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Abstract

This study was an attempt to compare and contrast the frequency of the use of cohesive devices in
independent and integrated essays written by 95 upper-intermediate Iranian EFL learners to find out
about any possible changes in the type and frequency of using cohesive devices due to the nature of the
writing task. The participants were native speakers of Farsi between 18 to 30 years old, studying
English as a foreign language in an English language center in Yazd, Iran. The sample included 58
female and 37 male students. They were asked to compose an integrated argumentative essay after
reading a text and listening to a lecture on the same topic as it is designed in TOEFL iBT® writing test.
The participants first completed an independent task which had a prompt to write about and then
completed an integrated writing task with a two-week interval between the writing sessions. The tasks
were taken from the TOEFL iBT® writing task. Results indicated that there was a significant difference
in the use of almost all types of cohesive devices between the two conditions with the independent task
producing essays with lower cohesive device counts. The results revealed that in terms of textual
cohesion, the participants preferred using anaphoric references to cataphoric references while
substitution and ellipsis in both independent and integrated sample writings were rarely used. The
students were also found to be better at using references and lexical cohesion in their integrated
writings than in their independent essays. Finally, it can be concluded that the integrated writing task
has positive effects on the students’ use of cohesive devices. The results of this study provide evidence
on the effect of test method on writing performance and may advocate the use of integrated writing
tasks to provide a better picture of students' writing abilities.
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1. Introduction

For EFL students, effective writing is a skill of major importance for academic success. Much of the
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evaluation of their work, placement into required courses, and even acceptance into an academic
program can be based in part or entirely on their performance in written work (Arapooft-Cramer, 1971).
Yet even at a fairy advanced level of English study, this skill often remains an elusive goal. Many
students control sentence level grammar enough to produce acceptable English sentences. However,
knowing the form and meaning of words and being able to arrange them into grammatical sentences is
not enough to produce a coherent, logical composition in English (Santana, 1974). Indeed, teachers
frequently find that “foreign students who have mastered syntactic structures still demonstrate inability
to compose cohesive themes, term papers, theses, and dissertations” (Kaplan, 1972. p. 296). Most
probably, such students have already moved beyond the sentence boundary in their English study, but
may have done so primarily within the framework of composition exercises that is controlled to
varying degrees. A major stumbling block appears when they move or are required to move beyond
these controlled exercises into independent or integrated writing tasks.

Since the introduction of direct writing assessment in language tests, timed essay tasks have been used
as the primary method of assessing L2 writing ability. Hamp-Lynons and kroll (1997, p.180) call it the
“snapshot approach” to writing assessment. In a typical independent writing task, writers rely on topic
information drawn exclusively from their previously acquired knowledge, producing supposedly
“original” discourse (Reid, 1993). This task has been criticized by many researchers (cho, 2003;
Cumming, Kantor, Power, Santos, & Taylor, 2000; Hamp-lynos & kroll, 1997; Leki & Carson, 1997;
Weigle, 2002 & 2004) for a number of reasons. As explained below, it falls short of effectively
capturing the writing ability any academic writing task is supposed to measure.

Cho (2003) maintains that conventional essay test tasks neither are theoretically valid nor have a place
in real life contexts. In other words, students do not usually write papers or reports from memory
because they usually consult references or notes from their classes. Thus, reliance on source material is
a dimension that independent tasks lack. Another problem encountered in independent tasks is topic
familiarity. If students are given a topic without sufficient background knowledge, this variable would
adversely affect students’ performance. Consequently, construct irrelevant variance would confound
test results.

Therefore, integrated tasks were suggested as an alternative to overcome some of the disadvantages of
independent tasks. Research has shown that academic writing tasks are rarely done without using
reference sources as a basis for writing (Cumming et al, 2000; Hamp-lynos & kroll, 1997; Leki &
Carson, 1997; Weigle, 2002 & 2004). Lewkowicz (1997) also argues that integrated tasks tend to
replicate the language situations that students often encounter in academic contexts. Thus, source-based
tasks reflect authentic academic writing activities that students often perform in their classes.

Bachman (1990) defines authenticity in terms of the interaction between the test tasks and the cognitive
processes of test takers. In integrated writing tasks, students are supposed to read a text or both read a

text and listen to a lecture on the same topic, and then, write an essay according to given instructions.
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Then, they can synthesize this information to produce their own text. This is consistent with research
results indicating that writing about the content which has been read appears to enhance “higher order”
thinking (Tirney & Shananhan, 2001).

According to Weigle (2004), source-based writing also provides background knowledge for test takers:
Another argument for using a source text as a basis for writing is that it provides a common
information source for all test takers, putting them on a more equal footing in terms of the amount of
background knowledge needed to respond to a writing task. Furthermore, a source text can serve to
activate the writer’s knowledge or schemata around a topic, helping them generate idea for their writing.
(p- 30)

Thus, it seems that a reading text can provide equal opportunities for all test takers and minimize the
effect of construct irrelevant variables.

The integrated writing tasks reflect the research attempts to forge bridges between reading and writing.
During the last few decades there has been a relatively significant body of literature that supports a
strong relationship between reading and writing (e.g., Carson, 1993; Grabe, 2001; Leki, 1993; Tierney
& Shanahan, 2001). Carson (1993) argues that reading is good for writing; writing competence
partially results from exposure to reading and good readers usually make good writers. This conclusion
is logical given the shared cognitive processes between reading and writing. Reid (1993) summarizes
this relationship in the following comment:

Both writing and reading are processes of making meaning. Both involve similar patterns of thinking
and similar linguistic habits. Both are multifaceted complex processes that involve many sub skills.
Both writing and reading activate schemata about the language, content, and form of the topic, and both
lead to the exploration of those schemata in discovering meaning. (p. 43)

Spack (1988) also agrees with Reid that writing from and about texts can help foreign language (FL)
learners become good academic writers.

In response to this growing theoretical and empirical evidence demonstrating the value of connecting
reading and writing, many second language tests have included integrated writing tasks. For example,
the Canadian Academic English Language (CAEL) Assessment includes a writing task that requires
test takers to employ information from listening and reading texts to write an essay. Also, the Georgia
State Test of English Proficiency (GSTEP) includes an integrated task that depends on reading two
texts (Weigle, 2004). On a larger scale, the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL iBT) uses
an integrated writing task which is based on a reading text and listening to a lecture on the same topic.
It is important to mention that hundreds of thousands of students take the TOEFL test in more than 180
countries worldwide for different purposes, such as university admission, immigration decision, and
licensing (www. Toefl.org).This significant move from an international leader organization in language
testing (ETS), can undoubtedly affect the direction of writing assessment.

The emerging trend in testing needs rigorous research addressing the possible challenges and expected
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impact of the task characteristics in FL writing. This is simply because the writing assessment literature
has few studies that focus on the comparison of independent and integrated writing tasks (Esmaeili,
2002, Plakans, 2009). Therefore, we certainly need more studies on the differences between traditional
and integrated tasks.

Cohesion is one of the main features of writing which can be studied in independent vs. integrated
writing tasks. In their review of the literature on cohesion in second language writing, Catalan and
Espinosa (2005) identified four major strands of research: (a) the frequency of cohesive devices; (b) the
relation between the frequency of cohesive devices, coherence, and writing quality; (c) comparisons
between the use of the cohesive devices used by L1 and L2 writers, and between L2 writers of different
L1s; and (d) the effect of genre or topic on the types of lexical cohesion used. A wider reading of the
cohesion literature confirms a surprising lack of research investigating the use of cohesive devices by
EFL learners in independent and integrated writing tasks.

Much of the material dealing with EFL writing has focused on construct validation of independent and
integrated writing tests. As recently as 2009, Plakans found that “almost no research had compared the
use of cohesive devices in independent vs. integrated writing tasks” (p. 61). Similarly, Esmaeili (2002)
notes that “there are some research studies in comparison of independent and integrated writing but
there are hardly any in the use of cohesive devices in independent and integrated writing tasks” (p.
185).

In order to deal with those rhetorical characteristics of the writing of EFL students that deviate from
English standards, the first step would be determining just what those characteristics are, i.e., those
aspects of English discourse that seem to cause problems for the students.

The decision to focus on the use of cohesive devices by EFL students’ writing was made partly because
cohesive structures can be identified in a way that makes objective investigation possible; other
rhetorical characteristics pervading whole essays would require more subjective judgment at this time.
This focus also developed out of a belief that since cohesion plays a significant role in English
discourse, it must, as Byrne (2004) suggests, receive “careful attention in the programming of written
practice” (p. 27), as well as more theoretical studies of discourse. The objective of this study, therefore,
is to compare the cohesive devices used by EFL students to signal and link the functional units of
discourse across their independent and integrated writing tasks. The results can be significant not only
for writing assessment theory and practice, but also for teaching purposes especially in test preparation
courses.

We tried to answer the general question of whether there exists any significant difference in the use of
cohesive devices between independent and integrated writings of EFL learners by dividing it into five
more specific questions, each addressing one of the elements of cohesion in English, namely,

conjunctions, reference, ellipsis, substitution, and lexical cohesion.
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1.1 Definition of Key Terms

Before presenting the definitions of key terms, it should be noted that some of the key terms used in
this study might have slightly different operational definitions in other studies.

1.1.1 Independent Writing Task

Independent tasks refer to tasks in which test takers are required to produce a text without using any
sources (Shavelson & Webb, 1991).

1.1.2 Integrated Writing Task

Integrated writing tasks refer to tasks in which students depend on information from a reading source to
produce a text (Shavelson & Webb, 1991).

1.1.3 Cohesive Devices

Cohesive devices enable texts to stream in such a route as to preserve consistency and connectedness
throughout a passage cohesive devices are text specific linguistic elements employed to assemble
integrated, interpretable, and meaningful text (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). For text cohesion to be
sustained and meaning prospect to be achieved, one component within a text must connect to a
presupposed or subsequent component within the same text (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

Halliday and Hasan, investigated the English linguistic system’s textual elements, identified
micro-level structural text forming features operating within the lexicogrammatical level. Cohesive
device elements, structurally free standing, though dependent on one another, were classified into five
cohesive tie domains, four of which were grammatical text features and one of which was a lexical text
feature. The grammatical and lexical cohesive tie domains distinguished and described by Halliday and
Hasan (1976) are (a) reference, (b) substitution, (c) ellipsis, (d) conjunction, and (e) lexical ties.
Cohesive tie domain and sub-domain are defined below.

1.1.4 Reference

A reference is employed to join presupposed and subsequent components in the same passage.
Reference tie sub-domains contain (a) personal references as pronominal (e.g., mine, his, I) or nominal
(e.g., book, Ali, apple) references, (b) demonstrative references (e.g., that, these, the), and (c)
comparative references (e.g., different, worse, so many). The link among reference ties relates to the
semantic level and depends on internal to references to maintain text cohesion. The reference ties in the
following set of sentences are internal and cohesive: “Sara jumped for the apple. She caught it.” The
words she and it in the second sentence are intelligible, but only interpretable and meaningful when the
reader knows the references of she and it (Halliday, 1977).

1.1.5 Substitution

A substitution tie within a passage is employed to substitute one word for another, where the latter word
in the passage functions as the substitution and is employed instead of repeating the former word or
clause in the text. Substitution tie sub-domains include (a) noun replacements (e.g., Ali found a big

apple. Maryam found a small one.), and (b) verb replacements (e.g., I suggested Ali would do the
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assignments, and he did.). In both examples above, substitution tie (one, did) interpretation relies on the
context established in the preceding sentence. Substitution ties occur more often in speaking than in
writing (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

1.1.6 Ellipsis

An ellipsis creates connection in writing and lets the writer to delete (a) a noun (e.g., Ali had a red
apple. Mine was green.), (b) a verb (e.g., Ali bought a big house, but Maryam a small house.), or (c) a
clause following the presupposed element (e.g., Q: Do you study English? A: Yes.). The intended
supposition can be inferred from the previous sentence and context permitting the referent to be
omitted from following sentences. As with substitution ties, ellipsis ties occur more frequently in
speaking than in writing (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

1.1.7 Conjunction

A conjunction connects two structurally independent units. Conjunction tie sub-domains contain (a)
additive conjunctions (e.g., and, or), (b) adversative conjunctions (e.g., however, in addition, although),
(c) causal conjunctions (e.g., due to, therefore, thus), and (d) temporal conjunctions (e.g., first, next,
finally). The sentence, “Ali went to bed but he didn’t sleep” has two independent clauses connected by
the adversative conjunction but, letting the reader to connect the latter phrase to the former. (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976).

1.1.8 Lexical Cohesion

Lexical cohesion is created through the writer’s choice of specific vocabulary (Halliday & Hasan,
1976). New lexical items affect the lexical category’s complexity and can be added to the lexical set.
For example, the lexical set for door extends as the context in which door occurs changes such that
“door is in contrast with gate and screen; also with window, wall, floor, and ceiling; with knob, handle,
panel, and sill; with room, house, hall; with entrance, opening, portal” (p. 63). Lexical cohesion can
also be achieved through derivations of the same word (e.g., write, wrote, written, writing).

Within the lexical domain, Halliday and Hasan (1976) recognized two lexical cohesive sub-domains -
reiteration and collocation. A reiteration can be (a) a repetition of the same word (e.g., my house has a
window. I am cleaning the window.), (b) a synonym or near synonym of the referent (e.g., she exercise
every morning. The aerobic is refreshing.), or (c) a super-ordinate of the referent often preceded by the
word the (e.g., | bought a clothe. 1 wear the coat everywhere!). 2. Collocations that are a combination
of two or more words that fall in the middle between idioms (e.g., spill the beans) and free word
combinations (e.g., beautiful girl) which allow a limited degree of substitution of their lexical

components (e.g., do your best and try your best but not perform your best).

2. Methodology
2.1 Participants

The participants in the study were 95 upper- intermediate English learners selected based on their
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TOEFL PBT score as the placement test at Safir English School, Yazd, Iran. Learners admitted to this
level should score at least 80% or more on the written expression and structure section of TOEFL®
PBT. Before joining this program, students had studied English for at least 8 years. They were between
18 to 30 years old. They were native speakers of Farsi who were composed of 58 female and 37 male
students.

2.2 Instruments

One independent and one integrated writing task were selected from the TOEFL iBT® writing test.
Both tasks were argumentative ones. The independent topic was chosen from one of TOEFL tests in
Writing for the TOEFL iBT (Lougheed, 2008), and the integrated topic was taken from Longman
Preparation Course for the TOEFL test: Next Generation iBT (Phillips, 2005). The participants had to
complete the independent task in 35 minutes and the integrated task in 45 minutes.

2.3 Procedure

Before conducting the main study the researcher carried out the pilot study with 52 upper-intermediate
EFL learners. The participants raised questions about how to use the reading text in their writing. Based
on these questions, some modifications were made in the instructions of the integrated tasks. These
modifications focused on giving guidelines on how to deal with the text and how to integrate reading
information into their writing. Some observations were also made during the pilot study as follows:

. The students found the topics relevant and suitable;

3 Many students gave credit to the authors when they copied directly from the text;

. Most students used the reading source in their writing as they benefited from the ideas and
examples provided in the text;

The two writing tasks were given to the students on two different occasions. On the first administration,
an independent task was given, and then two weeks later it was followed by an integrated task. For the
integrated task, the participants were given the answer sheets in which the topic and the instructions
were written. Then they were given a reading text about garlic and asked to read it in three minutes.
After reading the text they listened to a lecture about the same topic. Afterwards, they started writing
while they were allowed to refer to the reading during writing. Before working on the tasks, the
participants were provided with some general information about the study without revealing the exact
aim of the study, i.e., comparing the use of cohesive devices in the two different writing tasks. They
were also given the chance to ask questions. They were asked to complete the demographic questions
before working on the writing tasks. After the data were gathered, three raters were given the essays to
check for cohesive devices. Each rater scored all the essays written by the participants.

The raters were three English teachers who had the experience of teaching and scoring English
compositions in their classes for two to five years. It was believed that their experience with some
training in using the rating scale could result in high inter-rater reliability.

The researchers provided the necessary briefings for the three raters before the scoring process. It
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focused on how to use the scoring rubrics and to assign scores to the essays. For the coding of cohesive
devices in the independent vs. integrated writing tasks, Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) categories of
cohesive devices were used to evaluate the students’ writing samples. Writing samples from the pilot
stage were used to familiarize the raters with the process. The raters first discussed the cohesive
features of different essays and related them to the coding rubrics, then they were given essays from the
pilot study and marked them based on the rubrics they had. Next, the researchers and the raters checked
the scores given to each essay by the three raters. In cases of disagreement, more time was given to
discuss the reasons for disagreement and a final score was assigned based on an agreement they
reached to. Finally we made sure that the raters had enough familiarity with the coding rubrics and
were able to match different cohesive devices with the rubrics systematically.

The results indicated that the training session was successful in familiarizing the raters with the scoring
rubric and that they had enough experience to do the job. Cohen’s Kappa for inter-coder reliability for
cohesive tie identification was .86. This is consistent with many studies that stressed the importance of
rater experience (Song & Caruso, 1996; Cumming, 1989) and rater training (Lumely, 2002; Weigle,
1994; Weigle, 1998) in establishing inter-rater and reliability.

3. Results

3.1 Reference

Reference is classified into three types: nominal reference, demonstrative reference, and comparative
reference. In addition to the types of reference, the relationships among referential pronouns were also
taken into account in our research. The uses of referential relationships were subdivided as anaphora
versus cataphora and intra-sentential versus inter-sentential ties. Anaphoric nominal references or
anaphoric third person pronouns consist of subject pronouns, object pronoun, and possessive pronouns.
The data indicated that the participants in this study used considerably more nominal references in

integrated writings than independent ones as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. The use of different types of anaphoric nominal reference

Types of Reference Intra-sentential Inter-sentential
Nominal Nominal
Anaphoric Anaphoric
Reference Reference

Independent Writing Task 196 634

Integrated Writing Task 215 876

On the other hand, there was only one cataphoric nominal reference found in an integrated writing

sample. As shown in Table 1, there were differences between independent and integrated writings
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regarding the use of intra-sentential anaphoric nominal references. The participants included 196
intra-sentential anaphoric third person pronouns in their independent essays and 215 in their integrated
writing. Similar to the use of intra-sentential nominal reference, participants in this study used a greater
amount of inter-sentential anaphoric third person pronouns in their integrated writings. However, the
number of inter-sentential nominal anaphoric references in the integrated essays was larger than that of
independent ones. To be specific, participants used 634 inter-sentential nominal anaphoric references in
their independent essays. On the other hand, they used 876 inter-sentential anaphoric references in their

integrated writings (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The use of different types of anaphoric nominal reference

In addition to anaphoric nominal references, demonstrative references were also used in both
independent and integrated essays. Unlike the nominal references, the demonstrative references are
likely to be bonded with a noun that is located in a different T-unit. The demonstrative pronouns are
divided into three groups: demonstrative-near, demonstrative-far, and the definite article. The
participants included less demonstrative-near and demonstrative-far in their independent essays than in

their integrated essays as shown in figure 2.
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Figure 2. Comparison of the use of demonstrative pronouns

In addition, Figure 2 also reveals the differences in the use of demonstrative- near and
demonstrative-far references in this study. The number of definite articles found in independent and
integrated writings is shown in Figure 3. Like the demonstrative-near and demonstrative-far references,

the integrated writings contained more definite articles than did the independent ones in this study.
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Figure 3. Comparison of the use of the definite article
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The comparative references are divided into five categories: identity, similarity, difference, quantity,

and quality. The findings of this study concerning comparative references are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Comparison of the use of comparative reference in independent and integrated writings

Writing Tasks Identity Similarity Difference Quantity Quality
Independent 5 26 7 34 19
Integrated 10 45 13 12 28

As it is presented in Table 3, the results of analysis of different types of reference in independent and
integrated writing tasks rejected our first null hypothesis(Chi-Square (3) = 3.35, p = 0.341); therefore, it
was concluded that there was a significant difference in the use of references between students' writings

on independent and integrated writing tasks.

Table 3. Contingency of the use of reference

tasks anaphoric demonstrative definite Comparative ~ sum
nominal pronouns article Reference
independent 830 897 794 91 2612
integrated 1091 1052 1005 108 3256
sum 1921 1949 1799 199 5868
Expected anaphoric demonstrative definite Comparative
frequencies nominal pronouns article Reference
independent 855 868 801 88.6
integrated 1066 1081 998 110

chi-square = 3.35 degrees of freedom = 3probability = 0.341

3.2 Substitution

There were eight cases of substitution found in the integrated writings while there was no use of
substitution in the independent samples. The second hypothesis was also rejected (Chi-Square (1) =
6.12, p = 0.01). In other words, the results showed that there was a significant difference in the use of
substitution in independent and integrated writing tasks written by EFL learners.

3.3 The Third Research Question: Ellipsis

There were altogether two elliptical ties found in all the samples in this research: one in an independent
writing task and the other one in an integrated writing. Therefore, there was no significant difference in
the use of ellipsis across the two task types. (Chi-Square (1) =0, p=1).

3.4 The Fourth Research Question: Conjunctive Cohesion

Conjunctive cohesion is classified into additive, causal, temporal, adversative, and continuative
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conjunctive. The data revealed more extensive uses of conjunctive cohesion in the integrated essays
than in the independent essays. The data from the ninety five integrated essays showed that the
participants used 643 additive conjunctions in their integrated essays while they included 456 additive
conjunctions in their independent essays. The details are given in table 4. A comparison between
independent and integrated essays suggests that additive conjunctions are the most-frequently used type
of conjunctions in both independent and integrated essays in this study. Furthermore, the data reveal
that the participants used more cohesive conjunctions in integrated writing than they did in the
independent. Independent and the integrated writings incorporated 1383 and 1897 connectors,
respectively. Even though, the number of the connectors included in independent essays was less than
that of the integrated samples, the participants still used adversative conjunctions more frequently in
independent essays than in the integrated ones by a total of 234 versus 139.(Chi-Square (4) = 76.0, p =
0.00). The results showed that there was a significant difference in the use of conjunctions in

independent and integrated writing tasks.
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Figure 4. Comparison of the use of conjunctive cohesion
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Table 4. Contingency of the use of conjunctive cohesion

tasks additive adversative causal temporal continuative  sum
independent 456 234 348 328 17 1383
integrated 643 139 567 523 25 1897
sum 1099 373 915 851 42 3280
Expected frequencies additive adversative causal temporal continuative
independent 463 157 386 359 17.7

integrated 637 216 529 492 24.3

Chi-square = 76.0, degrees of freedom = 4, probability = 0.000

3.5 Lexical Cohesion

Four out of seventeen types of lexical cohesion that Indrasuta (1987) defines were found in the essays

in this study. They were same-item-lexical cohesive ties, synonym, super-ordinate, and collocation. The

findings showed that the ninety five upper-intermediate writers in this study all used collocations; this

was most-frequently used type of lexical cohesion, followed by synonyms, repeating the same lexical

items and super-ordinates. The frequency of occurrence of lexical cohesions that were identified in the

independent and integrated essays is represented in Table 5.The results (Chi-Square (3) =9.01, p = 0.02)

rejected the fifth null hypothesis hence, there was a significant difference in the use of lexical ties

across independent and integrated writing tasks.
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Figure 5. The frequency of occurrence of lexical cohesions in the independent
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Table 5. Contingency of the use of lexical cohesion

tasks same item synonym subordination collocation sum
independent 298 436 87 1238 2059
integrated 345 678 127 1687 2837
sum 643 1114 214 2925 4896
Expected same item synonym subordination collocation
frequencies

independent 270 468 90 230

integrated 373 646 124 695

Chi-square = 9.01 degrees of freedom = 3probability = 0.029

By looking at the results as a whole, it can be concluded that ellipsis played a very little role,
contributing only .01% of all cohesive devices in the integrated writings and .04% in independent
writing. In fact, most of the participants did not use any ellipsis at all. Substitution played a slightly
greater role, but still contributed only to 0.1% of all cohesive devices in the integrated writing samples
and no occurrence in the independent essays. The students relied most heavily on reference, and more
so in the integrated writing task. Within that category, however, comparative devices in each set
contributed the least: from 2% to 6% of all cohesive devises used. The only major change in the
relative use of pronominals and demonstratives occurred in the integrated essays, where demonstratives
increased considerably, and were used more frequently than any other subcategory of reference ties.
The second most frequently used major category in each set was lexical cohesion. More specifically,
collocation was used more frequently than any other subcategory of cohesion in independent (N=1238)
and integrated writings (N=1687). The results indicated that the rank order in which the four
subcategories contributed to overall cohesion remained constant in each of the two sets of essays. They
could be ordered from the most to the least frequently used as follows: collocation, synonyms,
repetition and super-ordinate.

The relative percentage by which conjunctive devices contributed to overall cohesion was significantly
greater in the performance of the participants on the integrated writing. In each of the five sets,
continuatives were used least frequently among the five types of conjunctions in the independent

writing samples.

4. Discussion

The descriptive statistics showed that the overall frequency of cohesive devices in the samples of the
integrated writing were higher than those of the independent task. The results are in agreement with a
number of studies (Tierney & Shanahan, 2001; Spack, 1988; Grabe, 2001) demonstrating that

source-based writing leads to some improvement in the dimensions of content and organization and

134
Published by SCHOLINK CO., LTD



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/selt Study in English Language Teaching Vol. 1, No. 1; February 2013

discourse as students make use of material presented in the source. For instance, Tierney and Shanahan
(2001) conclude that writing about a content which has been read enhances higher order thinking,
which can result in better discourse structure organization and the generation of more cohesive devices.
The literature generally supports the improvement in the linguistic features of students’ writing (Hayes,
1996; Grabe, 2001). This improvement is due to the fact that students usually attempt to model the
structures and linguistic features included in the source texts. However, these studies are inconsistent
with other studies that indicated that writing from a source can negatively affect the writing quality
(Allison, Berry & Lewkowicz, 1995). A more detailed discussion of our findings in relation to each
category of cohesion in English is presented below.

4.1 References

Given the basis of the two types of relationship of reference — anaphora and cataphora, it was observed
that notwithstanding the substantial uses of anaphoric reference, there was only one cataphoric
reference used by the students. This was most probably because of the fact that cataphoric relationship
is infrequent in Farsi. The analysis of the study data showed that the participants used 876 inter T- unit
nominal references in the integrated essays, while they used 634 inter T- unit nominal references in
independent tasks. In their independent essays, 196 intra T-unit nominal references were found while
215 were found in the integrated writings.

Consequently, the data suggested that the integrated task can have a significant effect on the use of
intra-T-unit and inter-T-unit anaphoric nominal references. The significantly larger number of
inter-T-unit anaphoric nominal references revealed that EFL writers change their writing strategies
when referring to nouns in integrated versus independent essays. That is, the writers used nominal
references to refer to the same preceding nouns in the integrated task more often than they did in the
independent task. In independent argumentative writing, writers reiterate the same nouns more
frequently than in integrated essays without substituting nominal references for them. This is most
likely because independent writing conventions motivate writers to use repeated lexical items in the
same T-unit and between two adjacent T-units, which is typically done less frequently in integrated
writing tasks.

Furthermore, 245 demonstrative-near references appeared in the independent essays. The
demonstrative-far references used included, for example, in, “who is that?” in which that fills in the
noun position, whereas, the demonstrative-far in that T-unit also carried the meaning of “distant” in that
context. That is to say, using the third person omniscient point of view, the writer saw herself as a
narrator who wanted her involved with her writing as much as possible by including questions and a
moral lesson. Probably, the demonstrative-far “that” in the independent writing was selected for two
purposes. The writer intended to minimize the distance between her and the readers as a group, while
emphasizing the distance between her group and “that” entity (an assumption) in the independent

writing. Nonetheless, in addition to creating the distance, the demonstrative-far in the integrated writing
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was also frequently used as a definite article as in, “that idea” where the demonstrative-far— that was in
front of a repeated noun— idea. Therefore, the demonstrative-far “thar” functioned as a definite article
“the” in this T-unit. The considerable difference in the frequency of distant-demonstrative references
employed is most likely resulted from the replacement of distant-demonstrative with the definite article
the in the integrated writings.

Comparative references were used more frequently in the integrated writings than in the independent
ones. Ninety one comparative references were used in the independent writings, and 108 in the
integrated writings. An example of comparative cohesion in an independent writing is the use of
quantitative numbers in “My parents’ program had 5 phases, introduction, presentation, two workshops,
and conclusion.” Although the writer fails to use a proper indefinite article, e.g., an introduction, a
presentation, and a conclusion, the word two is related to the number of workshops which are two of
the five program phases that were mentioned earlier in the T-unit.

Moreover, considering each subtype of comparative reference, the data indicated that they employed
the same types of comparative references in their independent and integrated tasks, including similarity,
and quantity and quality comparative references. The third mostly-used comparative reference was
quantity comparative reference. A possible justification for the frequent occurrence of quantity
references is probably the fact that the number is the most self- evident comparison among other types
of comparatives such as difference, and identity. Expectedly, both independent and integrated writings
employed similarity figures as the largest type of comparative reference. Additionally, the data from the
writings indicated that integrated writings were more prone to the details, especially on the qualitative
aspects of the entities.

4.2 Substitution

There were six verbal and two nominal substitutions found in the integrated writings in this study. As
noted earlier substitution relates to the syntactic aspect of the referred lexical items, while the reference
only represents the meaning of the preceding noun. However, substitution has more complex rules than
referential pronouns. The scarce occurrence of substitution in the participants’ writing was likely to
have been determined by the participants’ knowledge of L1 since Farsi allows the speaker or writer to
repeat the same words more frequently than does English. Furthermore, considering the participants’
educational background they, were unlikely to have received explicit instruction for substitution in
English. Therefore, the absence of substitution could be predictable in time-controlled writing, in which
writers are most probable to use the syntax and lexicon they are most accustomed to in their writings.
4.3 Ellipsis

Overall there was only one ellipsis found in an independent essay and one instance in an integrated
essay. The scarecity of ellipsis in both independent and integrated writings reveals that the participants
had very limited knowledge of the use of ellipsis in writing tasks. Compared to other types of cohesive

devices, such as reference and conjunctions, ellipsis is less likely to be used, even by upper
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intermediate EFL writers because of its convoluted grammatical rules.

4.4 Conjunction

Conjunctions were vastly used in this study. Integrated writings included more conjunctive ties than
independent ones. The most-frequently used types of conjunctive cohesions ranged, in a descending
order were additive, casual, temporal, adversative, and continuative conjunctive cohesions.

The participants could relate the listening and reading materials to their essays more productively in
integrated task than they could for a short independent writing prompt. The most frequently used type
of conjunctive connector in both independent and integrated writings were the additive conjunction.
This most likely resulted because the additive conjunctive is the most fundamental, least complex type
of connector, and the additive connectors like and, and also, and or typically can be learned and
retained in the early stages of learning English because of their frequent use in all skill domains.

Causal and temporal conjunctives were utilized comparatively more in the integrated writings than
independent writings in this study. Another significant finding with regard to the use of comparative
conjunctive ties was the use of continuative conjunctive cohesion, which is rather scarce in English
writings. A feasible justification of the limited use of continuative conjunctives was the role of Farsi
Language. More specifically, the continuative conjunctive is spared in formal Farsi writing conventions.
The Farsi language uses noun clauses to introduce a new issue in a formal writing. Colloquial Farsi
language, such as daily conversation, permits the utilization of continuative conjunctions such as then
followed by a dependent clause when the speaker wants to signal continuation of a conversation or to
change the topics of a conversation.

4.5 Lexical Cohesions

Lexical cohesions were the second largest group of cohesive devices that the participants in the present
study utilized to maintain the unity of their writings. The data indicated that the participants used more
repetition in their integrated writings than their independent tasks. The analysis also revealed that
participants used more lexical cohesions in integrated writings than in independent writings. The most
referred types of lexical cohesions in the integrated writings were collocations and synonyms. The
same item repetition and super-ordinates were less common in both independent and integrated essays.
Similar to integrated writings, the independent writings included collocations as the most frequently
used lexical cohesion, followed in the frequency by synonyms, same item repetition and super-ordinate
terms respectively.

The findings in this research suggest that Iranian upper intermediate English as L2 writers changed
their writing strategy when substituting proper nouns in integrated and independent writing tasks.
Participants chose to use nominal references as alternatives to referred nouns in integrated writing tasks
more than they did in independent writing tasks.

Just like the frequent use of nominal pronouns, demonstrative references were included in the

independent writings less than in the integrated writings. This is because the integrated writing trigged
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the use of definite article by presenting it in the listening and reading texts.

In addition, task type is likely to affect the use of comparative references in writings. The findings
revealed that Iranian upper intermediate learners incorporated more comparative references in
integrated writings than independent writings. Moreover, the data also showed that participants were
more likely to use more comparative elements such as similarity and quality in integrated writings than
in independent writings.

The findings of conjunctive cohesive ties most likely indicated that the English learners are more
concerned about connecting their narrative essays through the use of conjunctions in integrated rather
than in independent writing. The additive conjunctions are the most frequently used type of conjunctive
cohesions in both independent and integrated writing tasks.

The data in this study revealed that independent and integrated task types cause different uses of lexical
cohesive devices. Participants included significantly different number of collocations in their integrated
writings compared to their independent writings. The participants utilized synonyms and repeated the
same lexical items as the second and third most frequently used lexical cohesions in both their
independent and integrated writings. Moreover, the results also indicated that both integrated writing
task via listening and reading prompt triggered more lexical sets in writers’ minds.

The questions this research posed were about the differences of discourse markers such as reference,
substitution, ellipsis, lexical cohesion, and conjunctions between independent and integrated writing
tasks written by Persian-English bilinguals. The findings suggested that the participants in this study
were more familiar with using anaphora to refer to a pronoun and a referred noun. This assumption was
drawn from the data from the study, in which there was only one cataphoric tie between nominal
pronoun and referred noun. Moreover, the data in both independent and integrated writing tasks from
ninety five participants were likely to indicate that the referred noun and the nominal pronouns were
likely to be located in different T-units.

The findings in this research suggested that Iranian upper intermediate English L2 writers changed their
writing strategy when substituting proper nouns in independent and integrated writing tasks. Persian
bilinguals chose to use nominal references as alternatives to referred nouns in integrated writing task
more than they did in independent one.

Just like the frequent use of demonstrative far, demonstrative near references were included in the
integrated essays considerably more than the independent essays. Furthermore, the Persian language
lacks the definite article the. Therefore, Persian upper intermediate L2 English writers were required to
change their syntactic schema when describing the definiteness of nouns while composing English
writing essays. Furthermore, Task type seems likely to cause differences in the use of demonstrative
references since the participants include nearly the same significantly more of demonstrative pronouns
in integrated writing tasks than independent ones.

Nonetheless, task type is unlikely to affect the use of comparative references in the essays. The findings
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revealed that Persian upper intermediate English L2 writers incorporated slightly more comparative
references in integrated writing tasks than in the independent ones. Moreover, the data also showed that
the participants were more likely to use more comparative elements in integrated essays than in
independent ones as the result of copying from the reading text.

Due to the fact that there were only eight substitutions found in four integrated writings, task type also
seems unlikely to be a variable for the occurrence of substitution. Two plausible explanations for the
infrequent use of substitutions in independent and integrated writing may be the influence of L1
knowledge and the lack of explicit instruction of substitution usage in L2.

Even though there were two elliptical ties found in one integrated essay and another in an independent
essay created by male writers, the numbers of ellipsis utilized were inadequate to conclude that task
type was the factor for the variation. Nevertheless, the elliptical finding revealed that ellipsis is a
complicated syntactic feature of L2 English language, and even upper intermediate language learners
are unlikely to include them among their rhetorical alternatives.

The findings of conjunction cohesion most likely indicated that Persian-English upper intermediate
bilinguals are more proficient in connecting their essays through the use of conjunctions in integrated
writing task rather than in independent tasks. The additive conjunctions are the most frequently used
type of conjunctive cohesions in both independent and integrated essays. Furthermore, the numbers of
adversative conjunctions found in this research suggested that task type affects the use of adversative
conjunctions in the independent essays more than the integrated ones. Specifically, Persian upper
intermediate English L2 writers seem likely to incorporate more casual conjunctions in their integrated
writing than did in the independent one.

Finally the data in this study revealed that task type does cause the different uses of lexical cohesions.
The participants included significantly the different number of lexical cohesions in their independent
and integrated writings. The participants continued using the collocation as the most frequently used
lexical cohesions in both their independent and integrated writings. Moreover, the results also indicated
that the participants are more knowledgeable of synonyms than supper-ordinates.

The conclusions to the study were as follows: (a) Reference, conjunction, and lexical tie sub-domain
use was more frequent in the integrated writing tasks than the independent ones with demonstrative
pronouns and collocations used the most to maintain cohesion, and substitution and ellipsis ties used
the least to maintain cohesion; and (b) the participants’ achievement in the use of cohesive ties in
integrated essays could be attributed to presentation of authentically cohesive listening and reading

sections as prompts for writing.

5. Conclusion
The questions this research posed were about the differences of discourse markers such as reference,

substitution, ellipsis, lexical cohesion, and conjunctions between independent and integrated writing
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tasks written by Persian-English bilinguals. The findings suggested that the participants in this study
were more familiar with using anaphora to refer to a pronoun and a referred noun. This assumption was
drawn from the data from the study, in which there was only one cataphoric tie between nominal
pronoun and referred noun. Moreover, the data in both independent and integrated writing tasks from
ninety five participants were likely to indicate that the referred noun and the nominal pronouns were
likely to be located in different T-units.

The findings in this research suggested that Iranian upper intermediate English L2 writers changed their
writing strategy when substituting proper nouns in independent and integrated writing tasks. Persian
bilinguals chose to use nominal references as alternatives to referred nouns in integrated writing task
more than they did in independent one.

Just like the frequent use of demonstrative far, demonstrative near references were included in the
integrated essays considerably more than the independent essays. Furthermore, the Persian language
lacks the definite article the. Therefore, Persian upper intermediate L2 English writers were required to
change their syntactic schema when describing the definiteness of nouns while composing English
writing essays. Furthermore, Task type seems likely to cause differences in the use of demonstrative
references since the participants include nearly the same significantly more of demonstrative pronouns
in integrated writing tasks than independent ones.

Nonetheless, task type is unlikely to affect the use of comparative references in the essays. The findings
revealed that Persian upper intermediate English L2 writers incorporated slightly more comparative
references in integrated writing tasks than in the independent ones. Moreover, the data also showed that
the participants were more likely to use more comparative elements in integrated essays than in
independent ones as the result of copying from the reading text.

Due to the fact that there were only eight substitutions found in four integrated writings, task type also
seems unlikely to be a variable for the occurrence of substitution. Two plausible explanations for the
infrequent use of substitutions in independent and integrated writing may be the influence of L1
knowledge and the lack of explicit instruction of substitution usage in L2.

Even though there were two elliptical ties found in one integrated essay and another in an independent
essay created by male writers, the numbers of ellipsis utilized were inadequate to conclude that task
type was the factor for the variation. Nevertheless, the elliptical finding revealed that ellipsis is a
complicated syntactic feature of L2 English language, and even upper intermediate language learners
are unlikely to include them among their rhetorical alternatives.

The findings of conjunction cohesion most likely indicated that Persian-English upper intermediate
bilinguals are more proficient in connecting their essays through the use of conjunctions in integrated
writing task rather than in independent tasks. The additive conjunctions are the most frequently used
type of conjunctive cohesions in both independent and integrated essays. Furthermore, the numbers of

adversative conjunctions found in this research suggested that task type affects the use of adversative
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conjunctions in the independent essays more than the integrated ones. Specifically, Persian upper
intermediate English L2 writers seem likely to incorporate more casual conjunctions in their integrated
writing than did in the independent one.

The data in this study revealed that task type does cause the different uses of lexical cohesions. The
participants included significantly the different number of lexical cohesions in their independent and
integrated writings. The participants continued using the collocation as the most frequently used lexical
cohesions in both their independent and integrated writings. Moreover, the results also indicated that
the participants are more knowledgeable of synonyms than supper-ordinates.

The conclusions to the study were as follows: (a) Reference, conjunction, and lexical tie sub-domain
use was more frequent in the integrated writing tasks than the independent ones with demonstrative
pronouns and collocations used the most to maintain cohesion, and substitution and ellipsis ties used
the least to maintain cohesion; and (b) the participants’ achievement in the use of cohesive ties in
integrated essays could be attributed to presentation of authentically cohesive listening and reading
sections as prompts for writing.

Finally the following conclusions can be drawn from the study:

1) Integrated writing tasks have positive effects on the students’ use of cohesive devices in terms of
both the variety of the types used and the frequency of their usage. Krashen (1984) theorizes that
writing competence derive from large amounts of self-motivated reading for interest or pleasure. It is
reading that gives the writer the feeling for the look and texture of a reader-based prose.

2) As the students read and write the processes of comprehending and composing reinforce each other.
The findings revealed that students used some cohesive devices from the reading text in their writing.
Integrating reading and writing not only better reflects what usually happens in real life situations,
especially academic contexts, but also can enrich the quality of written product.

3) Generally the students faced difficulties in writing without listening to the lecture and reading the
text. It seems that they have no ideas what to write in the essay and how to organize their writing in a
cohesive way. Lack of suitable cohesive ties is also one of the constraints that they have in writing the
essay.

4) Integrative writing can help students in writing in a cohesive way. The results suggested that prior
reading gives the participants some ideas and information for organizing their essays in more cohesive
ways. According to Krashen (1984) reading is the appropriate input for developing writing skills
because it is generally assumed that reading passages will somehow function as primary models for

writers.
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Appendix

Protocol Coding Guidelines

From Halliday and Hassan (1976 )

Domain-Code Subdomain Example

Reference-R Pronoun I, he, she, it (include contractions)
Possessive mine, his, hers, theirs
Demonstrative this, that , there
Definite article the (presupposed in text)
Comparative same, other, else, as +adjective

Substitution-S (used in Nominal one, the same

place of repeating words) | Verbal do, be, have, do so, do that
Negative not

Ellipsis- E (something Nominal Items omitted, but presupposed in text

understood from the text, | Verbal Often a response to WH-?s

but not stated) Clausal Yes/no/okay

The sky is falling....I know.
(See #5 below) They ran all day....They were tired.
Where should we go? There.

Conjunctive- C (Links Additive and, nor, or ( only when linking)

T-units and actions, not Adversative yet, but

as part of a list) Causal so, if, then ( a cause of something occurring)
Temporal then, next, soon ( external to text)
(indication time passed)

Lexical- L Same item Baseball bat...baseball bat

Synonym
Superordinate
Collocation

baseball ...ball

baseball... sports
baseball...bat...base...pitch...hitting
plays baseball

1. Do not code first T-unit, unless lexical ties are exophoric (e.g., the car is exophoric—not

presupposed in text versus a car)

2. Ties are coded across T units, not within T-units.

3. Underline and then write the letter for each code above the word(s) coded.
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4. Identify sub-domains for reference, conjunction, and lexical ties.
5. A tie is coded as an ellipsis if the omitted phrase can be retrieved from the text (e.g., The ball

went in the lake. The dog went [ to the lake] to go get it.
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