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Notes

(1) See M. A. K. Halliday and R. Hassan, Cohesion in English (London)
Longman, 1976), p. 17 '

(2) Of all the EST textbooks the ““Focus series of OUP seems to be the
only textbook series that deals wi h this aspect of textural cohesion.

(3) It is quoted from C. Hallmark, understanding and Using the Oscill-
oscope Tab books Inc., U.S.A., 1973.
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CONCLUSION

1.

(€8]

The techniques suggested here are by the means exhaustive nor are
they claimed to be the most effective ones.

Techniques on “‘ellipsis and “‘substitutions’” have been excluded,
on the grounds of occurring with low frequens in EST . Both are
characteristics of spoken language.

In teaching features of cohesion, teachers of ESP should concent

rate not only on the grammatical ways by means of which sentences
are linked together but-also the rhetoical’ value of these devices in
creating coherent texts.
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To exercise an understanding of such devices we may employ the fo-
llowing techniques:
a. Multiple Choice Format:

In Line (X), Y refers to (i) a, (ii) b, (iii) ¢ where a, b, ¢ are gram-
matically (but not semantically) possible referents.

b.  Direct questions: such as
(1) What do (es) Y refer (s) to in line/sentenceX?
C. Sentence completion

(1) X in line/sentence X refers to .....

4.1.2 Lexical cohesion

EST learners’ attention to lexically equivalent expressions in a given
text can be exercised by means of rephrasing exercises in which the stu-
dent is required to substitute another expression from the text for one-
given in a sentence drawn from the text, or a reworded version of one
aims at drawing the learners’ attention to such overt markers of equiva-
lent as “i.e.”, “that is to say”, “or™,... etc. as well as synonymic and hy-
ponymic expressions; or studying words in context.

4.2 On Discourse Markers Level:
A graded series of stages are suggested in the following technique for tea-
ching/learning discourse markers:

4.2.1 The first stage involves “Inseretion’. Texts written byad
for native speakers frequently omet these markers of discourse without
too seriously affecting the flow into ligibility for a native speaker since he
i1s aware of their communicative Value. Understanding the communica-
tive value of these markers by Iraq learners of science is an essential skili
to be mastered.

4.2.2 The second stage which involves “substitution” could be alop-
ted next. Discourse markers such as those expressing “addition” ‘“‘cont-
rast and “logical sequencei” which might be expressed by “moreover”,
“however” and ‘“‘therefore” respectively can be replaced by ones such as
“and’, “but” and “so.

4.2.3 A further inportant stage in the graded technique suggested
akbove, is to ask the learners to reorder a Jumbled set of sentences using
their knowledge of connectives. It is also reasonable at this stage of lear-
ning to present a paragraph structure indicate the connectives.
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concerned with the rhetorical coherence of discourse rather than the gram-
matical cohesion of text. The following table might clarify the function of
some of the most frequently used connectives in EST writings (10).

Rhetorical Value of Function
1. Enumeration
Listing
Time sequence
Addition |
Reinforcing
Similarity
Logical sequence
summarizing
Result/ Consequence
Deductive/ Inductive

Explication

Illustration

Contrast substitution
Replacement
Antitetic
Concessive

Connectives

first, second;

in the beginning, next
and

moreover, furthermore

50
overall, thus
consequently, as a result
therefore, hence

or
in other words, that is

for example

in other words
alternatively
conversely
however, nevertheless

Although these words may not be omitted from traditional EST textbooks;
if they are taught, their grammatical/ structural function is generally stre-
ssed and their communicative, i.e.rhetorical value as markers of discoures

has not received adequate attention (11).

4. SOME PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

4.1 On Textual Cohesion Level:

4.1.1 Syntactic cohesion:

As stated earlier,anaphoric and cataphoric devices are the most freq-
uent features of textual cohesion used in EST writings. Yet they were not
given their due importance in textbooks and EST materials. The reason
for this is, possibly that their meaning appears so obvious. This is quite
true for native speakers of English. For Iraqi students as foreign learners
of English, the situation is altogether different (12). Failure to select the
correct referent causes serious misinterpretation of what scientific writers

Say or intend to explain. This is quite apparent when the referent is
not a close antecedent or it refers to Large stretches of text.
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Consider the following example where the flower motif is sustained
by the collocation of flower with garden, smeel, nectar, bee honey, butte-
rfly, pollen etc.

“We have only to watch the flowers in a garden to see that
various kinds of insects visit flowers. As a general rule,
the flowers which are visited by insects are brigatly col ured
and have a sweet smell. Insects, however, do not visit flowers
because they like bright colours, but because they know that
such flowers a so contain the sugary liquid called nectar.
Many insects, and some birds feed on nectar, while bees con-
vert t into honey. Bees collect pollen, which they mix with
honey to feed the young bees during the first few days of their
life (8).

3. DPISCOURSE MARKERS

Markers of discourse, i.e. connectives have been well described by
Greenbaun (1969) and Winter (1971) and which can provide us with a fr-
ame work upon which to base teaching materials.

Connecion can occur intra-sententially (within sentence units) or
inter—sententially (across sentence boundaries). The latter is not only con-
cerned with cohesion as a grammatical feature, but also as markers of
rhetorical value. in discourse, i.e. how sentence are used by the writer. In-
ter—sentential relationships have to do with the way in which sentences
and groups of sentences combine to form units of discourse (9). The com-
municative va,ue of such units may be explicitly marked by means of a
connective or there may be no such explicit markers Consider the follo-
wing example:

1. The pollution by chemical waste of our seas is increasing daily.

2 If poliution reaches a certain concentration, marine life will

cease to exist.
3. Therefore, it is essential that legislation be passed banning -the
‘dumping of toxic chemicals in rivers, waterways and in the open
sea. _
The semantic value of “therefore” introducing sentence (3) is to make
the final sentence function (or act) as a logical conclusion or deduction
based upon the information presened in sentence (1) and (2). Thus it is
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TEXTUAL COHESION AND DISCOURSE MARKERS
2.1.2 Substitution:
F 1 EST i ESI;T
requently in writings, rather than re e sglves writers
AhB}?QnQrsghﬁ'P rPorms” to substitute for stretches qﬁ'i?ag};ugalge ranging in
size from single words to whole clauses or even paragraphs. Consider the
following example: University of Mosul
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conditions than they do to good ones” (5).
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