskanen 

(2006) considered cohesion and coherence as both independent and interrelated as he 

pointed out: 
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“Cohesion can be regarded as a property of the text, while coherence depends upon the 

communicator's evaluation of the text. Cohesive devices, being on the surface of the text, 

can be observed, counted and analyzed and are therefore more Objective. Coherence on the 

other hand is more subjective, and communicators may perceive it in different ways” 

(p.21) 

Thought, cohesion and coherence are different; they are intertwined and “successful 

communication depends on both of them” (Ibid: p.21). Moreover, both contain many 

devices which link the different parts of the text together. The following point, then, will 

discuss on the main important cohesive devices. 

1.1.3. Types of Cohesion 

     Halliday & Hasan (1976), view that cohesion is expressed through the grammar 

and partly through the vocabulary in the text. It is therefore, classified into two broad 

types: grammatical and lexical. While the grammatical type is realized by various 

grammatical devices used to make relations among sentences more explicit, the lexical one 

is established through the structure of vocabulary; by relating words in terms of their 

meaning. Table1 presents both types of cohesion and their divisions, based on (Halliday & 

Hasan) 1976 theory of cohesion. 

                                        Cohesion 

                  Grammatical                          Lexical 

 

 

Reference 

 

Exopheric [situational]   

 

Reiteration 

Repetition  

     Endophoric [textual] Synonyms 

Anaphoric 

[to preceding 

text] 

Cataphoric 

[to following 

text] 

Superordinate 

Substitution  General word 

Ellipsis Collocation  

Conjunction  

Table1. Types of Cohesion Based on Halliday & Hasan (1976) 

(Tsareva, 2010, p. 10) 
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1.1.3.1. Lexical Cohesion 

     The terms lexical cohesion was first introduced by Halliday & Hasan (1976) in their 

book “Cohesion in English”, in which the authors define lexical cohesion as “the cohesive 

effect achieved by the selection of vocabulary” (1976, p.274). In other words lexical 

cohesion is realized through the choice of words. Halliday and Hasan (1976) agreed that it 

is very important to mention the lexical cohesion to complete the picture of studying the 

cohesive devices. Halliday and Hasan (1967), Nunan (1993) and many others categorized 

lexical cohesion into two main classes: reiteration and collocation. 

1. Reiteration 

Halliday and Hasan defined reiteration as follows: 

“A form of lexical cohesion that involves the repetition of lexical item, at one end of; the 

use of a general word to refer back to a lexical item, at the other end of the scale; and a 

number of things in between. The use of a synonym, near-synonym, or Superordinate” 

(277) 

So, reiteration is a phenomenon of referring one item to another which is related to 

the previous by having a common referent that can be repetition, synonym, Superordinate. 

Furthermore, Halliday and Hasan (1976) added to the previous kind of reiteration the 

general word that demonstrates the entire class. 

 Repetition: which occurs when the same word, be it a noun, verb, adjective or 

adverb, is reiterated throughout a text; 

 Synonym or near synonym: words sharing similar senses. In this sub-category, 

Halliday & Hasan also included hyponyms which are words having narrowed-down 

meanings;  

 Superordinate: also known as hyperyms, which could be defined as general-

meaning words or words with a broad meaning; 
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 General Nouns: words that are very general in meaning and whose interpretation 

requires the readers to go back to previously-mentioned items; 

2. Collocation 

Collocation is seen as the most problematic part in the study of cohesion in text, thus, 

it is concerned with the relationship that is created between the different lexical items in 

terms of meaning. In this view, Nunan (1993) agreed that collocation is related to two main 

elements: lexical relationships (text and context .bound) and background knowledge of the 

reader. That is to say, the lexical relationship is based on the relationship between words 

and phrases, and sometimes some of the phrases related to each other in one text than in 

another text. Furthermore, the background knowledge is very important in order to 

perceive a collocation pattern, thus, when the reader has background knowledge about the 

subject of the text, he will understand more. The following table summarizes the main 

types of lexical cohesion as it is stated by Halliday and Hasan (1976): 

Types of lexical cohesion  Referential relation  

I. Reiteration 

 

 

(a) Same word (repletion) (i) Same referent 

 

(b) Synonym ( or near-synonym (ii) Inclusive 

 

(c) Superordinate (iii) Exclusive 

(d) General word (iv) Unrelated 

 

 II. Collocation  

Table 02: Types of lexical cohesion (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p288) 

1.1.3.2. Grammatical Cohesion 

    Grammatical cohesion is the combination of sentences that is formed by 

grammatical aspects. It aims to make the connection between clauses and sentences in a 

given text, as illustrated by Widdowson (2007). Grammatical cohesion is “surface making 

of semantic links between clauses and sentences in written discourse” (Widdowson, 2007, 
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p.34). It refers to the various grammatical devices that can be used to make relations 

among sentences more explicit. Cohesive devices are used to tie pieces of text together in a 

specific way. The aim is to help the reader understand the items referred to, the ones 

replaced and even the items omitted (Harmer 2004). Furthermore, the combinations of 

sentences using cohesive devices which have semantic relation need a shared linguistic 

environment to interpret items. Found within and between sentences, these cohesive 

devices help a text functions as a text through constructing cohesive relation among all of 

its pieces (Halliday & Hasan 1976).  

1.1.4. Grammatical Cohesive Devices 

   According to Halliday & Hasan (1976), grammatical cohesive devices are 

classified into four categories: reference, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction. Each of 

them stands as grammatical cohesive device that has its own character. These categories 

also have a theoretical basis which provides research with practical means to describe and 

analyze texts in terms of grammatical cohesion. Table3 illustrates GCDs categorization 

according to Halliday & Hasan (1976). 

Grammatical Cohesive Devices 

Reference Substitution Ellipsis Conjunction 

Personal Nominal Nominal Additive 

Existential Nominal  

One, ones, 

same 

 

 

 

 

 

 

And, also, or, nor, 

furthermore, by the 

way, in other words, 

likewise, for 

example, on the 

other hand, thus. 

I/me, you, 

we/us, he/him, 

she/her, it, 

they/them,  

 

My/ mine, your/ 

yours, our/ ours, 

his, her/ hers, its, 

their/  theirs, 

one‟s 

   

Demonstrative Verbal Verbal Adversative 

This/that, these/ those, here/there  

 

& the definite article: the  

 

do  Yet, though, only, 

but, however, at last, 

in fact, rather, on the 

contrary, I mean, in 

my case 
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Clausal Clausal Causal 

So, not  So, then, therefore, 

because, otherwise, 

apart from this 

Comparatives   Temporal 

Same, identical, similar(ly), such, 

different, other, else 

 

More, so many, better 

Then, next, before 

that, first…then, 

first, 

formerly…finally, at 

once, soon, to sum 

up, in conclusion 

Table3. Types of GCDs based on Halliday & Hasan (1976) 

(Adapted from Tsareva 2010, p.13) 

1.1.5. Types of GCDs 

1.1.5.1.Reference 

Reference is one of the options that grammar of English offers creating surface links 

between sentences. According to Halliday & Hasan, referential elements are those that 

“instead of being interpreted semantically in their own right, they make reference to 

something else for their interpretation” (ibid, p.31). Similarly, Nunan (1993) confirms that 

referential cohesion plays a significant role in constructing cohesive ties between the 

elements that can be difficult, or even impossible, to interpret if a single sentence is 

isolated from context. Halliday and Hasan (1976) point out that reference features cannot 

be semantically interpreted without referring to some other features in the text. Pronouns 

are the most common linguistics features in a textual environment, as referring devices. 

However, there are other linguistic elements used to fulfill the same function such as: 

articles, demonstratives, and comparatives. 

Reference items can function either anaphorically, when they point the reader/ 

listener backwards to a previously mentioned entity, process or state of affairs (Nunan, 

1993, p.22), or cataphorically where it draws the receiver forward (Ibid). In other words, 

the references are distinguished into two kinds of function, the “exophoric” and the 
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“endophoric” functions. This is because simply when we refer to a given item, we expect 

the reader to interpret it by either looking forward, backward and outward. Exophoric 

reference is when the reader is required to look out of the text so as to interpret the 

referent. In other words, to retrieve the meaning of the sentences (Halliday & Hasan1976), 

the reader has to look beyond or out of the text with a shared world between him and the 

writer. “Exophoric reference directs the receiver „out of‟ the text and into an assumed 

shared world” (McCarthy, 1991, p.41). For example, 

A: they are late again, can you believe it? 

B: I know they‟d better get here soon or it will get cold. 

In this example, “they” may refer to some people outside the discourse known to both 

speakers. It also refers to something that both speakers know about (perhaps dinner). 

Exophoric reference is not incorporated as a component of cohesion since it does not 

connect two elements together in a text (Halliday & Hasan1976), yet it interacts with the 

cohesion system and contributes to text coherence (Flowerdew 2013). 

Endophoric is one of reference types that can be recalled within a text (Emilia, 

2014). It exists when readers refer to elements within the text itself to recognize it (Brown 

& Yule 1983). Halliday & Hasan (1976) classified it into two types: “anaphoric” and 

“cataphoric”.  The first type occurs when a word or phrase refers to something mentioned 

earlier in the discourse, such as in the example “Michael went to the bank. He was annoyed 

because it was closed”, where „he‟ refers to „Michael‟ and „it‟ to the „bank‟. In contrast, the 

second type occurs when a word or a phrase refers to something mentioned later in the 

discourse, as in the example: “although I phone her every week, my mother still complains 

that I do not keep in touch often enough”, where „her‟ refers to the subsequently-

mentioned noun „my mother‟. 
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Halliday & Hasan (1976) summarize the types of references in the following 

diagram: 

 

Figure1.  Types of references 

Reference can be further categorized into personal, demonstratives, and comparative 

reference. As for the personal reference, according to Halliday & Hasan (1976), personal 

reference is “reference by means of function in the speech situation, through the category 

of person” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p.37). Accordingly, the personal reference is realized 

through the function of the person, Halliday & Hasan (1976) characterized three main 

types that include the term person; personal pronoun, possessive determiner (adjective) and 

possessive pronoun. It is employed to identify people, objects or other things that are 

mentioned somewhere in the text. Demonstrative reference on the other hand is regarded as 

“an indirect reference by means of location, on a scale of proximity”(Halliday & Hasan, 

1976, p.37). So, they pointed out that demonstrative reference can be realized by the 

proximity whether near, far or neutral. That is to say, there are three main kinds of 

demonstrative reference; determiner (this, these, that and those), adverb (here, now, there 

Reference 

[Textual]  
Endophora 

[To following 
text] 

Ctaphora 

[To preceding 
text] 

Anaphora 

[Situational] 
Enpophora 
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and then) and determiner article (the). Each type has its grammatical function and semantic 

meaning. Comparative reference is defined as “an indirect by means of identity or 

similarity” (Halliday and Hasan, 1976, p.37). Like Halliday and Hasan, Nunan (1993) 

asserted that Comparative reference can be realized through the identity or similarity. He 

also elucidates that it is expressed by using adverbs and adjectives in order to compare and 

contrast items within a text. Moreover, Halliday and Hasan (1976) stated that comparison 

can be a general or a particular one. Comparative general reference does not focus on any 

particular aspect but on the likeness or unlikeness; identity (some, equal, identical, 

identically), similarity (such, similar, likewise……etc.), and difference (other, different 

else, differently, otherwise).  

That is to say, when the comparison is quantitative, we use enumerative elements 

(more, fewer, less …...etc.), and if it is qualitative, it will be expressed in two ways; epithet 

(by a comparative adjective or by an adverb of comparison sub-modifying) or as adjunct in 

the clause (by comparative adverb or an adverb of comparison sub modifying adverb). 

1.1.5.2.Substitution 

   Substitution is another way of creating cohesion in text. It is defined by Halliday & 

Hasan as “the replacement of one item by another” (Halliday & Hasan 1976, p.88). It takes 

place where one feature (in a text) replaces a previous word, a phrase, or a clause, such as 

in the example: “Both courses look good, so I am not sure which one to choose”. In this 

example, „one‟ replaces „courses‟. 

Halliday & Hasan (1976) explained that substitution and reference are different in 

what and where they operate, thus substitution is concerned with relations related with 

wording, whereas reference is concerned with relations related with meaning. Substitution 

holds a text together through avoiding repetition and creating cohesive grammatical 
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relations between words, clauses and phrases; however, reference needs to retrieve its 

meaning from the situational textual occurrence.  

“In terms of the linguistic system, reference is a relation on the semantic level, whereas 

substitution is a relation on the lexicogrammatical level, the level of grammar and 

vocabulary, or linguistic form.” 

Since substitution is a grammatical relation, a relation in the wording rather than 

meaning, the different types of it are defined grammatically rather than semantically. In 

English substitution has functioned as a noun, a verb, and as a clause. Therefore, there are 

three types of substitution: nominal, verbal, and clausal. Table4 demonstrates with 

examples the three types of substitution as distinguished by Halliday & Hasan (1976). 

Table4. Types of substitution based on Halliday & Hasan (1976) 

As demonstrated in Table4, the example provided for the first type, nominal 

substitution, which is expressed by the substitute items; one, ones and some; that is, these 

terms are used in the nominal group to avoid repetition, shows that the two sentences are 

grammatically linked by the word „one‟ that act as substitute for the noun „car‟, which 

functions as head of a nominal group. The second example indicates the second type, 

verbal substitution, which is used to avoid long- winded sentences using words like do, 

where „do‟ is a substitution for „win the game‟. As for the third type clausal substitution 

was defined by Halliday & Hasan as the third type of substitution which presupposes the 

Nominal substitution Verbal substitution Clausal substitution 

 

This car is old. I will buy a 

new one. 

 

I challenge you to win the 

game before I do! 

 

A: Do you think the teacher 

is going to be absent 

tomorrow? 

B: No, I don‟t think so. 
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whole clause and they refer to it as “entire clause”. It is realized by “so” and “not”. In the 

example provided for this type, „so‟ substitute the clause „going to be absent‟. 

1.1.5.3.Ellipsis 

    Ellipsis is the process of omitting unnecessary item, which has been mentioned 

earlier in a text and replacing it with nothing. As a type of cohesive relation it is very 

similar to substitution. While substitution is referred to the replacement of one textual 

element by another, ellipsis is simply characterized by “the omission of an item” (Halliday 

& Hasan 1994, p.88). The process can, therefore, be “interpreted as that form of 

substitution in which [an] item is replaced by nothing” (Halliday & Hasan 1994, p.88) or 

as “substitution by zero” (Halliday & Hasan 1994, p.142). 

A rational for ellipsis, as introduced by Cater Hughes & McCarthy (2000), is that it 

occurs in texts to avoid redundancy which is caused by repetition of words. Alike 

substitution, ellipsis has three types: nominal, verbal, and causal, as illustrated in Table5. 

Table5. Types of Ellipsis based on Halliday & Hasan (1976) 

The first type, nominal ellipsis, “… often involves omission of noun headword” 

(McCarthy 1991, p.43). In Table5, the example provided for this type shows that the two 

sentences are cohesive because „both‟ functions elliptically and anaphorically to the 

nominal group my „brothers‟. The second type, verbal ellipsis, occurs in the verbal group 

when a verb is omitted from a sentence, but the meaning can be recovered from a previous 

Nominal ellipsis Verbal ellipsis Clausal ellipsis 

 

My brothers like sports. In 

fact, both [0] love football. 

[0: my brothers] 

 

A: have you been training? 

B: yes, I have [0]. 

[0: been training] 

 

A: who is writing on the 

board? 

B: Alice is [0]. 

[0: writing on the board] 



20 

 

one. The example presented for this type demonstrates that the answer „yes I have‟ is an 

instance of verbal ellipsis presupposes „have been training‟ from the verbal group within 

the previous question. Clausal ellipsis, the third type, refers to the partial or entire omission 

of a clause, such as in the example included for this type, where „writing on the board‟ is 

omitted from the answer. 

1.1.5.4.Conjunction 

   Conjunction is the final type of cohesive devices. Although most researchers agree 

that conjunctions are linking devices between sentences or clauses in a text, they define 

them a little differently. Koppel (1985) believes that conjunctions are called connectives 

that are used to link units of a text. Similarly, Hayland (2005) identifies them as frame 

markers, such as first, second, and next, which are used to sequence information within a 

discourse. While Crismore, Markkan and Steffenser (1993) consider them as textual 

markers which facilitate organizing discourse. It aims to relate the sentences and clauses 

with each other in order to achieve a certain grammatical function. For this reason, it 

differs from the three previous cohesive ties. Hence, reference, substitution, and ellipsis 

remind the reader about what has been said before while conjunction “single the 

relationships that can only be fully understood through reference to other parts of the text” 

(Nunan, 1993, p.26). 

Accordingly, Halliday & Hasan (1976) point out that unlike the other grammatical 

devices, conjunction express the „logical-semantic‟ relation between sentences rather than 

words and structures. In other words, they structure the text in a certain logical order that is 

meaningful to the reader or listener. Table6 represents Halliday & Hasan (1976) 

classification of conjunctions. 
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Types of 

conjunction 

Function Example 

 

Additive 

To add more information 

to what is already in the 

sentence. 

And, also, furthermore, in addition, that is, 

in other words, moreover 

To indicate comparison: likewise, 

similarly, in the same way 

To indicate dissimilarity: on the other hand, 

in contrast, alternatively 

 

Adversative 

To indicate contrast 

between information in 

each clause. 

But, however, although, yet, though, only, 

nevertheless, despite this, on the other 

hand, instead, on the contrary, anyhow, at 

any rate 

 

Causal 

To indicate causality. So, then, hence, therefore, consequently, 

because, for this reason, it follows, on this 

basis, to this end 

 

Temporal 

To indicate time. Then, next, before, after, during, when, at 

the same time, previously, finally, at last, 

soon, next day, an hour later, meanwhile, at 

this moment, first, second, third, in 

conclusion, up to now 

Table6. Types of Conjunctions based on Halliday & Hasan (1976) 

As illustrated in Table6, conjunctions are classified into four types. The first type 

additive means using additive elements that relate between sentences and clauses to adhere 

that there is additional information. Halliday and Hasan (1976) asserted that the additive 

relation can be simple additive relation and it includes: additive (and, and also, and…..too), 

negative (nor; and ….not, not …either, neither) and alternative (or; or else), as it can be a 

complex relation that contains additive (further (more), moreover…etc.), alternative 

(alternatively) and afterthought (incidentally, by the way). Furthermore, the additive 

relation can be comparative (similarly, likewise, in the same way, on the other hand, by 

contrast…etc.) or an appositive relation (that is, I mean, in other word, for instance, for 

example…etc.). But, though, however, and nevertheless are examples of the second type 
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adversative which is defined by Halliday & Hasan (1976) as the relation which expresses 

the contrary to expectation like the additive. It creates cohesion whether internal or 

external, in the sense that the internal one can be relied from the content thought while the 

external one retrieved from the communication situation. Causal conjunction, is the third 

type of conjunction and it can be expressed in numbers of ways such as general causal 

relation that includes; so, thus, hence, therefore, consequently, because of…..Etc, or 

specific causal relation which consists of three main types; reason (for this reason, on 

account of this), result (as a result, in consequence ….etc) and purpose (for this purpose, 

with this relation …etc). In addition to this, there are other types of causal relation as 

reversal, conditional, respective relation ….etc. The fourth type which is temporal 

conjunction is the final type of conjunction that aims to describe a certain event or action in 

terms of time. It can be expressed by using link words that function as external such as; 

then ,afterwards, after that, at the same time, earlier, before, at once, next time first ….then, 

first…..next, etc. Or internal one as then next, secondly, finally, in the first place, at this 

point, from now, to sun up, short, briefly….etc.  

1.1.6. Halliday & Hasan (1976) Theory of Cohesion 

    A number of important works that dealt with the subject of cohesion were 

published in the early seventies in the 20
th

 century. The work by Halliday & Hasan has to 

be mentioned in particular among these works. Now it is generally admitted that the 

publication of cohesion in English by M.A.K Halliday is the symbol of establishment of 

cohesion theory. They described cohesion as a semantic concept referring to relations of 

meaning that exist within a text (Halliday & Hasan 1976, p.4). Their definition of cohesion 

emphasizes the relationship between the meanings of linguistic units. They also define a 

concrete form of a tie, “we need a term to refer to a single instance of cohesion, a term for 
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one occurrence of a pain cohesively related items. The links are called „cohesive ties‟ or 

„cohesive devices‟”.  

Halliday & Hasan classified cohesive ties in terms of grammatical cohesion and 

lexical cohesion in their work. Grammatical cohesion includes four cohesive devices: 

reference, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction. While reiteration and collocation fall into 

the category of lexical cohesion. Halliday & Hasan‟s study of cohesion is by far the most 

accepted a systematic one. Other linguists have given different definitions to cohesion both 

abroad and at home. Cohesion as the connection between discourse elements is realized by 

kinds of cohesive devices. In the past various taxonomies, including Halliday & Hasan‟s 

(1976), Winter‟s (1979), Heoy‟s (1991) and Hu‟s (1994), have come into being and been 

developed. In this research, the widely adopted taxonomy developed by Halliday & Hasan 

will be used which consists of five categories of cohesive devices: reference, substitution, 

ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. 

1.1.7. Grammatical Cohesive Devices in Academic Discourse 

    Academic writing is a formal and a well-structured product of writing used in 

universities, colleges or in scientific publications. In addition to who, why and what 

aspects (that are related to audience, purpose and context of writing respectively); how 

aspect, that is concerned with organization, style, presentation and flow of ideas, is more 

crucial in academic writing. Cohesion which refers to intra-text connectedness is an 

essential property of the text in academic writing so as to create them (texts) more 

comprehensible. One way to achieve this connectedness between ideas of the text is 

through the use of lexical and grammatical cohesive devices. The value of such key 

interactional devices is assisting writer researchers to convey different degrees of 

commitment to the truth-value of a statement that is currently a subject of rich 
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investigation and which elucidated various reasons that drives anyone in the field to think 

of them as context-significant subjects of study. 

Conclusion 

Since its inception by Halliday & Hasan (1976), the cohesive devices that classifies 

the linguistics items involved in textual ties into grammatical and lexical devices has been 

employed as an instrument of discourse analysis in an ample body research. 

When reviewing related research and empirical studies about grammatical cohesion, 

it becomes clear that it constituted an area of interest within the field of academic writing. 

Although GCDs are critical aspects of academic writing in both L1 and L2, only few years 

witnessed a remarkable increase in scholarly attention concerning its use and application in 

the evaluation of L2 writing proficiency. Depending on Halliday & Hasan‟ (1976) theory 

of cohesion a number of taxonomies were realized by proficient authoritative scholars after 

an in depth data analysis. However, among all cohesion taxonomies that have been 

developed, Halliday & Hasan (1976) taxonomy have been widely adopted by subsequent 

researchers to study the use of either grammatical or lexical cohesion or both of them and 

their application in L1 and L2 writing based on their frequency of occurrence. 
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Section Two: Corpus Linguistics 

Introduction 

Corpus linguistics has long established itself as a paradigmatic framework for the 

analysis of written texts. Corpus analysis right from its beginning (1980), proved to be 

quite useful in numerous areas such as lexicography and linguistic grammar where 

researchers are mainly interested in identifying, comparing, and contrasting the structures 

and organizational patterns of different languages. 

Corpus linguistics is mainly used for studying the linguistic features of academic 

discourse. In other words, corpus-linguistic methods focus on the co-occurrence of selected 

grammatical and/or lexical items in academic texts. It can highlight words which are 

typical to the gene and describe the way they are used. It is apparent that corps linguistics 

was gaining grounds in contemporary linguistics as it was used for carrying out linguistic 

analysis; however, corpus linguists provided a little account to what corpus and corpus 

linguistics actually are. For this very reason, in prefacing this section, it had been important 

to afford a clear insight on the notions of corpus and corpus linguistics and what terms 

corpus can be confused with. 

1.2.1. What Corpus Is? 

   The word corpus which is derived from the Latin word meaning “body” has been 

adapted to the field of linguistics to generate what is currently known as corpus linguistics. 

In effect, when the term corps was attached to linguistics, it no longer adhered corpus to its 

traditional connotation but rather it went beyond to refer to “a gigantic principled and 

computer-readable assortment of text that certified the scrutiny of patterns of language use 

across disparate contexts” (Kennedy, 1998). Accordingly, he asserted that corpora, which 

are the plural form of corpus, inevitably consisted of a systematic collection of texts that 

respectively assembled for the basis of linguistic analysis with an attempt to be 
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representative of the whole variety of the language. Likewise, Baker, Hardie and Mc Enery 

(2006), asserted corpus as a compilation of body language of texts that is stored in an 

electronic data base. In fact, the primary goal behind analyzing such textual data was to 

validate or refute a proposed hypothesis about language- for example, to determine how 

the usage of certain utterances and words varies among a group of language users.  

A corpus as defined by Gries (2000) is “a machine readable collection of texts that 

were produced in natural communicative setting”. This collection of texts can be written as 

it can be spoken, however, the written text is easier to be analyzed compared to transcribed 

speech (spoken) in that it is more planned, more organized and the conventions it follows 

are less compared with those adopted in speaking. In this respect, Gries (2009) also pointed 

out to the aspect of corpus authentically when he said “produced in a natural 

communicative setting”; that is, the spoken and written texts were primarily created for 

genuine reasons and for purpose of compiling a corpus.  

After providing a number of comprehensive definitions of the notion corpus, one 

now can in simple terms put that corpus is a large collection of instances or natural texts 

taken from every day natural language use for the sake of testing and realizing a number of 

linguistic hypotheses. As a matter of a fact the term corpus is not only used to refer to a 

collection of readable textual data or recorded spoken utterances, it is also used in broader 

sense to refer to a collection of videos; audio recordings; and images which are usually 

termed as “multimodal corpus”. 

1.2.2. What Corpus Is Not? 

   In order to have a clear insight on the notion of corpus, it is necessary to 

differentiate it first from other close terms that it might be confused with. A set of word-

based documents that are nothing like corpora were raised by Wynne (2005): 



28 

 

  The World Wide Web is not corpus, because its dimensions are unknown and are 

constantly changing. Also, because it has not been designed from a linguistics perspective 

at first place but on the basis of an absolute computable scientific one. 

  A collection of citation is not a corpus. A citation is a short quotation which 

contains a word or phrase that is the reason for its selection. Hence, it is obviously the 

result of applying internal criteria. 

  A collection of quotation is not corpus for much the same reasons as a collection of 

citation; a quotation is a short selection from a text, chosen on internal criteria and chosen 

by human being not machines. 

  An archive is not a corpus. Here the main difference is the reason for gathering the 

texts, which leads to quite different priorities in the gathering of information about the 

individual texts (p.17, 18). 

In summary, not any type of a written text can referred to as a corpus or corpora. 

Because, in order for corpora to be reliable, it needs to be carefully selected with respect to 

the purpose of investigation a researcher has in mind. 

1.2.3. Types of Corpora 

   The use of corpora becomes easier with the advances in computer technologies. In 

addition to the endless development nature of corpora and different purposes for its 

collection, many types of corpora can be highlighted: 

    1.2.3.1. Generalized Vs Specialized Corpus 

         Both generalized and specialized corpora are classified according to the size of 

the sample (Bennett 2010). Generalized corpora is usually very large, (containing some 

100 million words), and contains a balance of texts from a wide variety of different 

domains of spoken and written language. Hence, the results can be generalized because of 

the large size of the corpus. Examples of large generalized corpora are: the British National 
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Corpus (BNC) and the American National Corpus (ANC). These corpora cover written 

texts such as newspaper and magazine articles, fiction and non-fiction works as well as 

writings from scholarly journals. Hence, if generalization about language as whole is to be 

drawn, a language general corpus should be consulted. 

On the other hand, specialized corpora contain texts from particular genre or register 

or a specific time or context to be representative of the language of this type. In other 

words, specialized corpus is that of texts concerning a particular type or restricted to a 

particular point of time. There are numerous examples of specialized corpora; these 

include the Michigan Corpus of Spoken English (approximately 1.7 million words of 

spoken data collected from a variety of different encounters at the University of Michigan), 

the International Corpus of Learner English (20,000 words taken from essays of students 

learning English as a foreign language) and the Nottingham Health Communication 

Corpus. Specialized corpora can be large or small and are often made to answer some 

kinds of questions which are too specific. In addition, they are generally used in ESP 

settings. 

    1.2.3.2. Learner Vs Pedagogic Corpus 

         Learner corpora are collections of authentic texts produced by foreign/ second 

language learners which are stored in electronic format. It is a type of specialized corpus 

that consists of written or spoken transcripts that are used by learners of a given language. 

Apart from their invaluable role as a source for second language acquisition research, they 

can be generated, for example, to find learners common errors, or identify typical 

difficulties of learners of a certain learning group or learners of a certain native language. 

Thus, it provides a basis for the identification of frequently occurring mistakes in learners‟ 

language. A learner corpus can be a part of pedagogic corpus. 
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A pedagogic corpus is a corpus containing language that is used in the classroom. 

Hunston (2002) defines it as “a corpus consisting of all the language a leaner has been 

exposed to” (p.16). It may include text books, readers or transcripts of classroom 

interaction as well as any other kind of written texts or spoken transcripts that are created 

or produced by learners in an educational setting. This type of corpora can be used to 

examine whether learners of a given language are taught useful language or not and to act 

as a tool for teachers‟ development. 

     1.2.3.2. Comparable Vs Parallel Corpus 

Comparable corpora are two or more corpora constructed along similar parameters 

but each containing a different language or a different variety of the same language. This 

type of corpora is used to compare languages or language varieties; for example, the 

CorTec Corpus which contains examples of technical language in texts from five areas in 

both English and Portuguese. 

Parallel corpora on the other hand are similar to comparable corpora in that they hold 

two or more collections of texts in different languages, each containing texts that have 

been translated from one language into the other. In this regard, this type of corpora 

contains the same texts in the original and the translated forms. These corpora can be used 

to compare linguistic and discourse patterns across languages, and avoid the distortions 

introduced by translations (Hunston, 2002).  

To sum it all up, parallel corpus is taking the same text translated into two languages, 

but comparable corpora are similar texts in one or more language(s) or language varieties. 

    1.2.3.4. Historical /Diachronic Corpus 

        According to Hunston (2002), diachronic corpus is a collection of texts that are 

gathered from different periods of time. It is used in studies that aim at following the 

development of a given aspect in language through time. Two examples of this type are: 
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the Helsinki Diachronic Corpus of English Texts (containing 1.5 millions words written 

between 700 and 1700) and the ARCHER (A Representative Corpus of Historical English 

Registers) corpus (1.7 millions words covering the years 1960 to 1990). 

      1.2.3.5. Monitor Corpus 

A monitor corpus is the one that is “topped up” with new texts on a regular basis. 

This is done in such a way that “… the proportion of text types remains constant…” which 

means that each new version of the corpus is comparable with all the previous versions 

(Hunston, 2002, p.16). This type of corpus includes new texts that are added to monitor 

language change. Its size increase annually, monthly or even daily in a rapid way; without 

any changes in the type of texts that remains unchanged. 

1.2.4. Features of Corpora 

Since corpora are gaining much prominence and attention in contemporary 

linguistics and are heavily utilized by linguists, teachers, and even students to study 

language broadly and narrowly, there are many requirements that a corpus should fulfill. 

The first criterion is “authenticity”, by which materials selected as corpora for study should 

be from real situations of language in use. In this account Sinclair (1991) stated that “One 

does not study all of botany by artificial flowers” (p.6). To put it another way, artificial 

language instances cannot provide a real view of the language being under study unlike 

corpora that show how people really use the language. Therefore, selecting authentic texts 

helps in gaining validity for corpora under investigation. Another criterion that should be 

respected while conducting a corpus based approach is representativeness. It was agreed by 

many researchers that this criterion signifies the extent to which the chosen sample 

represents the entire population. Biber (1993) claimed that „representativeness refers to the 

extent to which a sample includes the full range of variability in a population‟ (As cited in 

McEnery & Wilson, 2001, p.243). Since the corpus is a sample from a bigger source, it 
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should present it. Hence, it helps in the generalizability of the results. The third criterion is 

“Sampling”. The sample chosen for the study, corpus, should be as longer as possible, 

because “a corpus made up of whole documents is open to a wider range of linguistic 

studies than a collection of short samples” (Sinclair, 1991, p. 19). Moreover, corpora 

should be in a “machine readable form”. That is to say, it must be automatic data storage. 

This format makes it possible for corpora to be searched by computers. This automatic 

means of investigation is much quicker and less error-prone than any other methods 

(McEnery & Wilson, 1996). These criteria are agreed upon by many researchers (e.g., 

Aarts, 1991; Biber et al., 1998; Knowles, 1996; McEnery & Wilson, 1996a; Sinclair, 1991; 

Tognini Bonelli, 2001). 

1.2.5. Aims of Corpora 

Corpus by itself can do nothing, its importance lies in the fact that it is required in 

many studies as data for carrying out linguistic analysis. Likewise, it can be used to 

investigate different kinds of linguistic questions and it has the potential to bring about 

interesting and fundamental new insights about language. In the last decades corpora 

witnessed many and different uses, here are some as shown by Hunston (2002):  

 A corpus essentially tells us what language is like. In other words, corpus is useful 

in giving information on the way language functions; that can be neglected unintentionally 

by its users. This can be very helpful in language teaching. 

 Learners are encouraged to use it by themselves to observe variation and 

differences between languages. 

 Translators use comparable corpora while comparing illusive translation 

correspondents‟ use in two languages. 

 Parallel corpora are called for to investigate how translation of words and phrases 

happened in the past. 
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 Since it is useful in establishing norms of frequency and usage according to which 

one‟s text can be measured, general corpora can be applied for work in stylistics, clinical 

and in forensic linguistics. 

1.2.6. Corpus based Vs Corpus driven  

    The distinction between corpus-based and corpus driven language study was 

introduced by Tognini- Bonelli (2001). She asserted that the former; on the one hand, 

routinely use corpus data in order to explore a theory or a hypothesis that the researcher 

consistently established in the present like aiming to validate it, refute it or refine it. This 

typical feature of corpus based met the definition of corpus linguistics as a method. On the 

other hand, corpus-driven absolutely rejected the characterization of corpus linguistics as a 

method and claimed instead that the corpus itself should be the sole source of the 

hypothesis one may state about the language, where by its own theory about the language 

embodied in itself. In other words, the former definition considers corpus linguistics as a 

methodology for the rejection or confirmation of a given theory while the latter definition 

claims that corpus embraces its own theory of language. 

1.2.7. Definition of Corpus Linguistics 

    In terms of what corpus linguistics „is”, not only have various definitions been 

offered also alternatives have been explicitly addressed and rejected. Yet, no agreed-upon 

definitive definition was formed since the overt discourse among linguists of what corpus 

linguistics is or what should be still did not reach a point of agreement. 

            1.2.7.1. Corpus Linguistics as a Discipline 

     The first book dedicated to the subject was written by Aarts & Meijs in 1984 

titled “Corpus Linguistics: Recent Development in the Use of Computer Corpora in 

English Language Research”. It was considered the source of the term corpus linguistics. 

Aarts (1984) stated that corpus linguistics is “an odd discipline that is called by the name 
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of its major research tool and data source” (as cited in Taylor, 2008, p.179). This definition 

clearly indicates that corpus linguistics is a field research and inquiry that relies on corpora 

to get authentic insights about language and language use. Stubbs (2001) used the terms 

corpus linguistics to refer to a discipline when he underpinned Aarts (1984) in his 

conception of corpus linguistics the aim of which is to “describe what is usually a typical” 

(p.221). Corpus linguistics is then, a research field which possesses both theory and 

methodology and has as its core objective; the examination and analysis of real-life 

language as expressed in corpora. In the same line of thought, Tubert (2005) indicated that 

“linguistics is not a science like the natural sciences whose objective is the search for 

„truth‟. “It belongs to the humanities, and as such it is a part of the endeavour to make 

sense of the human condition” (p.7). 

1.2.7.2. Corpus Linguistics as an Approach 

    In 1992, Leech in attempt to define modern corpus linguistics, he argued that 

“computer corpus linguistics defines not just a newly emerging methodology for studying 

language, but a new research enterprise, and in fact a new philosophical approach to 

subject” (p.106). He did not stop at this point he continued to describe the characteristics of 

computer corpus linguistics as a new paradigm. While Leech termed corpus linguistics as a 

„philosophical approach‟, Teubert emphasized the theoretical conceptualization and 

described corpus linguistics as “a theoretical approach to the study of language” (2005, 

p.2). It is probably safe to assume that both of them used such terminologies for the same 

reason; that is corpus linguistics‟ main quest was the construction of a new set of theories 

about language departing from the exclusive analysis of corpora. Mahlberg (2005), 

similarly, situated corpus linguistics within the framework of an approach; “corpus 

linguistics is seen not merely as a methodology, but as an approach to the description of 

English with its own theoretical framework” (p.2). 
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1.2.7.3. Corpus Linguistics as a Methodology 

   Defining and characterizing corpus linguistics as a methodology rather than a 

discipline or an approach often caused heated debates among linguists, particularly, corpus 

ones. Xiao & Tomo note that as “corpus linguistics is a whole system of methods and 

principles of how to apply corpora in language studies and teaching/learning, it certainly 

has a theoretical status. Yet theoretical status is not theory in itself” (2006, p.7-8). 

Therefore, they conclude that corpus linguistics is a methodology. Similarly, Tognini-

Bonelli (2001) noted that corpus linguistics can be seen as “a pre-application 

methodology” which has “a theoretical status” (p.1); she used the terms pre-application 

presumably to imply that corpus linguistics does not take the given facts for granted rather, 

it goes beyond by defining and setting its own rules a pieces of knowledge before they are 

applied. Moreover, she used the term methodology to indicate that certain situations 

require the use of certain set of rules of knowledge. In this account, Tognini-Bonelli (2001) 

added that “the term corpus-based is used to refer to a methodology that avails itself of the 

corpus mainly to expound, test or exemplify theories and descriptions “(p.65). 

As Léon (2005) denoted “what is called Corpus Linguistics covers various 

heterogeneous fields ranging from lexicography, descriptive linguistics, applied linguistics 

– language teaching or Natural Language Processing”(as cited in Taylor, 2008, p. 6). As a 

result, there is not a clear cut definition of what corpus is or what it should be. Moreover, it 

is essential to note that various alternative definitions were offered by different corpus 

linguists, yet the term itself turned to be to some extent problematic.  
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Conclusion 

Corpus linguistics improves itself in different areas that make it disparate from 

other disciplines branched under the shadow of linguistics. It stands on itself by setting its 

own rules and procedures for analyzing the data with the help of various software tools. In 

short, corpus linguistics as a research tool has come to the forefront of inquiry in the field 

of first and second language learning where it proved to be very fruitful especially with the 

evolution of computer technology. To this end, this section attempted to stress the main 

definitions of corpus and corpus linguistics, to highlight their types, and to spotlight on the 

aims of corpora. 
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Chapter Two: Practical Part 

Introduction 

According to the targeted aims of the current study, the first chapter which can be 

referred to as a source and theory-based chapter was exclusively devoted to theoretical 

aspects, aiming at contextualizing the research through the background knowledge by 

providing some significant background information on GCDs (the variable under 

investigation), and corpus analysis; the contemporary approach of analyzing field-specific 

lexis. This chapter, however, goes beyond theory to deal with more practical and empirical 

procedures henceforth; it is a field work-based chapter. It consists of the process of the 

selected corpus, the implemented instrumentation in the data collection, the analysis of this 

data. It also provides reports of the results and the related interpretations and discussions. 

Eventually, this chapter draws attention to the conclusion ended with the whole research 

paper. 

2.1. Research Methodology 

In this section, we will be focusing on a set of methods and principles used to 

perform the corpus compilation, instrumentations, and the analysis procedures. This latter 

combines corpus codification, the data collection and eventually the data analysis.  

2.1.1. Research Design 

As it has been mentioned earlier in the general introduction, the primary goal of the 

current research is to identify the types and frequencies of GCDs used in the abstracts of 

language science MA theses written by EFL learners at the department of English, L‟Arbi 

Ben M‟hidi University.  

To achieve the aims of the current study which is corpus linguistic, a descriptive 

study will be followed. This latter is mostly used to describe the phenomenon being 

studied. Thus, it seems the suitable method to obtain accurate results and a clear 
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description. Fox and Bayat (2007) suggest that the descriptive approach "aimed at casting 

lights on current issues or problems through a process of data collection that enables them 

to describe the situation more completely than was possible without employing this 

method" (p. 45). The descriptive approach is used to describe student's use of GCDs when 

writing dissertation's abstract section.  

2.1.2. Sampling method 

In order to achieve representativeness, balance and diversity in corpus design the 

study followed the technique of simple random sample. A simple random sample is a 

subset of a statistical population in which each member of the subset has an equal 

probability of being chosen. It is meant to be an unbiased representation of a group. a 

lottery method was used to create simple random sample in which each DS was assigned 

with a number, after that numbers were selected at random. The sample of this research 

contains 20 abstracts of master dissertations that were taken from language science stream 

at the time frame 2013-2019. 

2.1.3. Corpus Compilation 

2.1.3.1. Corpus Data  

The corpus chosen in this study represents an adequate compilation of 20 MA 

theses abstracts written by EFL learners between 2013 and 2019 (the LMD system). The 

target DSs were selected from language science stream at the department of English (Oum 

El Bouaghi University). They were coded L1, L2, and L3 ... L20. The process of coding is 

set forth to maintain the anonymity of postgraduates, theses‟ authors. Table7 presents the 

source from which the corpus of this study was collected. 
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Table7. The Source of the Selected MA Thesis 

To ensure the validity of the results, each of the theses comprising the corpus were 

selected according to the following criteria: 

 A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 

Masters of Arts (MA). 

 A thesis majoring in Teaching English as a Foreign or Second Language 

(TEFL/TESL). 

 The year of publication should arrange from 2013 and 2019. 

 It is easily accessible in online data bases or local universities. 

 A thesis should meet the criteria of writing MA thesis. 

 The selected theses must be complete MA theses with both theoretical and practical 

part. 

 Each is written by different author (s). 

Table8 indicates the date of publication of the MA theses in each investigated corpus. 

 

Source N° of theses 

 

Electronic Library of Oum El Bouaghi 

(L‟Arbi Ben M‟hidi) University. 

 

It requires physical access to the 

Computer system of the university local. 

 

 

 

 

 

20 

 

 

Total  N° of the selected corpora 20 
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Year of publication Language science 

corpus 

Literature corpus Total 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

6 

1 

3 

2 

3 

5 

4 

2 

4 

6 

5 

5 

7 

5 

8 

Total 20 20 40 

Table8. N° of MA Theses Published per Year 

       2.1.3.2. Corpus Size 

“There is no general agreement as to what the size of a corpus should ideally be” 

(Giouli & Piperidis, 2002 as cited in Pastor & Seghiri, 2006, p.123). Nonetheless, the size 

of the corpus is a crucial factor in determining whether the sample is representativeness in 

relation to the objectives of the intended analysis or not. In fact, no consensus exists as to 

what exactly the number of texts or words a final collection of corpora should include. 

Haan (1989, 1992) proved through his studies that corpora of no more than twenty 

thousand words is representative while Kock (1997) emphasized that “it is not necessary to 

have such large corpora if they are homogenous in terms of language register, geographical 

area and historical time” (as cited in Pastor & Seghiri, 2006, p.123). On this regard, the 

corpus size of the present study constitutes of 4456 words. Further information about 

corpus size and word types included within the corpus are displayed in the following table. 
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Corpus N° of texts N° of tokens N° of word 

types 

Genre of texts 

 

Language 

sciences 

 

 

 

 

20 

 

 

 

 

 

4456 

 

 

 

 

 

2432 

 

 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 

 

 

 

Total 20 4456 2432 Abstract 

Table9. Descriptive Details of the Corpora 

              2.1.4. Instrumentation 

To carry out the analysis, the latest version of AntConc (3.5.8) (dev) 2019 was used 

to analyze each abstract that was written by master students and find out the occurrence 

and frequency of the GCDs identified by Halliday & Hasan (1976) in their comprehensive 

and well developed taxonomy. AntConc is a freeware concordance program which 

provides details about the text inside of one or multiple text files. It was designed by 

Laurence Anthony of Waseda University. This software contains seven tools that help in 

finding and revealing different patterns of language. Amongst these tools is the 

“concordance tool” which was used in this study, and that shows search results in a 

„KWIC‟ (Key Words In Context) format. In order for this software to analyze electronic 

texts, they must be available in a „txt.‟ format which called for the conversion of the pdf 

files of the study corpus to text documents using “PDF Mate PDF Converter Professional” 

program downloaded from: https://www.pdfmate.com/download.html. 

Moreover, the data set were entered in the „Corpus Files‟ column one by one. Then, 

relying on Halliday & Hasan (1976) taxonomy of GCDs, they were scanned to search for 

grammatical cohesion markers used in these texts. The frequencies of occurrence of the 

https://www.pdfmate.com/download.html
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different types of grammatical cohesive devices were determined in the text using KWIC 

concordance. This tool showed how grammatical cohesive devices were used in context 

and therefore it was made clear whether the word or the phrase functioned as a 

grammatical cohesive device or not. The words that did not function as a grammatical 

cohesive device were excluded. The results obtained were addressed in the following 

tables. 

2.2. Data Analysis and Results 

2.2.1. GCDs in the Corpus 

Twenty MA dissertations abstracts were analyzed and the results are  presented in the 

following sections. Tables and figures are presented first then followed by discussion of 

the findings. 

 

 

GCDs 

Reference Substitution Ellipsis Conjunction 

 

PR 

 

DR 

 

CR 

 

NS 

 

VS 

 

CS 

 

NE 

 

VE 

 

CE 

 

AC 

 

AdvC 

 

CC 

 

TC 

L1 12 5 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 2 0 

L2 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 0 

L3 7 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 2 1 0 

L4 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 

L5 2 9 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 2 0 

L6 2 12 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 3 1 

L7 6 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 0 

L8 9 9 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 2 

L9 4 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 

L10 7 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 1 0 

L11 8 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 18 1 0 0 
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L12 2 6 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 2 2 

L13 3 1 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 

L14 9 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 

L15 3 14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 2 

L16 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 2 

L17 3 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 

L18 4 10 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 7 3 4 3 

L19 3 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 

L20 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 1 0 

 

 

Totals 

91 133 27 25 1 0 0 0 0 143 17 24 15 

36% 53% 11% 96% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 72% 8% 13% 7% 

251 26 0 199 

53% 5% 0% 42% 

Table10. Categorical Distribution of GCDs in the whole Corpus 

The above table displays in details, how the authors of the twenty DSs applied GCDs 

as regard their frequencies and types. Ostensibly, there is great variety in using 

grammatical cohesive devices. Reference was more prominent in language science sub-

corpus as its rate was higher (251) than the other GCDs within the same sub-corpus which 

presumably demonstrates that this type of GCDs is probably the most recognizable or 

needed one by students. As far as reference is concerned, this group of writers had a 

tendency towards the use of some type of references over others, 133 tokens of 

demonstrative references were recorded which reveals that they were the most prominent 

category in the DSs. Although, personal references are often avoided in formal academic 

prose; it was the second common category with frequency rate of 91, while comparative 

references were the third type of Rs with a frequency rate of 27. However, a close look at 
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the Total column will show that there was a marked difference in the use of Rs; for some 

authors used it with a greater tendency (L1, L8, L15...), while others used it less (L2, L13, 

L4...). As regards the use of conjunction, since it was the second most used type of GCDs, 

writers of language science sub-corpus relied mainly on additive conjunctions (F= 143) so 

they can add more information to what already exist. The second frequent forms of 

conjunctions were causal conjunctions (F= 24), then comes adversative conjunction on the 

third place with a frequency rate of 17 and temporal conjunction on the fourth place with a 

frequency rate of 15. Similar to references, conjunctions were also used by some authors 

with a greater tendency (L3, L11...) while other writers used it less (L4, L7, L13...). As for 

substitution, it was the least frequently used grammatical cohesive type of GCDs with a 

frequency rate of 26. In the opposite side, there is no writer who applied elliptical tie to 

develop text‟s cohesion. Overall, authors of language science sub-corpus preferred to use 

references and conjunctions over substitution and ellipsis; however, there was no marked 

balance in the use of these rhetorical devices. 

2.2.1.1. Analysis of References in Language Science Abstracts 

 

Figure2. Numbers and Percentages of Reference Sub-types 

53% 
36% 

11% 

Demonstrative
133

Personal
91

Comparative
27
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The chart above indicates that the learners employed 133 DR items, which represents 

53% of the total devices used within this category. This might be because they are 

considered very simple GCDs which are often excessively used by L2 learners (Hinkle, 

2013). The personal sub-type items come in second with 91 devices (36%), probably 

because learners are familiar with this sub-type since it is taught in early stages. As regard 

for comparative reference, it is clear that, writers of the 20 DSs adopted it the last, as it 

represents only (11%). The adopted devices related to all three sub-types; personal, 

demonstrative, and comparative, are shown in the following tables. 

 Personal Reference: 

 

Existential 

 

Possessive 

  

PRs 

I/ 

me 

you We

/ us 

He/ 

him 

She/ 

her 

it They

/ 

them 

My/ 

mine 

You/ 

your

s 

Our/ 

ours 

his Her/ 

hers 

it

s 

Their/ 

theirs 

Tota

ls 

% 

L1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 0 0 2 4 12 13.33 

L2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 7.77 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3.33 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2.22 

L6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2.22 

L7 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 6.66 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9 10 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 4.44 

L10 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 7.77 
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Tbale11. Frequency of Personal Reference in Language Science Abstract 

The above table gives a clear vision of the frequency and percentage of personal 

references in each DS out of 20 language science theses written at 7-years intervals. It can 

be seen that the number of personal reference relatively varies from one DS to another; the 

highest frequency was marked in L1 which used this type of R with a percentage of 

13.33% followed by L8 and L14 with a percentage of 10%. Whereas, in L4, L5, L6, L7, 

L13, L15, L17, and L19 there is a notable downing in the frequency for it did not go over a 

rate of 3 and a percentage of 3.33%. In addition, two of the stratum witnessed no use of 

personal references (0%). A closer examination of the table above reveals that personal 

references their and it, were used in 14 DSs out of 20 with a rate of 35 for their and 25 for 

it; were the most preferred ones followed by they which was used in 11 DSs out of 20 with 

a rate of 21. Our and its come on the third place with a frequency rate of 4, then we with a 

rate of 1 while the rest of PRs were not used at all (0%). 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 7 7.77 

L12 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2.22 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 3.33 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 9 10 

L15 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3.33 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4.44 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 3.33 

L18 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 4.44 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 3.33 

L20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota

ls 

 

0 

 

0 

 

1 

 

0 

 

0 

 

25 

 

21 

 

0 

 

0 

 

4 

 

0 

 

0 

 

4 

 

35 

 

90 

 

100 
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 Demonstrative Reference: 

DR This That These Those Here There Totals % 

L1 2 3 0 0 0 0 5 3.87 

L2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 1.55 

L3 0 4 3 0 0 0 7 5.42 

L4 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 3.10 

L5 1 5 3 0 0 0 9 6.97 

L6 2 6 3 1 0 0 12 9.30 

L7 6 1 0 0 0 0 7 5.42 

L8 3 4 2 0 0 0 9 6.97 

L9 2 3 1 1 0 0 7 5.42 

L10 2 3 0 0 0 0 5 3.87 

L11 2 3 0 0 0 0 5 3.87 

L12 2 3 1 0 0 0 6 4.65 

L13 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.77 

L14 1 3 1 0 0 0 4 3.10 

L15 4 7 1 1 0 1 14 10.85 

L16 1 4 0 0 0 0 5 3.87 

L17 3 3 1 0 0 0 7 5.42 

L18 4 3 1 0 0 2 8 6.20 

L19 6 1 0 1 0 0 8 6.20 

L20 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 3.10 

Totals 43 62 20 4 0 3 129 100 

Table12. Frequency of Demonstrative Reference in Language Science Abstracts 
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As shown in the table above, there is a dramatic increase in the total number of 

demonstrative references if compared with the total number of personal references in 

table10. L15 was for sure the most DS that used demonstrative references with a 

percentage of 10.85% particularly, through the use of that with a rate of 7. Demonstrative 

references also appear with a frequency of 12 and a percentage of 9.30% in L6, thus, L6 

can be hierarchically classified as the second DS that used demonstrative references. With 

a percentage of 6.97% come L5 and L8 in the third place. Then, a percentage of 6.20% is 

associated to L18 and L19 as the frequent demonstrative reference. While, in L3, L7, L9, 

and L17 demonstrative references appear with a percentage of 5.42%. Seemingly, 

demonstrative references equally appear with a percentage of 3.87% in all of L1, L10, L11, 

and L16, and with a percentage of 3.10% in all of L4, L14, and L20; whereas, L2 and L13 

used them a relatively low percentage that did not exceed 2%. It can be seen that there is a 

notable diversion in the use of such type of references in all the DSs; for it was used 14 

times in one paper (L15) and almost not used on others (L13, L2). 

 Comparative Reference: 

CR Other Different More Such Similar Equal Less Total % 

L1 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 5 20 

L2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 

L3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 

L6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 

L7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 

L8 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 8 

L9 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 
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L10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L12 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 

L13 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 

L14 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 8 

L15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 8 

L18 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 8 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L20 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 

Totals 8 5 7 5 0 0 0 25 100 

Table13. Frequency of Comparative References in Language Science Abstracts 

As it is shown in Table13, there is a sharp decline in the number of comparative 

references if compared to the frequency of the previously mentioned types of reference, 

which suggest that this type of reference is not that popularly used in this corpus. 

Observably, comparative references that were used in 14 DSs out of 20 were used with a 

very low number of hits. L1 employed 5 comparative references namely other/ different/ 

more with a percentage of 20%, while the other 6 DSs used comparative references with a 

percentage that is ranged between 8% and 4% which represents a frequency of only one or 

two occurrences of comparative references. The authors‟ little use of comparative 

reference could be traceable to the fact that this type is generally not used that much when 

writing academic prose. 
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2.2.1.2. Analysis of Substitution in Language Science Abstracts 

As previously shown in Table9, the number of substitution devices employed in the 

20 DSs is 26, which represents a percentage of 5% of the 474 occurrences of all GCDs 

used in this sub-corpus. Figure3 illustrates frequencies and percentage of all three 

substitution sub-types; nominal, verbal, and clausal. 

 

 

Figure3. Numbers and percentages of Substitution Sub-Types 

The chart indicates that the learners generated 25 nominal substitutions which 

represent 96% of the total relation established within this category; whereas, the verbal 

sub-types comes second with 10 occurrences (4%). Concerning the clausal sub-type, it is 

evident that the writers of the 20 DSs did not employ it at all. The following tables provide 

details of each sub-category. 

 

 

 

 

 

96% 

4% 

Nominal
25

Verbal
1

Clausal
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 Nominal Substitution: 

NSs One Ones Same Totals % 

L1 3 0 0 3 12 

L2 0 1 0 1 4 

L3 0 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 1 0 0 1 4 

L6 1 0 0 1 4 

L7 0 0 0 0 0 

L8 4 0 0 4 16 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 1 0 0 1 4 

L11 1 0 0 1 4 

L12 2 0 0 2 8 

L13 4 0 0 4 16 

L14 1 0 0 1 4 

L15 1 0 0 1 4 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 1 0 0 1 4 

L18 2 0 0 2 8 

L19 1 0 1 2 8 

L20 0 0 0 0 0 

Totals 23 1 2 25 100 

Table14. Frequency of Nominal Substitution in Language Science Abstracts 
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From Table14, it can be seen that in 20 DSs only 25 hits of nominal substitutions 

were found. Noticeably, the highest frequency is recorded in L8 and L13 with an equal 

percentage of 16% and this frequency is entirely attributed to one. Then, an equal number 

of hit with a percentage of 8% is spotted in papers L12, L18, and L19. The DSs that appear 

to have scored the lowest frequencies gradually are L2, L5, L6, L10, L11, L14, L15, and 

L17. This group focused on the use of only one type of nominal substitutions. However, 

the remaining texts signaled no implementation of nominal substitutions. Even though a 

considerable mass of the analyzed scripts witnessed inclusion of such type of substitution, 

numerical differences among them are not that significant. 

 Verbal Substitution: 

VSs Do Totals % 

L1 0 0 0 

L2 0 0 0 

L3 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 

L6 0 0 0 

L7 0 0 0 

L8 0 0 0 

L9 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 

L11 0 0 0 

L12 0 0 0 

L13 0 0 0 

L14 0 0 0 
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L15 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 

L18 1 1 100 

L19 0 0 0 

L20 0 0 0 

Totals 1 1 100 

Table15. Frequency of Verbal Substitution in Language Science Abstracts 

Table15 clearly illustrates that verbal substitution was adopted once in all the 20 

DSs. This is probably because verbal substitution is generally used in more speech than in 

writing. 

 Clausal Substitution: 

CSs So So, not Totals % 

L1 0 0 0 0 

L2 0 0 0 0 

L3 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 0 

L6 0 0 0 0 

L7 0 0 0 0 

L8 0 0 0 0 

L9 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 0 

L11 0 0 0 0 

L12 0 0 0 0 
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L13 0 0 0 0 

L14 0 0 0 0 

L15 0 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 

L20 0 0 0 0 

Totals 0 0 0 

 

100 

Table16. Frequency of Clausal Substitution in Language science Abstracts 

As seen in Table16, clausal substitution was not used at any of the 20 DSs. 

2.2.1.3. Analysis of Ellipsis in Language Science Abstracts 

Ellipsis N.E V.E C.E Totals % 

L1 0 0 0 0 0 

L2 0 0 0 0 0 

L3 0 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 

L6 0 0 0 0 0 

L7 0 0 0 0 0 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 0 0 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 
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L12 0 0 0 0 0 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 

L15 0 0 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 

L20 0 0 0 0 0 

Totals 0 0 0 0 100 

Table17. Frequency of Ellipsis in Language Science Abstracts 

Table17 indicates that authors of the 20 DSs have not used any of the three sub-types 

of ellipsis in writing their abstracts. This corresponds to Halliday & Hasan (1976) who 

assert that ellipsis and substitution occur more frequently in spoken language. 

   2.2.1.4. Analysis of Conjunction in Language Science Abstracts 

With 197 items representing 42%, conjunction comes second in terms of the most 

widely generated grammatical cohesive relation in MA thesis abstracts of language science 

stream. This can be justified by the familiarity of the authors with using many of these 

GCDs. The frequencies and percentages of the four conjunctions sub-categories; additive, 

adversative, causal, and temporal, are shown in Figure4 below. 
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Figure4. Numbers and Frequencies of Conjunction Sub-Types 

The chart above indicates that the learners established 143 additive relations in the 20 

DSs which represent 72% of the total devices used with the category of conjunction. They 

created 24 causal cohesive connections which come second (12%), while they adopted 17 

devices related to the adversative sub-category which stand for 9%. Finally, with 13 

devices representing 7%, the temporal one comes last among the four conjunction sub-

types. The frequencies of the devices that belong to each sub-type; additive, adversative, 

causal, and temporal, are provided in the following tables. 

 Additive Conjunction: 

ACs and or In 

additio

n 

mor

eove

r 

simil

ar 

als

o 

furthe

rmore 

beside

s 

thus On the 

other 

hand 

Tot

als 

% 

L1 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3.49 

L2 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 5.59 

L3 8 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 11 7.69 

L4 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2.79 

L5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 4.89 

L6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 4.19 

72% 

9% 

12% 

7% 
Additive
143

Advesative
17

Causal
24

Temporal
13
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L7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2.79 

L8 7 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 9 6.29 

L9 14 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 16 11.18 

L10 14 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 15 10.48 

L11 14 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 18 12.58 

L12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 7 4.89 

L13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.69 

L14 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 4.19 

L15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2.09 

L16 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 2.79 

L17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2.09 

L18 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 4.89 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.69 

L20 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 5.59 

 

Tota

ls 
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100 

Table18. Frequencies of Additive Conjunction in Language Science Abstracts 

It is demonstrated in Table18 that the total number of implemented additive 

conjunctions slightly higher (143) and considerably varied than that of the previously 

analyzed GCDs. The highest incidence of additive conjunctions can be seen in all of L11, 

L9, L10, and L3 in which and was used the most. Then, with a percentage, ranged between 

4.89% and 5.59%, was spotted in L2, L20, L5, L12, and L18. With a percentage of 2.79% 

appear L4, L7, and L16, while L10 and L19 were used with relatively low percentage of 
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0.69%. An examination of the frequencies reveals that there is a diversion in the use of 

such type of conjunction in all the DSs, even if it was not used with higher frequency. 

 Adversative Conjunction: 

AdvC only bu

t 

Despit

e this 

however On 

the 

other 

hand 

never

theles

s 

yet Though rath

er 

tot

al

s 

% 

L1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 11.76 

L2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L3 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 17.64 

L4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L13 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L15 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 11.76 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 11.76 

L19 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 11.76 

L20 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 11.76 
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Totals 2 2 1 9 1 1 0 0 1 19 100 

Table19. Frequency of Adversative Conjunction in Language Science Abstracts 

Table19 illustrates the nature of adversative conjunction used in 20 DSs in terms of 

frequency and percentage. Observably, the total number of adversative conjunctions in this 

corpus is 17. The DS L3 was the text in which adversative conjunctions wee highly used 

with a percentage of 17.64%, Followed by L1, L15, l8, L19, and L20 with a percentage of 

11.76%. While, an equal percentage of 5.88% which marks a single hit of one adversative 

conjunction is associated with all of L4, L7, L11, and L13. All the remaining texts marked 

no utilization of adversative conjunctions. It is essential to note that there is a noticeable 

preference in the use of however (9 hits) over other adversative conjunctions presumably. 

 Causal Conjunction: 

C
C

s 

S
o
 

O
n
 t

h
e 

b
a
si

s 

T
h
er

ef
o
re

 

th
en

 

b
ec

a
u
se

 

C
o
n
se

q
u
en

tl
y 

a
ft

er
 

h
en

ce
 

th
u
s 

su
b
se

q
u
en

tl
y 

w
h
er

ea
s 

A
s 

a
 r

es
u
lt

 

T
o
ta

ls
 

 

 

% 

L1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.16 

L2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.16 

L3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.16 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8.33 

L6 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 16.66 

L7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4.16 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4.16 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 4.16 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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L12 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8.33 

L13 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.16 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L15 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8.33 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 16.66 

L19 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8.33 

L20 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.16 

Totals 3 3 7 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24 100 

Table20. Frequency of Causal Conjunction in Language Science Abstracts 

Table20 demonstrates that the highest incidence of causal conjunction can be seen in 

L6 and L18 with a percentage of 16.66%. Then, L4, L12, L15, and L19 come on the 

second rank with an equal percentage of 8.33%, followed by L1, L2, L3, L7, L8, L13, and 

L20 also with an equal percentage of 4.16%; while, the rest of the DSs (6) lack the 

inclusion of any clausal conjunction. Although, an examination of the frequency reveals 

that there is there is not noteworthy statistical disparity in the use of causal conjunctions 

across DSs. 

 Temporal Conjunction: 

T
C

 

F
ir

st
 

S
ec

o
n
d

 

T
h
ir

d
 

B
ef

o
re

 

A
ft

er
 

F
in

a
ll

y 

In
 

co
n
cl

u
si

o
n

 
T

o
 s

u
m

 

u
p

 
d
u
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n
g

 

th
en

 

p
re
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o
u
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y 
T

o
ta

l 

%
 

L1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



62 

 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 13.33 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L12 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 13.33 

L13 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 13.33 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L15 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 13.33 

L16 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 13.33 

L17 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 13.33 

L18 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 20 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota

ls 

3 3 0 2 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 15 100 

Table21. Frequency of Temporal Conjunction in Language Science Abstracts 

As the above table displays, the total number of temporal conjunctions used in the 

corpus is only 7 with no marked variation in their use. Apparently, the mostly used 

temporal conjunction to indicate time and order was finally with a total number of 5 hits 

distributed over 4 DSs. The highest percentage (20%) appears in L18 while L8, L12, L13, 

L15, L16, and L17 are the next DSs with an equal percentage of 13.33%. Moreover, it is 
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pretty remarkable that more than half of the analyzed texts lagged behind in the use of such 

type of conjunction, for it was totally left out and ignored (0%). 

 

 

Figure5. The Total Frequency of GCDs in the whole Corpus 

Figure5 demonstrates a comprehensive account of all the above analysis of GCDs in 

the whole corpus. It illustrates the most frequently used GCD by students, while writing 

the abstract in association to Halliday & Hasan (1976) classification. It is clearly noticed 

that reference is the most frequent GCD with a percentage of 53%, followed by 

conjunction with a percentage of 42%, then substitution with a percentage of 5%. Ellipsis 

as the figure show was not used at all (0%). With regard to the use of reference, it is clear 

that demonstrative references are the highest in percentage (53%), followed by personal 

references with a relatively lower percentage (36%) than that of demonstrative references. 

As for the use of conjunction, additive conjunctions are the most frequent type with a 

percentage of (27%). Causal conjunctions are the second preferred type of conjunctions, 

followed by adversative conjunctions and temporal conjunctions with percentages of 9% 

and 7% respectively. Substitution use, however, was lower than reference and conjunction, 
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in which nominal substitutions are the most used sub-type with a percentage of 96%, then 

verbal substitution with a percentage of 4%, whereas clausal substitution was not 

employed at all. Ellipsis, however, was marked with no use in all the 20 DSs. 

To put it briefly, it is observable that most students use extensively some 

grammatical cohesive devices and ignore others. 

Conclusion   

To sum up, this chapter shed light on the practical part of the research. It attempted 

to discuss the description of the corpus, the sampling method to be used; the methodology 

and the procedures utilized in this study. It also highlighted the findings obtained from the 

analysis of MA theses DSs submitted by 20 MA students at the department of English 

LBM University. As have been shown throughout this chapter, the analysis was done on 

each type of grammatical cohesive devices individually in all the DSs. After making the 

analysis and gathering findings and interpretations, the hypothesis of the current research 

which is about master two students tend to use extensively and repeatedly some GCDs than 

others; will be confirmed. Thus, we end up that this inequality in using these ties is 

probably due to the little awareness students have about them, the lack of sophistication on 

the part of undergraduate students as regards their use of cohesive elements in the abstract, 

and to the little importance teachers gave to these grammatical cohesive devices.  
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General Conclusion 

Throughout the thesis, the main concern was to offer a detailed analysis of 

grammatical cohesive devices used by research writers at the department of English -OEB 

University-. The compiled corpus data under investigation was a group of abstracts taken 

from language science stream theses. To achieve an accurate analysis of the compiled texts 

a descriptive quantitative corpus-based approach was adopted. It took place by means of 

“KWID Concordance”, AntConc software tool, which generated exact frequencies of 

occurrence of the different forms of grammatical cohesive devices in their context of use 

relying on Halliday & Hasan (1976) taxonomy. This statistical scrutiny assisted in figuring 

out the most frequent forms of the latter devices in the stratum. In the light of this analysis, 

this section attempts to summarize main findings gained from this study, the outfaced 

limitations and to highlight some pedagogical implications. 

1. Summary of the findings 

With respect to the research question, the analysis of the data exhibited that the most 

frequent grammatical cohesive device used by graduated students is „demonstrative 

reference‟ when it comes to the category of references, „nominal substitution‟ under the 

category of substitutions, and „additive conjunctions‟ in the category of conjunction. 

Ellipsis, however, was totally ignored. This analysis indicates that post graduate students 

prefer to use some grammatical cohesive devices repeatedly over the other types. In 

addition to that, the results revealed that the authors used „references‟ and „conjunctions‟ 

much more than “substitution‟ and „ellipses. Hence, we conclude that this way of using 

these grammatical cohesive devices by MA two students is likely to be conditioned by the 

nature of academic writing and the abstract genre by itself on the one hand, and their 

deficiency in language use on the other hand. 
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2. Pedagogical Implications 

  The current study brings a number of recommendations arising from the findings of 

the present study which are worth addressing here. 

For MA students, it provides them with a clear idea on the use of grammatical 

cohesive devices and their categories, since they are in dire need to be aware of the various 

categories of grammatical cohesion and how to use them in order to achieve cohesiveness. 

For teachers, this study encourages them to give much importance to grammatical 

cohesive devices; for, it throws light on the students‟ use of cohesive devices (for instance, 

references and conjunction). Thus, the study, generally, is of importance to teachers and 

writing instructors in their bid to help MA two students achieve cohesion in their writing. 

For curriculum designers, they should know the importance of these cohesive ties 

and work on including them more in writing courses. This way, learners will know about 

the use of grammatical cohesive devices and their categories. 

3. Limitation of the Study   

As any research, a number of setbacks and obstacles were encountered in the present 

study; the most important ones are: 

 The main focus of the study was on examining GCDs only; whilst a full picture 

about textual cohesion cannot be obtained unless lexical cohesion is included too. 

 This study was only limited to investigate just a single type of cohesion and 

exploring only the MA theses abstracts in just one language across one discipline.  

4. Suggestions for Future Research 

What might be suggested for future research pursuing a similar topic is that there is a 

need for further research on the occurrence and frequency of both lexical and grammatical 

cohesive devices in learners‟ abstracts to gain deeper insights. 
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Moreover, further research can be conducted on other sections of MA theses, for 

instance the acknowledgment, conclusion and/or the introduction section. Also, it could 

involve other disciplines such as mathematics; chemistry and so on. 

Also, further research can focus on the analysis of cohesion devices in the spoken 

discourse rather than the written one. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Sample Dissertation 1 

ABSTRACT 

Learning English (or pretty much any other language) entails learning its different skills 

which include speaking, listening, reading and writing with the latter being one of the most 

challenging if not the most challenging skill of all the others. First-year English majors at 

Oum El Bouaghi University were noticed to "involve" their mother tongue in terms of 

using some "unnatural" word combinations when writing in English. This study attempts to 

shed light on one particular difficulty that students face in writing that is the negative 

transfer of some lexical collocations from students' native language. To this end, 62 

paragraphs written by first-year students were collected and analyzed to see if they turn to 

their mother tongue when tasked with a written assignment. With 45 first-language 

interference errors comprising 63,35 % of the total 71 errors committed, it is now 

confirmed that L1 interference lexical collocation errors not only occur in students' writing 

endeavors, but could also be a majority as compared to other types of errors. Since the 

mother tongue influence is one of the issues they usually come across in their language 

learning, EFL students are urged to read more (as well as listen) and immerse themselves 

fully in English so they would get used to its different structures and would not need to 

refer back to their mother tongue every time they face problems regarding proper English 

language use. 
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Appendix B: Sample Dissertation 2 

Writing is one of the four skills that has an important role in second/ foreign language 

learning. However, learners find it difficult to write in a cohesive way. Therefore, the 

purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of a technique that can be used by 

teachers which is Visual Input Enhancement. This technique was used to teach 

conjunctions for the purpose of seeing if there was any improvement in using these 

conjunctions in academic writing. To fulfill the research purpose, a quasi-experimental 

study was conducted, with two pre-existing groups that were chosen randomly: the 

experimental and the control group. The participants of both groups were third year 

learners at Ferrag Aissa secondary school. The two groups had a pre-test. After that, 

learners in the experimental group were taught conjunctions using Visual Input 

Enhancement technique. However, the control group‟s learners were taught without using 

this technique. After the treatment period, a post-test was administered. 

The results showed that participants of the experimental group performed better than those 

of the control group; thus, they used conjunctions appropriately. This implies that the 

alternative hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it can be claimed that visual input 

enhancement has a significant effect on improving learners‟ use of conjunctions in 

academic writing. 

Key Words 

Writing 

Visual Input Enhancement technique 

Conjunctions 

Cohesive Composition 

Academic writing 

Quasi-experimental study 
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Résumé 

Un résumé est un bref condensé de tous les éléments principaux d'un rapport de 

recherche qui permet au lecteur d'obtenir les informations principales sans avoir à lire 

l'ensemble du document. Comme il s'agit d'une partie importante d'un document 

académique qui sera lu par des personnes du monde de l'éducation, la rédaction d'un 

résumé doit donc être aussi claire que possible et la relation logique entre les phrases doit 

être cohérente et cohésive. Ceci peut être réalisé en utilisant des dispositifs de cohésion 

grammaticale. En conséquence, en ce qui concerne l'Université L'Arbi Ben M'hidi, la 

présente étude vise à analyser l'utilisation des dispositifs de cohésion grammaticale dans la 

section des résumés. À cette fin, une analyse contextuelle de ces dispositifs est effectuée 

sur un corpus composé de 20 sections abstraites tirées de thèses de master en sciences du 

langage. Ensuite, les fréquences des différents types de dispositifs de cohésion 

grammaticale dans le corpus ont été enregistrées à l'aide d'AntConc, une boîte à outils de 

calcul robuste. Après avoir rassemblé les données, elles ont été classées selon la taxonomie 

de Halliday & Hasan (1976). L'interprétation des résultats montre que les étudiants en 

master de deuxième année ont utilisé certains dispositifs de cohésion grammaticale de 

manière répétée et en ont ignoré d'autres. Par conséquent, ce faible niveau de compétence 

se reflète dans le vocabulaire limité de la plupart des étudiants, d'une part, et dans le peu 

d'importance que les enseignants accordent à ces liens de cohésion, d'autre part. Sur la base 

de ces résultats, un certain nombre d'implications pédagogiques sont proposées et des 

suggestions de recherches supplémentaires sont faites. 

Mots-clés: Dispositifs de cohésion grammaticaux, résumé, analyse de corpus. 
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