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SUMMARY

This thesis attempts to describe lexical relationships
between sentences in text and between utterances in
discourse in the light of pragmatics and psycholinguistics.
It was inspired by Halliday and Hasan's pioneering effort
to describe relationships of cohesion in text but it goes
beyond their taxonomy of lexical cohesion to include
pragmatic aspects that can serve the purposes of FL
reading research

Thus, the motivation of the present research 1is two-
fold:

i To describe lexical cohesion as a "competence"
phenomenon by determining the factors contributing
to its achievement in text.

11 To provide an account of lexical cohesion as a
"performance" phenomenon by investigating the factors
affecting its interpretation in FL reading comprehension,

The articulation of the thesis reflects these two
1gsues: the first Chapter is a linguistic account of
lexical cohesion in English., It lays out the basis on
which cohesion and lexical cohesion should be distinguished
from coherence and lexical coherence, and reviews the
literature which has treated these phenomena in relation
to the theoretical framework adopted for the present study.
Thus, two main categories are proposed for the analysis of
lexical cohesion as a competence and performance
phenomenon: lexicosemantic cohesion which accounts for the

connectedness of "text" and lexicopragmatic coherence
which 1s a feature of the connectedness of "discourse".
The Chapter also provides detailed analysis of the lexical

devices o@ cohesion and coherence in the light of theories
of semantics and pragmatics.

Chapter Two examines the involvement of the cognitive
factor in the analysis of lexical cohesion. It deals with
the concept of "background" or "schematic" knowledge
viewed as an essential component of the reading process and

invegtigates the role of top-down and bottom-up processes
in the making of linguistic and pragmatic inferences
specifically when unknown vocabulary items are encountered
in reading (comprehension). In Chapter Three an
iiperimental investigation of the linguistic and non-
nguistic features of the intferpretation of lexical
cohesion in reading comprehension is proposed, It seeks
to inquire into the processing of lexicoreferential,
lexicosubstitutional and "conjunctive" relationships of
cohesion and coherence by non-native readers of English
and attempts to answer the following three research questions:
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1 How do PFL learners utilise lexical resources or links of

linguistic cohesion and pragmatic coherence when
inferencing unknown meaning while reading?

2 How does the use of lexical resources of cohesion and
coherence vary as a function of FL proficiency?

3 How does the ugse of lexical resources of cohesion and
coherence vary as a function of language background?

Four experiments were designed to that effect and null-
hypotheses were formulated to test the performance of
subjects on a cloze test in four types of independent
variables., The findings which reveal that the use of
lexical resources of cohesion and coherence were a function

of language proficiency rather than language background,
bear some pedagogical and other implications which are
discugsed in the final Chapter.
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CHAPTER 1

LEXICAL COHESION AND LEXICAL COHERENCE: THEORETICAL
BACKGROUND
"However luxuriant the grammatical cohesion displayed

by any piece of discourse, it will not form a text
unless this is matched by cohesive patterning of a

lexical kind" (Haelliday and Hasan, Cohesion in
English, 1976, p292).

Introductory notes

The extension of linguistics beyond the sentence has
generated acute interest in the study of the connected-
ness of text and of its interpretation as discourse.
The beginning of interest in cohesion theory which can
account for the conmnectedness of text, dates back from
the mid fifties with the works of the Structuralist
Fries (1957), followed by the Transformationalist
Harris (1970) who provided a linguistic account of
connected "discourse". However, it is only recently
that interest in cohesion theory has been noted among,
researchers 1n second and foreign language learning and
instructing, and the desire to apply some of its

Principles to concrete situations has ever been

increasing.

Systematic studies of textual cohesion have appeared
in the last decade only, most of them following the
Publication of Halliday and Hasan's book on cohesion in

English, However, although Halliday and Hasan's book is

the most influentiasl on the subject, as it gives an




exhaustive account of devices of cohesion in English,
their theoretical model of cohesion does not account for
the interpretation of cohesgsive devices in discourse as
it does not involve the reader, and their treatment of
lexical cohesion in particular suffers from this point
of view. Since the advent of Halliday and Hasan's study
which provided a competence model of cohesion, sone
empirical studies have emerged which have analysed the
performance aspects of this phenomenon in reading and
writing in the native language, nost of them being
developmental studies of children's acquisition of
devices of cohesion in English as a native language
(thereafter referred to as NL. Also foreign language
will be subsequently referred to as FL). Those studies
involving the native speakers were primarily concerned
with grammatical factors of cohesion and little or no
interest was shown for lexical factors of cohesion,

This seems to follow the general tendency towards
neglect of lexical analyses. Also, no study concerned
with lexical factors of cohesion specifically can

be noted which involved non-native speakers!

performance. We believe that lexical factors of cohesion
are an important aspect of textual cohesion and coherence
which should be studied in their own right. They play a

Crucial role in text/discourse interpretation, whether

the language uger is a native or a non-native speaker of

English, and with respect to the non-native speaker,
lexical cohesion represents a valuable area of his (or

her) acquisition of foreign language compeﬁence (in order



to avoid prolixity, I henceforth use the pronouns his,
him, he in their generic senses to refer to any learner

of either sex).

This chapter deals with the description of lexical
cohesion as a competence, or langue phenomenon. It seeks
to determine the lexical factors which contribute to its
achievement. The treatment of lexical cohesion as a
performance or (parole) phenomenon will be dealt with in the
next chapters, where some of the agpects affectiing itis
interpretation in reading as a PL will be studied

empirically.

1.1.0 Cohesion, coherence, text and discourse

This section examines the concepts of text and discourse
in relation to cohesion and coherence, and assesses their
place in the analysls of cohesion and coherence. In
order to bring light on this double dichotomy, it seems
essential to recall two basic distinctions generally
accepted among linguists today between langue (competence)

and parole (performance).

1.1.1 Langue ~ competence versus parole = performance

The event of structuralist linguistics dating back from

de Saugsure has generated the distinction between two
levels of linguistic analysis, la langue and la parole,
la parole being the actualisation of la langue, an
ldealised system or code existing in the native

speaker, Subsequently, Chomskyan 1linguistics made g
distinction between two systems cognitively different in

the native speaker, competence, the internalised system,



and performance, the realisation of this idealised code

of language. Although la langue cannot be equated with
competence, nor can la parole be equated with performance,
they share some fundamental features and thus are used
synonymously in this study. This dichotomy between language
competence and language performance provides us with two
different though complementary levels of analysis of
language, the formal level and the functional, which
ultimately enables us to draw a distinction between text

and discourse, and cohesion and coherence, as is exemplified

in the following section.

1e1e2 Cohesion - text and coherence - discourse

Cohesion belongs in the formal level, the level of text
which is an element crucial to its definition. Text

1s characterised by the way sentences are organised

into larger units. It exploits the sense relations

between grammatical (grammatical is used with the

sense of 'syntactic'! unless stated otherwise) and lexical
ltems ('lexical items' and 'vocabulary items' are uged
indiscriminately in this study). Thus, as a supra-
sentential unit of language, it comprises sentences
connected by formal devices of cohesion signalling two types
of relationship between successive sentences, grammatical
cohesion, achieved via syntactic devices, and lexical
cohesibn, produced via lexical devices. But the interpretation
of text cohesion concerns the language user's linguistic
Competence or his knowledge of the linguistic system

which includes "rulesi of usage" in Widdowson's (1978,

1979) sense, as well as his performance which includes
"rules of use"?



Coherence belongs in the functional level of language,
the level of discourse. Discourse is characterised by

the way connected sentences function as utterances in

communication, that is how they combine to produce
coherence. Coherence is a precondition for the

interpretation of sentences in use. It 1s a non-

formal relation which deals with the user's knowledge of
"rules of use' in Widdowson's sense, or his
"communicative competence" in Hymes (1972) sense. Thus,
coherence links are non-signalled in text. They are
inferenced by the reader and are a function of his"pragmatic”
competence. Coherence is "measured by the extent to which
e particular instance of language use corresponds 10

e. shared knowledge of conventions as to how lllocutionary
acts are related to form larger units of discourse"
(Widdowson, 1978: 45). A piece of language 1s coherent
to a language user if he can recognise it as a
descriﬁtion, a report, an explanation, that is how the
utterances relate to each other and function as
rhetorical devices. Once he recognises "the
illocutionary significance of the relationship", he can
create links between grammgtical and lexical meanings

of the text as a discourse. This distinction betiween
cohegsion as a feature of text, and coherence as a feature

of discourse is necessarily generated by the separation

between semantics and pragmatics which follows.

Te1.3Text - semantics and discourse - pragmatics
| underlying cohesion and coherence

,' N

The further distinction drawn between semantics and




pragmatics reflects the double dlchotomy between text
cohesion and discourse coherence just mentioned. The present
separation of semantics and pragmatics 1s ekin to

Leech's (1983) view of these two phenomena as “"distinct,
though complementary and interrelated fields of study"

(Leech, 1983: 6).1 Semantics is concerned with the

representation of the meaning of (text) sentences and is
defined purely as a property of expressions in a given
language. Pragmatics, also dealing with meaning, is
defined relative to a user of the language, producer or
receiver, and involves the interpretation of those
expressions as discourse utterances. In cohesion, some
links are produced by vocabulary items occurring in text.
Thegse links are linguistic-semantic. They involve
definitional relations of meaning. In coherence, some
links are established by the language user between
vocabulary items in discourse. These links are non-
linguistic. They include pragmatic, non-definitional
meaning which may be more or less associated with specific
vocabulary items. Appeal to pragmatics appears to be
egssential to this study for if approached from an

entirely semantic point of view, the present account of

cohesion would be an incomplete description of the

phenomenon.

1.7.4 "Rules of usage" and "rules of use"

It seems essential to refer to '"rules of usage" and to

"rules of use" when attempting an analysis of cohesion,

* "Rules of usage" are those semantic (often called "logic"

or "logicosemantic") rules which underlie cohesion. They



may be regarded as semantic implications on which one

can base conclusions. "Rules of use" are those pragmatic
rules which underlie coherence. They are made on the
basis of pragmatic principles'which mnostly derive from
Grice's (1975) "Co-operative Principle". (These
principles are discussed in Section1.5. below)., For
instance, if the initial sentence of text (1) below is
analysed from a semantic logical point of view, some
implications contained in the semantic system of English

can be drawvn, which cannot apply to the next sentence,

(1) a. John divorced Mary; b. He is at the Sorbonne

this year,

a. John divorced lary
(y,%) (x divorced y)-»(x was married to y)
(Mary, John) (John divorced Mary)implies that

(John was married to Mary)

A semantic interpretation of sentence (1a) can be accounted
for by its semantic deep structure, but semantics cannot
account for the interpretation of sentence (1b). Sentence
(1v) is warranted not by linguistic semantic knowledge

but by pragmatic knowledge and therefore involves “rules

0f use", Then it is possible to envigage that (1b) may

not be accessible to the reader who does not possess
knowledge to the extent assumed by the writer, viz.
knowledge that the Sorbonne is a university institution

in Paris. Given that Sorbonne is a lexical item whosge
meaning cannot be deduced from its gsemantic constituent
(+ Place) for instance, implied by ‘place Adjunct "at",

its meaning may not be interpreted at all unless



more contextual information is provided.

Meanwhile, the reader may be able to connect (1b) to
(1a) via grammatical cohesion which involves rules of

usage: he corefers to John; and also deduce that (1b) is

consecutive to (1a) by examining the tense aspects of

divorced and is and deictic this.

1.2, On defining lexicosemantic cohesion and lexico-
pragmatic coherence

In the introductory notes of this chapter, it was
emphagised that the aim of this study was to focus on
the lexical aspect of (textual) cohesion and to examine
1ts interpretation by a potential reader. In this
section we propose to analyse lexical cohesion within
the competence~performance framework, described in
section 1,0. Such a framework, which enabled us to
draw a distinction between cohesion and coherence,
provides us with a further separation between two
lexical categories on which the discussion of the
phenomenon of lexical cohesion will be based
throughout the present study, viz. lexicosemantic
cohesion and lexicopragmatic coherence, But before
going into detailed account of these two notions, it

seems important to present some of the issues involved
~in the distinction of a functional level of lexical

pragmatics.

1.2.1 Some issues involved in lexicsl pragmatics

As noted earlier, the concepts of cohesion and coherence




imply the distinction of two levels of analysis, lexical
semantics and lexical pragmatics. While ‘'system' factors
of cohesion, including semantic ones, are identifiable

by reference to a 'grammar' in Chomsky's sense for their

analysis and categorisation, 'non-system', pragmatic

factors of coherence are not readily identifiable

precisely because they involve two different individuals,

the producer and the receiver, each of them having his

own "encyclopaedia" (Smith and Wilson, 1979: 173) composing his
pragmatic competence. Although linguistic competence

may also differ from individual to individual utilising

the same language, the amount of similarities in

linguistic competence remains more important than the

amount of differences. But some differences in pragmatic
competence between writer and reader may vary so

considerably that they may impair cormunication. Thus,

While the lexical semantics of a text are relatively easy

to identify, the lexical pragmatics of a discourse may

Pose problems. There are egsential difficulties

in attempting to define lexical pragmatics which

may not be easy to solve, and many questions are
sugceptible to be left unanswered: how can the receiver/
reader be expected to share the producer/writer's world-
knowledge and to make inferences in lexical matters?

How far can the vocabulary be expected to supply linguistic

and non-linguistic information to the receiver/reader?
Where do defining linguistic relations between vocabulary

items end and non-defining pragmatic ones begin? Is, then,

what we call "pragmatic coherence" just one aspect of
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cohesion? Van Dijk (1973: 72) raises the poilnt:

"Ig the fact that 'if something 1s summer, then
something is hot' a fact of the semantic structure
of the language for which this statement would be
valid, or merely a representation of an empirical
fact? Much depends on our conception of the

lexicon, without which, apparently, no derivation
can be serious.”

For the text-linguist DPetofi (1978: 43) the lexicon now
does not only contain the vocabulary defined .for the text.
The dichotomy is between "Text-Structure" and "World-
Structure" (cf. his "Test West Theory").

Granted that the interpretation of comnected sentences
in discourse often poses problems that semantics cannot
solve because 'grammar' in Chomskyan sense lacks the

dimension of context-dependency, appropriateness,

relevance and informativeness, all of which are vital to
the interpretation of discourse, 1t is necessary that
some problems relating to the interpretation of connected
sentences be solved by pragmatics, and followling the
distinction between cohesion as a feature of text and
coherence as g feature of discourse presented in

Section 1.%2above, we propose that two main categories

be distinguished to deal with this dichotomy, viz.
lexicosemantic cohesion and lexicopragmatic coherence
subsequently referred to as LS cohesion and LP coherence.

These two categories can be defined as follows:

a. Jlexicosemantic cohesion is achieved via the occurrence

of linguistic semantic relationships encoded in
lexical iltems and holding between various parts of the

i i
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text. These sense relations, as defined in Lyons
(1977), include synonymy, hyponymy and antonymy .
They are definitional and are always signalled on
the surface text. Sense relations constitute the
lexical semantics of the text and are decoded by
the reader by reference to his linguistic/semantic

competence.

b. lexicopragnatic coherence is achieved via non-
linguistic/pragmatic meaning relationships

between lexical items, Thus, these non-system
relations produce pragmatic, non-definitional
meaning agssociated with some specific vocabulary
items. Pragmatic relations of lexical coherence
are non-signalled in the discourse and constitute
its lexical pragmatics. They are implicated by the
language producer and interpreted by the receiver
by reference to his non-linguilstic/pragmatic

competence,

1,2.2Cohesion links and coherence links from the writer's

viewpoint

Coherence links eare implicit in the discourse and have to
be supplied by the receiver. They give the backbone of
what the producer is saying. While these links are
obligatory features of writing, unless the writer

chooses otherwise, cohesive links are non-obligatory.

Whether coherence of underlying content should be

gignalled on surface text as cohesion depends upon the

wWriter's willingness to be explicit and non-ambiguous,




that is, to comply with Grice's (1975) Principle of
Co-operation which translates into a reduction fto a

minimum of the reader's inferencing of missing

propositions.

As a non-obligatory feature of writing, cohesion may
be viewed as an option open to the writer, "a special
case of coherence" (Szwedek, 1980)., TFrom the receiver's
peint of view, cohesion is an expected state which should
reflect the internal coherence of a piece of language.

1% i1s the 'marked' aspect of coherence. Thus, when
producing text, the writer generates a textual entity
by supplying signals of connection on its surface
decodable by a potential reader (by reference to his
linguistic competence) and a discoursal entity whose
implicit connections are interpretable more probabilistically
by the potential reader (by reference to his pragmatic
competence), Thus, identifying links of coherence
communicated via lexical pragmatics may be more
problematic to the reader because semantic meaning
underlying lexical cohegion, the receiver 'knows', but
pragmatic meaning underlying lexical coherence, the
receiver 'creates' or has to 'work! at it. Semantic
end pragmatic meening are coextensive in the text, and

are typically utilised simultaneously in discourse.

1.2.,3Definitional and non-definitional relations of meaning

in lexical cohesion[coherence

Definitional relations of meaning as those which involve

semantic equivalence, entailment and semantic opposition
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are potentially cohesive. They can be defined as
"downgraded predications" (Leech, 1981: 144) which are

semantic elements equivalent to a "feature"” in function

but have the structure of a proposition (or predication).
Dovmgraded predications are usually expressed by means of

a relative clause or a phrase. For instance:

A man who was wearing a wig (clause) (entered the

room)
= A man with a wig (phrase)

A bewigged man (phrase)

They are included in the definition of most nouns:
A butcher is a man who sells meat
A philatelist is a man who collects stamps

A thief 1s a man who steals things

A butcher sells meat by definition and a philatelist
collects stamps by definition. The cooccurrence of

butcher and meat, philatelist and stamps, and thief

and gteals in text produces a definitional link of

senantic lexical cohesion.

These meaning relations may also be described in

terms of "cagesg" (Fillmore, 1968). In the following

eXample,

(2) The Jones had all their jewellery stolen.
The thief got away,

The case of thief 1is Agentive, as thief is the understood

agent of the act of stealing, and stolen has an implicit
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Agent, viz. the thief. Thus, stolen and thief can be

linked on these grounds. They are likely to collocate,

and are potential sources of lexical cohesion,

On the other hand, non-definitional relations of
meaning are these various meaning relations not easy to
classify in systematic semantic terms, as,for instance,

the relations holding between treat and chocolate, happy

and win, Their cooccurrence in text produces a non-

definitional link of pragmatic lexical coherence, For

exXample:

(2a2) John must sell his car. He needs a new Hifi

egquipment.,

The meaning relationship holding between the lexigal itenms,
sell and Hifi equipment, can be described as non-

nyrir————

definitional pragmatic owing to the fact that a 'pragmatic?
inference has to be made in order to connect one lexical
item to the other: By selling his car, John will get

some money to buy a new H1fi equipment. Such connection

ls possible only if writer and reader share prior

general knowledge that buying and selling involve money
transactions., Only then will the reader deduce that the

relationship between sell and Hifi is causal although

such relationship is not signalled by any syntactic

marker of causality (as, for example, 'becausge').

Defining and non~defining relations of meaning have

been included in the category of "collocation" by

Hallidey and Hasan (1976: 284ff), a category all-

embrécing and sufficiently vague to include pragmatically



- 15 -

likely cooccurrence over indefinitely wide areas of text.
The term 'collocation' will be used in this study with
similar meaning, viz. to refer to semantic and

pragmatically likely cooccurrence.

Cohesive and coherence links have a vital role in
the interpretative process, but because of their
explicitness, cohesive links are more likely to
facilitate the reader's interpretation of a text than
implicit links of coherence which involve
recognitibn of the propositional and illocutionary
development of the text as discourse. The interpretative

aspect of lexical cohesion is treated in the next chapter.

The present discussion of cohesion and coherence

can be summarised by the following diagram in which A

implies B, but B does not necessarily imply A. (Diagram 1):

A B
(linguistic) cohesion (pragmatic) coherence
text discourse
- gentence - utterance
Links: are linguistic Links: are pragmatic, including
including semantic pragmatic, non-
l.e. linguistic, definitional meaning
definitional whlich may be more or less
meaning., asgsocliated with specific

vocabulary items.

Category: lexicogemantic Category: lexicopragmatic
cohesion coherence

In this gense the labels used in this study represent categories

which are not watertight (therefore the notion of

dichotomy, utilised hitherto, may be an over-estimation of
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the phenomenon), but it is important to keep the levels
separate and to use different terminologies

for our purposes.

1«3 Review of literature on cohesion and lexical cohesion

A great deal of literature has been written on the subject
of (lexical) cohesion and (lexical) coherence but most
studies suffer from lack of consistent theoretical and
terminological distinctions. Thus, in the field of "text
linguistics, the terms 'cohesion' and 'coherence' have been
used rather loosely or in most cases, interchangeably with
the same meaning, as will be seen below. The joint publica-
tion in 1976 of Cohesion in English by Halliday and Hasan
seems to be at present the most influential work on cohesion
theoryand for the techniques of textual analysis expounded in
their book. Cohesion in English is largely an extension of
Halliday's intra-clausal analysis beyond the sentence
boundary. A fairly exhaustive account of the grammatical
features of cohesion in English is given, but certain parts
of it duplicate with Quirk and Greenbaum's (1973)
description of thié phenomenon (see Quirk and Greenbaum's
chapter on "Sentence connection"). Cohesion in English

ls also an extension of Hasan's (1968) analysis of

grammatical cohesion in English.

The concept of cohesion as defined by Halliday and
Hasan (1976) is a semantic one. Cohesgsion is a linguigtic
relation, "part of the system of language" (p5). This
Concept is subordinated to that of text regarded as a

Sémantlc unit. Thus, cohesion is a linguistic property of
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text, contributing to 'texture'. 'Texture' is defined as
the property of "being a text" (p2). This property can
be described as a combination of semantic and pragmatic
configurations of two kinds: cohesion (semantic) and
register (pragmatic) which appears to include content as
a subpart. Thus, Halliday and Hasan's concept of
"texture™ corresponds to what is accounted fcr as
'coherence' in this study. (llote that the term
'coherence' does not feature in Halliday and Hasan's

account of cohesgion).

Halliday and Hasan's concept of 'cohesion', being =
'semantic!' feature of 'text', it does not in principle
include non-linguistic/pragmatic factors for these are
not aspects of text-cohesion but of discourse-coherence
(in our terminology). However, they are allowed in

Practice. The most striking example of conflation of the

linguistic and the pragmatic level are found in their
analysis of 'lexical cohesion' (1976: 286), and their
definition of cohesion collapses,we feel, when they attempt to

illustrate how cohesion holds in a whole paragraph.

Part of their passage used to illustrate this point is

reproduced below:

(3) ",.. After spending the whole day within half
an hour or so of sundowvn, I was stlill several
hundred feet below the summit. Then my hopes

were reduced to getting up in time to see the
sunset .,,."

Thus, the cooccurrence of sundown and summit in this passage

clearly produces a link that is not definitional but
pragmatic. Halliday and Hasan define this link as

"collocational cohesion" which is a category allowing
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pragmatic features of cohesion, and hence is not exclusively

semantic. Their following remark (1976: 287, my emphasis):

"But it should be borne in mind that this (collocation)
is simply a cover term for the cohegion that results

from the cooccurrence of lexical items that are in some

way or other typicallv associated with one another
pecause they tend TOo occur 1n simllar environments

reflects the ambiguity of a situation where the semantic is
being extended over to the pragmatic. The point they make
that "the relatedness (of lexical items) is a matter of

more oxr less" (p289) may be restated as "a matter of

cohesion or coherence',

Van Dijk (1977) proposes a "linguistic study of
discourse" (preface pvii, my emphasis) which is in
reality both text linguistic and discourse pragmatic in
our theoretical framework. This concept of "coherence"
as a "semantic property of discourses, based on the
interpretation of each individual sentence relative to
the interpretation of other sentences" (p93) seems to

characterise both cohesion and coherence because it is
Semantic and pragmatic. Van Dijk's "coherence analysis"

oL the example below illustrates his viewpoint (p98):

"Clare Russell came into the 'Clarion' office on
the following morning, feeling tired and depressed.

She went straight to her room, took off her hat,

touched her face with a powder puff and sat down

at her desk. Her mail was spread out neatly, her
blotter was snowy and her inkwell was filled.

But she didn't feel like WOTK (ese)"

Semantic and pragmatic relations are included in Van Dijk's
description of "inclusion", "membership", "part-whole"
and'"possession". Thus, Clare Russell and face may bhe

’

Viewed as semantic part-whole, also the relationships
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between office and room, office and desk are linguligtic.

[ PR

But the relationships between mail and blotter, Clare

Russell and hat, and face and powder-puff, are based on

pragmatic knowledge. Van Dijk seems to imply the semantic-
pragmatic dichotomy in the text by remarking that "The
individuals represented by lexical items seem to cluster
around two concepts, viz. the 'human (female) individual'

and the 'office' concepts" (p98).

Some European scholars, mostly working on the French
language, did not attempt to discriminate between a semantic
and a pragmatic level in their study of cohesion/coherence.
'Coherence' has often been used as a cover term to include
both semantic connectedness between textual elements and
pragmatic linkage between textual elements. Bellert
(1970), Slakta (1975), Charolles (1978) and Marcus (1980)
have considered 'coherence'! to be a property of text.

De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) have regarded

'cohesion' and 'coherence' as "text~-centred notions

designating operations directed at the text materials®
(p7, their emphasis). Szwedek (1980) has included
Pragmatic features in lexical cohesion which we view as
part of lexical ccherence in this study. Also the notions
Of 'text' and 'discourse' were not kept terminologically
distinct in Hasan's (1968) and Halliday's (1970) account
0f cohesion. Hasan distinguished between "the internal
and the external aspects of 'textuality'" (her emphasis),
the first having to do with the devices used to link

Séntences together to form 'text', that is, 'cohesion',
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the second involving the ways these sentences link
meaningfully with the situation in which they are used.
This second aspect of Hasan's description included features
of the 'register' which we define as a discourse

(coherent) feature., Similarly, for Halliday (1970. : 143),
the "fexftual function" of language is concerned with
"making links with itself and with features of the
situation in which it is used" and cohesion is one aspect
of Halliday's textual function of language. Some discourse
analysts, on the other hand, as for instance, Coulthard
(1977), seem to draw a distinction between discourse

coherence and text cohesion. For example (Coulthard,

1977110 ) .

(4) A - Can you go to Edinburgh tomorrow?
B -~ BEA pilots are on strike

This interchange is regarded as discourse because it is
coherent, and not as text because it is not cohesive.
The lexicopragmatic links of coherence produced between
£0 and pilots and go and gtrike are inferable via
Pragmatic coherence. Thus, the reader of(4) can supply
the migsing proposition (or link), "I can't go to
Edinburgh" because he knows that on strike implies that

B cannot go to Edinburgh, by virtue of his pragmatic
knowledge.

1-443Lexica1 versus grammatical cohesion: similarities

Lexical cohesion (or lexicosemantic cohesion) has been

defined as a relation in text that utilises lexical devices for

'

1ts achievement. Thegse devices include sense relations




which belong to the system of the language. Grammatical
cohesion can be viewed as a relation in text which
utilises grammatical devices for its production, namely,
the system of proforms which include pronouns and deictics.
There are similarities between these two types of cohesion
involving coreferentiality and repetition of semantic
meaning. In lexical cohesion, coreferentiality is

carried on with anaphoric lexical reiteration of semantic
meaning. On the other hand, the pronominal system of
grammatical cohesion, which represents the reduced form

of ifs nominal system, also retains the coreference of the
word for which if substitutes when semantic meaning is

being repeated.

(4a) My neighbour is a great cook. The man made pizza
the other day.

(4b) My neighbour is a great cook. He made pizza the
other day.

In (4a) coreference is carried by a reference item plus =
lexical item (a hyperonym). Thus anaphoric reference

item the accompanies the lexical item man semantically
related to neighbour. NP the man repeats part of the
Sémantic content of neighbour through lexical reiteration.

This lexical repetition produces lexical cohesion,

In (4b) coreference is expressed by a grammatical item.

The semantic content of neighbour is being repeated in a

reduced form.inigg. This grammatical repetition produces

grammatical cohesion.

Thus in grammatical cohesion, the linguistic index He

ls grammatical but functions in the deep structure as a
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repetition of a surface lexical form. In lexical cohesion,
semantic meaning may be repeated via various sense
relations (see Section 1.7. below), but at the point where
the reiterated item is a hyperonym (as for instance man)
accompanied by reference item the, the dividing line
between lexical and grammatical cohesion becomes less

clear and one type of cohesion shades into another.

However, when pragmatic meaning is being repeated,
grammatical cohesion no longer bears similarities with

lexical cohesion. For example:

(4c) John turned to the ascent of the peak. The air felt
pure.

(4d) John turned to the ascent of the peak. It felt pure.

In (4c) the air is the ellipted form of the air of/during

the ascent, It is understood pragmatically by reference to
ascent, But in (4d) It is not the reduced form of gscent.

It does not refer to ascent, nor can it substitute for it. It

ls pragmatically incongruent with ascent.

It is generally assumed that a text exhibiting
grammatical devices of cohesion has a tendency to be more

ambiguous to the reader than a lexical cohesive text
in the sense that explicitness provided by the repetition

of lexical meaning via full lexical forms is lacking in

grammatical cohesion. It is quite conceivable that hegvy )

use’ of pronouns, proforms and ellipted forms are likely

to obscure the writer's message and hence the explicitness

Provided by lexical devices of cohesion is crucial to text

¢

understanding. FProm the point of view of the writer
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