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Ievads
Metodiskais materiāls par 9. klases eksāmena svešvalodās rakstīšanas daļas vērtēšanu paredzēts plašam interesentu 
lokam – gan 9. klases svešvalodu eksāmenu darbu vērtētājiem, gan mācību priekšmeta skolotājiem, gan skolēniem 
un viņu vecākiem.

Materiāla mērķis ir sniegt plašāku informāciju par angļu valodas eksāmena rakstīšanas daļas vērtēšanas būtību un 
kritērijiem. Pirmkārt, materiāls sniedz praktisku ieskatu vērtēšanā, un tas ir noderīgs eksāmena darbu vērtētājiem un 
angļu, vācu, krievu un franču valodu skolotājiem, organizējot skolēnu sasniegumu vērtēšanu mācību procesā.

Metodiskais materiāls tapis Eiropas moderno valodu centra (EMVC) un Eiropas Komisijas (EK) RELANG projekta 
ietvaros, ņemot vērā semināra “Valodu eksāmenu pielīdzināšana Eiropas kopīgo pamatnostādņu (EKP) valodas 
apguves līmeņiem”, kas notika 2014. gadā Rīgā, Valsts izglītības satura centrā, rezultātus. Sekojot Eiropas moderno 
valodu centra ekspertu ieteikumiem, tika noteikta rakstīšanas daļas atbilstība uz rīcību orientētai EKP pieejai un 
izstrādāts detalizēts daļas apraksts, ievērojot uzdevumu saturu, teksta mērķi, jomas, kompetences un vērtēšanas 
principus.

Izstrādātais uzdevums, kas atbilst rakstīšanas daļas otrā uzdevuma prasībām, tika pilotēts četru svešvalodu skolēnu 
grupās. Skolēnu darbu paraugi tika izvērtēti, izmantojot VISC vērtēšanas un EKP rakstīšanas prasmes skalas. 
Tādā veidā tika noteikta vērtējumā iegūto punktu atbilstība attiecīgiem EKP līmeņiem. Skolēnu darbu piemēri ir 
datorsalikumā, saglabājot visas oriģinālā teksta īpašības, tai skaitā gramatikas, pareizrakstības, stila, kompozīcijas 
u.c. neprecizitātes, kļūdas un īpatnības. Izmantojot materiālā iekļauto informāciju, skolēni var izmēģināt novērtēt 
savas valodas prasmes, izpildot parauguzdevumu un veicot pašnovērtēšanu, savstarpēju vērtēšanu vai lūdzot 
skolotāja palīdzību uzdevumu izvērtēšanā. Pieņemto vērtējumu ieteicams pārrunāt ar citiem skolēniem vai mācību 
priekšmeta skolotāju. Ņemot vērā, ka eksāmena rakstīšanas daļā skolēns apkopo zināšanas, prasmes un produktīvās 
darbības iemaņas, kuru vērtējums vienmēr ir subjektīvs, tā ticamība paaugstinās, ja vērtējumu izteikušas vismaz divas 
neatkarīgas personas – līdzīgi kā centralizēto eksāmenu vērtēšanas procesā.

Tā kā uzdevumi rakstīšanas daļā ik gadu tiek veidoti no jauna, tad, atbilstoši eksāmena programmai, gadu no 
gada var mainīties tekstu veidi. Metodisko materiālu par centralizētā eksāmena angļu valodā vērtēšanu ieteicams 
izmantot, gatavojot skolēnus 9. klases eksāmeniem svešvalodā un vienlaikus veidojot skolēnos izpratni par 
vērtēšanas pamatprincipiem.

Materiāla otrajā daļā ir iekļauts Līgas Ločmeles (Latvijas Universitāte) maģistra darba kopsavilkums angļu valodā. 
Pētījums tika veidots ar mērķi izpētīt gramatiskās kohēzijas pielietojumu skolēnu rakstu darbos angļu valodā, 
izveidojot un analizējot 9. klases angļu valodas eksāmena (rakstveida) tekstu korpusu. Savā maģistra darbā Līga 
Ločmele apskata aktuālu tēmu rakstīšanas prasmes vērtēšanā. Analizējot 9. klases skolēnu angļu valodas eksāmena 
rakstīšanas daļas darbu korpusu, autore pēta valodas apguvēju valodas īpatnības un teksta gramatiskās kohēzijas 
pazīmes dažādos līmeņos. Pētījuma autores mērķis ir noteikt, kā angļu valodas apguvēji zemākajā un vidējā līmenī 
rakstot veido saistītu tekstu. Pētījuma gaitā tiek apskatīta teksta kohēzija kā valodas apguves kvalitatīva pazīme un 
tās pielietojums kā rakstīšanas daļas vērtēšanas kritērijs. 

Darbs sniedz plašu teorētisko pārskatu par teksta uzbūvi un kohēziju, kā arī angļu valodas skolotājiem un pārbaudes 
darbu veidotājiem dod ieskatu 9.klašu skolēnu diskursa kompetences attīstībā angļu valodā (rakstīšanā).

VISC izsaka pateicību par sadarbību materiāla sagatavošanā vērtēšanas ekspertiem Dinai Šavlovskai (franču valoda), 
Inai Baumanei, Ilzei Seipulei, Gundegai Muceniecei (vācu valoda), Svetlanai Brasnujevai, Svetlanai Lācei (krievu 
valoda), Vitai Kalnbērziņai un Līgai Ločmelei (angļu valoda).
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Eiropas Komisijas un Eiropas 
Padomes projekta RELANG ekspertu 
Gabora Sabo (Gábor Szabó) 
un Jose Noijona (José Noijons) 
ziņojuma kopsavilkums
Lai veicinātu izglītības kvalitātes nodrošināšanu un mobilitāti, Eiropas moderno valodu centra (EMVC) un Eiropas 
Komisijas (EK) RELANG projekta ietvaros no 2014. gada 29. līdz 31. oktobrim Rīgā, Valsts izglītības satura centrā 
notika seminārs “Valodu eksāmenu pielīdzināšana Eiropas kopīgo pamatnostādņu (EKP) valodas apguves 
līmeņiem”. Tas tika organizēts pēc Valsts izglītības satura centra lūguma.

RELANG semināra mērķi
1.  Izvērtēt pašreizējos 9. klases svešvalodu eksāmenus.
2.  Analizēt, kā eksāmeni atspoguļo nepieciešamos EKP līmeņus (pašlaik divi līmeņi – A2 un B1 vienā 

eksāmenā).
3.  Gūt priekšstatu par testēšanas datu interpretācijas principiem (konsultanti saņēma 2014. gada angļu valodas 

eksāmena statistiku).
4.  Izprast, kā valodas lietojuma modelis var uzlabot valodu eksāmenu ticamību un drošumu.

Semināra specifiskie uzdevumi un plānotie rezultāti
1.  Skolēnu 9. klases eksāmenu rezultātu izteikšana ar EKP līmeņiem.
2.  Izpratne par eksāmenu datu vākšanas galvenajiem principiem, pārbaudes darbiem, to interpretāciju un 

veidiem, kā tos izmantot, lai pielīdzinātu EKP gan esošos eksāmenus, gan pamatotu (pašu) pielīdzināšanas 
procesu.

3.  Veidot izpratni par atsevišķu eksāmena jautājumu/uzdevumu atbilstību EKP.
4.  Gūt ieskatu, kā EKP izmantojamas eksāmenu salīdzināšanai, jo svešvalodu eksāmeniem jābalstās uz vienu un 

to pašu teoriju un tiem jābūt veidotiem atbilstoši vieniem un tiem pašiem EKP līmeņiem.
5.  Pasākumu kompleksa izstrāde, kas turpmāk varētu palīdzēt pielīdzināt 9. klases eksāmenus svešvalodās EKP 

līmeņiem.

Seminārā piedalījās 20 dalībnieki – pieredzējuši dažādu svešvalodu eksāmenu uzdevumu veidotāji (angļu, vācu 
un krievu), pārstāvji no Valsts izglītības satura centra (eksperti, recenzenti, mācību programmu veidotāji) un 
Latvijas Universitātes.

Eiropas Komisijas konsultantus patīkami pārsteidza dalībnieku entuziasms un vēlme uzlabot esošos pārbaudes 
darbus. Daudzi jau bija pazīstami ar dažādiem (valodu) testēšanas aspektiem, eksāmenu jautājumu veidošanu, 
eksāmenu un eksāmenu jautājumu un uzdevumu analīzi un validāciju. Dalībnieki ar interesi dalījās pieredzē 
dažādu svešvalodu eksāmenu izveidē. Daži Eiropas Padomes publicētie pētījumi par šīm tēmām ir tulkoti arī 
latviešu valodā, piemēram, EKP.
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Svešvalodu pārbaudes darbi Latvijā
Lielākajā daļā valstu dažādu svešvalodu apguves līmenis mēdz būt atšķirīgs. Tādējādi Latvijā, iespējams, angļu 
valodas apguves līmenis varētu būt augstāks nekā franču un vācu valodas.

Tas nav arguments, lai iepriekš minētajām valodām veidotu zemāka līmeņa eksāmenus, kaut vai tikai tāpēc, 
ka likums neparedz dažādās svešvalodās sasniegt atšķirīgus līmeņus. Arī gatavošanās B1 līmeņa eksāmenam 
nevarētu negatīvi ietekmēt skolēnu interesi izvēlēties kādu citu svešvalodu, nevis angļu (valodu). Tomēr, ņemot 
vērā taisnīguma principus, kas tika apspriesti iepriekš, konsultanti vēlas norādīt, ka visu svešvalodu eksāmenu 
kārtotājiem jābūt vienlīdzīgām iespējām un viņiem jānodrošina vienāds atbalsts, lai sasniegtu nepieciešamo vai 
paredzēto B1 līmeni.

Pašreizējie eksāmeni un to sasaiste ar EKP
Šobrīd Latvijas tiesību akti neprasa, lai 9. klases svešvalodu eksāmeni būtu pielīdzināti atbilstošiem EKP līmeņiem. 
Teorētiski nevajadzētu būt problēmām pielīdzināt šos eksāmenus EKP, lai gan EKP tika izstrādātas pieaugušajiem, 
nevis Latvijas mērķauditorijai – 15/16 gadus veciem jauniešiem. Tādējādi nepieciešams pielāgot EKP deskriptorus 
vietējam kontekstam un vecuma grupai.

Ja 9. klases eksāmenu apkopotās statistikas paraugs ir derīgs (valsts mērogā datu vākšana nenotiek), šķiet, ka 
skolēniem 9. klases eksāmenu uzdevumi, kuri veidoti atbilstoši B1 līmenim, īpašas problēmas nerada. Tāpēc 
konsultanti semināra dalībniekiem ieteica, kā pamatot atbilstību EKP līmenim B1. B1 līmeņa izvēle nozīmētu, 
ka tie skolēni, kuri izpildījuši uzdevumus B1 līmenī vai virs B1 standarta, saņemtu B1 līmeņa apliecību. Skolēni 
vēl joprojām var nokārtot šo eksāmenu, iegūstot likumā noteikto rezultātu (33%). Tomēr, lai iegūtu B1 līmeņa 
apliecību, viņiem būtu jāiegūst vismaz minimālais punktu skaits, kas nosakāms ar EKP saistīto standartu 
noteikšanas procedūras gaitā.

Uzsākot pielīdzināšanas procesu, vispirms būtu jānoskaidro, kuri EKP B1 līmeņa deskriptori eksāmenos tika 
izmantoti. Pamatojoties uz to, kā daži uzdevumi bija formulēti un kontekstualizēti, radās šaubas, vai eksāmeni 
vienmēr atspoguļoja uz rīcību orientēto EKP pieeju, ko raksturo šādi elementi:

•  personu – indivīdu un sociālo aģentu veiktas darbības;
•  kompetenču – gan vispārējo, gan jo īpaši valodas komunikatīvo kompetenču diapazons;
•  dažādi saziņas konteksti atbilstoši dažādiem nosacījumiem un ierobežojumiem, lai iesaistītos valodas 

darbībās;
•  valodas procesi, lai veidotu un / vai uztvertu tekstus saistībā ar tēmām noteiktās valodas lietojuma jomās.

Valodas kompetence
Pašreizējos 9. klases eksāmenos ir daļas, kurās tiek vērtēts Valodas lietojums. Valodas lietojums tiek saprasts, kā 
zināšanas par valodas struktūrām un vārdu krājumu. Lai gan EKP atzīst, ka valodas kompetencei ir noteikta loma 
uz rīcību orientētā valodas lietošanas modelī, rodas pārdomas, kāpēc šāda kompetence būtu jāpārbauda atsevišķi, 
nevis vērtējot kopā ar lasīšanas, klausīšanās, rakstīšanas un runāšanas prasmēm. Šāds vērtējums būtu derīgāks 
un labāk atbilstu uz rīcību orientētajai pieejai.
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Faktiski diskusiju laikā atklājās, ka semināra dalībnieki piekrīt – daži no Valodas lietojuma jautājumiem vērtē 
(arī) Lasīšanu: pareizo atbildi varēja noteikt tikai tad, ja skolēns bija sapratis tekstu. Tādēļ konsultanti ierosināja 
izveidot nedaudz pārveidotu Valodas lietojuma daļas versiju un iekļaut to lasīšanas pārbaudes darba daļā. Ja arī 
turpmāk paredzēts izmantot tukšo vietu aizpildīšanu (gap-fill), tad joprojām varētu koncentrēties uz darbības 
vārdu laikiem, vārdu formām un vārdu krājumu utt. Pēc šādām izmaiņām lasīšanas daļā būtu vismaz četri teksti 
ar aptuveni 40 (uzdevumu) jautājumiem. Skolēna lasīšanas prasmes novērtējums tad būtu daudz ticamāks un 
drošāks, un tādējādi atvieglotu šāda vērtējuma pielīdzināšanu EKP. No otras puses, šāds solis, iespējams, izjauktu 
eksāmenā pārbaudāmo valodas prasmju specifisko komponentu līdzsvaru. Līdz ar to būtu nepieciešams izstrādāt 
kārtību, kā nodrošināt plānotā atsevišķu valodas prasmju īpatsvara saglabāšanu.

Eksāmena pielīdzināšana EKP līmeņiem
Konsultanti ieteica vispirms izstrādāt eksāmenus, kas optimāli atbilstu drošas un ticamas valodu testēšanas 
standartiem. Nākošais solis būtu precizēt 9. klases eksāmenu atbilstību EKP līmeņiem, norādot, kā eksāmenu 
saturs atbilst vēlamā valodas apguves līmeņa EKP deskriptoriem. Pēc tam būtu jānotiek paraugu salīdzinošajai 
izvērtēšanai (benchmarking) un standartu noteikšanai. Tas nozīmē, ka jaunajam eksāmenam būtu nepieciešams 
aprēķināt, kāds rezultāts jāiegūst katrā eksāmena daļā, lai apgalvotu, ka skolēns ir uzrādījis paredzētajam EKP 
līmenim atbilstošas prasmes.

Konsultanti norādīja, ka Valsts izglītības satura centram būs arī jāizstrādā pārbaudes darba programma un jāatlasa 
paraugi katras pārbaudāmās prasmes salīdzinošajai novērtēšanai.

Konsultanti iesaka izmantot arī Eiropas Padomes valodu profilus, kur skolēna sniegums katrā pārbaudītajā prasmē 
ir izteikts uz EKP valodas apguves līmeņu skalas, nevis tiek dots tikai vispārējais EKP līmenis.

Turpmākais EMVC atbalsts
Spriežot pēc semināra dalībnieku atbildēm, viņi augstu vērtē EMVC piedāvātās mācību un konsultāciju iespējas. 
EMVC konsultanti tika lūgti turpināt sniegt atbalstu, iespējams, dodot atsauksmes par jaunām eksāmenu 
versijām, sniedzot atbalstu eksāmenu pielīdzināšanā, it īpaši veicot paraugu atlasi salīdzinošajai izvērtēšanai 
un standartizācijas procedūrās, kā arī pārskatot 12. klases eksāmenus. Lai veiksmīgi pabeigtu eksāmenu 
pielīdzināšanas procesu EKP, arī turpmāk, šķiet, būs nepieciešams EMVC atbalsts.

Īpašas piezīmes
Šajā sadaļā izskatīti semināra laikā apspriestie specifiskie eksāmenu un eksāmenu jautājumu veidošanas aspekti, 
kā arī eksāmenu pielīdzināšanas procedūra.

Eksāmena jautājumu veidošana
Semināra gaitā tika salīdzināta dažādu eksāmenu versiju atbilstība vispārējiem eksāmenu jautājumu veidošanas 
principiem. Tika konstatēts, ka daži uzdevumi un jautājumi formulēti labāk nekā citi. Konsultanti sniedza pārskatu 
par vēlamajiem eksāmena jautājumu formātiem. Rosinot izmantot Eiropas Valodas testētāju asociācijas (ALTE) 
rokasgrāmatu par valodu eksāmenu izstrādi un eksamināciju, kas paredzēta lietošanai kopā ar EKP, (Manual for 
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Language Test Development and Examining; For use with the EKP) un ALTE materiālus pārbaudes darbu veidotājiem 
(Materials for the guidance of test items writers).

Abi šie dokumenti lejuplādējami vietnē:
http://www/alte.org
Vēl viens noderīgs avots atrodams vietnē:
http://www.alte.org/attachments/pdfs/files/alte_munich_2012_innovative_approches_of_the_
survey_project_qoyy5.pdf

Konsultanti uzsvēra, ka eksāmena veidošana ir komandas darbs, ka tas nevar būt viena vai divu cilvēku uzdevums. 
Tāpēc eksāmena uzdevumu veidotāju, ārējo vērtētāju un dzimtās valodas nesēju komentāriem un konsultācijām 
šīs komandas darbs būtu jāatvieglo. Lēmumam par eksāmena galīgo versiju un atsevišķu jautājumu iekļaušanu 
eksāmenā jābūt grupas, nevis vienas personas lēmumam (skat. arī sadaļas par paraugu atlasi salīdzinošajai 
izvērtēšanai (Benchmarking) un Standartu noteikšanu zemāk).

Eksāmena jautājumu īpatsvara noteikšana
Konsultanti norādīja, ka, ja ir vēlme pielīdzināt atsevišķas eksāmena daļas EKP, nepieciešams pamatojums, 
kāpēc kāds noteikts punktu skaits apliecina kādu prasmi vai tās trūkumu konkrētā EKP līmenī. Tāpēc konsultanti 
neiesaka eksāmena jautājumiem piešķirt dažādu īpatsvaru, it īpaši, ja jautājumi nav iepriekš aprobēti. Sarežģītos 
jautājumos ieteicams dot punktus par katru atsevišķu jautājuma elementu vai daļu.

Latvijas valodu eksāmenu kontekstā atsevišķu eksāmena daļu īpatsvara noteikšana (piemēram, Rakstīšanā: 15 + 
25 punkti) var darboties, bet, ja ir vēlme pielīdzināt eksāmenu EKP, šāda īpatsvara noteikšana ir mazāk būtiska. 
Būs nepieciešams izvērtēt skolēnu darbus attiecībā pret kritērijiem un noteikt, kāds rezultāts ir nepieciešams, 
lai varētu teikt, ka skolēnu sniegums ir noteiktā EKP līmenī. Tad tiek vērtēts skolēnu sniegums, aprēķināti viņu 
rezultāti un noskaidrots, vai viņi ir izpildījuši darbu atbilstoši attiecīgajiem EKP līmeņiem.

Paraugu atlase salīdzinošajai izvērtēšanai
Šī semināra laikā paraugu atlase salīdzinošajai izvērtēšanai (benchmarking) tika minēta kā jautājums, kas 
eksaminācijā jārisina jau tuvākajā nākotnē. Tā kā ir pieejami iepriekšējo gadu rakstīšanas un runāšanas prasmju 
pārbaudes eksāmenu darbu paraugi, tos var izmanto paraugu atlases mērķiem. Lai izmēģinātu faktisko 
salīdzinošās izvērtēšanas procesu, semināra dalībnieki izvērtēja jau standartizētus darbu paraugus. Tam sekoja 
balsojums par uz vietas sagatavotajiem darbu paraugiem. Abos gadījumos dalībnieki mēģināja pamatot savu 
vērtējumu, balstoties uz EKP deskriptoriem.

Ir svarīgi saprast – lai noteiktu/atrastu konkrēta līmeņa paraugu, vispirms ir jāizvērtē paša eksāmena uzdevuma 
grūtības pakāpe (līmenis). Ekspertu komisijai vispirms jāizlemj, vai uzdevums ir vajadzīgajā EKP līmenī. Ja 
uzdevums tiek novērtēts zem noteiktā līmeņa, eksāmena darba izpildi šajā līmenī vērtēt nedrīkst. Jāatzīmē, 
ka reizēm tomēr skolēni var izpildīt uzdevumu atšķirīgos līmeņos. Bieži vien ir iespējams izmantot sarežģītākas 
valodas struktūras vai atklāt tēmu detalizētāk vai izsmalcinātāk. Tādējādi, spriežot par uzdevumu (sarežģītības) 
pakāpi, būtu jāizskata vairāki līmeņi.
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Kritēriju noteikšanas kārtība
Kritēriju noteikšana, tāpat kā paraugu atlase jāveic kontekstā ar pielīdzināšanu EKP līmeņiem (jo 
“nokārtots / nenokārtots” kritēriji ir noteikti likumā). Vispārējie kritēriju noteikšanas principi, tostarp atšķirības 
starp uz testu centrēto un uz skolēnu centrēto metodi tiek atspoguļoti “Rokasgrāmatā par testu un eksāmenu 
pielīdzināšanu EKP” (Manual for linking tests and examinations to the CEFR). Konsultanti uzsvēra empīrisko datu 
nozīmi standartu noteikšanas gaitā, jo pierādījās, ka eksperti vairākkārt pauda uzskatus, kas bija pretrunā ar 
empīriskajiem rezultātiem. Konsultanti vēlējās atsaukties uz vairāku gadījumu izpēti kritēriju noteikšanā, daži 
no tiem – kontekstā ar eksāmenu pielīdzināšanu EKP. Viena šāda publikācija ir Figueras, Neus & José Noijons eds. 
(2009) Linking to the CEFR levels: research perspectives. Arnhem, Cito.

Lai uzskatāmi parādītu kritēriju noteikšanas procesu, tika izmantots 2014. gada 9. klases eksāmena klausīšanās 
uzdevums. Dalībnieki izmēģināja divas konkrētas kritēriju noteikšanas metodes: “groza procedūru” (basket procedure) 
un Angoff procedūras variantu. Vispirms dalībnieki izpildīja klausīšanās uzdevumu. Tad viņi soli pa solim veica “groza 
procedūru”, lai noteiktu uzdevuma standartu individuāli. Pēc tam tika izmantota Angoff procedūras versija, un tam 
pašam uzdevumam notika vēl viena sesija, lai noteiktu standartus atbilstoši šai konkrētajai metodei paredzētajiem 
nosacījumiem. Abu atšķirīgo procedūru rezultāti tika salīdzināti un apspriesti. Tādējādi dalībniekiem bija iespēja 
izbaudīt gan lēmuma pieņemšanas grūtības, gan arī grūtības pamatot savus lēmumus, balstoties uz EKP. Visbeidzot 
tika apskatīti arī konkrēto eksāmena jautājumu empīriskie rezultāti (no reāliem eksāmenu da tiem).

Secinājumi un ieteikumi turpmākai rīcībai
Kā jau norādīts šī ziņojuma sākumā, konsultanti bija ļoti iepriecināti, ka Valsts izglītības satura centrs bija darījis 
visu, lai seminārs izdotos. Dalībnieki bija zinoši un motivēti.

Konsultanti uzskata, ka šī semināra vispārējie mērķi tika sasniegti. Tika izskatīti pašreizējie svešvalodu eksāmeni 
9. klasei un konstatēts, ka tie visi balstās uz vienu un to pašu modeli. Tādējādi ekspertu ieteikumi attiecināmi 
uz tiem visiem. Tika skaidri norādīts, ka koncentrēties uz diviem EKP līmeņiem vienā eksāmenā ir gandrīz 
neiespējami: eksāmeni kļūtu pārāk gari (un to garums varētu radīt jaunas – ticamības (validity) problēmas). 
Izskatot iesniegto angļu valodas eksāmena statistiku, kļuva skaidrs, ka Valsts izglītības satura centra darbinieku 
kompetence, lai veiktu šādu (klasisko) analīzi, ir vairāk nekā pietiekama, taču šo datu paraugu atlase būtu 
jāpārskata. Konsultanti izteica daudzus priekšlikumus, kā piemērot EKP valodas modeli derīgu un ticamu 
eksāmenu veidošanai.

Konsultanti uzskata, ka tika sasniegti arī semināra specifiskie mērķi. Standartu noteikšanas un salīdzinošās 
novērtēšanas etalonu atlases procedūras gaitā konsultanti ir parādījuši, kā izteikt skolēnu sniegumu 9. klases 
eksāmenos atbilstoši EKP līmeņiem. Sarunās ar statistiķi tika apspriesti galvenie eksāmenu datu vākšanas 
un interpretācijas principi un instrumenti. Tika apspriesta analīzes, kas balstās uz Daļēju atbilžu teoriju (Item 
Response Theory), izmantošana arī attiecībā uz vienādas eksāmenu grūtības pakāpes nodrošināšanu gadu no 
gada. Seminārā liela uzmanība tika veltīta atsevišķu eksāmena jautājumu atbilstībai attiecīgo EKP līmeņu 
deskriptoriem. Tika izstrādāts rīcības plāns, kas turpmāk varētu palīdzēt pielīdzināt esošos 9. klases svešvalodu 
eksāmenus EKP (līmeņiem).

ECML konsultanti labprāt turpinās sniegt atbalstu Valsts izglītības satura centram ticamu un drošu EKP līmeņiem 
atbilstošu valodu eksāmenu izveidē.
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Eksāmena rakstīšanas 
pārbaudes darba programma
Pārbaudes darba mērķis
Rakstīšanas daļas mērķis ir novērtēt eksaminējamo rakstīšanas prasmi/kompetenci

Uzdevumu skaits rakstīšanas daļā 2

Kopējais rakstīšanas daļas laiks 40 minūtes

Darba izpildes veids Rokrakstā

Šī komponenta EKP līmenis B1

Rakstīšanas daļas formāts
Rakstīšanas daļa sastāv no diviem uzdevumiem. 1. uzd. ir īsāks rakstīšanas uzdevums ar paredzamo atbildi 40 līdz 
60 vārdu apjomā. 2. uzd. ir garāks rakstu darbs ar paredzamo atbildi 100 līdz 120 vārdu apjomā. Abus uzdevumus 
vērtē atsevišķi saskaņā ar šo rakstu darbu vērtēšanas skalu.

Uzdevumā sniegtā informācija / paskaidrojumi

Uzdevumā sniegtās informācijas / 
paskaidrojumu valoda 

Apgūstamā svešvaloda 

Dotās informācijas / paskaidrojumu EKP līmenis A2/B1

Uzdevumu veikšanai paredzētais laiks 1. uzdevums – 15 minūtes
2. uzdevums – 25 minūtes

Kontrole / vadība Kontrolēts

Saturs To daļēji norāda uzdevuma noteikumi / rubrika. Tā ieskicē 
galvenos saturiskos punktus, kas skolēnam jāatspoguļo. 

Iedomātā auditorija Draugs/paziņa, skolotājs, skolēni, plaša sabiedrība

Uzdevumā sniegtās 
informācijas / paskaidrojumu veids

Rakstisks

Uzdevumā sniegtās informācijas tēma Personas identifikācija, māja un dzīvesvieta/ apkārtējā 
vide, ikdiena, brīvais laiks/izklaide, ceļojumi, attiecības 
ar citiem cilvēkiem, veselība un ķermeņa kopšana, 
izglītība, iepirkšanās, uzturs un dzērieni, pakalpojumi, 
dažādas vietas, valoda, laika apstākļi (EKP, 53.–54. lpp.)

 Valodas prasmju integrācija uzdevuma 
ievadā sniegtajā informācijā 

Lasīšana
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Atbilde (ievadinformācijas rosinātās rakstiskās atbildes apraksts)

Paredzamais vārdu skaits 1. uzdevumā – 40–60 vārdi
2. uzdevumā – 100–120 vārdi

Paredzamā(s) retoriskā(s) funkcija(s) Apraksts (notikumi un procesi),
stāstījums,
demonstrēšana,
notikumu izklāsts,
sūdzības izteikšana,
komentārs,
skaidrojums,
norādījums,
pārliecināšana,
viedokļa izteikšana,
ieteikums,
piemēru sniegšana.

Teksta mērķis / nolūks Satraukt / saviļņot (lai paustu emocijas un jūtas),
norādīt (lai informētu),
likt izlemt (lai pārliecinātu),
izmantot ikdienišķas frāzes (lai sazinātos).

Rakstu darba veids / teksta tips Personīgs stāsts,
personīga dienasgrāmata,
personīga rakstura vēstule,
pastkarte,
rakstisks ziņojums,
norādījumi,
vienkāršais raksts,
apraksts,
vienkāršs tehnisks apraksts,
biogrāfija,
ziņas,
instrukcija,
paziņojums,
pieteikuma vēstule,
vēstule,
personīgā viedokļa izteikšana.

Reģistrs Neformāls / daļēji formāls

Joma Personiskā,
sabiedriskā,
izglītības.

Paredzamais gramatiskās kompetences līmenis B1

Paredzamais leksiskās kompetences līmenis B1

Paredzamais diskursa kompetences līmenis B1
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Autentiskums: situatīvs Uzdevums atspoguļo darbību, kuru 
kandidāts reāli varētu veikt.

Autentiskums: interaktīvs Uzdevums atspoguļo darbību, kuru 
kandidāts reāli varētu veikt.

Kognitīvie procesi Zināmu ideju reproducēšana.

Nepieciešamās saturiskās zināšanas Vispārējas / nespecifiskas.

Uzdevumu vērtēšana

Kritēriju pieejamība Ar kritērijiem var iepazīties:
www.visc.gov.lv

Uzdevumu vērtēšanas veids Analītiska skala

Vērtēšanas kritēriji Uzdevuma izpilde
Vārdu krājums
Gramatiskā pareizība
Organizācija/plānveidīgums
Pareizrakstība 

Vērtētāju skaits 2 

Informācija kandidātiem

Kvantitatīva informācija Atsevišķi par šo eksāmena daļu informācija netiek sniegta. 
Rezultāts punktu izteiksmē (maks. 40x0.5) tiek pieskaitīts 
skolēna kopējam eksāmenā iegūtajam punktu skaitam.
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Year 9 Examination in English 
Writing Samples
Task 2 (25 points)
You should spend about 25 minutes on this task.

You have been asked to write an article for a teenage magazine in which you describe your school at 
lunchtime. In your article write:
•  what your school is like at lunchtime;
•  what students usually have for lunch, say whether they eat healthy or not;
•  if you would like to change anything about school lunches.

Write about 100–120 words.

Sample 1 (203 words)
It’s a well known fact that we spend most of our daytime in school. And the biggest part of teenagers choose to 
eat at their school cantine, or maybe it’s their only option.

My school doesn’t have a real lunchtime. There are several brakes and they all are about 20 min long. In spite of 
the quantity of brakes our cantine is always full, noisy and we have very long lines.

We spend about 5 to 10 minutes, or even 15 min to get our meal. And it’s not healthy to eat fast and then ran to 
lessons afterwards. We don’t have enought time to eat normally and healthy. The food of our cantine isn’t always 
healthy, but this is common problem everywhere.

I think our school needs to make two 40 min brakes. One for promary school (from 6th to the 8th grade) and 
a second for secondary school (from 9th to the 12th grade in Latvia).

I think our school needs to change the menu. We need healthier food for everyone: for those who eat meat and 
for those who are vegetarian, so people won’t have to bring meals with them. And of course less buns and candies 
in our cafeteria.

VISC scale

Task 
achievement 

4 School lunches are extensively described, suggestions are 
made, justified and developed. One content point (description 
of the students’ eating habit) lacks development. 

Vocabulary 5 Shows good control of quite a wide range of everyday vocabulary. 

Grammar 4 Quite accurate use of frequently used grammar structures with some minor errors, 
e.g. ‘this is common problem’, ‘so people won’t have to bring meal’, ‘less buns’. 

Organisation 4 The text is divided into paragraphs, the ideas are linked; 
however, the author does not establish a clear link between the 
paragraphs. The required word number is exceeded. 
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Spelling 3 Repetitive spelling mistakes which can affect the meaning, e.g. ‘brakes.’ 

Total 20

CEFR level

 Level Justification

Overall written 
production

B1 Can write a straightforward connected text on a familiar topic (school lunches). 
The description is based on personal experience, the text is connected. 

Creative writing B1 Can write short, simple essays on the familiar topics of interest, giving 
an opinion about factual information and describing personal experience. 

General 
linguistic range

B1 Has sufficient vocabulary to express him/herself on the familiar 
topic. However, repetitions are obvious, e.g. ‘healthy’, ‘cantine’. 

Vocabulary 
range

B1 Shows a good range of elementary vocabulary, attempts to use more 
complex vocabulary with errors, e.g. ‘the quantity of brakes’. 

Grammatical 
accuracy

B1 Communicates with reasonable accuracy; errors do not lead to misunderstanding. 
Attempts to use more complex structures, e.g. ‘teenagers choose to eat at their 
school cantine’, but still has mistakes in simple structures, e.g. ‘less buns’. 

Orthographic 
control 

B1 The writing is generally intelligible with a number of repetitive spelling mistakes. 
In spite of a number of spelling mistakes, the level of orthographic control 
is above A2 level, which implies correct spelling of short familiar words. 

Level B1 The text is connected and meets the requirements of B1 level. The text 
shows relatively high grammatical accuracy and vocabulary control with 
a few lapses. However, spelling can at times interfere with the meaning. 

Sample 2 (151 words)
In my school aren’t lunch time. Evry one who want to eat go to school cantine or school cafe. Or they eat home 
made lunch food. But some one go to the bistro or cafe who are near our school. In school cantine and school cafe 
are very big lines. Every one push iche ather because they want to eat and don’t be late in lessen. Almost every 
one go to eat in 12.15 or 13.15, only highschool have lunch time, they go to the bistro and cafe who are near 
school. I don’t eat in school cantine, hardly ever in school cafe because I don’t take my monie at school. I eat carrots 
and apples and drink milk or water. I don’t know what students eat in lunch. That is depends on daily meny. If I 
would lik to chang I will make lunch tim who was one houre long.

VISC writing scale

Task 
achievement 

4 All content points are mentioned and to some extent developed. Mostly describes 
the school at lunchtime with less elaboration on the remaining points. 

Vocabulary 2 The writer can produce very simple everyday expressions; 
frequent repetitions are apparent. 

Grammar 2 Grammar sufficient for basic communication only; mistakes appear in 
simple structures. However, the writer shows some degree of grammatical 
control and attempts to use more complex sentence structures.

Organisation 3 The text is not divided into paragraphs but the ideas within the text are linked. 
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Spelling 2 Frequent spelling errors are distracting and often interfere with the meaning. 

Total 13

CEFR level

Level Justification

Overall written 
production

A2 Can write a series of simple phrases and sentences linked with simple connectors. 

Creative writing A2 Can write very short, basic descriptions of activities and personal experience. 

General 
linguistic range

A2 Has a repertoire of basic language, sufficient to deal with everyday 
situations with predictable content. Can use basic sentence patterns 
and communicates with memorised phrases and groups of words.

Vocabulary 
range

A2 Has sufficient vocabulary for coping with familiar situations 
and topics and expressing basic ideas. 

Grammatical 
accuracy

A2 Uses some simple structure correctly, e.g. ‘I eat carrots and apples 
and drink milk or water’, but still systematically makes basic mistakes, 
though it is usually clear what he/she is trying to say. 

Orthographic 
control 

A2 Can write with reasonable phonetic accuracy short 
words that are in his/her oral vocabulary. 

Level A2 Even though the writer is able to express him/herself, limitations in the 
linguistic range and grammatical control prevent him/her from being assigned 
to B1 level. The writer is able to provide a very basic description of events. 

Sample 3 (97 words)
At school we don’t have a lunchtime. We have a brakes we can eat. I think it not good and 20 minuts for eat is 
too short and lines very long. Most people take food at home don’t like school foods and they are to eat helthy. 
We take food at home for example we take salad, frueit or yoghurt and eats that all day. Some students eat in 
school cafē but that that not healthy, because they eats bun and chocolates. I don’t now what can change about 
that all.

VISC writing scale

Task 
achievement 

3 All the required content points are mentioned but not developed. 

Vocabulary 1 Very basic vocabulary; most of the words and expressions are lifted from the task. 

Grammar 1 Very little control of simple grammatical structures. 
Errors interfere with the meaning of the text. 

Organisation 2 The writer attempts to produce a connected text but lacks the resources 
to do it. The text mostly consists of a sequence of separate facts. 

Spelling 2 Frequent spelling errors are distracting and interfere with the meaning. 

Total 9
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CEFR level

Level Justification

Overall written 
production

A1 Can write simple isolated phrases and sentences. 

Creative writing A1 Can write simple phrases and sentences about 
themselves and the immediate environment. 

General 
linguistic range

A1 Has a very basic range of simple expressions about personal needs and experience. 

Vocabulary 
range

A1 Has a basic vocabulary repertoire of phrases related to particular concrete situations. 

Grammatical 
accuracy

A1 Shows only limited control of a few simple grammatical 
structures and sentence patterns in a learnt repertoire. 

Orthographic 
control 

A2 Can write with reasonable phonetic accuracy short 
words that are in his/her oral vocabulary. 

Level A1 The author makes an attempt to create a connected text by linking sentences but a very 
limited linguistic range and grammatical control prevent it from being assigned to A2. 

Sample 4 (172 words)
My school have a short lunchtime. We have 3 or 4, 20 minutes brake. We have a big cantine and a little cafe.

For lunch we have a day’s menu or you can take something you want. Usally there are a soup, potatos or rices 
with some meeat and 3 tipes of salads. I think it’s quite OK for lunch but there’s the things we can change.

I have gone in 3 different schools and I thing that the best lunchtime was in the UK, when you eat 1 or 2 hours 
and the menu is realy big – you can take a chease, the salads, a desert, a yoghurt and the ‘real food’. And it’s not 
so expensive comperativly with english selery. And in my previous school there were the same sistem like here, 
when you can buy the meal by your self.

So at my school I want to change that the lunchtime must to be longer that now and the menu can be different 
and bigger and not so expensive.

VISC writing scale

Task 
achievement 

4 Completes the task only generally; all content points are 
mentioned but some of them may lack development. 

Vocabulary 3 Limited range of everyday vocabulary. 

Grammar 3 Reasonably accurate use of basic grammar structures with systematic mistakes, 
e.g. ‘there’s the things we can change’, ‘there were the same system.’ 

Organisation 3 Some evidence of organisation; some ideas are linked but the text lacks 
coherence as the ideas are jumbled. The three sentences in the introduction 
are not appropriately linked. The writer jumps from the discussion of his/
her school lunches to the description of school lunches in the UK. 

Spelling 3 Spelling mistakes affect the meaning, e.g. ‘selery’. 

Total 16
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CEFR level

Level Justification

Overall written 
production

B1 Can write a straightforward connected text on a familiar topic, by 
linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence. 

Creative writing B1 Can write quite a detailed account of experiences, describing 
feelings and expressing opinion in a connected text. 

General 
linguistic range

B1 Has sufficient vocabulary to express him/herself with some hesitation on 
a familiar topic. Lexical limitation is obvious as there are repetitions.

Vocabulary 
range

B1 Has enough vocabulary to express him/herself in an everyday situation. 

Grammatical 
accuracy

A2 Uses simple structures correctly, but still systematically makes basic 
mistakes, for example, forgets to mark agreement, e.g. ‘there’s the things 
we can change’, ‘there were the same system’, ‘my school have’. 

Orthographic 
control 

A2 Can write with reasonable phonetic accuracy short words that are in his/her oral 
vocabulary. Spelling is not accurate enough to be followed most of the time. 

Level B1 Even though limitation in the linguistic range and grammatical 
control are obvious, the text can still be assigned to B1 level as the 
writer managed to produce a connected text and it goes beyond the 
descriptor for A2 ‘can write a series of simple phrases and sentences.’ 

Sample 5 (214 words)
First of all, we don’t have like a real lunch time. We have some 20 min. breaks to eat or just walk around the school. 
It is kind of sad, because I don’t like to eat fast (20 minutes is not enough for me personally). Only starting from 
10th grade, we have a whole lesson to eat.

Honestly, our food at school is far from being healthy. It changes every day but on Wednesdays, we always have 
pancakes. I like them a lot. We used to have a bigger variety of food, but now, schools are not allowed to cook 
some of them, for example – dumplings. They were amazing, but unhealthy.

Sometimes students choose to go to our cafeteria and buy candy, drinks, buns, sandwiches from them. It is much 
faster. But I really hate the ‘food’, that is there. It is so unhealthy and it is annoying that kids are shouting and 
pushing. I wish we had separate breaks for kids and for ‘adults’.

If I had to change something, I would like to have yoghurts, fruits, vegetables, and more healthy things in our 
cafeteria. And have a separate breaks from kids. And have less food with pork. It is not healthy and I personally 
don’t like it at all.

VISC marking scale

Task 
achievement 

5 Completes the task convincingly; all required content points 
are mentioned and appropriately developed.

Vocabulary 5 Uses a wide range of everyday vocabulary accurately. 

Grammar 5 Shows good control of different grammatical structures and sentence patterns. 
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Organisation 4 The organisation is appropriate to the task; paragraphs are linked. 
However, the student greatly exceeds the required number of words. 

Spelling 5 Spelling is accurate.

Total 24

CEFR level

Level Justification

Overall written 
production

B1 Can write a straightforward connected text on a familiar subject by 
linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence. 

Creative writing B1 Can write a straightforward, detailed description on a range of familiar subjects. 
Effectively describes own experience and reactions in a connected text. 

General 
linguistic range

B1 Has a sufficient range of language to explain the main points in an idea 
or problem with reasonable precision and express thoughts. 

Vocabulary 
range

B1 Has a sufficient vocabulary to express him/herself with some 
circumlocutions on the topic. Repetitions are obvious though. 

Grammatical 
accuracy

B2 Shows a relatively high degree of grammatical control. Does 
not make mistakes which lead to misunderstanding. 

Orthographic 
control 

B1 Writing is free of errors but the writer does not take any 
risks by using more complex vocabulary. 

Level B1 The text conforms to B1 level as the writer produces a clear and 
connected description of school lunches and gives an opinion. The 
writer shows quite a high degree of grammatical control. However, 
the writer does not take any risks in terms of vocabulary. 

Sample 6 (96 words)
In my school lunchtime is very busy, everyone want to eat so there running to the cantine like crazy. The students 
eat whatever is on the menu that day and it’s not always healthy. I would like school lunches to be more healthy 
and the dishes to be fresh. But at the moment I don’t really care about the food at school because I’m bringing 
my own food from home to eat at lunch every day. And when I’ll be in 10th grade I’ll have a lunch hour when I 
can go and eat out of school.

VISC marking scale

Task 
achievement 

3 Produces a text in a list of points; all content points 
are mentioned but not developed. 

Vocabulary 3 The student does not demonstrate a wide range of vocabulary 
due to the lack of content point coverage. 

Grammar 4 Quite accurate use of frequently used grammar structures; some minor errors, e.g. 
‘I’m bringing my own food from home to eat at lunch every day’, ‘everyone want to eat.’

Organisation 3 The text is not divided into paragraphs. However, the ideas within the text are linked. 
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Spelling 4 A few spelling mistakes which do not cause 
misunderstanding, e.g. ‘there running’, ‘cantine’. 

Total 17

CEFR level

Level Justification

Overall written 
production

B1 Can write a straightforward connected text on a familiar subject by 
linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence. 

Creative writing B1 Can write a straightforward description of school lunches. Describes 
own experience and reactions in a connected text. 

General 
linguistic range

B1 Has enough language to get by, with sufficient vocabulary to 
express him/herself; lexical limitations cause repetition. 

Vocabulary 
range

B1 Has a sufficient vocabulary to express him/herself. Vocabulary is repetitive. 

Grammatical 
accuracy

B1 Uses reasonably accurately a repertoire of frequently used 
‘routines’, errors do no interfere with the meaning. 

Orthographic 
control 

B1 Writing is free of errors but the writer does not take any 
risks by using more complex vocabulary. 

Level B1 The text conforms to B1 level as the writer produces a connected description 
of school lunches and gives an opinion. The text lacks coverage of the content 
points and the writer does not take any risks in terms of vocabulary. 

Sample 7 (96 words)
My school have lunch time. this lunch time is one hour long. My school lunch time food is very good. School café 
allways make new food at the new day.

School students eat lunch, but not all students eat lunch food in the school café. Other students eat in the home or 
other café in the town, but some students not eat lunch. Usually some students doesn’ t eat healthy and allways 
eat no healthy you was have health problems.

I would like to change a school café food. I will change food to some healthy.

VISC marking scale

Task 
achievement 

3 Produces a text in a list of point; all content points are mentioned but not developed. 

Vocabulary 1 Very basic vocabulary, most words are copied from the rubric. 

Grammar 1 Shows little control of simple grammatical structures and sentence 
patterns. Frequent mistakes interfere with the meaning. 

Organisation 1 Links words and groups of words into sentences with very basic connectors.

Spelling 1 Words copied from the rubric are correct. 

Total 7
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CEFR level

Level Justification

Overall written 
production

A1 Can write simple isolated phrases and sentences. 

Creative writing A1 Can write simple phrases and sentences about themselves and other people. 

General 
linguistic range

A1 Has a very basic range of simple expressions about 
personal details and needs of a concrete type. 

Vocabulary 
range

A1 Has a basic repertoire of isolated words and phrases related to the situation. 

Grammatical 
accuracy

A1 Shows only limited control of a few simple grammatical 
structures and sentence patterns. 

Orthographic 
control 

A1 Can copy familiar words and short phrases. 

Level A1 The text conforms to the A1 descriptor; the writer makes use of the task to 
create the text, attempts to link isolated phrases and sentences into a text. 
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Eksāmens angļu valodā 9. klasei. 
Darba vērtētāja lapa
Task 2 (25 points)

P. Task 
achievement

Vocabulary Grammar Organisation Spelling

5 Completes the 
task convincingly; 
all required 
content points 
are mentioned 
and appropriately 
developed.

Uses a wide 
range of everyday 
vocabulary 
accurately. 

Shows good 
control of different 
grammatical 
structures and 
sentence patterns.

The organization 
is clear and 
appropriate to the 
task; paragraphs 
are linked; uses 
connectors.

There are rare
nonsystematic 
spelling
mistakes in more
complex words.

4 Completes the task 
only generally; all 
content points are 
mentioned but 
some of them may 
lack development. 

Moderate range 
of everyday 
vocabulary; few 
errors occur and 
these do not hinder 
the message.

Quite accurate 
use of frequently 
used grammar 
structures; some 
minor errors.

The organization is 
quite appropriate 
to the task; some 
evidence of linking 
sentences into 
paragraphs. 

A few spelling 
mistakes
which do not cause
misunderstanding.

3 Produces a text in 
a list of points; all 
content points are 
mentioned but 
not developed. 

Limited range 
of everyday 
vocabulary, 
occasionally 
misused.

Reasonably 
accurate use of 
basic grammatical 
structure 
and patterns; 
systematic errors 
may occur. 

Some evidence 
of organization; 
some ideas are 
linked; there may 
be no paragraphs. 
Can use the most 
frequently occurring 
connectors, e.g. 
and, but, because. 

Repetitive spelling
mistakes which can
sometimes 
affect the
meaning.

2 Attempts to 
complete the task; 
at least one of the 
required points 
mentioned; very 
little relevant 
information. 

Very limited range 
of vocabulary; 
can produce very 
simple everyday 
expressions; 
misuse of 
some words.

Grammar 
sufficient for basic 
communication 
only; mistakes 
appear in simple 
structures. 

Little organisation 
present. The text 
mostly consists 
of a sequence 
of separate 
sentences or facts.

Frequent 
spelling errors
are distracting and
often interfere 
with the
meaning.

1 Very difficult 
to spot any of 
the required 
points, though 
the text bears 
some relevance 
to the task. 

Very basic 
vocabulary with 
frequent mistakes, 
occasionally is 
unable to express 
ideas clearly. 

Shows little 
control of simple 
grammatical 
structures and 
sentence patterns. 

Shows the ability 
to link words or 
groups of words 
with very basic 
connectors like 
into sentences 
‘and‘ or ‘then‘.

Very many spelling
mistakes cause 
strain
for the reader. 
Copied
words are correct.

0 Not enough to evaluate / The script bears no relevance to the task
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Deutschprüfung für die 
9. Klasse. Bewertung des 
schriftlichen Ausdrucks
Aufgabe 2 (25 Punkte) 
Für diese Aufgabe hast du ca. 25 Minuten Zeit. 
Schreibe 100 bis 120 Wörter.

Was machen die Schüler in deiner Schule in der Mittagspause?
Schreib einen kleinen Artikel für ein Jugendmagazin un erzähle,
•  wie die Mittagspause in deiner Schule verläuft;
•  was Schüler gewöhnlich in der Mittagspause essen und ob ihr Essen gesund ist,
•  was du an deiner Mittagspause ändern würdest.

Schüler 1 (132 Wörter)
Mittagspause ist sehr wichtig für die Schüler. In der Mittagspause kann man wirklich viel machen – man kann 
essen, Hausaufgabe machen, Sport machen oder einfach mit einander sprechen. Die Hauptbescheftigung in 
der Mittagspause ist das Essen und in unsere Schule können die Schuler ins Cafe oder in der Speisesaal essen. 
Gewöhnlich essen die Schuler in der Speisesaal, weil da ein größer Mittagsangebot ist und das Essen in der 
Speisesaal gesunder als das Essen ins Cafe ist. Aber, wenn man etwas süßes oder Kaffee oder Tee möchte, isst 
man ins Cafe. Da ist die Atmosphere viel netter, als in der Speisesaal. Ins Cafe ist es einfach heller, weil da großer 
Fenster sind. Da kann man viele leckere Sachen kaufen, z.B. Kuchen, Obst, Eis und Süßigkeiten. Ich möchte nichts 
ändern, weil ich schon gewöhnt bin.

VISC

Inhalt 5 Die Aufgabe angemessen erfüllt, themenbezogene Begründung eigener Meinung.

Ausdruck 5 Gute Beherrschung des Grundwortschatzes aus alltäglichen Situationen.

Grammatik 4 Ausreichend korrekte Verwendung einfacher grammatischen Strukturen 
und Syntax, einige Fehlgriffe: ins Café, in der Speisesaal, großere Fenster.

Textorganisation 4 Aufgabengerechte Textorganisation, es fehlt nur die Gliederung in Absätzen.

Orthographie 5 Durchgängig verständlicher Text, nur vereinzelte Fehler.

23

Referenzrahmen

Niveau

Schriftliche 
Produktion 
allgemein

B1 Kann einen unkomplizierten, zusammenhängenden Text 
über die Mittagspause in der Schule verfassen, wobei einzelne 
kürzere Teile in linearer Abfolge verbunden werden.
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Kreatives Schreiben B1 Kann unkomplizierte, detallierte Beschreibung über die Mittagspause 
verfassen, in der seine/ihre Erfahrung und Gefühle in einem 
einfachen, zusammenhängenden Text beschrieben werden.

Spektrum 
sprachlicher Mittel 
(allgemein)

B1 Verfügt über ein hinreichend breites Spektrum 
sprachlicher Mittel, um zurechtzukommen.

Wortschatzspektrum B1 Verfügt über einen ausreichend groβen Wortschatz, um sich über 
das Thema des eigenen Alltagslebens äuβern zu können.

Grammatische 
Korrektheit

B1 Im Allgemeinen gute Beherrschung grammatischer Strukturen. Fehler 
kommen vor, aber es bleibt klar, was ausgedrückt werden soll.

Beherrschung der 
Orthographie 

B1 Kann zusammenhängend schreiben, Rechtschreibung 
und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug.

Niveau B1 Schriftliche Produktion entspricht dem Niveau B1. Der Schüler/die 
Schülerin kann einen zusammenhängenden Text zum Thema Mittagspause 
in der Schule verfassen, dabei zeigt er/sie eine gute Beherrschung 
grammatischer Strukturen und verfügt über einen ausreichend 
groβen Wortschatz und ein breites Spektrum sprachlicher Mittel.

Schüler 2 (79 Wörter)
In meiner Schule die Mittagspause verläuft sehr laut. Viele Schüler gehen essen. Manchmal hast du kein Platz zu 
sitzen. Die Kantine hat die große Schlange. Aber das Café hat großere Schlange als die Kantine.

Gewöhnlich essen Schüler die Brötchen, Süßigkeiten. Viele essen auch Kartoffeln, Salater, Fische und andere 
Essen. Manche Essen ist gesund. Aber viele Essen ist auch nicht gesund.

An meiner Mittagspause würde ich ändern, dass die Schüler ins Geschäfte gehen könne. Alle Andere stellen mir 
zu frieden.

VISC

Inhalt 4 Die Aufgabe erfüllt, zusammenhängende, jedoch nicht 
ausführliche Begründung eigener Meinung.

Ausdruck 4 Ziemlich gute Beherrschung des Grundwortschatzes, gelegentliche 
Fehlgriffe: kein Platz zu sitzen, alle Andere Stellen mir zufrieden, Salater.

Grammatik 3 Ausreichend angemessene Verwendung grammatischer Strukturen. 
Einige elementare Fehler: manche Essen, viele Essen, großere 
Schlange, die Schüler könne, Wortstellung im Satz.

Textorganisation 4 Einigermaβen angemessene Textorganisation, Gebrauch nur einfacher Konnektoren.

Orthographie 5 Durchgängig verständlicher Text, nur vereinzelte Fehler.

20
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Referenzrahmen

Niveau

Schriftliche 
Produktion allgemein

A2 Kann eine Reihe einfacher Wendungen und Sätze schreiben 
und mit Konnektoren wie aber, dass verbinden.

Kreatives Schreiben A2 Kann in Form verbundener Sätze etwas über die 
Mittagspause in der Schule schreiben.

Spektrum sprachlicher 
Mittel (allgemein)

A2 Verfügt über ein Repertoire an elementaren sprachlichen Mitteln, 
die es ihm/ihr ermöglichen, Alltagssituationen mit voraussagbaren 
Inhalten zu bewältigen, muss allerdings nach Worten suchen.

Wortschatzspektrum A2 Verfügt über einen ausreichenden Wortschatz, um in 
vertrauten Situationen und in Bezug auf vertraute Themen 
routinegemäβige, alltägliche Angelegenheiten zu erledigen. 

Grammatische 
Korrektheit

A2 Kann einige einfache Strukturen korrekt verwenden, macht 
aber noch systematisch elementare Fehler, trotzdem wird 
in der Regel klar, was er/sie ausdrücken möchte.

Beherrschung der 
Orthographie 

B1 Kann zusammenhängend schreiben, Rechtschreibung 
und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug.

Niveau A2 Schriftliche Produktion entspricht dem Niveau A2. Obwohl der 
Schüler/die Schülerin zusammenhängend schreiben kann und 
über einen ausreichenden Wortschatz verfügt, muss er/sie nach 
Worten suchen und macht noch systematisch elementare Fehler.

Schüler 3 (105 Wörter)
Ich möchte ihnen über meine Schule erzahlen, meistens über unsere Mittagspause und Essen.

In meiner Schule haben wir Mittagspause. Sie dauert 60 min, oder eine Stunde. Jede Klasse hat ihre eigene 
Mittagspause. Wir können in der Speisesaal oder ins Café essen. Vielleicht andere Schule haben nicht so gesundes 
Essen, aber in unsere Schule, kann man nur gesundes Essen kaufen. Wenn mann etwas Süßes kaufen möchte, 
kann man es in der Schule kaufen. Unsere Schüler meistens essen in der Speißesaal.

Meistens in der Mittagspause essen, andere schreiben Hausaufgaben. Wir haben sehr lange Mittagspausen, dass 
gefällt mir! Ich möchte nichts ändern, weil ich mit allem aufzufriedet bin.

VISC

Inhalt 5 Die Aufgabe angemessen erfüllt, themenbezogene 
Begründung eigener Meinung.

Ausdruck 4 Ziemlich gute Beherrschung des Grundwortschatzes, Fehlgriff: aufzufriedet.

Grammatik 4 Ausreichend korrekte Verwendung grammatischer Strukturen, aber 
einige Fehlgriffe: ins Cafe oder in der Speisesaal essen, in unsere Schule 
kann man kaufen, Konjunktion dass statt Demonstrativpronomen das.

Textorganisation 5 Aufgabengerechte Textorganisation, Gliederung 
in logisch verknüpften Absätzen.



26

Orthographie 4 Einige Rechtschreibfehler: erzahlen, Speißesaal, Mittagspauze, 60 min. 

22

Referenzrahmen

Niveau

Schriftliche 
Produktion 
allgemein

B1 Kann einen unkomplizierten, zusammenhängenden Text 
über die Mittagspause in der Schule verfassen, wobei einzelne 
kürzere Teile in linearer Abfolge verbunden werden.

Kreatives Schreiben A2 Kann in Form verbundener Sätze etwas über die 
Mittagspause in der Schule schreiben.

Spektrum 
sprachlicher Mittel 
(allgemein)

B1 Verfügt über genügend sprachliche Mittel, um 
zurechtzukommen. Der Wortschatz reicht aus, um sich, 
manchmal zögernd, über das Thema äuβern zu können.

Wortschatzspektrum A2 Verfügt über einen ausreichenden Wortschatz, um in 
vertrauten Situationen und in Bezug auf vertraute Themen 
routinegemäβige, alltägliche Angelegenheiten zu erledigen.

Grammatische 
Korrektheit

B1 Im Allgemeinen gute Beherrschung grammatischer Strukturen. Fehler 
kommen vor, aber es bleibt klar, was ausgedrückt werden soll.

Beherrschung der 
Orthographie 

B1 Rechtschreibung und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug, 
so dass man sie meistens verstehen kann.

Niveau B1 Schriftliche Produktion entspricht dem Niveau B1. Der Schüler/die 
Schülerin kann einen zusammenhängenden Text zum Thema Mittagspause 
in der Schule verfassen, dabei zeigt er/sie eine gute Beherrschung 
grammatischer Strukturen und verfügt über genügend sprachliche 
Mittel und ausreichenden Wortschatz, um zurechtzukommen.

Schüler 4 (127 Wörter)
Ich möchte erzählen ihnen über eine Mittagspause in meiner Schule. In unsere Schule haben wir eine freie Stunde 
und sie dauert 40 Minuten. Die Schüler essen in einem Speisesaal oder in einem Café. Die freie Stunde verläuft 
sehr schnell, weil an Anfang man in einer Schlange stehen muss und dann man Hausaufgaben Machen muss.

Viele Schülern essen in der Speisesaal. In der Speisesaal essen auch viele Lehrer. In der Speisesaal ist gesund und 
qualitative Essen. Manche Schüler essen in dem Café. Da sind viele Küchen und Brötchen. In der Café ist nicht 
gesunde Essen.

In unserer Schüle ist verboten in der Mittagspause zu Geschäft gehen- Wenn ich an der Mittagspause etwas 
ändern könnte, würde ich zu Geschäft gehen, weil da alles billiger als in unserer Schule ist.

VISC

Inhalt 5 Die Aufgabe angemessen erfüllt, themenbezogene 
Begründung eigener Meinung.

Ausdruck 5 Gute Beherrschung des Grundwortschatzes aus alltäglichen Situationen.
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Grammatik 4 Ausreichend korrekte Verwendung einfacher grammatischen 
Strukturen und Syntax, einige Fehlgriffe: Wortfolge mit „möchte“, 
in der Speisesaal, in der Cafe, gesunde Essen; zu Geschäft gehen.

Textorganisation 5 Aufgabengerechte Textorganisation, Gliederung 
in logisch verknüpften Absätzen.

Orthographie 5 Durchgängig verständlicher Text, nur vereinzelte Fehler.
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Referenzrahmen

Niveau

Schriftliche 
Produktion 
allgemein

B1 Kann einen unkomplizierten, zusammenhängenden Text 
über die Mittagspause in der Schule verfassen, wobei einzelne 
kürzere Teile in linearer Abfolge verbunden werden.

Kreatives Schreiben B1 Kann unkomplizierte, detallierte Beschreibung über die Mittagspause 
verfassen, in der seine/ihre Erfahrung und Gefühle in einem 
einfachen, zusammenhängenden Text beschrieben werden.

Spektrum 
sprachlicher Mittel 
(allgemein)

B1 Verfügt über ein hinreichend breites Spektrum 
sprachlicher Mittel, um zurechtzukommen.

Wortschatzspektrum B1 Verfügt über einen ausreichend groβen Wortschatz, um sich über 
das Thema des eigenen Alltagslebens äuβern zu können.

Grammatische 
Korrektheit

B1 Im Allgemeinen gute Beherrschung grammatischer Strukturen. Fehler 
kommen vor, aber es bleibt klar, was ausgedrückt werden soll.

Beherrschung der 
Orthographie 

B1 Kann zusammenhängend schreiben, Rechtschreibung 
und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug.

Niveau B1 Schriftliche Produktion entspricht dem Niveau B1. Der Schüler/die 
Schülerin kann einen zusammenhängenden Text zum Thema Mittagspause 
in der Schule verfassen, dabei zeigt er/sie eine gute Beherrschung 
grammatischer Strukturen und verfügt über ein hinreichend breites 
Spektrum sprachlicher Mittel und einen ausreichend groβen Wortschatz.

Schüler 5 (97 Wörter)
Ich werde über meiner Schule in der Mittagspause erzählen. In meiner Schule sind ein Kiosk, eine Kantine 
und ein Café und auch nähe haben wir Maxima und Lats. In der Mittagspause nicht alle essen, viele Schüler 
Machen Hausaufgaben, lessen oder spazieren gehen. Halb Schule isst in der Kantine und halb Schule isst im 
Café. Manschmal mein Klassenkameraden gehen zu Maxima, weil Sie nicht viel Geld haben in der Schule zu 
essen. Wenn ich etwas ändern könnte, wurde ich erlaubt alle Schülern ins Geschäft zu gehen oder wenige Preis 
im Kiosk, in der Kantine und im Café Machen.
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VISC

Inhalt 3 Die Aufgabe teilweise erfüllt, es fehlt die Begründung.

Ausdruck 3 Ziemlich begrenzter Wortschatz der Alltagssituationen, es 
kommen Fehlgriffe vor: auch nähe haben wir u.a.

Grammatik 3 Ausreichend angemessene Verwendung einfacher grammatischen 
Strukturen und Syntax. Einige elementare Fehler: Wortfolge im Satz, 
über meiner Schule, mein Klassenkameraden, alle Schülern u.a.

Textorganisation 3 Ein Versuch, Text aufgabengerecht zu organisieren.

Orthographie 4 Einige Rechtschreibfehler: Machen, lessen, manschmal.

16

Referenzrahmen

Niveau

Schriftliche 
Produktion 
allgemein

A2 Kann eine Reihe einfacher Wendungen und Sätze schreiben 
und mit Konnektoren wie und, weil, wenn verbinden.

Kreatives Schreiben A2 Kann in Form verbundener Sätze etwas über die 
Mittagspause in der Schule schreiben.

Spektrum 
sprachlicher Mittel 
(allgemein)

A2 Verfügt über ein Repertoire an elementaren sprachlichen Mitteln, 
die es ihm/ihr ermöglichen, Alltagssituationen mit voraussagbaren 
Inhalten zu bewältigen, muss allerdings nach Worten suchen.

Wortschatzspektrum A2 Verfügt über einen ausreichenden Wortschatz, um in 
vertrauten Situationen und in Bezug auf vertraute Themen 
routinegemäβige, alltägliche Angelegenheiten zu erledigen.

Grammatische 
Korrektheit

A2 Kann einige einfache Strukturen korrekt verwenden, macht 
aber noch systematisch elementare Fehler, trotzdem wird 
in der Regel klar, was er/sie ausdrücken möchte.

Beherrschung der 
Orthographie 

B1 Kann zusammenhängend schreiben, Rechtschreibung 
und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug.

Niveau A2 Text entspricht dem Niveau A2. Obwohl der Schüler/ die 
Schülerin zusammenhängend schreiben kann und über einen 
ausreichenden Wortschatz verfügt, muss er/sie nach Worten 
suchen und macht noch systematisch elementare Fehler.
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Eksāmens vācu valodā 9. klasei. 
Darba vērtētāja lapa

Aufgabe 2 (25 Punkte)

P. Inhalt Ausdruck Grammatische 
Korrektheit

Textorganisation Orthographie

5 Die Aufgabe 
angemessen erfüllt, 
themenbezogene 
Begründung 
eigener Meinung.

Gute 
Beherrschung des 
Grundwortschatzes 
aus alltäglichen 
Situationen.

Gute 
Beherrschung 
verschiedener 
einfacher 
grammatischen 
Strukturen und 
Satzmuster.

Aufgabengerechte 
Textorganisation, 
Gliederung in logisch 
verknüpften Absätzen.

Durchgehend 
verständlicher Text, 
nur vereinzelte Fehler.

4 Die Aufgabe erfüllt, 
zusammenhängende, 
jedoch nicht 
ausführliche 
Begründung 
eigener Meinung.

Ziemlich gute 
Beherrschung des 
Grundwortschatzes, 
gelegentliche 
Fehlgriffe bei der 
Wortschatzwahl.

Ausreichend 
korrekte 
Verwendung 
einfacher 
Strukturen 
und Syntax 
in vertrauten 
Situationen, 
einige Fehlgriffe.

Einigermaßen 
angemessene 
Textorganisation, 
Gebrauch 
nur einfacher 
Konnektoren.

Einige 
Rechtschreib- und 
Interpunktionsfehler.

3 Die Aufgabe teilweise 
erfüllt, es fehlt die 
Begründung.

Begrenzter 
Wortschatz der 
Alltagssituationen, 
mehrere Fehler.

Ausreichend 
angemessene 
Verwendung 
einfacher 
grammatischen 
Strukturen und 
Satzmuster, 
einige elementare 
Fehler.

Ein Versuch, Text 
aufgabengerecht 
zu organisieren.

Systematische Fehler.

2 Ein Versuch, 
themengerecht 
zu reagieren.

Geringer Wortschatz 
selbst konkreter 
Alltagsbedürfnisse.

Nur häufig 
verwendete 
Strukturen 
einigermaßen 
korrekt, viele 
elementare Fehler.

Text kaum organisiert. 
Aneinanderreihung 
einzelner, wenig 
zusammenhängender 
Gedanken.

Viele unterschiedliche 
Fehler.

1 Missdeutungen 
im Bezug auf das 
Thema deutlich.

Sehr geringer 
Wortschatz, der 
Textzusammenhang 
kaum deutlich.

Nur elementare 
Wörter und 
Satzmuster 
einigermaßen 
erkennbar.

Lediglich 
Wortgruppen 
miteinander 
verknüpft.

Durch die große 
Fehleranzahl der Text 
kaum verständlich.

0 Nicht ausreichend, um zu bewerten.
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Examen De Français, 
9E Exemples De La 
Production Écrite
Vous avez 25 minutes pour faire ce devoir.
Écrivez entre 100–120 mots.

On vous a demandé de rédiger un article pour le magazine d’adolescents dans lequel vous décrivez votre 
école et le repas du midi.
Dans votre article vous :
•  décrivez votre école pendant le repas du midi;
•  dites ce que les élèves prennent pour le déjeuner, s’ils mangent les plats qui sont bons pour la santé 

ou pas;
•  dites si vous voudriez changer quelque chose dans les repas de l’école.

Exemple 1 (138 mots)
Quand c’est la récrée tous les enfants courent manger à la cantine.

Lundi, nous mangeons des frites avec du poulet et moi, je prends de l’eau aussi. Ce repas est gras mais lundi c’est 
une longue journée et on doit manger. Mardi nous mangeons de la salade avec du pain et buvons du thé. C’est 
très bon pour la santé mais après deux heures je veux manger de nouveau. Mercredi et jeudi nous mangeons des 
crêpes avec de la confiture des fraises. J’aime beaucoup mais encore ce n’est pas assez. Le vendredi est le jour des 
pâtes et de la viande. C’est le meilleur jour de la semaine. C’est très bon pour la santé et j’aime beaucoup.

Je ne veux pas changer les repas mais je veux ajouter quelque chose pour mardi et mercredi: la soupe serait 
bon.

Barème VISC

Réalisation 
de la tâche

4 Les repas sont décrits, l’opinion sur la qualité des repas est donnée 
mais peu développée. Les suggestions sont plutôt brèves.

Vocabulaire 5 Montre une bonne maîtrise du vocabulaire quotidien, employé correctement.

Morphosyntaxe 4 L’auteur a un bon contrôle grammatical, quelques erreurs peuvent 
se produire (mais après deux heures, la soupe serait bon).

Organisation 4 L’écrit est compréhensible mais les liens entre les parties du 
texte sont faibles. Le nombre de mots est dépassé.

Orthographe 5 L'auteur a un bon contrôle de l’orthographe.

Points: 22
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Barème CECR

Production écrite 
générale

B1 L’auteur peut rédiger un texte cohérent sur un sujet familier (repas à l’école).

Écriture créative A2 Peut écrire sur des aspects quotidiens de son environnement 
avec des phrases reliées entre elles.

Étendue linguistique 
générale

B1 Possède suffisamment de moyens linguistiques pour rédiger un 
texte simple sur sa vie quotidienne mais le vocabulaire limité le 
conduit à des répétitions ou des difficultés de formulation.

Étendue du 
vocabulaire

B1 Possède un vocabulaire suffisant pour s’exprimer 
sur un sujet de sa vie quotidienne.

Correction 
grammaticale

B1 Peut se servir avec une correction suffisante d’un 
répertoire de tournures fréquemment utilisées.

Maîtrise de 
l’orthographe

B1 L’orthographe est assez juste pour être suivi facilement. 
Quelques erreurs de la ponctuation surviennent.

Niveau : B1 Le texte correspond au niveau B1, peut être lu facilement.

Exemple 2 (109 mots)
Pendant le repas du midi, mon école est très active. Quand la récreation commence, touts les enfants courent à 
la cantine, parce que en cinq ou dix minutes, toute la cantine est plein. C’est très difficulte acheter quelque chose 
pour manger. Pour le déjeuner les élèves prennent la nourriture qui a bonne pour la santé. Ses sont des légumes 
avec la viande ou les pates ou riz. Et dans la cantine il y a une soupe. Parfois dans la cantine on donne les plats 
mais. Mais c’est juste parfois. En plus de temps, j’aime notre cantine. J’aime que dans la cantine il y a du lait et 
l’eau gratuits.

Barème VISC

Réalisation 
de la tâche

4 Tous les éléments de la consigne sont intégrés, mais peu développés.

Vocabulaire 2 Possède un vocabulaire restreint, sans erreur d’emploi 
dans l’expresion de pensées simples.

Morphosyntaxe 2 Utilise des structures simples, mais commet systématiquement des erreurs 
élémentaires (touts les enfants, la nourriture qui a bonne pour la santé).

Organisation 3 L’organisation du texte reste vague, mais les idées peuvent être suivies.

Orthographe 2 Maîtrise insuffisante de l’orthographe, commet 
systématiquement des erreurs.

Points : 13
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Barème CECR

Production écrite 
générale

A2 Peut écrire une série de phrases simples reliées par 
des connecteurs simples (parfois, mais).

Écriture créative A2 Peut écrire une suite de phrases simples sur sa vie quotidienne.

Étendue linguistique 
générale

A2 Possède un répertoire de langue élémentaire suffisant pour 
se raire comprendre dans une situation courante.

Étendue du 
vocabulaire

A2 Possède un vocabulaire suffisant pour se raire comprendre 
dans une situation de communication élémentaire.

Correction 
grammaticale

A2 Peut utiliser des structures simples mais comment des 
erreurs élémentaires. Le sens général reste clair.

Maîtrise de 
l’orthographe

A2 Peut écrire avec une relative exactitude phonétique 
mais pas forcément orthographique.

Exemple 3 (128 mots)
Dans mon école nous avons trois longs récreations. Je vais dans la cantine en récréation à 11:10 ou 12:10 parceque 
en cette moment je voudrais manger. Je ne vais pas déjauner à 10:10 parceque c’est trop (agrs). Au déjauner en 
lundi nous avons le pomedetêre avec de la viande, en mardi – le riz avec le poulet, en mercredi nous avons le 
poisson avec le pomme de têre, en jeudi – les crêpes à la confiture et en vendredi nous avons le riz avec le viande. 
Rarement je vais en cafe d’écol et sont le pomme, des chocolates, beaucoup de le boires qui ne sont pas bons pour 
la santé. Je pense que le caféteria d’école dois change les produits qui sont plus bien pour la santé.

Barème VISC

Réalisation 
de la tâche

3 Tous les éléments sont mentionnés mais ne sont pas développés.

Vocabulaire 1 Possède un répertoire élémentaire d’expressions simples et 
de mots isolés. Plusieurs répétitions sont repérées.

Morphosyntaxe 1 A un contrôle limité de la morphosyntaxe 
appartenant à un répertoire mémorisé.

Organisation 2 L’écrit est peu compréhensible, relations logiques suivies avec difficulté.

Orthographe 2 Maîtrise insuffisante de l’orthographe. Comme 
systématiquement des erreurs.
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Barème CECR

Production écrite 
générale

A1 Le texte est composé de phrases simples isolées.

Écriture créative A1 L’auteur écrit des phrases simples sur lui-même.

Étendue linguistique 
générale

A1 L’auteur possède un choix élémentaire d’expressions simples 
pour donner des informations courantes sur soi.

Étendue du 
vocabulaire

A1 Répertoire lexical élémentaire relatif à des situations concrètes.

Correction 
grammaticale

A1 Contrôle limité de structures syntaxiques et formes grammaticales simples.

Maîtrise de 
l’orthographe

A2 Peut écrire avec une relative exactitude phonétique 
mais pas forcément orthographique.

Niveau: A1 Malgré les efforts de l’auteur à produire un texte cohérent, les erreurs ainsi 
que des manques de cohérence entre les éléments du texte sont importantes.
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Eksāmens franču valodā 9. klasei. 
Darba vērtētāja lapa

Devoir 2 (25 points)

R. Réalisation 
de la tâche

Vocabulaire Morphosyntaxe Organisation Orthographe

5 Tâche réalisée 
de manière 
convaincante. 
Expose des faits/
événements de 
manière détaillée.

Montre une 
bonne maîtrise du 
vocabulaire, employé 
généralement 
correctement dans 
l'expression de 
pensées complexes.

A un bon contrôle 
grammatical des 
structures simples 
et complexes. 
Des erreurs non 
systématiques 
peuvent se produire.

Écrit structuré et 
cohérent dont 
l'organisation est 
appropriée à la
tâche.

A un bon contrôle 
de l'orthographe. 
Des erreurs 
sont dues à de 
l'inattention.

4 Tâche 
généralement 
réalisée. Donne 
des informations 
développées.

Possède un 
vocabulaire suffisant 
pour exprimer des 
idées complexes. 
Des erreurs sérieuses 
peuvent se produire.

A un contrôle 
grammatical
suffisant. Des 
erreurs peuvent se
produire, mais le 
sens général
reste clair.

L'écrit est bien 
compréhensible. 
Les éléments 
de l'écrit sont 
connectés.

A un contrôle 
suffisant 
d'orthographe. Les 
erreurs sont rares.

3 Tâche réalisée 
partiellement. 
Donne des 
informations 
assez développées 
mais avec une 
précision limitée.

Possède un 
vocabulaire suffisant, 
sans erreur d'emploi 
dans l'expression de 
pensées simples.

Utilise 
généralement 
correctement des 
structures simples, 
mais des erreurs 
sérieuses peuvent 
se produire.

Organisation 
adéquate. 
Utilisation des 
connecteurs 
simples.

Peut écrire avec 
une relative 
exactitude 
phonétique mais 
pas forcément 
orthographique.

2 Tâche à peine 
réalisée. Les 
informations 
données ne sont 
pas développées.

Possède un 
vocabulaire 
restreint, employé 
correctement mais 
des répétitions 
peuvent se produire.

Utilise des 
structures simples, 
mais commet 
systématiquement 
des erreurs 
élémentaires.

L'écrit est peu 
compréhensible. 
Relations 
logiques suivies 
avec difficulté.

Maîtrise 
insuffisante de 
l'orthographe. 
Commet 
systématiquement 
des erreurs.

1 Fait des efforts pour 
réaliser la tâche 
mais s'exprime 
d'une manière 
imprécise et peu 
compréhensible.

Possède un répertoire 
élémentaire 
d'expressions simples 
et de mots isolés.

A un contrôle 
limité de la 
morphosyntaxe 
appartenant à 
un répertoire 
mémorisé.

Organisation 
confuse qui 
perturbe la 
compréhension.

Ne peut pas 
orthographier 
des mots simples 
du répertoire 
élémentaire.

0 La production est insuffisante pour être évaluée.
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Экзамен по русскому языку 
для 9-го класса. Оценивание 
письменных работ
Задание
Напиши небольшую статью для молодежного журнала, в которой ты описываешь, что 
ученики твоей школы делают во время обеденного перерыва. Опиши: 
• что происходит в школе в это время;
• что ученики обычно едят, насколько их еда здоровая;
• что бы ты изменил / изменила в том, как проходит обеденный перерыв. 

Объём 100–120 слов.

Уровень А1 Пример 1.

Полдень в моя школа

Полдень в моя школа. Полдень есть 50 минутес. Дети часто выбирают кафе еду. В школа дети обед очень 
много. Я необедаю в школе а обедаю в кафе. 
Пеузас ученики проводять обед и говорить. В школе предлагается здоровая еда. А ученики часто не 
используется она. Мне не равится в школес еда. 

EKP

Pozīcijas Līmenis (EKP) Apraksts

Rakstītprasmes 
vispārējais apraksts

A1 Prot uzrakstīt vienkāršas frāzes un teikumus par sevi pašu. 

Referāti un raksti A1 –

Vispārējais lingvistiskais 
diapazons

A1

A2

Ir ļoti vienkāršu izteicienu krājums par sevi pašu.
Prot, izmantojot iegaumētas vārdkopas, veidot 
vienkāršus teikumus, vārdu savienojumus, izteikties 
par sevi un citiem skolēniem, ko viņi dara.

Vārdu krājuma apjoms A1 Ir pamata vārdu krājums, ko veido atsevišķi 
vārdi un frāzes par pusdienlaiku skolā.

Vārdu krājuma lietošana A2 Lieto ierobežotu vārdu krājumu.
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Gramatiskā pareizība A1

A2

Ierobežoti prot lietot dažas vienkāršas iegaumētas 
gramatikas konstrukcijas un teikuma modeļus.
Pareizi lieto dažas vienkāršas konstrukcijas. 

Ortogrāfijas pārvaldīšana B1 Ortogrāfija ir samērā pareiza, tekstu var saprast.

Līmenis A1

Таблица оценивания письменной работы по критериям VISC

Pozīcijas Punkti Apraksts

Содержание 2 Неполное соответствие текста заданию. Описано, что 
происходит в школе в обеденный перерыв. Нет информации 
о том, что ученики едят, насколько их еда здоровая. Не 
выполнен тот пункт речевой программы, в котором 
предлагается описать, что автор изменил бы в обеденном 
перерыве в школе. Нарушена логика повествования в 
той части письма, где автор говорит о своём отношении к 
школьным обедам. Аргументы названы, но не развёрнуты. 
1-й аргумент: «В школе дети обедают очень много», 2-й 
аргумент: «В школе предлагается здоровая еда», 3-й 
аргумент: «Мне ненравится в школе еда». Личное отношение 
выражено, но нет пояснения, почему еда в школе не нравится, 
чем еда в кафе лучше, в каком кафе обедает автор.

Организация 1 Организация текста не прослеживается чётко. Ввиду малого 
объёма текста (53 слова вместе с заглавием), в письме 
имеются только 2 абзаца. Есть вступительная фраза в начале 
«Полдень в моей школе», но нет заключительной части.

Лексика 1 Бедный словарный запас. Неоправданные повторы слов: 
школа, еда. Слово «полдень» во втором предложении, 
вероятно, буквальный перевод слова pusdienаs. 
Неудачные высказывания «дети обед(ают) очень много», 
«дети проводять обед». Слово «пеузас» непонятно, в 
контексте – вероятно, «в паузы» или «иногда» – reizēm.

Грамматика 2 Используются однообразные грамматические конструкции. 
Текст написан простыми распространёнными предложениями. 
Имеются ошибки в построении словосочетаний и 
предложений: 1) в моя школа; 2) полдень есть 50 минут; 
3) выбирают кафе еду; 4) в школа; 5) дети обед; 6) ученики 
... и говорить; 7) ученики не используется она.

Орфография 4 4 1) минутес; 2) необедаю; 3) нет запятой перед 
союзом а; 4) проводять; 5) не равится; 6) в школес.

Общее количество 
пунктов

10
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Уровень А1 Пример 2.

Обеденный перерыв

Наше школе обеденный перерыв могут быть по длинее. Я часто иду на магазинь, и часто у мине нет время 
кушать в одеденный перевед. В наше сталовой обед дешевее, я лудше иду на магазинь, потомушто я 
нелюблю школний блуд. 
Мы нелзят идит на магазин,
Я думаю лудше идит на магазинь чем обедать в школе.
Лидше учиники ходит гулать.

EKP

Pozīcijas Līmenis
(EKP)

Apraksts

Rakstītprasmes 
vispārējais apraksts

A1 Prot uzrakstīt vienkāršas nesaistītas frāzes 
un teikumus par sevi pašu. 

Referāti un raksti A1 –

Vispārējais lingvistiskais 
diapazons

A1 Ir ļoti vienkāršu izteicienu krājums par sevi pašu.

Vārdu krājuma apjoms A1 Ir pamata vārdu krājums, ko veido atsevišķi 
vārdi un frāzes par pusdienlaiku skolā.

Vārdu krājuma lietošana A2 Lieto ierobežotu vārdu krājumu.

Gramatiskā pareizība A1 Ierobežoti prot lietot dažas vienkāršas iegaumētas 
gramatikas konstrukcijas un teikuma modeļus.

Ortogrāfijas pārvaldīšana A1 Ortogrāfija nav pareiza, tekstu grūti saprast.

Līmenis A1

Таблица оценивания письменной работы по критериям VISC

Pozīcijas Punkti Apraksts

Содержание 1 Предпринята попытка создать текст в соответствии с темой. 
Написаны повторяющиеся предложения о том, что автор сам 
делает во время обеденного перерыва. Сведения о том, что 
происходит в школе во время обеденного перерыва, даны в 
конце текста: «Лудше ученики ходит гулать». Нет информации 
о том, что ученики едят, насколько их еда здоровая. Последний 
пункт речевой программы: «что бы ты изменил в том, как 
проходит обеденный перерыв» дан в начале работы: «Наше 
школе обеденный перерыв могут быть по длинее». 
Личное отношение выражено, но отсутствует его аргументация.

Организация 1 Деление текста на абзацы не соответствует его смысловой 
структуре. Хаотично построен текст. Объём 59 слов.
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Лексика 1 Бедный словарный запас. Неоправданные повторы слов: иду, 
магазин, лучше. Ошибки в словоупотреблении:«перевед».

Грамматика 1 Используются в основном простые грамматические 
конструкции. Текст написан простыми распространёнными 
предложениями. Ошибки в построении словосочетаний и 
предложений мешают восприятию текста: 1) наше школе; 
2) перерыв могут быть; 3) я часто иду; 4) иду на магазинь; 
5) дешевее; 6) школний блуд; 7) мы нелзят; 8) нельзя идит; 
9) лудще идит; 10) ученики ходит.

Орфография 2 1) по длинее; 2) магазинь; 3) мине; 4) нет время; 
5) одеденный; 6) в наше (столовой); 7) сталовой; 
8) лудше; 9) потомучто; 10) нет запятой перед 
«чем»; 11) лидше; 12) учиники; 13) гулать.

Общее количество 
пунктов

6

Уровень А2 Пример 3.

Обеденный перерыв

В нашей школе есть две обеденныии перерыва. Один 20 минут длинен, и етот для 1 до 5-классами. И другой 
30 минут длинен и он для 6 до 9 классами
На 20 минутный перерыв я с подругами идём иногда в кафе или, если на следующее урок контрольная 
работе, мы учимся. На 30 минутный перерыв я иду в столовой с другими учениками. Я думаю, что в нашей 
столовой очень хорошо и вкусно готовят.
Каждый день в столовой разная пища. На пример, на понедельник можна быть разные супи, а на среду – 
мокорони, картофели или что то другое.
Я думаю, что перерыв может быть толко один и один час длинен.
Но на обеденный перерыв мне всегда бутет что делать,
116 слов

EKP

Pozīcijas Līmenis (EKP) Apraksts

Rakstītprasmes 
vispārējais apraksts

A2 Prot uzrakstīt vienkāršas frāzes un teikumus, 
saistot tos ar vienkāršiem saikļiem. 

Referāti un raksti A2 –

Vispārējais lingvistiskais 
diapazons

A2 Ir valodas pamatkrājums, kas ļauj pastāstīt par 
savu ikdienu, pusdienu pārtraukumu skolā. 

Vārdu krājuma apjoms B1 Ir pietiekams vārdu krājums, lai izteiktos par savu pusdienlaiku 
skolā. Spēj uzrakstīt, ko dara pats un ko dara draudzenes. 

Vārdu krājuma lietošana B1 Labi izmanto savu vārdu krājumu, tomēr gadās kļūdas: картофели.
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Gramatiskā pareizība A2 Pareizi lieto dažas vienkāršas konstrukcijas, bet sistemātiski pieļauj 
kļūdas: две обеденныии перерыва; для 1 до 5-классами; на 
следующее урок; на понедельник; контрольная работе. 

Ortogrāfijas pārvaldīšana A2 Ortogrāfija nav pareiza, tekstu grūti saprast.

Līmenis A2

Таблица оценивания письменной работы по критериям VISC

Pozīcijas Punkti Apraksts

Содержание 3 Неполное соответствие заданию. Описано, что происходит в 
школе в обеденный перерыв («идём иногда в кафе или, если 
на следующее урок контрольная работе, мы учимся»), что 
ученики едят («разные супи, а на среду – мокорони, картофели 
или что то другое»), выражено личное отношение («Я думаю, 
что в нашей столовой очень хорошо и вкусно готовят»). 
Информация, данная в речевой программе, 
использована частично, нет информации, 
полезна ли еда в школьной столовой.
Есть попытка выражения пожелания того, что можно изменить 
в организации перерыва («Я думаю, что перерыв может быть 
толко один и один час длинен»), но аргументов недостаточно, 
утверждение общее («…мне всегда бутет что делать»).

Организация 4 Текст построен логично, поделён на абзацы, соот-
вет ствует делению текста на смысловые части. 
В целом выдержана композиция письма. Объём 
116 слов. Есть вступительная фраза в начале текста 
(«Обеденный перерыв»), есть заключительная часть («Но 
на обеденный перерыв мне всегда бутет что делать»).

Лексика 3 Хороший словарный запас. Допустимы 
неоправданные повторы слов: «классами», «длинен» 
и ошибки в словоупотреблении: «картофели». 
Они не мешают восприятию текста. 

Грамматика 3 Грамматические конструкции достаточно разнообразны. 
Преобладают простые распространённые предложения. 
Имеются ошибки в построении словосочетаний и 
предложений: 1)две обеденныии перерыва; 2) для 1 до 
5-классами; 3) на следующее урок; 4) на понедельник; 
5) контрольная работе. Oни не мешают восприятию текста.

Орфография 3 1) етот; 2) длинен; 3) можна; 4) На пример; 5) супи; 
6) мокорони; 7) толко; 8) что-то; 9) бутет 

Общее количество 
пунктов

16
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Уровень А2 Пример 4.

Школьный обеденный перерыв

Я обедаю обеденный зал, пока другие дети ходит на кафе. Иногда я играю в пинг-понг в школе. Я никогда не 
хожу на кафе, в школе есть удобно. И мина кажется в обеденный зал есть дешево чем в кафе.
В школе обед здоровый и вкусный, конечно очен полезный. Я думаю, што в школе есть здоровый еда, чем в 
кафе. Обеденный зал немного добавляет соль, и это уже здоровый!
Другие дети не обедают в школе, им невкусный школьный обед. И мне нравится школьные продукти. Я 
нелиблу рибкний сип. В школе обеденный зал готовит вкусный сок и еду.

EKP

Pozīcijas Līmenis (EKP) Apraksts

Rakstītprasmes 
vispārējais apraksts

B1 Prot uzrakstīt vienkāršu, saistītu tekstu par skolas pusdienas 
pārtraukumu un kā to pavada, saista īsus teikumus secīgā izklāstā.

Referāti un raksti B1 Spēj uzrakstīt īsu ziņojumu, sniedz informāciju par doto tēmu un 
sniegt argumentus: «…в школе есть удобно»; «..есть дешево 
чем в кафе»; «очен полезный»; «…немного (ar nozīmi мало) 
добавляет соль»; «И мне нравится школьные продукти».

Vispārējais lingvistiskais 
diapazons

A2 Ir valodas pamatkrājums, prot veidot vienkāršus 
teikumus, vārdu savienojumus, spēj pastāstīt par 
sevi, savu skolu un pusdienas pārtraukumu.

Vārdu krājuma apjoms A2 Pietiekams vārdu krājums, lai izteiktu 
vienkāršas ikdienišķas vajadzības. 

Vārdu krājuma lietošana A2 Lieto vārdu krājumu, kas attiecas uz konkrēto uzdevumu. Ir 
kļūdas vārdu lietošanā, piem., vārdu atkārtošana – «обеденный 
зал», (ar nozīmi «столовая»), «дешево», «здоровый» ar 
nozīmi «здорово!», bet tas netraucē saprast autora domu

Gramatiskā pareizība A2 Pareizi lieto dažas vienkāršas konstrukcijas, bet pieļauj elementāras 
kļūdas, piemēram: 1) обедаю обеденный зал; 2) дети ходит; 
3) на кафе; 4) мина кажется; 5) есть дешево чем; 6) здоровый 
еда; 7) им невкусный. Ir skaidrs, ko autors grib pateikt.

Ortogrāfijas pārvaldīšana B1 Prot uzrakstīt saistītu vienlaidu tekstu, kas labi saprotams. 
Ortogrāfija, pieturas zīmes un teksta izskaidrojums ir 
pietiekami pareizs, lai to varētu saprast. 1) nav komatu pirms 
un pēc «конечно»; 2) продукти; 3) нелиблу; 4) мине; 5) сип; 
6) рибкний; 7) што; 8) очен; 9) nav komata pirms «чем».

Līmenis A2

Таблица оценивания письменной работы по критериям VISC

Pozīcijas Punkti Apraksts
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Содержание 4 В целом письмо написано в соответствии с заданием. 
Информация, данная в речевой программе, использована 
частично. Нет предложений того, что можно поменять. 
Но, если брать во внимание личное положительное 
отношение автора к школьной столовой, то не хватает только 
утверждения, что автор ничего менять не желает. Автор всем 
доволен. Мысли выражены достаточно ясно и логично. Есть 
аргументы: «…в школе есть удобно»; «..есть дешево чем 
в кафе»; «очен полезный»; «…немного (в значении мало) 
добавляет соль»; «И мне нравится школьные продукти».

Организация 3 Текст построен недостаточно логично, хотя и поделён 
на абзацы. В композиции имеется недочёт – нет 
чёткой заключительной фразы. Объём 97 слов.

Лексика 3 Хороший словарный запас. Есть неоправданные повторы 
слов «обеденный зал», (имеется ввиду «столовая») 
и ошибки в словоупотреблении: «дешево», слово 
«здоровый» в контексте употребляется в оценочном 
значении «здорово!». Это не мешает восприятию текста.

Грамматика 2 Грамматические конструкции однообразны. Текст 
написан простыми распространёнными предложениями. 
Ошибки в построении словосочетаний и предложений 
затрудняют восприятие текста: 1) обедаю обеденный 
зал; 2) дети ходит; 3) на кафе; 4) мина кажется; 5) есть 
дешево чем; 6) здоровый еда; 7) им невкусный.

Орфография 2 1) komats aiz «конечно»; 2) продукти; 3) нелиблу; 4) мине; 
5) сип; 6) рибкний; 7)што; 8) очен; 9) нет запятой перед «чем».

Общее количество 
пунктов

14

Уровень В1 Пример 5.

Обеденный перерыв

В нашей школе обеденный перерыв длится тридцать минут. Я думаю, что перерыв длинный. Ученики могут 
идёт в магазин или отдыхать. Мы с подругами обедаем в школьной столовой. Там мы едим суп и хлеб, 
картошка с мясом и пым чай. Мы часто идём в кафе и купаем сладостьи, булочки и сок.
Я думаю что у нашей столовой здоровая еда и в нашей кафе нездоровая еда потому что там только сладостьи. 
В нашей школе мы можем пыть молоко и каждый день получаем яблоки.
У меня нравится обеденный перерыв в нашей школе, потому что мы можем делать много, перемена 
длинный и у нас нравится. В обеденный перемена тоже можем отдыхаты, учиться и повторять домашный 
работы.
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EKP

Pozīcijas Līmenis (EKP) Apraksts

Rakstītprasmes 
vispārējais apraksts

B1 Prot uzrakstīt vienkāršu, saistītu tekstu par skolas pusdienas 
pārtraukumu un kā to pavada, saista īsus teikumus secīgā izklāstā.

Referāti un raksti B1 Spēj uzrakstīt īsu ziņojumu, sniedz informāciju par doto tēmu 
un sniedz argumentus: « у нашей столовой здоровая еда и в 
нашей кафе нездоровая еда потому что там только сладостьи»; 
«..можем отдыхаты, учиться и повторять домашный работы».

Vispārējais lingvistiskais 
diapazons

B1 Ir pietiekams valodas līdzekļu apjoms, lai izteiktu savas 
domas par skolu un skolas pusdienas pārtraukumu, taču 
leksiskie ierobežojumi rada grūtības formulēt sakāmo.

Vārdu krājuma apjoms A2 Pietiekams vārdu krājums, lai izteiktu 
vienkāršas, ikdienišķas vajadzības. 

Vārdu krājuma lietošana A2 Lieto vārdu krājumu, kas attiecas uz konkrēto uzdevumu. 
Ir kļūdas vārdu lietošanā: vārdu atkārtošana – 
«перерыв», lieto sinonīmu «перемена».

Gramatiskā pareizība A2 Pareizi lieto dažas vienkāršas konstrukcijas, bet pieļauj 
elementāras kļūdas, piemēram: 1) ученики могут идёт; 
2) едим… картошка; 3) пым; 4) часто идём в кафе; 
5) купаем; 6) у нашей столовой; 7) в нашей кафе; 8) пыть; 
9) у меня нравится; 10) перемна длиный; 11) у нас нравится; 
12) обеденный перемена; 13) повторять домашный работы.

Ortogrāfijas pārvaldīšana B1 Prot uzrakstīt saistītu vienlaidu tekstu, kas labi saprotams. 
Ortogrāfija, pieturas zīmes un teksta izskaidrojums ir pietiekami 
pareizs, lai to varētu saprast: 1) сладостьи; 2) нет запятой 
перед что; 3) нет запятой перед союзом и; 4) отдыхаты.

Līmenis B1

Таблица оценивания письменной работы по критериям VISC

Pozīcijas Punkti Apraksts

Содержание 5 Текст написан в полном соответствии с заданием. 
Использована вся информация, данная в речевой 
программе. Мысли выражены ясно, чётко и логично. 
Есть аргументы, выражено личное отношение.

Организация 5 Текст построен логично. Выделение абзацев 
соответствует делению на смысловые части. 
Композиция правильная. Объём 114 слов.

Лексика 4 Достаточно широкий словарный запас. Повторы слова 
«перерыв» оправданы с точки зрения контекста. 
Сделана попытка заменить его синонимом «перемена». 
Нет грубых ошибок в словоупотреблении.
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Грамматика 2 Используются разнообразные грамматические 
конструкции. Преобладают простые распространённые 
предложения. Много ошибок в построении словосочетаний и 
предложений: 1) ученики могут идёт; 2) едим … картошка; 
3) пым; 4) часто идём в кафе; 5) купаем; 6) у нашей 
столовой; 7) в нашей кафе; 8) пыть; 9) у меня нравится; 
10) перемна длиный; 11) у нас нравится; 12) обеденный 
перемена; 13) повторять домашный работы.

Орфография 5 1) сладостьи; 2) нет запятой перед что; 3) нет 
запятой перед союзом и; 4) отдыхаты. 

Общее количество 
пунктов

21  

Уровень В1 Пример 6.

Мой обеденый перерыв в школе

В мой школе два обеденые перерыва. Один 30 минут, а следуший 20 минут. В первый обеденый перерыв 
я отдихаю, потому что тогда я не обедаю. Я говорю с другом, иду на мой класс, редкий раз я учусь. Первый 
обеденый перерыв маленькие ученики идут на столницу и они обедают. Когда следуший обеденый перерыв 
я обедаю.
Я шитаю, что школний обеды неплохие. Эта еда нестрашна, но некоторых раз не очень вкусный. Я понемаю, 
что школе немогу кушать как и когда хочу, но это нормально. На мой вздляд школний обеды польезный и 
это я могу кушать. Я обедаю потому что у мне это надо, я не могу без обед!
Обеденый перерыв я с удовольствием буду слушать музыку или когда тепло идти на улица. Я шитаю, что 
нада обедать в школе.

EKP

Pozīcijas Līmenis (EKP) Apraksts

Rakstītprasmes 
vispārējais apraksts

B1 Prot uzrakstīt vienkāršu, saistītu tekstu par skolas pusdienas 
pārtraukumu un kā to pavada, saista īsus teikumus secīgā izklāstā.

Referāti un raksti B1 Spēj uzrakstīt īsu ziņojumu, sniedz informāciju par doto 
tēmu un sniegt argumentus: «..я отдихаю»; «Я говорю 
с другом, иду на мой класс, редкий раз я учусь»; 
«Я понемаю, что школе немогу кушать как и когда 
хочу»; «я не могу без обед»; «с удовольствием буду 
слушать музыку или когда тепло идти на улица».

Vispārējais lingvistiskais 
diapazons

B1 Ir pietiekams valodas līdzekļu apjoms, lai izteiktu savas 
domas par skolu un skolas pusdienas pārtraukumu, taču 
leksiskie ierobežojumi rada grūtības formulēt sakāmo.

Vārdu krājuma apjoms A2 Pietiekams vārdu krājums, lai izteiktu 
vienkāršas, ikdienišķas vajadzības. 
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Vārdu krājuma lietošana B1 Labi izmanto savu vārdu krājumu, kas attiecas uz 
konkrēto uzdevumu. Viena kļūda: «столницу».

Gramatiskā pareizība B1 Samērā pareizi lieto parastās standarta frāzes, manāma dzimtās 
valodas ietekme, ir kļūdas, taču ir skaidrs, ko autors grib 
pateikt: 1) в мой школе; 2) два обеденые перерыва; 3) на 
мой класс; 4) первый обеденый перерыв…; 5) школний 
обеды; 6) некоторых раз; 7) еда не очень вкусный; 8) обеды 
польезный; 9) у ине это надо; 10) без обед; 11) идти на улица.

Ortogrāfijas pārvaldīšana B1 Prot uzrakstīt saistītu vienlaidu tekstu, kas labi saprotams. 
Ortogrāfija, pieturas zīmes un teksta izskaidrojums ir 
pietiekami pareizs, lai to varētu saprast: 1) обеденые; 2) 
следуший; 3) отдихаю; 4) шитаю; 5) школний; 6) понемаю; 
7) немогу; 8) вздляд; 9) польезный; 10) нада.

Līmenis B1

Таблица оценивания письменной работы по критериям VISC

Pozīcijas Punkti Apraksts

Пример 6.
Содержание 

5 Текст написан в полном соответствии с заданием. 
Использована вся информация, данная в речевой программе. 
Мысли оригинальны, выражены ясно, чётко и логично. Есть 
аргументы, они развёрнуты, выражено личное отношение. 
Высказано мнение о том, что еще можно было бы сделать во 
время обеденного перерыва: слушать музыку или гулять.

Организация 5 Текст построен логично. Выделение абзацев соответствует 
делению на смысловые части. Композиция правильная. 
Объём несколько превышает заданный – 132 слова, 
но при этом не наблюдается повтора информации.

Лексика 5 Богатый и широкий словарный запас. Верное и точное 
словоупотребление. Одна ошибка: «столницу».

Грамматика 3 Грамматические конструкции достаточно разнообразны. 
Преобладают простые распространённые предложения. 
Ошибки в построении словосочетаний и предложений: 1) в 
мой школе; 2) два обеденые перерыва; 3) на мой класс; 
4) первый обеденый перерыв…; 5) школний обеды; 
6) некоторых раз; 7) еда не очень вкусный; 8) обеды 
польезный; 9) у ине это надо; 10) без обед; 11) идти на улица. 

Орфография 3 1) обеденые; 2) следуший; 3) отдихаю; 4) шитаю; 5) школний; 
6) понемаю; 7) немогу; 8) вздляд; 9) польезный; 10) нада.

Общее количество 
пунктов

21  
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Eksāmens krievu valodā 9. klasei. 
Darba vērtētāja lapa

Задание 2. (25 пунктов)

П. Содержание Организация Лексика Грамматика Орфография

5 Текст написан 
в полном 
соответствии 
с заданием. 
Использована 
вся данная 
информация. 
Мысли выражены 
ясно, чётко 
и логично. 
Аргументы 
убедительны. 
Выражено личное 
отношение, 
оригинальные 
идеи.

Текст построен 
логично. 
Выделение 
абзацев 
соответствует 
делению текста 
на смысловые 
части. 
Представлены 
все 
композиционные 
блоки статьи. 
Объём 
100–120 слов.

Богатый и широкий 
словарный запас. 
Верное и точное 
словоупотребление. 
Допустима 
одна ошибка в 
словоупотреблении.

Грамматические 
конструкции 
характеризуются 
разнообразием. 
Допустимы 
незначительные 
ошибки в построении 
словосочетаний и 
предложений (1–3).

Орфография 
ясная и 
правильная. 
Допустимы 
незначительные 
ошибки 
(1–5). Графика 
способствует 
лёгкому чтению.

4 В целом текст 
написан в 
соответствии 
с заданием. 
Информация 
использована 
частично. Мысли 
выражены 
достаточно 
ясно и логично. 
Нет чёткости 
в выделении 
аргументов. 
Выражено личное 
отношение.

Текст построен 
логично, но 
выделение 
абзацев лишь 
частично 
соответствует 
делению текста 
на смысловые 
части. В целом 
выдержана 
композиция 
статьи. Объём 
90–99 слов.

Достаточно 
широкий словарный 
запас. Допустимы 
неоправданные 
повторы слов 
и ошибки в 
словоупотреблении 
(2–3). Они 
не мешают 
восприятию текста.

Грамматические 
конструкции 
достаточно 
разнообразны. 
Возможные ошибки 
в построении 
словосочетаний 
и предложений 
(4–5) не мешают 
восприятию текста.

Орфография 
правильная. 
Допустимы 
незначительные 
ошибки (6–8). 
Они не мешают 
восприятию 
текста.
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П. Содержание Организация Лексика Грамматика Орфография

3 Неполное 
соответствие 
заданию. Тема 
раскрыта 
поверхностно. 
Информация 
использована 
фрагментарно. 
Есть нарушения 
логики 
повествования. 
Аргументация 
носит 
неконкретный 
характер. Личное 
отношение 
выражено 
недостаточно 
чётко.

Текст построен 
недостаточно 
логично. В 
композиции 
имеются 
недочёты. 
Абзацы 
последовательно 
не выделяются. 
Объём 
70–89 слов.

Хороший словарный 
запас. Допустимы 
неоправданные 
повторы слов 
и ошибки в 
словоупотреблении 
(4–5). Они 
не мешают 
восприятию текста.

Грамматические 
конструкции 
достаточно 
разнообразны. 
Преобладают 
простые 
распространённые 
предложения. 
Возможные ошибки 
в построении 
словосочетаний 
и предложений 
(6–7) не мешают 
восприятию текста.

Орфография 
в целом 
правильная. 
Допустимы 
незначительные 
ошибки (9–11). 
Они не мешают 
восприятию 
текста.

2 Неполное 
соответствие 
заданию. 
Информация 
почти не 
использована. 
Отсутствует 
логика 
повествования. 
Аргументов 
недостаточно. 
Личное 
отношение 
выражено 
нечётко.

Текст построен 
недостаточно 
логично. 
Целостность 
композиции 
нарушена. 
Деление текста 
на абзацы 
случайно или 
отсутствует. 
Объём 
60–69 слов.

Достаточный 
словарный 
запас, но лексика 
стилистически 
однообразна. 
Неоправданные 
повторы слов, 
ошибки в 
словоупотреблении 
(6–7) затрудняют 
восприятие текста.

Грамматические 
конструкции 
однообразны. Текст 
написан простыми 
распространёнными 
предложениями. 
Ошибки в 
построении 
словосочетаний 
и предложений 
(8–9) затрудняют 
восприятие текста.

Орфография 
достаточно 
правильная. 
Ошибки (12–14) 
затрудняют 
восприятие 
текста.
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П. Содержание Организация Лексика Грамматика Орфография

1 Предпринята 
попытка 
создать текст 
в соответствии 
с темой. 
Информация не 
использована. 
Аргументация 
отсутствует. 
Личное 
отношение не 
выражено.

Организация 
текста не 
прослеживается 
чётко. Деление 
на смысловые 
части и абзацы 
отсутствует. 
Объём 
40–59 слов.

Бедный словарный 
запас. Используется 
главным образом 
разговорная 
лексика. 
Неоправданные 
повторы слов 
и ошибки в 
словоупотреблении 
(8–10) мешают 
восприятию текста.

Используются 
очень простые 
конструкции. 
Преобладают 
простые 
нераспространённые 
предложения. 
Ошибки в 
построении 
словосочетаний 
и предложений 
(10–11) мешают 
восприятию текста.

Ошибки 
(15–17) мешают 
восприятию 
текста.

0 Содержание 
представляет 
собой отдельные 
предложения, 
относящиеся 
к теме.

Текст не 
организован. 
Объём меньше 
40 слов.

Лексика 
ограничена. 
Ошибки в 
словоупотреблении 
не позволяют 
адекватно 
воспринимать текст.

Много ошибок 
в построении 
словосочетаний 
и предложений 
(более 11). Они не 
позволяют адекватно 
воспринимать текст.

Более 
17 ошибок. Они 
не позволяют 
адекватно 
воспринимать 
текст.
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Systemic Functional Analysis 
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Examination Corpus

Devītās klases angļu valodas 
eksāmena korpusa sistēmiski 
funkcionālā analīze

Līga Ločmele
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ABSTRACT
The present thesis addresses the gap of research on cohesion in lower level writing, as well as corpus studies in 
Latvia, by combining and analysing a written Year 9 English language examination corpus. The aim of exploring 
the use of grammatical cohesion in learners’ writing was achieved with a combination of corpus-based statistics 
and systemic functional discourse analysis, using the UAM CorpusTool. The results show that learners with lower 
level English proficiency are able to create cohesive texts by relying on pronouns, conjunctions and, or, but, and 
relative items. At the next level, the variety of conjunctions increases, the density of pronouns decreases, and 
spelling mistakes disappear. The study confirmed that successful use of grammatical cohesion is dependent on 
one’s writing skill, while the variety of textual resources gradually increases alongside one’s English language 
proficiency.

Key words: grammatical cohesion, systemic-functional approach, examination corpus, UAM CorpusTool, 
statistics, discourse analysis.
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INTRODUCTION
The role of learner corpora research in foreign language teaching and testing has substantially increased over 
the past years. A rapidly growing number of language teachers, testers, and researchers are developing unique 
software and methodologies for analysing learner language via learner-corpora. To name but a few, English 
Profile (English Profile, n.d.), project Merlin (Online 1), the TREACLE project (O’Donnell, Murcia, Garcia, Molina, 
Rollinson, MacDonald, Stuart, Boquera, 2009) among others, are invested in a bottom-up approach to finding 
linguistic material that would profile language proficiency levels.

Some of them, such as project Merlin, are linked to the descriptors that would define the levels of the Common 
Europe Framework of Reference (CEFR) which have so far ‘been produced by language specialists largely 
using their insight as expert users and teachers of the language’ (Online 1). It can be therefore observed that 
interlanguage is widely recognized as a body of developing language, with its own functions and competences 
at various levels. As such, it should be analysed and described in its natural form, and, regrettably, in Latvia, this 
approach has presently not gained the attention it deserves.

The model of language ability, as summarized by Bachman and Palmer (1996), goes far beyond the scope of this 
paper. The focus is therefore put on the discourse competence – the ability to formulate logical, organized and 
coherent utterances (Council of Europe, 2011: 123). To be more specific, the main research interest is in cohesion, 
which manifests itself in the skill of linking various parts of a text into a unified whole. This has been an attractive 
aspect of research since the seminal work on cohesion by Halliday and Hassan (1976) was published.

Nevertheless, it appears that the majority of studies are concerned with cohesion in either native language 
samples or learners with high language proficiency, for example, cohesion in academic writing by Pearson and 
Pennock Speck (2005), Leo (2012), Zhao (2014) and many others. As a teacher of low to intermediate English 
proficiency level learners, the author of this paper has grown to appreciate the interlanguage at lower proficiency 
levels and is highly interested in deeper analysis of how the meaning-making mechanism of a language learner 
operates at a cohesive level. The notion of treating language as a meaning-making body and analysing authentic 
language coincides with the theories propounded by systemic functional linguists, thus this study follows 
systemic functional analysis approach.

To summarize the above, the present paper attempts to fill the gap of corpus-based studies in Latvia and lack 
of research on cohesion in lower level writing by compiling an examination corpus comprising learner texts 
produced in the writing test of year 9 English examination, representing low to intermediate English proficiency, 
and applying a systemic functional analysis to it. The present study could be useful for English language teachers 
and testers in Latvia as a source of data derived from authentic language on cohesion and, consequently, discourse 
competence in year 9 English writing.

This Master’s thesis aims at investigating how learners with low to intermediate proficiency of English use 
grammatical cohesive devices to achieve cohesion in writing.

The following research questions are put forward:
1.  Can discourse markers expressing reference, substitution, and conjunctive cohesion be detected in the 

Year 9 English language examination corpus and, if so, which types are represented and to what extent?
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2.  Can the use of these discourse markers distinguish between levels of English language proficiency?
3.  What are the parameters that render the use of cohesive devices unsuccessful in the Year 9 English language 

examination corpus, and how could the cohesive links be repaired?

Six enabling objectives are formulated in order to reach the goal and answer the research questions:
1.  to do a summative analysis of Halliday and Hassan’s model of grammatical cohesive devices, relevant research 

on cohesion in learner’s writing, interlanguage, and corpora in language testing;
2.  to build an examination corpus by collecting and digitalizing writing scripts, from Year 9 English language 

examination 2014,
3.  to create relevant systemic networks based on Halliday and Hassan’s theoretical model of grammatical 

cohesive devices and annotate the examination corpus accordingly;
4.  to perform a statistical analysis of the categorical data yielded by the annotation procedures in order to 

identify the types of cohesive textual devices used in learners’ writing and to extract language samples from 
the corpus representing different types of cohesive markers used in the Year 9 English language examination 
corpus;

5.  to perform a discourse analysis of cohesive chains in a subsample to make more detailed observations on the 
use of cohesive ties in lower English proficiency level writing;

6.  to present and discuss the results, as well as to draw relevant conclusions.

The following research methods are used to achieve the goal of this paper:
1.  Theoretical method: a review of the literature of cohesive devices by Halliday and Hassan (1976), McCarthy 

(1991), Halliday and Matthiessen (2004), Eggins (2004), etc.; Gass and Selinker (1994), Saville-Troike (2006) 
on learner language and error analysis, Cushing Weigle (2002) on assessing writing, and Sinclair (1996), 
Barker (2010) on learner corpus.

2.  Empirical methods: mixed-method approach of a corpus-based statistical and discourse analysis, using the 
UAM Corpus Tool software for annotation and corpus statistics.

The present Master’s thesis comprises an introduction, three chapters, conclusions, theses, references, and 
relevant appendices. The first chapter provides a framework for a systemic functional analysis by summarizing 
existing literature on grammatical cohesive devices. The second chapter discusses issues pertaining to analysis 
of written learner language, including interlanguage and corpus-based analysis of learner language. Finally, the 
third chapter takes a corpus-based approach on the learner language by analysing textual cohesive devices in the 
scripts created during the Year 9 English language writing test in 2014.
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1.  GRAMMATICAL COHESION 
IN EFL WRITING

The present chapter explores M.A.K. Halliday and R. Hassan’s (1976) proposed model of grammatical cohesion, 
which enables a detailed analysis of cohesion and text organisation patterns in written discourse. Even almost 
forty years after its publishing, ‘Cohesion in English’ (1976) still remains the most comprehensive treatment of 
cohesion (Brown and Yule, 1983: 190, Mahlberg, 2009: 104), and as such, it is widely used in EFL (English as 
a Foreign Language) research (Pearson and Pennock Speck, 2005; Mahlberg, 2009).

Halliday and Hassan (1976: vii) define cohesion as semantic ‘relations between two or more elements in a text 
that are independent of the structure’ either within a sentence or above sentence level. The notion of cohesion is 
considered to be inextricably linked with Halliday’s Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) theory – an approach to 
language that focuses on its meaning-making potential in order to answer such functional questions as ‘how do 
people use language?’(Martin, 2001: 35), by looking at authentic examples of language use (Eggins, 2004: 4).

Within the framework of systemic functional analysis, intuition or expert knowledge is not considered to be 
a reliable source of information, thus only examples of authentic language in natural contexts validate the 
analysis (ibid.: 4). The same principle holds true for corpus-linguists (Sinclair, 1996; Granger, 2002), making the 
merger of the two fields even more convenient.

Following Eggins, SFL is universally accepted ‘as a very useful descriptive framework for viewing language as 
a strategic, meaning-making resource’ (2004: 2). This understanding of language as a semiotic system enables 
an analysis that treats any sample of language as a meaning-making mechanism, and allows asking questions 
about the learner language without going into a complex error analysis. Thus, studying cohesion from such 
a perspective can provide answers about (learner) language use in the process of creating meaning via texts.

A significant argument to consider at this point is that not every piece of writing is considered to be a text. Halliday 
and Hassan (1976) see text as a semantic, unified whole of stretches of language in use, thus distinguishing 
connectivity as the pivotal property in setting text apart from unrelated sentences in the meaning-making 
process, in other words, text has the property of texture – the quality of ‘being a text’ (1976: 2).

Connectivity is not only to be understood as lexicogrammatic links among the various parts of text or co-text, 
but semantic ties with the context it represents outside of the text. However, texture is manifested mostly within 
the text.

The English language has a certain set of textual resources for establishing texture, by reaching past the 
boundaries of a single clause, and these are linguistic and grammatical elements which, according to a much 
recent publication by Halliday and Matthiessen (2004: 538), are placed in ‘either the grammatical zone or the 
lexical zone of the lexicogrammatical continuum’. For this reason, the overall model of cohesion is divided into 
two branches, grammatical and lexical cohesion respectively. Mahlberg suggests that ‘corpus linguistic research 
has been accumulating evidence that the boundaries between lexical and grammatical categories are less clear-
cut than traditional approaches seem to suggest’ (2009: 108). This is an interesting argument, which suggests 
that a textual resource could belong to both types of cohesion, possibly creating a stronger semantic tie.
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Similarly as most research done in the field, the present paper has chosen a narrow aspect of the model of cohesive 
devices, that is, grammatical cohesive devices. Grammatical cohesion is realized through three distinct types 
of grammatical systems, which are: reference, substitution and ellipsis, and conjunction (Halliday and Hassan, 
1976). According to Halliday and Matthiessen, these semantic links are grammatical in the sense that:

the point of origin of each of these systems falls within one or more particular grammatical 
unit; and terms within these systems are realized either by grammatical items that have some 
particular place within the structure of that unit or (in the case of ellipsis) by the absence of 
elements of grammatical structure. For example, the systemic environment of conjunction is that 
of the clause. (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004: 538)

To summarize the above, cohesion is a semantic link between two or more lexicogrammatical elements in a text, 
establishing texture. Grammatical systems that maintain a semantic link are analysed in this paper, and these 
textual resources are further discussed in the following subchapters.

1.1. Reference
Reference is defined as a semantic link between two textual elements or a textual element and an item outside 
of the text (Halliday and Hassan, 1976). Such link possesses referential meaning – information required for 
a successful interpretation of the textual elements, which can be found in another text element (endophoric 
reference) or situational context (exophoric reference) (ibid.: 33). These semantic links create textuality due to the 
same meaning being present in the text repeatedly. Although exophoric reference does not operate on a textual 
level, it is sometimes not considered to be strictly cohesive, however McCarthy (1991: 35) insists on including 
exophoric reference in a discussion on cohesion, as it forms an integral part of the meaning-making process for 
the reader/listener.

Considering reference in general, Halliday claims that ‘without reference, you cannot construe your experience as 
meaning’ 2010:11;49. This general statement refers to isolation of experiences and lack of semantic links thereof, 
which rob them of meaningfulness and create ambiguity. Similarly, grammatical resources devoid of referential 
meaning cannot be considered as successfully used textual elements.

On the linguistic level, reference is discussed vis-à-vis text participants. When people, places, or things 
participating in the text are introduced in a text, they have to be linked with other mentions of the same 
participants to ensure continuity. Eggins (2004: 33) asserts that the main function of reference is introducing 
and tracking these participants throughout the text by linking them back to previous (anaphoric reference) or 
upcoming (cataphoric reference) mentions.

When such cohesive tie is not properly created, the text becomes ambiguous or less comprehensible, since the 
identity of the item cannot be retrieved and the referential meaning – established. Halliday and Hassan (1976: 
33) emphasize that in different types of discourse, including written language, reference is primarily textual, not 
situational. To summarize this argument, Brown and Yule (1983: 205) point out that the concept which interests 
the discourse analyst is not that of correct (true) reference, but successful reference. Successful reference depends 
on the hearer’s identifying, for the purposes of understanding the current linguistic message, the speaker’s 
intended referent, on the basis of the referring expression used.
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Thus, in the context of learner language, particular attention should be paid to the success of each reference.

Halliday and Hassan (1976: 37) name three textual categories that establish grammatical reference in the English 
language: personals (category of person), demonstratives (location) and comparatives (identity or similarity), and 
identify the textual resources that fall under each category as Table 1.1 illustrates.

The category of personals is realized through the linguistic resources of pronouns providing an existential 
reference, and determiners – giving a possessive reference (ibid.: 38). In addition, there seems to be no reason 
why other types of pronouns, such as reflexive pronouns, should be excluded from this taxonomy.

Demonstrative reference is expressed through determiners this, these, that, those, signalling proximity, adverbs 
here, now, there, then, and the definite article the (ibid.: 38).

There are two issues concerning grammatical items belonging to the category of demonstrative reference 
deserving particular attention, and those are the construction there + be used as a subject, and the definite 
article.

Table 1.1 Textual Categories of Reference (Halliday and Hassan, 1976: 38–39)

Personals Demonstratives Comparatives

Pronouns

I, me, you,
we, us,
he, him,
she, her,
they, them,
it, one

Deter-
miners

This, these
That, those

Adjectives

Same, identical, 
equal, similar, 
additional, other, 
different, else,

Better, more + 
other comparative 
adjectives and 
quantifiers

Deter-
miners

mine, my,
yours, your,
ours, our,
his, hers, her,
theirs, their,
its, one’s

Adverbs
Here, now 
There, then

Adverbs

Identically, similarly, 
likewise, so, such, 
differently, otherwise

so, more, less, 
equally

Deter-
miner

the

First of all, a problematic case of referent there is the construction there + be, since some grammar reference 
materials argue that it is void of referential meaning, for example, an extract from an online grammar resource 
maintained by the British Council (British Council, n.d.):

We often use there + to be and It…as a subject but they do not refer to any object. There is / are 
is used to introduce a topic, or say that something exists. It … is often used for the weather, time 
and distance.
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On the other hand, in some instances it could be argued that there cataphorically provides a locational reference. 
A grammar reference and practice book for elementary learners (Murphy, 1998: 80) gives the following examples 
of the construction in question:

– There’s a big tree in the garden.
– There’s a good film on the TV tonight.
– We can’t go skiing. There isn’t any snow.

The first two examples include a mention of a participant – place, thus a locational reference between there and 
the garden in the first sentence and there and the TV could be traced. However, in the third example, the location 
is not introduced and the referential meaning is presumed to be exophoric. Following this argument, the case of 
there + be used as the so-called dummy subject will be treated as cohesive in cases where the referent of place 
is present.

Second of all, the definite article has numerous uses to refer to text participants which are, for example, unique, 
generalizations of countable nouns in singular, or with adjectives in the superlative degree (Hewings, 2005: 
90–4). However, the particular instance of use when the definite article provides textual reference is described 
in ‘Advanced Grammar in Use’ as: ‘the is used when we assume the listener or reader will understand who or 
what we are referring to, or when other words in the noun phrase make the reference specific’ (ibid.: 94). In other 
words, not all instances of the definite article are cohesive.

The third category is that of comparative reference. Comparatives of identity of similarity can be expressed 
through adjectives and adverbs, referring to either general (identity, similarity, difference) or particular 
(numerative, epithet) comparison (Halliday and Hassan, 1976: 76). Eggins (2004: 35) notes that with comparative 
reference, the identity of the presumed item is retrieved not because it has already been mentioned or will be 
mentioned in the text, but because an item with which it is being compared has been mentioned’. Evidently, there 
are many more textual resources for establishing comparative reference.

Admittedly, it is quite complicated for the English language learners to use comparatives correctly, especially all 
the forms of adjectives and adverbs in the comparative degree. Murphy’s most popular grammar reference book 
for intermediate students (1994: 104) names five rules and four exceptions, a list of variations in spelling, and at 
least nine constructions, proving the argument that it is a challenging grammar point.

To summarize, reference is a semantic link between inter-textual or inter- and extra-textual elements, realized 
through grammatical resources of personals, demonstratives, and comparatives. The second category in the 
model under discussion is substitution and ellipsis.

1.2. Substitution and Ellipsis
Halliday and Hassan define substitution as a type of cohesive tie that links together linguistic words and phrases 
on the grammatical level ‘as the replacement of one item by another’ (1976: 88). Substitution is often discussed 
together with ellipsis, for the reason that they, essentially, are two forms of the same cohesive tie. Ellipsis is 
understood to be ‘the omission of an item’, thus – a substitution by zero (ibid.).



55
The authors note that in the English language, since one linguistic item can substitute either a noun, a verb, or 
a clause, there are three different types of substitution, namely, nominal, verbal, and clausal (ibid.:90). Table 
1.2 summarizes the lexical items that can function as substitutes for each of the three types:

Table 1.2 Substitution (Halliday and Hassan, 1976: 90–141)

Nominal Verbal Clausal

one, ones
same, the same

do (does, did, doing, done) so, not

These lexical items can have many different functions, as explicitly demonstrated by Halliday and Hassan (1976: 
90–141) – for example, one can function as a substitute, a personal pronoun (function – generalized reference), 
cardinal numeral, determiner (indefinite article), or a general noun. Thus, the same lexical item can either 
provide a cohesive tie or not, and if it does, it can be either reference, if it functions as a personal pronoun, or 
substitution.

Although in cases of substitution and ellipsis, words, phrases, or even clauses are substituted or omitted, it is 
important to note that the meaning is implied and encoded within the lack of words and understood by all 
parties involved nonetheless (ibid.). Thus, the message is communicated without using actual linguistic resources. 
Accordingly, an instance where words are omitted leaving the meaning ambiguous or sentence structurally 
impaired, could not be viewed as substitution/ellipsis.

The reason that makes ellipsis possible and successful is the very nature of language: ‘ellipsis as a notion is 
probably a universal feature of languages, but the grammatical options which realise it in discourse vary 
markedly’ (McCarthy, 1991: 43). In typical situations, language functions as a text, and the situation around 
the communicator functions as the co-text (ibid.), thus there is a great deal of information to be received and 
interpreted, even above the textual level. This means that the message often does not have to be expressed 
verbally and it can be implied in the context, for example, through exophoric ellipsis. Yet, it should be noted 
that in the written discourse there is evidently much less context present than in spoken discourse, thus ellipsis 
should be less frequent.

In the present thesis, both grammatical links of replacement and omission are referred to under the term 
substitution. The final type of grammatical cohesive devices in Halliday and Hassan’s (1976) model is conjunctive 
cohesion.

1.3.  Conjunctions
Eggins (2004: 47) affirms that conjunctive cohesion adds to the texture of text, helping to create that semiotic 
unity that characterizes unproblematic text.’ Conjunctions are lexical items, operating as structural devices that 
are used for creating an anaphoric or cataphoric semantic link between two or more linguistic elements, such 
as sentences, clauses, or phrases (Halliday and Hassan, 1976: 227). Conjunctions can consist of one lexical unit 
(e.g. and, but, if ) or several (e.g. as soon as, in order to (Wekker and Haegeman, 1996: 61). The most typical 
environment of conjunctions is that of a clause, thus clausal relationship will be further discussed to understand 
this type of cohesion.
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In SFL, the relationships between clauses are of two types – structurally inter-dependant or tactic, and logico-
semantic (combination of logical and semantic) (Halliday, 1994: 218). In standard grammar textbooks, clauses 
and conjunctions accordingly are subdivided into coordinators (conjunctions that join clauses with the same 
‘status’) and subordinators (conjunctions that link clauses with subordinate relations) (Miller, 2002: 66). Going 
back to the systemic functional approach, Halliday (1994: 218) prefers a distinction between hypotaxis (two 
elements entered in dominant-subordinate relations) and parataxis (two elements of equivalent status, where 
no element modifies another). Conjunctions can therefore link elements both in hypotaxic and parataxic 
relationship.

The logico-semantic distinction is made between expansion and projection, where expansion refers to 
a secondary clause expanding the idea of a primary clauses, while projection comprises clauses where a secondary 
clause projects the primary clause through quoted or reported speech (locution) and quoted or reported thought 
(idea) (ibid.: 219). Expansion is often achieved with the help of conjunctions, which is the reason it is directly 
linked with the notion of cohesion.

Originally, Halliday and Hassan (1976: 238) adopted the following classification of conjunction, including four 
types: additive, adversative, causal, and temporal. More recently, Halliday has further developed the model in 
Halliday and Matthiessen (2004), focusing more on the semantic relations expressed through conjunctions. 
Halliday and Matthiessen (2004: 538–49) distinguish between three types of conjunctive cohesion – elaboration, 
extension and enhancement – which are seen as a part of the logico-semantic system of the English clause. It 
appears that systemic functional analysts now prefer this model (Eggins, 2004), thus it will be used in the present 
research.

The first type of conjunctive cohesion, elaboration, is ‘a relationship of restatement or clarification, by which one 
sentence is (presented as) a re-saying or representation of a previous sentence’ (Eggins, 2004: 47). One clause 
enriches the existing meaning of another, not by adding new information, but a descriptive attribute, or by restating, 
clarifying, exemplifying, or commenting (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004: 396–99). The relationship of elaboration 
can be introduced by a relative item (ibid.: 396). As examples of relative items could be mentioned the pronouns 
which, that, who, whom, whose and relative words when, whereby, where, why (Hewings, 2005: 106–8).

The second type is extension, which is seen as ‘a relationship of either addition (one sentence adds to the meaning 
made in another) or variation (one sentence changes the meaning of another, by contrast or by qualification)’ 
(Eggins, 2004: 47). According to Halliday and Matthiessen, (2004: 406), the most popular additive conjunctive 
items are and, but, or.

Thirdly, enhancement ‘refers to ways by which one sentence can develop on the meanings of another, in terms of 
dimensions, such as time, comparison, cause, condition or concession’ (Eggins, 2004: 48). Under this category fall 
the majority of conjunctions from the original model of cohesion. Table 1.3 provides a summary of the functions, 
some examples, and the symbols systemic functional linguistics use for each type:
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Table 1.3 Conjunction: examples (Halliday, 1994; Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004)

Type Elaboration Extension Enhancement

Symbol = + x

Function
restates, comments, 
exemplifies

new information, 
exception, alternative

circumstantial features 
of time, place, cause/
reason, condition, result

Examples
for example, like
relative items 

and, or, but because, so, yet, then

To summarize, the final type of grammatical cohesion is expressed through the linguistic resources of conjunctions, 
operating mainly in the environment of a clause, creating parataxical or hypotaxical structures. In SFL they are 
subdivided into conjunctions creating the relationships of elaboration, extension, or enhancement.

Concerning the whole model of grammatical cohesion, remarkably, quite a number of these lexical items 
functioning as grammatical cohesion markers can be found in the New General Service List – an updated corpus-
based list of the core vocabulary of English (see Table 1.4).

Table 1.4 New General Service List: Top 50 (Browne, Ch., Culligan, B., and Phillips, J. (2013)

1. the 11. he 21. this 31. go 41. can

2. be 12. for 22. as 32. so 42. get

3. and 13. they 23. she 33. all 43. think

4. of 14. not 24. at 34. about 44. like

5. to 15. that 25. but 35. if 45. more

6. a 16. we 26. from 36. one 46. who

7. in 17. I 27. by 37. would 47. when

8. have 18. on 28. will 38. know 48. what

9. you 19. with 29. or 39. there 49. time

10. it 20. do 30. say 40. which 50. see

The most frequently used lexical item in English is the definite article. Additionally, pronouns you, it, he, they, we, 
I, she can be found on the list, alongside conjunctions and, but, or, if and determiners that (also relative item), this, 
there, relative items which, that (also determiner), who, when, what.

The discussion on cohesion is continued in the following subchapter by approaching cohesion from the EFL 
perspective, including foreign language testing, and summarizing existing research done on cohesion in learners’ 
writing.
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1.4.  Cohesion and EFL
As previously mentioned, in order to successfully create texture, all cohesive ties should be ‘tied up’. The function 
of cohesive ties may be labelled as – to reduce uncertainty and help the reader decode and process the text with 
less effort (James, 1998: 159). Yet, the interpretation of the meaning of cohesive ties depends not only on the 
writer’s skilful use of cohesive ties, but also on the reader’s pre-existing knowledge on the subject, as well as 
reading skills (McCarthy, 1991: 27).

For this reason, cohesion should not be neglected in the EFL classroom, since English language learners may not 
be explicitly aware of English-specific patterns governing texture. As Mahlberg (2009: 104) leads us to believe, 
awareness of cohesive ties is an essential part of reading and writing skills, especially if one wishes to achieve 
native-like English proficiency. Furthermore, current teaching practices do not seem to be aware of this problem 
or simply neglect this issue due to time-restrictions. The present paper author’s experience emphasizes this point, 
since there have been several complaints from her students that a text was misunderstood because the other end 
of a cohesive tie could not be traced. As Mahlberg words this problem: it is clear that issues that we encounter in 
pedagogic approaches to cohesion are not merely a consequence of the requirements of the classroom, they also 
reflect general linguistic beliefs’ (ibid.: 105). Hence, the discourse competence is generally not attributed the same 
linguistic significance as grammatical and lexical competences.

Prior to undertaking an analysis of cohesion as a means of successful text creation, two additional points have 
to be considered. Firstly, intersentence cohesion, that is, cohesive ties above the sentence level, should be of 
particular interest in describing a text, since it is the variable aspect that signals differences in texts (Halliday and 
Hassan, 1976: 9). Secondly, in reference to the density of cohesive ties in a text, Halliday and Hassan maintain 
that a text can be described and analysed in regard to the number and types of ties present in it (ibid.: 4), and 
this argument will be one of the building blocks of the analysis in this paper.

Hence, a question arises to what extent lack of cohesive markers could be considered as a signal for a less 
developed discourse competence. James (1998: 142) propounds that textual errors are created by misuse or 
omission of cohesive ties. On the other hand, the author also argues that using cohesive devices is not always 
required in order to create or decode the meaning of a text, and at the times when the reader can easily make 
inferences and connect the elements of a text, cohesive devices can be undesirable (ibid.: 159). Thus, one must be 
careful in analysing cohesive markers or lack thereof, and interpretations should be carefully made on the basis 
of the actual need for a cohesive tie.

Shifting the discussion above the sentence level, from a strictly linguistic perspective, cohesion is seen as 
a semantic aspect of discourse competence, a relationship between the lexical elements and sentences that 
create texture. The term ‘discourse’ in SFL is used to refer to the semantic level of a spoken or written text – 
‘relations of meaning across text’, above lexical and grammatical level (Eggins, 2004: 24). In discourse analysis 
(DA) cohesion is often discussed together with coherence, which is seen as extra-textual continuity of the text 
in social and cultural dimensions (ibid.). Since coherence is an extra-textual element, it is not discussed in this 
paper for practical considerations.

From a testing perspective, cohesion alongside with coherence is widely acknowledged in writing tests. For 
instance, in the analytical scale used for marking writing tasks of one of the major international tests for English 
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language learners, the IELTS exams, coherence and cohesion is one of the four major categories (Exam English 
Ltd, 2014). Likewise, the CEFR proficiency level descriptors include cohesion under discourse competence. Yet the 
CEFR cannot provide a reliable account of research done on development of discourse competence, judging by 
the use of hedge likely:

In learning a foreign language, a learner is likely to start with short turns,
usually of single sentence length. At higher levels of proficiency, the development of discourse 
competence, the components of which are indicated in the section, becomes of increasing 
importance. (Council of Europe, 2011: 123)

It also implies that in lower levels discourse competence is not of importance, an implication with which it is 
difficult to agree. Perhaps, regarding cohesion as not significant for lower level learners is the reason that in later 
stages it is causes difficulties for writing tasks and tests. Table 1.5 presents the CEFR descriptors for cohesion and 
coherence:

Table 1.5 Cohesion and Coherence: CEFR descriptors (Council of Europe, 2011: 125)

C2
Can create coherent and cohesive text making full and appropriate use of a variety 
of organisational patterns and a wide range of cohesive devices.

C1
Can produce clear, smoothly flowing, well-structured speech, showing controlled 
use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

B2
Can use a variety of linking words efficiently to mark clearly the relationships between ideas.

Can use a limited number of cohesive devices to link his/her utterances into clear, 
coherent discourse, though there may be some ‘jumpiness’ in a long contribution.

B1 Can link a series of shorter, discrete simple elements into a connected, linear sequence of points.

A2
Can use the most frequently occurring connectors to link simple sentences in 
order to tell a story or describe something as a simple list of points.

Can link groups of words with simple connectors like ‘and’, ‘but’ and ‘because’.

A1 Can link words or groups of words with very basic linear connectors like ‘and’ or ‘then’.

These descriptors, translated in Halliday and Hassan’s terms, imply that the lowest level learners do not use 
above-sentence cohesion. Moreover, creation of texture is not possible, since they can link ‘words or groups of 
words’, not clauses. Next level enables the use of simple conjunctions, while the level above that allows the 
learners to establish such texture of a text as manifested in ‘connected, linear sequence’. Finally, upon reaching 
the level above that, learners are able to form ‘coherent discourse’. Evidently, only the higher levels of English 
language proficiency enable the learners to ‘create coherent and cohesive text[s]’. Thus, it is to be expected that 
in lower level writing basic conjunctions will be used to link groups of words, without achieving texture that 
characterizes an effortlessly written text.

Turning to the research done in the field of cohesion and EFL writing, the articles are mainly concerned with 
high English language proficiency and academic writing. Nevertheless, the following conclusions are relevant 
for the present paper. McCarthy (1991: 40–2) notes that exophoric and cataphoric reference can create problems 
for language learners, since exophoric reference may contain information not shared by the learner’s cultural 
background, and cataphoric reference may not seem straightforward for an inexperienced English language user. 
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As a possible solution, McCarthy suggests implicit teaching of cataphoric reference (ibid.: 42). Cabrejas (2002: 
81) has discovered that elegant texture is very dependent on vocabulary range, and there are no differences 
in the cohesive density between skilled and unskilled writers (Cited in Pearson and Pennock Speck, 2005: 
275–6). Similarly, Pearson and Pennock Speck have found that the main processing problems are not caused 
by the definite article and determiners, and reference is mostly pronominal (ibid.: 275). These findings point to 
possible problems encountered by Year 9 English language learners in Latvia that could manifest themselves in 
the examination corpus.



61

2.  WRITTEN LEARNER LANGUAGE
Chapter 2 is devoted to issues pertaining to corpora-based studies of written learner language. The theoretical 
discussion begins with an exploration of the notion of learner language, including a brief note on the 
treatment of errors. Secondly, development of written learner language is described, combining Halliday’s 
SFL approach with the CEFR’s more practical perspective on written language proficiency. Next, assessment 
of written learner language is briefly dealt with to address those basic concepts in testing, which are directly 
related to the practical analysis of the examination corpus. Finally, the second chapter concludes with 
a theoretical outline of the main points on the use of learner corpora vis-à-vis learner language analysis and 
assessment.

2.1.  Learner Language
To facilitate the construct validity of the present study, a distinction between language analysis and learner 
language or interlanguage analysis is drawn. The present subchapter therefore defines learner language, 
describes factors influencing the process of target language (TL) development, as well as takes a systemic 
functional approach to meaning-making in the context of interlanguage.

The term interlanguage was coined by Selinker (1974: 35) to mean ‘a separate linguistic system based on 
the observable output which results from learner’s attempted production of a TL norm’. It is placed on the 
L2 acquisition continuum in between one’s innate ability to acquire a second language and knowledge of the 
first language (L1) on the one end, and multilingual competence on the other end, as outlined by Saville-Troike 
(2006: 16). In other words, learner language is language in the process of evolving, a term reserved for attempted 
learning of a second or foreign language, henceforth – a target language – in contrast with native language 
acquisition.

According to Saville-Troike, interlanguage is characterized by systematic, dynamic, and variable acquisition 
of new language phenomenon, reduced form (grammar) and function (communicative needs) (ibid.: 41). 
As a challenge for learner language analysis, Gass and Selinker note that although patterns can be traced, 
interlanguage development is primarily individual, as each speaker creates their own language system (1994: 
49). This argument seems debatable, since it questions the concept of unified language proficiency levels and 
standardization in general. Perhaps it is more likely that although interlanguage development follows the same 
steps and can be classified according to a standardized set of proficiency levels, individual differences can be 
traced.

In 1970’s, when the notion and importance of interlanguage was brought to light, it was considered that 
the learner language system is influenced by such factors as language transfer, intralingual interference, 
sociolinguistic situation, modality, age, stability of interlanguage and a universal hierarchy of difficulty (Richards 
and Sampson, 1974). A much more recent summary on learner language by Saville-Troike argues that the 
necessary condition for language learners is language input, while facilitating factors include feedback, aptitude, 
motivation, and instruction (2006.: 20). The basic processes of interlanguage development comprise positive 
or negative transfer from L1, which is successful or unsuccessful cross-linguistic influence, for example, on the 



62
phonetic level a negative transfer is a foreign-sounding accent (ibid.: 19). Another type of transfer is intralingual 
transference, which occurs when a learner makes correct or incorrect observations about the target language 
structures (Richards and Sampson, 1974: 6). In the context of cohesion, these arguments seem to suggest that 
transfer is an important factor to be considered.

Since cohesion is probably a language universal, although expressed through different textual means, it could 
be hypothesized the English language learners at lower proficiency levels transfer grammatical cohesive devices 
from the native language. As, generally, principles of achieving grammatical cohesion are not explicitly taught 
at lower levels, their presence require a different explanation, other than instruction. If the learners compose 
the message in the Latvian language, which is probably the case, and, as a result, translate these sentences into 
English before writing them down, they automatically try to observe innate cohesive patterns of the Latvian 
language.

It could be assumed that cohesive use of pronouns, determiners, comparatives, relative items, and basic 
conjunctions is acquired through a lexical transfer from L1. Textual resources that cannot be transferred with 
such ease from the Latvian language include the definite article, since the category of definiteness is expressed 
through adjectival inflection (Skujiņa, 2005), and construction there + be, which in Latvian could be achieved 
through different word order. Furthermore, the comparative degree of adjectives follow different principles in 
the English language, as mentioned in Chapter 1.

In addition to the previously discussed characteristics of interlanguage, certain creativity on the part of language 
learner as opposed to merely mimicking the input material is also expected (Saville-Troike, 2006: 18). Creativity 
here is used to refer to attempts of combining language forms and functions to arrive at new meanings. It can be 
assumed that, in general, some learners are more fearless of mistakes than others and they attempt language 
structures which they haven not fully mastered yet. Since the boundaries of terms mistakes and errors seem to be 
fuzzy at this stage, an explanation of terminology is the next point of discussion.

In reference to errors made the English language learners, two schools of thought exist. The first belief is that 
errors point to inadequate teaching methodologies, while the second follows the approach of errors viewed 
as a normal part of the imperfect world we live in (Corder, 1974: 20). The present paper supports the second 
approach and maintains that errors are an integral part of creative learning process and therefore should be 
treated as an authentic source of learner language development.

Corder in his seminal work on error terminology, distinguished between slips of tongue or unsystematic chance 
mistakes, and systematic errors that serve as an evidence of transitional competence, with the remark that it may 
not be easy to distinguish between the two (ibid.: 25). According to Corder (ibid.), errors provide data on the 
progress of learner goal achievement for the teacher, research evidence on language acquisition, and a device 
for learning (the previously discussed aspect of creativity). Flowerdew (2009:86) asserts that error analysis 
allows establishing the level of learner’s language development. The most appropriate summary of this point is 
a statement by Saville-Troike, in which she claims that although cognitive processes taking place during second 
language (L2) acquisition cannot be directly studied and analysed, it is possible to draw inferences by looking 
at the language learners produce at different stages of learner language development (2006: 19), including 
different types of errors.
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The SFL approach to language acquisition analysis is a functional one, recognizing seven functions of a language 
that every child sets to master (Halliday, 1973). Saville-Troike (2006: 54) maintains that the SFL model of language 
acquisition has proven beneficial in the context of learner language analysis, showing that TL acquisition adds 
multilingual meaning potential and new linguistic forms.

On interpretations of meanings, SFL linguistics claim that a meaningful text consists of a meaningful use of 
phonological and lexico-grammatical codes (Eggins, 2004: 27). Coming back to the previous discussion on 
textuality and cohesion, Eggins (ibid.: 28) asserts that ‘‘sense’ is what we’re always looking for in language. If 
text is a ‘unified whole’, it is a whole unified in terms of meanings, not in terms of form.’ This emphasizes the 
importance of semantic links, as opposed to correct use of form as significant factors in the meaning-making 
process, which, created successfully could render the text meaningful despite certain grammatical or lexical errors. 
On the other hand, even though the text may follow conventional grammar and use appropriate vocabulary, it 
can be difficult for most readers to make sense of this text. Eggins suggests, it can be due to the text ‘not hanging 
together’ (ibid.: 29). In other words, lack of cohesion or coherence can render text links irretrievable, and, as 
a consequence – interlanguage meaningless.

2.2.  Written Language
The present study analysis learner language in the written mode, thus such matters as written language in 
connection to spoken language, and differing writing skills need to be addressed to enable a more informed 
practical discussion on written learner language.

To start the discussion on written language; perhaps it is worth quoting Kramiņa (2000: 109) who states that:
writing makes a special contribution to the way people think. When we write we compose 
meanings. We put together facts and ideas and make something new. We create an intricate web 
of meaning in which sentences have special relationships to each other.

Hence, it can be assumed that writing has an important role not only in cognitive, but also in social meaning-
making processes. The examples of diaries as an interaction with emotions, written online communication for 
social transaction, or research papers for knowledge accumulation show that writing has a very substantial role 
across a range of communicative purposes.

From a slightly more technical perspective, the CEFR define writing or written production as a set of activities as 
the result of which a written text is produced for the audience of one or more readers (Council of Europe, 2011: 
61). Cushing Weigle points out that ‘written language is [...] a distinct mode of communication, involving among 
other things very different sociocultural norms and cognitive processes’ (2002: 19).

Writing is frequently contrasted with speaking, and they are often seen as the opposite poles of a binary 
productive communication continuum. Although speaking used to be held in a higher value, nowadays neither 
of the modes of communication are regarded as a superior to the other, yet the differences among the two across 
several dimensions, such as, textual features, contexts of use, mental processes, etc., are recognized (Cushing 
Weigle, 2002: 15). According to Lewis (1986: 154), expert knowledge of written language is impossible without 
first mastering spoken forms, and a spoken fluency requires a mastery of written forms. This claim shows that 
both modes of communication are inextricably linked.
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On the subject of socio-cultural aspect of writing, Cushing Weigle notes that to some extent, the ability to write 
indicates the ability to function as a literate member of a particular segment of society or discourse community, 
or to use language to demonstrate one’s membership in that community.’ (2002: 22)

That is the reason why writing is an important skill to be learned at schools, since it is also an instrument of 
expressing one’s knowledge, and on the basis of congruent applications of textual norms, the text is to be 
assessed and the writer evaluated by the respective community.

However, several authors emphasize that neither all native speakers, nor all non-native speakers possess the 
same level of writing skill ability (Lewis, 1986; Cushing Weigle, 2002; Pearson and Pennock Speck (2005)). This 
leads to several important conclusions in connection with the empirical research of the present thesis. Firstly, 
Pearson and Pennock Speck remark that non-native errors do not necessarily derive from negative transfer or 
lack of learner language development (2002: 276). A possibility that the creator of the text lacks the necessary 
writing skills should be considered. Secondly, Lewis (1986: 154) notes that ‘writing well is a minority skill’, both 
in the native language and the target language. From this it is to be assumed that only a minority of language 
learners are expected to be excellent writers. Thirdly, as to writing in the TL, it is believed that writing skill and 
expertise can be transferred from the L1 to the TL, taking into regard also the language proficiency level (Cushing 
Weigle, 2002: 35). Cushing Weigle mentions some characteristics of expert writers in contrast with novice writers, 
namely, that expert writers spend more time planning and organizing the text, considering the target audience, 
as well as analysing global (organisational, etc.) errors, not only local (textual) errors (2002: 22–3). Yet, these are 
features of writing process, not production, and are not particularly helpful in text analysis. To summarize all these 
points, a writing test will invariably test not only language ability and the more specific construct it is supposed 
to measure, but also, the writing skill as such.

Inevitably, the process of reading and meaning-construction in the text produced by a non-native language user 
is also inextricably linked with writing skills. Since English is considered to be a writer-responsible language 
(Cushing-Weigle, 2002: 21), cohesive devices are particularly important means of lessening the difficulty of 
text processing for the reader. Especially in regard to lower levels of English, there is a considerable difficulty in 
understanding the exact meaning of the speaker. Writing mastery is a skill that requires a combination of time 
and effort; especially so in a foreign language, and as such, some form of cohesion should be present even in 
low level writing for the reader to be able to decode the communicative message, which could be obstructed by 
incorrect structures or inappropriate vocabulary.

There are a lot of matters to be discussed if one wishes to properly investigate written language. The point that 
was necessary to be made in this paper is that writing skill is an important factor of text construction, and, more 
importantly, that it differs among learners regardless of their language proficiency.

2.3.  Assessing Written Text
A separate section of this paper is devoted to assessment of written text, to deal with questions that pertain 
to description of an examination corpus, such as rating scales and proficiency levels. In the fields of language 
teaching and testing, writing is traditionally regarded as one of the four skills, using the visual channel and 
the productive mode of communication (Cushing Weigle, 2002: 14). Bachman and Palmer (1996: 76) consider 
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writing and speaking not as separate skills, rather as different manifestations of the language ability, and for 
testing purposes, as different task-types. In order to assess one’s written language, the first step is to construct 
an appropriate test that allows learners to channel their language ability, and writing skill through the written 
script.

As suggested by Hughes (2003: 83), these are the three underlying issues that any writing test should 
address:

1.  Writing tasks should represent tasks that students are expected to perform.
2. Writing tasks should result in representative samples of learner language.
3. These samples are to be scored in a valid and reliable manner.

Firstly, there are certain text types that students are expected to be able to produce at certain levels, and others 
which they are not. Secondly, the writing script should represent only the writing ability, not general intelligence 
or creativity skills. On the other hand, it is virtually impossible to separate writing ability from writing skills, in 
the sense that some people are simply better at writing than others, and thus are prone to get better results in 
a written test, as previously discussed. Coulthard (1994: 1) urges the test developers to acknowledge that some 
test-takers are better writers than others, and ‘to try to account not simply for difference and for how existing 
texts mean, but also for quality and for why one textualization might mean more or better than another.’

Finally, for the purpose of reliable and valid scoring of the samples, Hughes offers the following options: setting 
tasks which can be reliably scored, setting as many tasks as possible, restricting candidates, giving no choice of 
the tasks, ensuring long enough samples, and creating appropriate scales for scoring (2003: 94).

For the reason that the examination corpus dealt with in this paper is collected from national English language 
examination in Latvia, which is considered to be a high-stakes test, it is assumed that the test has elicited 
representative samples, which reflect students’ writing ability. The following point of discussion is the rating scales 
used to score written tests. A grading scale express achievement in the given test, and such scales are typically 
used in subjectively marked papers (including writing) by a so-called rater (Council of Europe, 2011: 41).

Classically, there are two types of scales used to assess writing samples: holistic and analytic. Holistic scoring 
means that a single score is assigned to a sample based on the test rater’s general impression of the writing, with 
the advantage of yielding quick results and allowing several raters to evaluate the sample (Hughes, 2003: 94–5). 
Fulcher and Davidson (2007: 98) argue that these scales are not intuitive, as they might at first appear, but based, 
not only on theoretical models, but also language users’ experience.

Analytic scoring, on the other hand, involves assigning a score for each of the aspects that are tested, for example, 
task achievement, vocabulary range, orthography, etc., resulting in a slightly more reliable manner of scoring, but 
being more time-consuming (Hughes, 2003: 100). Naturally, the more raters assess the script, the more reliable 
the final score. In practice, where possible, at least two raters are employed to mark the sample, as in the national 
English language examination for Year 12; however, Hughes refers to the number four, which research accepts as 
the most reliable number of raters (2003: 95). Practically, such high number of raters is somewhat far-fetched. 
Another important argument put forward by Hughes is that the main job of a rating scale is to simply serve its 
purpose, since not every scale will be equally valid and reliable anyway (2003: 95). Thus, if a rating scale provides 
reliable data on the construct the test attempts to measure, and, for example, discriminates between the test-
takers in an achievement test; it is to be considered successful.
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The results of tests are often used to place the learner on an arbitrary proficiency level scale for standardisation 
purposes. The CEFR has proficiency scales, which define levels of proficiency on a vertical continuum (Council 
of Europe, 2011: 40). Kramiņa (2000: 29) words the problem of learner language level consistency in the 
following way:

However, in foreign language teaching practice the notion of a certain level of attainment is 
rather indistinct. There is a lack of co-ordination between the levels of language proficiency and 
the teaching aids offered. There is a discrepancy also in terminology used when referring to the 
language teaching/learning process, teaching aids meant for a definite category of language 
learners and the language performance rating scales.

The problem of proficiency levels is also encountered in the present paper, since the examination corpus 
uses a system of grading that is presently not compatible with the widely recognized CEFR proficiency level 
system.
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3.  GRAMMATICAL COHESION IN 
THE YEAR 9 ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
EXAMINATION CORPUS

The final chapter introduces the methodology of the study, summarizes and presents the results of the empirical 
inquiry, which was carried out with the aim of exploring how learners with comparatively low proficiency of 
English use grammatical cohesive devices to achieve cohesion in writing. A systemic functional approach was 
taken to the Year 9 writing scripts from 2014 English language state examination in Latvia, compiling a corpus, 
annotating it in accordance with Halliday and Hassan’s (1976) model of grammatical cohesive devices, and using 
the methods of corpus statistics and discourse analysis to answer the following research questions:

1.  Can discourse markers expressing reference, substitution, and conjunctive cohesion be 
detected in the Year 9 English language examination corpus and, if so, which types are 
represented and to what extent?

2.  Can the use of these discourse markers distinguish between levels of English language 
proficiency?

3.  What are the parameters that render the use of cohesive devices unsuccessful in the 
Year 9 English language examination corpus, and how could the cohesive links be repaired?

The first subchapter discusses the research methodology used in this study, while the second presents and 
interprets the findings.

3.1.  Description of the Research Methodology
A mixed-method approach was used including quantitative and qualitative approaches in order to facilitate 
methodological triangulation. Triangulation is understood to be the use of multiple methods in data collection 
level or the analysis level to maximize the validity and reliability of the results, and it is presently considered to 
be the most advantageous approach to carrying out research (Cohen, Manion, Morrison, 2007: 141, Dörnyei, 
2007: 24).

After collecting the data and building the corpus, the examination corpus containing learner language was 
annotated using a systemic functional model. It was followed by a corpus-based statistical analysis of the 
categorical data yielded by the annotation of the examination corpus. Simply put, ‘statistics is a set of logical 
and mathematical procedures for analyzing quantitative data’ (Bachman, 2004: 3) and it was found useful in 
discriminating the test scores of the scripts and describing the percentage of cohesive items, their density in the 
corpus, as well as calculating significant differences in the use of grammatical cohesive devices among different 
groups of test-takers.

Next, a further corpus-based discourse analysis of discourse markers carrying a grammatical cohesive link in 
the corpus, as well as analysis of cohesive chains in a subsample was performed to gather in-depth information 
on the textual resources which were used to achieve grammatical cohesion, and creation of unsuccessful cohesive 
ties. The method of discourse analysis was selected, since it ‘is concerned with the study of the relationship 
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between language and the contexts in which it is used’ (McCarthy, 1991: 5). Martin (2001: 35) describes the 
aim of the method of discourse analysis as: ‘to build a model that places texts in their social contexts and looks 
comprehensively at the resources which both integrate and situate them.’ An inquiry in the link between the 
nature of the language, in particular, cohesive resources, and the social context of language use, being the 
restricted learner language in test settings, is the focus of interest in the present paper. Moreover, McCarthy 
(1991: 38) acknowledges the role of discourse analysis in the field of foreign language learning and teaching, as 
it can yield invaluable insights in grammatical problems.

The downsizing of the sample in the third step of this multiple level analysis can be justified with the fact that 
qualitative analysis is usually performed on a smaller amount of data than quantitative analysis due to practical 
purposes, such as, workload and time constraints. Moreover, Dörnyei reports that such practice is relevant in cases 
when a larger group is analysed using quantitative methods, and then a more intensive qualitative examination 
of this sample is necessary, thus a subsample representing the whole sample is selected for the analysis (2007: 
273). This is the exact case in this study, where it was important to establish which cohesive devices are used in the 
whole examination corpus. Yet, it would be clearly impractical to qualitatively approach the creation of cohesive ties 
in each of the 120 scripts, thus a subsample was analysed to provide answers to the third research question.

To summarize the point on the research methods in the present Master’s thesis using the codes suggested by 
Johnson and Christensen (2004: 418–9), the approach could be described as QUAN → QUAL, where QUAN stands 
for quantitative research, QUAL for qualitative research, and the arrows indicate the order of the phases of data 
collection and analysis. In addition, all capital letters demonstrate that the parts are of equal weighting.

3.2.  Research Context
The next section of the paper provides insights into the research context of the present thesis, opening with 
a description of the research population and data collection of the sample, followed by a detailed account of 
the instruments used in the process of research and data analysis. Finally, the steps taken during the research 
procedure and data analysis are accounted for to ensure external validity of the results.

3.2.1.  Research Population and Sample
The research population in the present study is Year 9 learners of English as a foreign language in Latvia. Despite 
various learning backgrounds and levels of achievement, the group is believed to represent low to intermediate 
proficiency of English. In order to assess each learner’s achievement, at the end of Form 9 the learners take part 
in a state examination in English, consisting of five tests: language use, listening, reading, speaking, and writing 
(VISC, n.d.). The exams are marked locally by the respective English teachers and the results of each test are 
expressed in scores, which are rendered into a mark, ranging from 1 to 10. Only the writing test was analysed in 
the present thesis.

The sample collected for this study consists of 60 examination scripts, comprising 2 writing tasks each. To ensure 
the representativeness of the sample, examination scripts were collected in clusters. Dörnyei (2007: 98) explains 
cluster sampling as a method of selection by choosing several larger units of the population, for example, 
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schools, and analysing students within these units. The units were chosen to represent different schools in Latvia, 
including 2 primary schools, 2 secondary schools and 2 grammar schools (gymnasiums), which correspond to the 
Latvian system of pamatskola, vidusskola, ģimnāzija. Additionally, geographical distribution of both rural and 
town schools was considered and is represented in the sample.

To address the issues of research ethics, the names of the schools and learners participating in the research have 
been deleted. The only information preserved is about the type of the school, the gender of the learner, and the 
points awarded for each task.

3.2.2.  Data Collection
The collected data consists of both, qualitative and quantitative data. Firstly, language or qualitative data 
from the Year 9 examination writing test in 2014 was digitalized and turned into an examination corpus. Table 
3.1 summarizes the specifications for each of the two tasks in the writing test:

Table 3.1 Test Specifications for the Writing Test in 2014

Task 1 Task 2

Max Points 15 25

Required Length 40–60 words 100–120 words

Estimated Time 15 min 25 min

Text Type paragraph for a website personal letter

Function description
giving advice, stating preferences,
comparing alternatives

Domain
personal (friendship) 
public (website)

personal

Requirements

Write a paragraph for 
an English website 
describing what makes 
a good friend.

Write a reply to Sam:
•  give advice on what he/she should do;
•  write about which school club you 

would like to attend, and why.

Input Text –

Hi!
I want to join a school club but don’t know which club 
to choose – music, drama or sports. Unfortunately, 
I don’t have time for all of them. What should I do?
Yours,
Sam

Marking locally, 1 rater, using an analytical marking scale

Constructs + 
points awarded

•  task achievement (4)
•  vocabulary (4)
•  grammar (4)
•  organisation (3)

•  task achievement (5)
•  vocabulary (5)
•  grammar (5)
•  organisation (5)
•  spelling (5)
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Due to the differing text types, function and the number of points awarded for each task, they were entered 
into the corpus as separate scripts. Thus, all the 120 scripts were digitalized, and pasted into a separate plain 
text document.

Subsequently, these files were entered into the corpus and annotated according to the model of grammatical 
cohesive devices, discussed in the first theoretical chapter of this paper, to arrive at quantitative categorical data 
which was submitted for a statistical analysis. Finally, the language data was analysed with the help of a corpus-
based discourse analysis.

3.2.3.  Research and Data Analysis Instruments
For the research and data analysis, a combination of instruments from the fields of corpus-linguistics, statistics, 
discourse analysis, and systemic functional linguistics were used. The following subchapters present the corpus 
tool, statistical measurements used in the study, and the concept of cohesive chains.

3.2.3.1.  Statistical Analysis for Language Tests
A rather unfortunate limitation of the analysis of Year 9 examination scripts in Latvia as opposed to 
Year 12 examination scripts is the fact that the writing scripts of Year 9 examination are marked locally. 
Furthermore, an analytical marking scale is used, and two scores ranging from 0–15 and 0–25 points for each 
task respectively is awarded to each script, as described previously. It diminishes the inter-rater validity of the 
test scores, since the raters are not calibrated and the tests are often marked by only one rater, and does not 
discriminate proficiency levels in the examination corpus.

Nevertheless, a scope of low to intermediate proficiency levels is evidently represented in the corpus, since 
points attributed to scripts stretch from minimum to maximum values, as histograms Figure 3.1 and Figure 
3.2 illustrate.

Figure 3.1 Sample Point Distribution for Task 1
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Figure 3.2 Sample Point Distribution for Task 2

It is even possible that levels slightly above intermediate level are represented, since the bell curve of a normal 
distribution cannot be observed. Instead, the first histogram appears to be somewhat negatively skewed, 
possibly indicating that the marking scale targets lower language proficiency than the test-takers are ready to 
show. Remarkably, the histogram of the second task differs considerably from the histogram illustrating point 
distribution for the first task.

Although the current trend in testing is to express scores in the appropriate CEFR Common Reference Levels, it 
was deemed too unreliable and thus impractical for the scope of this paper to attempt a reassessment of the 
sample according to the proficiency levels in the CEFR. For this reason, a different set of categories needed to be 
established to account for the possible differences in use of grammatical cohesive devices among the writing 
scripts.

As a result, a simple norm-referencing solution of using standard deviations to compare the scripts with other 
scripts based on their scores was arrived at. Three levels of performance were identified – low, medium, and 
high. It is important to note at this point that in these terms high does not reflect high language proficiency, 
rather a high performance in the given task. A set of formulae in the Microsoft Excel was used to calculate means 
and standard deviations for each task in the sample, and the total score, and the results were compared with 
the means and standard deviations of the whole population (VISC, n.d.). The data is presented in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations

Mean (points) St. dev. (points) Mean (%) St. dev. (%)

T1: Sample 10,51 3,22 .70 .21

T2: Sample 18,3 4,99 .73 .20

Total: Sample 28,81 7,88 .72 .20

Total: Population unknown unknown .53 .23
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It appears that the means and standard deviations in the sample differ slightly from those of the population. It 
can be therefore assumed that the findings of this study should be generalized with care, since the sample does 
not entirely represent the whole population. Nonetheless, as it is neither the goal nor the obligation of this paper 
to discriminate between the performance groups of test-takers in a way that would correspond to the population 
division of Year 9 students across the whole country, this will be only considered as a slight drawback.

Next, three groups were discriminated, starting with high and low scores, which were calculated by adding and 
subtracting one standard deviation from each mean score. The scores from mean plus one standard deviation 
up to maximum points were assigned high performance, while scores lower than mean minus one standard 
deviation distinguished low performance group in each tasks. Accordingly, the scores in between exposed the 
medium performance group. The results are summarized in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4 Distribution of Performance Groups

T1 T2

Low performance 0–7 0–13

Medium performance 8–12 14–23

High performance 14–15 24–25

As a consequence of these calculations, the corpus was subdivided in three performance groups, which enabled 
comparative analysis of the grammatical cohesive devices used by each group.

3.2.3.2. UAM CorpusTool 2.8.14
The types of cohesive devices used in the Year 9 examination corpus were derived from a corpus analysis of 
the learner language. For a systemic functional analysis of cohesive devices the UAM CorpusTool, version 2.8.14 
(O’Donnell, 2012a) was selected. UAM CorpusTool is an annotation tool, which enables both, automatic and 
manual analyses on multiple annotation layers, allows using a predesigned annotation scheme or creating a new 
one, offers several search options, and, finally, performs descriptive and comparative statistics on the annotated 
layers (O’Donnell, 2012b).

The main reason for choosing this tool was that the UAM CorpusTool is suited for systemic functional research, 
since it uses hierarchical system for the annotation – organization of systems into a network, borrowed from 
SFL (O’Donnell, 2012b :16). Each system network can consist of numerous systems (choices/types) and features 
(alternatives within the choice/subtypes), which can further contain new systems and features, thus very complex 
schemes can be created. The networks can be designed prior to annotation, and new systems and features can 
be added at any point. In addition, glosses or comments can be added to each feature to define its meaning so 
that the researcher can consult them in the process of annotation. The annotation process consists of assigning 
a feature from the network to a whole document or a segment by tagging and coding it.

For the purposes of this investigation, three annotation layers for each script were created: Grammatical Cohesion, 
Performance, and Task, as Figure 3.3 illustrates.
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Figure 3.3 Main Windows of the UAM CorpusTool 2.8.14, Examination Corpus Open

Accordingly, three annotation schemes were designed. The first scheme was devoted to grammatical cohesion. 
The model was based on the previous theoretical discussion on grammatical cohesive devices in Chapter 1. As 
it is customary in a quantitative study, the majority of the categories were summarized prior to data analysis, 
not derived from it. The reason for this was that we believe the model of cohesion to be exhaustive and reliable, 
and a prior model was a prerequisite for the corpus analysis, since annotation required an annotation scheme. 
Nonetheless, another set of categories were added during the analysis to account for the interpretation problems 
specific to learner language. Figure 3.4 contains the final version of the systemic network used as the annotation 
scheme:
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Figure 3.4 Annotation Scheme: Grammatical Cohesion

The system network is titled ‘grammatical cohesion markers’ and it comprises three systems (reference, 
conjunctions, substitution/ellipsis), and each system has sub features: type and interpretation, which are both 
assigned to the same segment. Labels used for interpretation are explained in detail in Section 3.3.3. Following 
this scheme, each file in the corpus was analysed and annotated.

Two additional annotation schemes were created for the programme to be able to distinguish between 
performance levels (Figure 3.5) and the two tasks (Figure 3.6). Although the performance level and task types 
were assigned to the whole script, not particular segments, in order to enable the statistics section, it was found 
that the option of segment annotation must be selected while creating the layer and then the whole script must 
be highlighted and the feature of task and performance type assigned to it.
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Figure 3.5 Annotation Scheme: Performance Level

Figure 3.6 Annotation Scheme: Task Type

Apart from the annotation feature, the UAM CorpusTool 2.8.14 also offers a statistics section, enabling descriptive 
and comparative analysis using general text statistics or feature coding options. General text statistics section 
displays information about the text length and complexity in the selected unit, thus such measurement as 
density of grammatical cohesive devices in the corpus could be derived. Feature coding shows the distribution of 
annotated features in the whole corpus or in particular segments, which were performance group and task type. 
For example, grammatical cohesive devices in low performance group, in Task 1 could be selected and displayed 
separately from Task 2 or any other performance group.

In comparative analysis section, the programme automatically calculates statistical significance of the findings. 
Statistical significance, expressed through a probability coefficient (p), shows the possibility of the results to 
be replicated in the whole population. (Dörnyei, 2007: 210). The UAM CorpusTool 2.8.14 calculates statistical 
significance with the help of two measurements – T-Statistics and Chi-Squared statistics. It is indicated after each 
entry and expressed through the following symbols, as shown in Table 3.5.

Table 3.5 Symbols: Statistical Significance in UAM CorpusTool 2.8.14 (O’Donnell, 2012b: 35)

None Not significantly different.

+ Significant at the 90% level (10% chance of error).

++ Significant at the 95% level (5% chance of error).

+++ Significant at the 98% level (2% chance of error).

Additionally, the search function of the UAM CorpusTool 2.8.14 enables display of lexical items that carry 
an assigned feature in different categories. The results can be presented by file, as a summary, as a lemmatised 
summary, or in the form of a concordance, as showed in Figure 3.7:

proficiency_level PERFORMANCE-
LEVEL

low
T1: 1 to 7
T2: 1 to 13

medium
T1: 8 to 12
T2: 14 to 23

high
T1: 13 to 15
T2: 24 to 25

task
TASK-
TASK

task-1
task-2
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Figure 3.7 Search Feature of the UAM CorpusTool 2.8.14, Examination Corpus Open

The search feature easily extracted language data for each type of grammatical cohesive devices in the whole 
corpus, as well as different performance groups.

3.2.3.3.  Systemic Functional Approach to Discourse Analysis
The instruments for analysing written learner discourse from a systemic functional analysis perspective are 
borrowed from Eggins (2004) as described in Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics. The author at length 
discusses qualitative analysis of referential and conjunctive cohesion in a written text.

Cohesive chains is a term used by Eggins to explain and exemplify a way of applying a systemic function analysis 
to surface cohesion in a written text as a ‘convenient way to capture the reference patterns in a text is simply to 
trace through mentions of text participants’ (2004: 37). The analysis starts with an identification of the major or 
all the text participants (people, places, objects) and linking them with all of the mentions in the text (ibid.). 
Dominance of some referents over others could lead to interesting assumptions about text overall cohesion. In 
addition, it can be seen whether all mentions of the referents are properly linked together.

As to analysing conjunctive cohesion, the approach of listing clauses as related by logo-semantic relations of 
elaboration, extension, and enhancement, and marking them using the SFL symbols discussed in Chapter 1 is 
suggested (Eggins, 2004: 48). Such analysis enables the researcher to see patterns of conjunctive cohesion in the 
text and trace links among clauses and sentences.

3.2.4.  Research Procedure and Data Analysis
Having stated the above, the research procedure consisted of the following steps.

1.  Collecting the sample, digitalizing 60 scripts, marking each task, and entering them into the 
UAM CorpusTool 2.8.14.
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2.  Making decisions and carrying out procedures regarding discrimination between the 

performance groups.
3.  Creating the annotation schemes and annotating the corpus.
4.  Performing descriptive and comparative statistics on the categorical data.
5.  Using the search function of the corpus tool to gather language data.
6.  Selecting a subsample for qualitative analysis to be analysed with the method of a discourse 

analysis.
7.  Presenting and interpreting the findings, which are described in the following section of the 

paper.

3.3.  Presentation and Interpretation 
of the Findings

The following subchapter addresses the three research questions by presenting and interpreting the findings of 
the study.

3.3.1.  Research Question 1
The first research question essentially addresses the Halliday and Hassan’s (1976) model of grammatical cohesive 
devices, which was described in the first theoretical chapter, to see if it could be implemented in learner language 
analysis. It is expected that by answering this question, insights will be gained into how frequently learners 
employ the three types of discourse markers and what categories of textual resources are used under each of 
the types. The answer to this question will serve as a building block for the next two questions which explore 
differences among the scripts and unsuccessful use of grammatical cohesive devices accordingly.

The first research question set was:
Can discourse markers expressing reference, substitution, and conjunctive cohesion be detected 
in the Year 9 English language examination corpus and, if so, which types are represented, to 
what extent, and how?

In order to answer this threefold question, the statistics section of the UAM Corpus Tool 2.8.14 was used, to display 
the coded features and percentage of use in a form of a systemic network. Overall, 3152 instances (3344 words) 
of grammatical cohesive markers were discovered and tagged in the Year 9 examination corpus comprising 
11,301 words in total. All three types of grammatical cohesive devices could be detected in the corpus, if not 
represented equally, as demonstrated by Figure 3.8.
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Figure 3.8 Representation of Grammatical Cohesive Devices in the Corpus

As it can be derived from the pie charts, nearly 30% of the words in the whole corpus contain a grammatical 
cohesive link. The prevailing category is reference, accounting for 65.64% of all the cohesive markers, followed 
by conjunction, a proportion of 34.14%. There were only 7 instances of substitution, leaving it at a mere 0.22% 
mark. These results are not surprising, as it was expected that reference and conjunction would be frequently 
encountered in the corpus. However, to find even 7 cases of substitution in 120 scripts was unexpected, as it was 
presumed that substitution would appear at later stages of English language proficiency.

Figure 3.9 shows a further subdivision of these three types into subcategories.

Figure 3.9 Representation of Grammatical Cohesive Devices: Subcategories
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From all the instances of reference, pronominal reference was the prevailing type of reference used in the texts, 
reaching 86.08% mark, and demonstrative and comparative reference was present only in 10.87% and 3.04% 
of all the cases respectively. This finding does not confirm with the New General Service list, where the definite 
article occupied the first place, and that and this was used more frequently as many pronouns. This also implies 
the possibility that establishing comparative reference is difficult for learners at that level, since one of the text 
types required comparing three alternatives, thus much higher coverage of comparative reference would be 
expected. Demonstrative reference requires special attention in the context of Latvian learners, since this category 
includes the definite article, which is a category not directly present in the Latvian language, thus being notorious 
for causing difficulties. This issue will be discussed in the section dealing with unsuccessful reference.

As to the types of substitution, only 7 cases of nominal substitution were traced, and only half of these instances 
were deemed to be correctly used and the cohesive link to be retrievable. Looking for substitution proved to be 
rather challenging, since the quality of the texts was considerably low, meaning that in many cases the message 
of a sentence was hard to interpret. Thus, in some cases it seemed at first that a sentence contained an example 
of substitution, only to appear that the verb or noun was simply omitted, seemingly not intentionally.

Statistically, elaboration (25.74%) and enhancement (27.60%) – two types of conjunctions – appear to be 
quite similarly represented, with the third type – extension – covering a double of that amount (46.65%). These 
numbers point to a predominance of additive conjunctions, which was to be expected, however it was initially 
believed that additive conjunctions would take up a larger portion of all the conjunctions.

As refers to the use of conjunctions, this type appears to hold the most cases of correct uses and retrievable links 
(88.85%), if compared to reference (62.88%) and substitution (57.41%). It could be partly attributed to the large 
amount of exophoric pronominal references with irretraceable referents, and excluding this feature from the 
statistics, the numbers could be evened, without suggesting that conjunctions are used more successfully than 
pronouns, determiners, and comparative devices to create grammatical cohesion.

To enhance the understanding of how these grammatical cohesive links are achieved, it is important to look at 
the words learners actually use, which could be easily extracted via the search function, displaying a summary 
for each coded feature. Unfortunately, the numbers of occurrences of each of these items are not reliable, since 
the programme differentiates between capital letters and non-capitalized letters, thus counting, for example, I 
and i as two different items.

(1a) Personal reference. The most frequently used textual category is second person personal 
pronoun you, which is followed by first person pronoun I, including the not properly capitalized 
version i. Next, possessive determiners your and my are common in the corpus. This finding 
corresponds, both, to the text type representing personal domain, and the idea that learners at 
lower level discuss ideas in the personal domain and shows that they rarely distance themselves 
from the text. Other pronouns used include it, me, he, we, they, him, them, his, she and a couple 
of instances of her, our, us.
Additionally, attempts to spell the following pronouns are: hes, youre, ou, Id, youes, hi, A, may, etc. 
Furthermore, there are some instances of the politically correct he/she and him or her to refer to 
a hypothetical friend, whose gender is textually unknown, but in most such cases third person 
singular pronoun he is used.
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(1b)  Demonstrative reference. Determiners commonly used include that, this, and there, 

and much less common are these (alternatives: dees) and those. Misspellings of these 
determiners that could be traced are: thet, thiss, thear, ther, tha, however it appears that 
these are individual spelling problems.

The use of the definite article in the examination corpus is quite rare, with less than 70 instances 
of the definite article as a device for establishing a cohesive link in the whole corpus. The majority 
of article and noun combinations are variations of the following: the sports club, the drama club, 
the music club, and the good friend. It could be debatable whether this use is actually cohesive, 
since there isn’t any single mention of a particular club or a friend, all of the texts speculate about 
possibilities of joining a club, be it sports, drama or music in the second task, and good friends in 
the first task. Nevertheless, these instances of the definite article appear in the corpus statistics, 
since in their respective texts there seemed to be a cohesive link of a kind.

(1c)  Comparative reference. Due to the nature of the second task, it was expected that it would 
require the use of comparative reference – comparing the advantages and disadvantages 
of the three alternatives of joining the three school clubs and giving arguments in favour 
of one of them. Additionally, it could be also present in the first task, which required 
a description of a good friend, and a frequent technique appeared to be describing the 
opposite. Yet, using comparative reference appears not to be a popular strategy.

The most frequently used textual categories are too, like, better and more. There are 3 attempts at 
using the structure ‘as … as’ and one simile – flew like a rocket. There are no comparative forms of 
adverbs and only some instances of adjectives in the comparative degree with ending -er: better, 
faster, easier, and structure more + adjective: more interesting, more needly, more simple. As refers 
to comparative use of than – only one instance was traced. Such rare occurrence of comparative 
forms suggests that providing comparative reference is of difficulty to lower level learners. As 
a result, the first steps are using words too, like, more, more + an adjective, and the comparative 
form of adjective good, namely, better.

(1d)  Exophoric and endophoric reference. An important aspect that should be addressed and 
its particular solution justified in the process of analysis, is the fact that almost one third 
of all the references was interpreted as exophoric, thus, according to Halliday and Hassan 
(1976) not relating to textual cohesion per se. The use of the first and second person 
singular and plural pronouns I, me, we, us, you and determiners my, mine, your, yours, our 
accounts for the clear majority of exophoric references in the text, and it required serious 
deliberation whether to mark them as grammatical cohesive devices at all, and, if yes, 
which individual instances would be endophoric, and which – exophoric.

Two major approaches to this particular issue were identified: analysing the whole examination 
paper as a whole, including the test rubrics, etc., or extracting the written scripts and studying 
them as individual stretches of discourse. If the co-text should be taken into account, that is, the 
whole examination sheet, which requires the test-taker to write their name and surname on the 
top of the page, such approach automatically would render all the first person pronoun instances 
endophoric –> anaphoric. On the other hand, it appears that the co-text (name, surname, 
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test rubrics) views itself as an arbitrary entity, since it asks the test-takers to compose texts for 
different contexts altogether – a paragraph for a webpage and a personal letter to a friend, in the 
latter complying with all the norms and standards of an informal letter.
Although a test is not an arbitrary environment per se, the intention of the writing task is not 
only to produce samples of the English language, but also, even more importantly, texts that 
correspond to the conventions of the two given genres outside of the test environment. From the 
point of discourse analysis, a more interesting approach is analysing text construction as separate 
entities from the test environment. Hence, having considered both options, the analysis, similarly 
as the test itself, treats the co-text of the test as arbitrary, and analyses the scripts written by the 
test-takers not as test scripts, but as a paragraph for a webpage and a personal letter accordingly. 
From such perspective first person pronouns I, my, me, we, us are endophoric only in the cases 
where the name of the author is present in the text. Such is the case with most personal letters, 
thus in these cases first person pronouns were deemed to be endophoric → cataphoric.

Nonetheless, the use of second person pronoun you and, accordingly, possessive determiner your, 
is not so clear-cut, since it could refer to one of the following:
(1)  the rater of the test and/or the English teacher;
(2)  an abstract reader;
 (2a) an abstract reader of the webpage that describes good friends (for Task 1);
 (2b) an abstract reader of the personal letter to a friend (for Task 2);
(3)  an abstract person in general (impersonal use of you = one);
(4)  a recipient of the personal letter (for Task 2):
 (5a) Sam, the sender of the first letter the test-takers were asked to reply to;
  (5b) any other friend, existing or imaginary, the test takers chose to address despite the task 

requirements.

Table 3.6 exemplifies these interpretation problems:

Table 3.6 Examples of Exophoric Unknown Referent – Second Person Pronoun ‘You’

Possible Referent Example

(2a), (3) and (1) 
unlikely, but possible

If you want to get atleast one good friend you should start think more 
about of good things and do good stuff. (T1_10P_M_G_25)

(2a), (3) I’m sure most of you can agree. (T1_15P_M_G_40)

(2a), (3) and (1) 
unlikely, but possible

I you want to be good friend you have to be comunicable 
because you is under stend him. (T1_10P_M_R_09)

(2a), (3)
Hello, dear readers! […]Good friend always help you in all situation, 
you can tell him all your secrets. (T1_12P_F_G_26)

(2a), (5a), (5b) and (1) 
unlikely, but possible

all the letters in Task 2 with no introductory remarks 
or mention of the friends body in the text

(3) or (5a)
Dear Sam, […] Drama is more for people that are good in front of 
auditory. There you learn plays etc. (T2_25P_M_G_29)
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In point of fact, the question of interpreting exophoric pronominal reference leads to the issue of an ambiguous 
addressee of the text and/or use of impersonal pronouns in learner texts. Unless indicated by the author 
of the text, the two are virtually indistinguishable. Oftentimes, the poor quality of the texts in question was 
an attributing factor to interpretation difficulties. Additionally, the English proficiency level of the majority of 
the authors of the texts appeared to be too unreliable for them to be in full control of the polysemantic personal 
pronoun you, as it would be in a text composed by a native-speaker or a learner with higher English language 
proficiency. Also, the use of these reference items would fall into the category of lexical repetition, thus creating 
a cohesive link between the pronouns, without actually pointing to the referent, and demonstrating a close 
connection between the lexicogrammatical systems of the English language in terms of cohesive devices.

(2a)  Nominal Substitution. Following the model by Halliday and Hassan (1976), 7 instances of 
substitution in 6 different texts were traced (Table 3.7):

Table 3.7 Concordance: Substitution with Context

Context Text Context

o! I think you should choose the one you want the most. If you don

which you want the most, try the one , which you think is more inte

So I think you will take one thet you really like I give

help you to choose the better the same .[name]

d friend of course if you do one to him/her

I club but can’t decide which to join? If you can’t join al

I think you should choose the one witch will give you the most

As this corpus extract demonstrates, all cases fall into the category of nominal substitution, using the one/one 
instead of the club. There is one instance of nominal substitution using the same, which appears not to be cohesive 
in this sentence. However, taking in regard the whole paragraph where the device is present, it appears that the 
same refers to all the previously described features that a good friend should do for his/her friend, thus it is (con)
textually cohesive, linking the sentences together.

(3a)  Conjunctions for Elaboration. The following relative items are used to create relations of 
elaboration: that (also thet, the, tha and then), what, who (hu), when, which (witch, wich), 
how (hou), where (wher), even one correctly used instance of whom. The many cases of 
misspellings demonstrate that relative items, which create cohesive ties of elaboration, 
are easy to notice despite orthographical deviations.

Additionally, a cohesive link of exemplification between clauses or sentences is created with the help of items: 
for example (4) and the more informal like (2). They are not frequent in the corpus, showing that the function of 
exemplification is possibly acquired at later stages of learner language development.

(3b)  Conjunctions for Extension. The function of conjunctions classified under the category 
of extension is to create a relationship of addition or contrast. Around 90% of all such 
conjunctive items present in the examination corpus under analysis are: and (an, 
un), or, but, which confirms the claim that these three are the most frequent additive 
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conjunctions. In addition, there are 19 instances of additive conjunction also, 4 cases of 
furthermore and two attempts at one the other hand, from one hand/from other hand, 
which could be classified as negative intralingual transference.

(3c)  Conjunctions for Enhancement. Conjunctive items maintaining temporal relations 
between clauses or phrases traced in the corpus are: more frequently – then, and individual 
uses of after, yet, since, firstly, at first, second, third, in the end. Causal relationships are 
expressed via conjunction because (becouse, becase, becose, beause, beacuse) – with over 
130 matches, and at least 12 cases of so and 4 cases of that’s why. Conjunction if was also 
used to develop the idea of condition in approximately 80 sentences, similarly item then 
was used.

To summarize the above, discourse markers expressing reference, conjunctive cohesion, as well as some instances 
of substitution can be detected in the Year 9 examination corpus. All subcategories of these three types are 
present, except for clausal and verbal substitution. Additionally, there are relatively few cases of demonstratives 
and comparatives. The most frequently used discourse markers for creating grammatical cohesion are pronouns 
(first and second person), additive conjunctions and, or, but, causal conjunction because, conditional conjunction 
if, and relative items that, what, who, when, which, how, where.

This is not to say that all of these cohesive links were retrievable or the appropriate discourse marker was selected, 
neither do these results imply that all the scripts were equally well written. Thus, the following section addresses 
the question of proficiency levels and cohesion.

3.3.2.  Research Question 2
The second research question asks the question of grammatical cohesive devices in connection with language 
proficiency levels. As a consequence of different proficiency levels represented in the examination corpus under 
analysis, the use of grammatical cohesive devices cannot be expected to be equally distributed among the 
different scripts. It leads to the second research question:

•  Can the use of these discourse markers distinguish between levels the English language 
proficiency?

The answer to this question is twofold, consisting of quantitative and qualitative differences.
(1)  Quantitative differences. To compare the overall statistics of the use of grammatical 

cohesive devices among the three groups, corpus statistics section was used. Table 
3.8 reflects quantitative differences in general statistics among the three performance 
groups pertaining to the number of scripts, length, and grammatical cohesion density 
across the three categories.
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Table 3.8 Corpus Data Statistics: General Statistics

Low Medium High

Total T1 T2 Total T1 T2 Total T1 T2

- Nr. of scripts: 22 9 13 69 34 35 29 17 12

LENGTH:

- Words in scripts: 1930 547 1379 6715 2607 3968 2656 1086 1560

- Av. Word 
Length:

4.05 4.44 3.87 3.97 4.04 9.39 4.04 4.13 3.97

- Av. Script 
Length:

87.73 60.78 106 97.32 76.68 116.7 91.59 63.88 130

GR. COHESION 
DENSITY (% 
of text): 

- Reference 
density: 

.21 .18 .20 .19 .15 .22 .18 .14 .10

- Substitution 
density: 

- - - .0011 - .002 .0011 .0011 -

- Conjunction 
density: 

.08 0.07 .089 .09 .09 .10 .10 .09 .05

(1a)  Number of Scripts. Evidently, the normal distribution is somewhat present across the 
three major categories, since there are 22 scripts classified as low performance, while 
the majority consisting of 69 scripts in total are of medium performance, and 29 are 
comparatively excellent scripts. Looking at the division between the two tasks, it 
appears, however, that these numbers are not represented in the same way, thus the 
two tasks in some scripts composed by the same test-takers would be placed in different 
categories. The numbers show that it is easier to get a higher score in Task 1 than Task 
2, which is attributed to the fact that Task 1 targets lower language ability, and, as 
a consequence, Task 2 discriminates more, by eliminating students of lower language 
proficiency.

(1b)  Length. It can be argued that the length of a script can be an indicator of the test-
taker’s overall language proficiency. In the light of this argument, it seems reasonable 
that the lowest performance group would write the shortest texts and the length of 
the texts would slightly increase for the medium and high performance groups. The 
results derived from corpus statistics partly confirm this assumption, showing that in 
the shortest texts, comprising, in average, 87 words per script, were written by the low 
performance group. Curiously, it appears that the medium performance group composed 
the longest texts, + 10 words per each script, followed by a decrease in the text length 
for the high performance group – 5.73. This could be attributed to the fact that the 
test-takers with higher language ability are able to deliver their message more clearly 
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without circumlocution, thus do not need to use so many words to communicate their 
ideas. However, if the length of the texts is compared between the two tasks, it can be 
seen that the high performance group composed the longest letters (Task 2).

The average word length measurement indicates that there are many short words in the script, 
which could be function words, including pronominal reference, articles, prepositions, etc.

(1c)  Grammatical Cohesion Density. The third measurement is density of grammatical cohesion 
in the corpus, which is a percentage of the words tagged as carrying a grammatical 
cohesive link in the whole text (divided by the number of words in the text). It can be 
observed that the density of conjunctions increases in accordance with the performance 
levels, while the density of reference decreases. Naturally, it is assumed that vocabulary 
range increases in higher performance groups, and thus there would be less saturation 
of function words in the text, including discourse markers establishing grammatical 
cohesion. As a part of vocabulary expansion is also acquisition of more conjunctive items, 
which would explain increase in the use of conjunctions, along with the most popular 
additive items used at lower level.

(1d)  Significance of Differences. Apart from general corpus statistics, statistics displaying 
feature coding shows significant differences among the three groups. From the obtained 
data it can be derived that the use of personal reference, endophoric reference, anaphoric 
reference, correct and retrievable referents and conjunctive items increases in medium 
and high performance groups. Moreover, use of demonstratives, cataphoric reference, 
cohesive links that cannot be interpreted, and incorrectly used or selected discourse 
markers as cohesive devices decreases. There are no significant differences in the use of 
conjunction types and substitution.

(2)  Qualitative differences. The use of textual resources for the creation of grammatical 
cohesive ties across the three performance groups can be categorized and summarised in 
the following manner:

 •  Personal reference. There are no misspellings in the high and medium performance 
groups, in contrast with the low performance group. The use of pronouns slightly increases 
from the low performance group to the high performance group.

 •  Demonstratives. No misspellings in the high performance group (except thiss) were found, 
however some misspellings in the medium performance group and several in the low 
performance group were indicated. The plural of demonstrative these appears only at the 
high (4 instances) and medium (1 instance) level performance groups and those (2) + (1). 
14 cases of the definite article the in the low performance group were traced, while there 
were 22 cases in the medium and 23 cases in the high performance group. Thus, keeping 
in mind the distribution of the scripts, there is no significant increase in the use of articles 
between the low and medium performance groups. However, the high performance group 
appear to use comparatively more articles, since this group is represented by a much lower 
number of scripts.
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 •  Comparative reference. There was only 1 instance of comparative reference in the low 

performance group, 9 in medium, and 5 in high performance groups. Thus, virtually, 
comparative references appear only in the medium and high performance groups.

 •  Substitution. Use of substitution as a grammatical cohesive device, however rare, appears 
only in the medium and high level performance groups.

 •  Elaboration. No misspellings of conjunctive items expressing the relationship of 
elaboration were traced in the high performance group. Like and for example appear only 
in the medium performance group, while textual items especially and whom were present 
only in the high level performance group. Nonetheless, the rare instances of these items 
could be due to individual learner language systems.

 •  Extension. The low performance group used only conjunctive items and, but, or. The 
medium group introduces the conjunction also and individual attempts at: furthermore, 
from one hand, from other hand could be observed. As regards the high performance group, 
the use of also and furthermore increased, if ever so slightly, and individual attempts at on 
the one hand, besides are observable.

 •  Enhancement. Conjunctive cohesion expressing enhancement in the low performance 
group is characterized by the use of conjunction because and frequent misspellings, as 
well as items than/then, some instances of if (4), and individual uses of since, after, so. 
The medium performance group employs conjunctions: so, at first/firstly, and individual 
cases of yet, that’s why, since, however, until show possible attempts at reaching a higher 
performance level. Finally, in the high performance group the variety conjunctions 
increases to so, first of all, instead, secondly, that’s why, after, however, third, second, firstly, 
but it should be pointed out, that all these instances are still very individual.

To summarize the answer to the second research question, use of the discourse markers providing grammatical 
cohesion can distinguish between levels of English language proficiency on the quantitative scale by use 
of pronominal reference, endophoric reference, anaphoric reference, correct and retrievable referents and 
conjunctive items, and decreased use of demonstratives, cataphoric reference, cohesive links that cannot 
be interpreted, and incorrectly used or selected discourse markers. Qualitatively, spelling mistakes decrease 
with higher proficiency level learners and the range of cohesive items increases by adding the plural form of 
demonstratives, conjunctions carrying out the functions of exemplification and numbering.

3.3.3.  Research Question 3
The third part of the study is concerned with unsuccessful use of grammatical cohesive devices, therefore the final 
research question put forward was:

•  What are the parameters that render the use of cohesive devices unsuccessful in the 
Year 9 English language examination corpus and how could the cohesive link be repaired?

In order to answer this question, the two tasks will be discussed separately as dependant 
variables, since they represent two different text types, and the three groups will be distinguished 
to account for differences among proficiency levels. The success of the use of grammatical devices 
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was judged according two to parameters – correct use of the textual device (e.g. spelling, choice), 
and traceability of the cohesive link. Thus, the options were:
1)  correct & retrievable – correct use of the textual device, and the cohesive link is 

retrievable;
2)  incorrect & retrievable – incorrect use of the textual device, yet the cohesive link appears 

to be retrievable;
3)  correct & irretrievable – textual device seemingly correctly used, but the cohesive link is 

ambiguous or irretrievable;
4)  incorrect & irretrievable – the text is clear enough to signal that the choice of the textual 

device is incorrect and the cohesive link is irretrievable;
5)  cannot interpret – a textual device typically carrying grammatical cohesive link appears to 

be used, bet the text is too unclear.

Since these categories were derived from the learner texts, it can be concluded that there could be two potential 
types of unsuccessful cohesive ties: correct use of a textual device that is not properly linked to another element, 
and an incorrect use of a textual element, yet the text makes the link retrievable. The first type (correct and 
retrievable) represents successful use of cohesive devices and cohesive link, while the two later categories account 
for texts that are too badly written. Yet, if the aim of the cohesive device is to provide a link of the text element to 
another text element, only the first type is cohesively unsuccessful, while the second type pertains to the field of 
grammatical or lexical errors. Nevertheless, both types are further discussed.

The presentation and interpretation of the findings in this subchapter is divided into three 
parts. The first part of this section discusses general quantitative differences among the sample, 
the second section analyses general qualitative differences, while the third section chooses 
a subsample and performs a closer analysis on cohesive chains and conjunctive relations in the 
texts.

(1)  General Quantitative Differences. Corpus-based statistical analysis on the interpretation of 
grammatical cohesive devices in low to intermediate level writing reveals many instances 
of the problem cases, namely, incorrect and retrievable, correct and irretrievable references 
and use of conjunctive items.

(1a)  Reference. There are a substantially lower percentage of correct and retrievable reference 
items in T1 than in T2 across all three groups. A wide range is represented, from 25% in 
the low level performance group in T1 up to 85% in the high level performance group in 
T2. The percentage of incorrect and retrievable references steadily decreases in from low 
to high level groups, with almost no instances in the high level performance group in T2. 
Correct and irretrievable references are more typical for T1 than for T2 in all performance 
groups, especially for the high performance group. References that cannot be interpreted 
are characteristic only to the low level performance group, especially in T1.

(1b)  Conjunctions. The majority of cohesive ties created by cohesions are correct and 
retrievable, ranging from 74% in the lower performance level group to 96% in the higher 
performance level group. There is no incorrect and retrievable conjunctive link in the 
low performance group in T1, while there are 16% of incorrect use of conjunctions in T2, 
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and 6% in the medium group both tasks, with the number fluctuating between tasks 
1 and 2 in high performance group. Correct and irretrievable conjunctive items are not 
frequently represented in the corpus, with only 4 cases in the low performance group and 
13 cases in the medium performance group.

These numbers allow the following conclusion to be made: in general, unsuccessful use of 
cohesive ties is more characteristic for the lower performance group. Successful use of reference 
appears to be much more problematic for all learners in comparison with conjunctions, where the 
problem seems to be lexical or grammatical, not cohesive.

(2)  General Qualitative Differences. To understand the problem cases in more detail, a search 
was performed for all the categories separately.

(2a)  Personal reference. Under the category of correct and irretrievable personal reference 
fall the items classified as endophoric, since in such case the item is not textually linked 
to any presupposition. The cohesive tie could be repaired by introducing an agent, e.g. 
Hi, everybody! (ref) Dear readers! (ref), Hi, Sam/Laura/Kate (conventions for a personal 
letter). As incorrect and retrievable personal reference, object pronouns and possessives 
were tagged, including the carless non-capitalization of personal pronoun I, as the 
following examples demonstrate:

 •  follow they (T1_04P_F_R_03)
 •  she talking for they boyfriend (T1_04P_F_G_32)
 •  he or her (T1_07P_F_S_56)
 •  apostrophe in your, hes
 •  capitalization of i

It indicates that these structures could be simply acquired at later stages of learner language 
development.

(2b)  Demonstratives. Correctly used demonstratives with irretraceable cohesive links 
were mostly uses of the and this, that, while incorrectly used were the plurals of the 
demonstratives:

 •  This is my thinks. (T2_13P_F_R_02) (supports that the plural form is not acquired 
yet)

Although the determiners were problematic due to exophoric reference, the definite article is 
an issue for all Latvian English language learners at low to intermediate proficiency level, as 
the results of the present study confirm. There were also instances of negative transfer from the 
Latvian language, falling under the category of incorrect use of the device with a retrievable 
cohesive link, for example: The good friend is that who live outside, no’t inside, to computer. 
(T1_05P_F_R_01) (LV: labs draugs ir tāds, kurš ... ) In addition, examples of sentences that 
could not be interpreted where observed, such as: The club very much, but I like that a club. 
(T2_11P_F_S_54)
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(2c)  Comparative reference. The discussion in the sections of the first two research questions 

asserted that creating comparative reference is of difficulty for low to intermediate level 
learners, and that attempts, which are only made at medium to high performance level 
groups are often faulty. The present section supports this finding, and the examples have 
already been provided in the previous sections.

(2d)  Substitution. Correct and irretrievable exophoric substitution was traced ‘I think you 
should choose the one you want the most.’ Overall, it appears that intentional and 
successful use of substitution, and also ellipsis, is acquired at later stages of learner 
language development.

(2e)   Elaboration. Incorrect and retrievable cases include:
confusion between which and who: […] drama or sport who you like more. (T2_13P_F_S_45)
negative transfer: You have to choose your own what you like better. (T2_13P_M_R_06)
(2f)  Extension. The only problematic case with conjunctions used to achieve the logico-

semantic relationship of extension is with the additive item and. It is used, but both ends 
of the cohesive tie that are structurally linked do not appear to be semantically linked: You 
need choose where your heart want and I believe you can choose. (T2_13P_F_S_13)

(2g)  Enhancement. Correct and irretrievable cases of conjunctive items under the category of 
enhancement include:

 •  because, since what follows does not seem to be either cause, nor consequence, 
eliminating the explanation of a possible confusion with the conjunctive so: I like twitter, 
because – I have a twitter conts and twitter was found new friend. (T1_04P_F_R_03)

 •  Conditional constructions often do not follow standard patterns. If you have some things 
you can discuss with him. (T1_10P_M_R_09)

Incorrect and retrievable conjunctive cohesive links are created due to the following reasons:

 •  Spelling of because and that’s why is a difficulty.
 •  Conditional constructions, which, possible should have been tagged as correct and 

retrievable uses of conjunctions, since the success of the construction is not judged, only 
the logico-semantic ties in the clause. A case in point: If you will join, your life will become 
more interesting and active. (T1_22P_F_S_52)

 •  Wrong choice of a conjunction: In my opinion sport makes you a friends, furhermore a team 
sports. (T1_10P_M_G_17)

In summary, cohesively unsuccessful devices include personal pronoun you, which should not be exophoric 
in a personal letter in accordance with informal letter writing conventions and demonstratives, including the 
definite article with no traceable cohesive links. The list of textually unsuccessful, yet cohesively successful devices 
is much longer, and it includes: object pronouns and possessives, capitalization of personal pronoun I, plural of 
this and that, negative transfer of conjunctive items, comparatives: form, which vs. who, conditional constructions 
with if, spelling of because.
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(3)  Discourse Analysis of Cohesive Devices in Context. Finally, in order to gather information 

on overall success of cohesion in a text, discourse analysis of grammatical cohesion was 
performed in the context of three learner texts, representing satisfactory text cohesion, 
unsatisfactory text cohesion, and no observable cohesion.

(3a)  The first text, a script written for the completion of Task 1, was composed by a female 
learner from a gymnasium, and it scored seven points, placing it into the low performance 
group:

As it can be seen, there are three text participants:
 •  the author (I think);
 •  exophoric you = the reader? (helps you – you always can tell – your secrets – tells you – 

believe you – trust you – you are sad – walk with you – talk with you);
 •  a good friend (good friend – he or she – tell him – he tells – he needs to believe – he 

wants).

Example 1: (T1_07P_F_G_33)

There are also three cases of extension (+). It could be argued whether ellipsis is present in the 
second sentence; however, it seems it does not fall into the category of grammatical cohesion, as 
‘he tells you his’ would.

It appears that the text is linked through repeated mentions of a good friend and exophoric you. 
Overall, textual cohesion in Example 1 is satisfactory – there is quite high density of textual 
devices, they are linked properly (except you, which is not linked to any participant outside of the 
text, but all the mentions are internally linked), yet there is not much variety in the use of devices. 
Despite low performance on the writing test, the text is cohesive, which indicates that cohesion is 
dependent on writing skill, rather than one’s language proficiency level.

(3b)  The second text is a script written as the Task 1 by a female learner from a rural primary 
school, and it scored only four points. This script is interesting in the sense that it does not 
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follow the test rubric and instead of describing what makes a good friend for a website, 
it describes a website that makes a good friend. This text is more creative in comparison 
with the first text, since the learner attempts to form constructions which she clearly 
has not mastered, at the expense of interpretable meaning, as well as losing points on 
the test.

There are only two text participants:
•  the author (I going tell – I think – I like – I have – I was – I was – I don’t work – I was – my 

work – my best friend)
•  twitter (about for twitter – twitter as – like twitter – twitter conts – twitter was found – 

twitter celebrate – twitter for 14 years old – I was a twitter – twitter don’t let – this 
website – tweets – they – twitter).

There is no variety in the use of the cohesive devices to link these participants, and, what is 
more, there is a considerable difficulty in interpreting the meaning of the text. Probably, the only 
semantic links are within these two text participants and conjunctive items and (+), because 
(x), and since (x).

All in all, cohesion in Example 2 is below satisfactory, and this appears to be largely influenced by the learner’s 
poor English.

Example 2: (T1_04P_F_R_03)

(3c)  The third example was selected for analysis, since the script did not score any points in 
Task 1.
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Example 3: (T1_00P_F_R_05)

Upon a closer inspection of this script, it seems that there is no texture at all. There are several 
unconnected text participants: English website, I, twitter, friend, internet, teacher, chat, and 
planet, with almost no semantic links between them. There are three uses of additive and (+), 
however one of them is cohesively unsuccessful. Since the meaning of the paragraph cannot be 
retrieved, and there appears to be no textual cohesion, unfortunately, the script can hardly be 
labelled as a text.

These three examples of successful, unsuccessful overall text cohesion and no texture lead us to believe that in low 
level writing grammatical cohesion is achieved through personal reference of a small number of text participants 
and basic, retrievable conjunctive items. Too many textual participants, which are not properly linked, create 
confusion for the reader. Moreover, successful use of cohesion depends more on one’s writing skill than one’s 
language proficiency level.

To answer the final research question, the reasons that render the use of cohesive devices cohesively unsuccessful 
is not introducing the text participants properly or introducing too many text participants, as well as not linking 
demonstratives with their referents. The cohesive link could be repaired by mentioning the referents that are 
at the other end of the cohesive link of demonstrative reference. Unsuccessful textual use of cohesive markers 
does not disrupt the cohesive link, but can be improved by acquiring object pronouns and possessives, plurals of 
demonstratives, comparatives, correct use of conjunctions and fixing spelling mistakes.
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Conclusions
The present research was carried out with the aim of investigating the use of grammatical cohesive devices in 
low to intermediate level writing. Three research questions were put forward, addressing the use of reference, 
substitution and conjunctions; proficiency levels, and unsuccessful cohesion respectively. In order to reach the 
research goal and answer the questions, literature on grammatical cohesion, written learner language, and 
learner corpora was reviewed, and a systemic functional approach to corpus-based statistical and discourse 
analysis was taken.

The theoretical discussion summarized the framework for the analysis of grammatical cohesive devices and 
concluded that the use of reference, substitution and conjunctions enable semantic links contributing to overall 
text cohesion. The density and successfulness of the cohesive ties are the factors that set different texts apart. 
However, written learner language at lower English proficiency levels is not expected to contain effortless 
text cohesion. Learner language is a separate language system, and an analysis of systematically made errors 
enables conclusions about its development. Learner language that is created as a product of natural activity is 
considered to be authentic language data, and held in high regard by corpus linguistics and systemic functional 
linguistics alike.

It was affirmed in the empirical chapter that low to intermediate level learners in Latvia successfully use pronouns 
(first and second person), additive conjunctions and, or, but, as well as causal conjunction because. In addition, 
conditional conjunction if, and relative items that, what, who, when, which, how, where are used to create cohesive 
ties between clauses and sentences. Moreover, the textual device does not have to be properly spelled or even 
selected, for example, due to negative transfer, for the cohesive link to be retrievable. Thus, a discourse marker can 
be textually unsuccessful, but cohesively successful. This finding implies that the proficiency level of the English 
language is not directly linked with successful use of cohesive ties.

What is more important, all the text participants should be introduced prior to demonstratives that and this, 
and the definite article. Perhaps, the Latvian learners should be given additional exercises to understand the 
underlying cohesive connections between this, that, the, and their respective referents to be made aware of the 
whole mechanism of pointing and linking. It appears that it would be worth approaching these three items from 
the cohesive perspective, perhaps, with visual demonstrations of the text links, thus increasing the learners’ 
awareness of cohesion. In addition, second person pronoun you should not be left exophoric in a personal 
letter.

The present study also brought to light some common errors made by Year 9 learners in Latvia, such as, incorrect 
use or lack of object pronouns and possessives, plural of this and that, negative transfer of conjunctive items, which 
vs. who, conditional constructions with if; and spelling, which gradually improved. In addition, Year 9 learners are 
not comfortable with the function of comparing, and do not tend to use substitution and ellipsis.

The study also shows the development of learner language. For example, the variety of conjunctions increases 
gradually throughout the proficiency levels, as learners attempt to use other conjunctive items apart from the 
three basic ones, and acquire the functions of exemplification and numbering. Also, spelling issues and negative 
transfer pertaining to grammatical cohesive devices, gradually disappear with a proficiency level increase.
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Perhaps the most interesting conclusion disproves the notion that a text composed by a learner with low English 
proficiency level is not cohesive. As the examples demonstrated, such learners use grammatical cohesive devices 
to link not only words, but also clauses and sentences, and create cohesively successful texts. As a consequence, it 
can be concluded that successful cohesion in a written learner text depends more on the writing skill, than one’s 
language proficiency level.

The results of the present thesis could be useful for teachers of low to intermediate English level students, since 
it summarizes the major problems of cohesive writing and provides examples of language development. As 
an unfortunate limitation of the study was the fact that the test scores were not expressed in the CEFR proficiency 
level bands, thus the research could not be linked to the CEFR. Thus, a further study could be conducted (1) to link 
the proficiency levels with the CEFR proficiency levels, (2) to include the Year 12 examination corpus in the scope, 
(3) to compare Latvian examination corpus with corpora of other language learners, (4) to increase the scope of 
cohesive devices by analysing lexical cohesion.
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Theses
 1.  Systemic Functional Linguistics is a school of thought that is concerned with answering the questions about 

the meaning-making potential of authentic bodies of language.
 2.  A text has the property of textuality, or connectivity, which is maintained through the use of various 

grammatical and lexical cohesive devices.
 3.  Grammatical cohesion is a semantic link between two or more textual elements as expressed via grammatical 

resources of reference, substitution and ellipsis, and conjunctions.
 4.  Density and use of successful linking of cohesive ties are the two factors that point to differences in overall 

text cohesion.
 5.  Writing is not only a mode of communication, type of test, but also a skill.
 6.  Learner corpora collection and annotation is a useful tool that enables an in-depth statistical and discourse 

analysis of authentic learner language systems in the process of development.
 7.  The most frequently used discourse markers for creating grammatical cohesion in low to intermediate 

level writing are pronouns (first and second person), additive conjunctions and, or, but, causal conjunction 
because, conditional conjunction if, and relative items that, what, who, when, which, how, where.

 8.  In order for a cohesive device to be successfully used, the two elements have to be properly introduced in the 
text; yet spelling and appropriate selection of the textual resource are not the decisive factors.

 9.  For a successful overall cohesion of the text in low level learner writing, a text should not contain many 
participants, and all the text participants need to be grammatically linked.

 10.  Learners at lower proficiency levels are able to link clauses and sentences, thus creating successful and 
cohesive texts.

 11.  Successful cohesion in a written learner text is dependent rather on the writing skill, than one’s language 
proficiency level.
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Appendix 5:
Statistical Representation of 
Unsuccessful Cohesive Ties
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