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levads

Metodiskais materials par 9. klases eksamena svesvalodas rakstisanas dalas vertésanu paredzéts plasam interesentu
lokam — gan 9. klases svesvalodu eksamenu darbu vértétajiem, gan macibu priek3meta skolotajiem, gan skoléniem
un vinu vecakiem.

Materiala mérkis ir sniegt plasaku informaciju par anglu valodas eksamena rakstisanas dalas vértésanas batibu un
kritérijiem. Pirmkart, materials sniedz praktisku ieskatu vértésana, un tas ir noderigs eksamena darbu vértétajiem un
anglu, vacu, krievu un franu valodu skolotajiem, organizéjot skolénu sasnieqgumu vértéSanu macibu procesa.

Metodiskais materials tapis Eiropas moderno valodu centra (EMVC) un Eiropas Komisijas (EK) RELANG projekta
ietvaros, nemot véra seminara “Valodu eksamenu pielidzina3ana Eiropas kopigo pamatnostadnu (EKP) valodas
apguves limeniem”, kas notika 2014. gada Riga, Valsts izglitibas satura centra, rezultatus. Sekojot Eiropas moderno
valodu centra ekspertu ieteikumiem, tika noteikta rakstisanas dalas atbilstiba uz ricibu orientétai EKP pieejai un
izstradats detalizéts dalas apraksts, ievérojot uzdevumu saturu, teksta mérki, jomas, kompetences un vértésanas
principus.

Izstradatais uzdevums, kas atbilst rakstisanas dalas otra uzdevuma prasibam, tika pilotéts cetru sve3valodu skolénu
grupas. Skolénu darbu paraugi tika izvértéti, izmantojot VISC vértéSanas un EKP rakstisanas prasmes skalas.
Tada veida tika noteikta vért&juma iegiito punktu atbilstiba attiecigiem EKP [imeniem. Skolénu darbu pieméri ir
datorsalikuma, saglabajot visas originala teksta ipadibas, tai skaita gramatikas, pareizrakstibas, stila, kompozicijas
u.c. neprecizitates, klidas un ipatnibas. lzmantojot materiala iek|auto informaciju, skoléni var izméginat novertét
savas valodas prasmes, izpildot parauguzdevumu un veicot pasnovértéanu, savstarpéju vértésanu vai lidzot
skolotaja palidzibu uzdevumu izvértesana. Pienemto vértejumu ieteicams parrunat ar citiem skoléniem vai macibu
priek3meta skolotaju. Nemot véra, ka eksamena rakstisanas dala skoléns apkopo zinaanas, prasmes un produktivas
darbibas iemanas, kuru vértéjums vienmer ir subjektivs, ta ticamiba paaugstinas, ja vértéjumu izteikusas vismaz divas
neatkarigas personas — lidzigi ka centralizéto eksamenu vérté3anas procesa.

Ta ka uzdevumi rakstisanas dala ik gadu tiek veidoti no jauna, tad, atbilstosi eksamena programmai, gadu no
gada var mainities tekstu veidi. Metodisko materialu par centralizéta eksamena angju valoda vértésanu ieteicams
izmantot, gatavojot skolénus 9. klases eksameniem svesvaloda un vienlaikus veidojot skolénos izpratni par
vértésanas pamatprincipiem.

Materidla otraja dala ir ieklauts Ligas Lo¢meles (Latvijas Universitate) magistra darba kopsavilkums anglu valoda.
Pétijums tika veidots ar mérki izpétit gramatiskas kohézijas pielietojumu skolénu rakstu darbos anglu valoda,
izveidojot un analizéjot 9. klases anglu valodas eksamena (rakstveida) tekstu korpusu. Sava magistra darba Liga
Locmele apskata aktualu tému rakstisanas prasmes vértésana. Analizéjot 9. klases skolénu anglu valodas eksamena
rakstisanas dalas darbu korpusu, autore péta valodas apguvéju valodas ipatnibas un teksta gramatiskas kohézijas
pazimes dazados limenos. Pétijuma autores mérkis ir noteikt, ka anglu valodas apguvéji zemakaja un vidéja limeni
rakstot veido saistitu tekstu. Pétijuma gaita tiek apskatita teksta kohézija ka valodas apguves kvalitativa pazime un
tas pielietojums ka rakstisanas dalas vertésanas kritérijs.

Darbs sniedz pladu teorétisko parskatu par teksta uzbavi un kohéziju, ka arf ang|u valodas skolotajiem un parbaudes
darbu veidotajiem dod ieskatu 9.klasu skolénu diskursa kompetences attistiba ang|u valoda (rakstisana).

VISCizsaka pateicibu par sadarbibu materiala sagatavo3ana vértésanas ekspertiem Dinai Savlovskai (francu valoda),
Inai Baumanei, llzei Seipulei, Gundegai Muceniecei (vacu valoda), Svetlanai Brasnujevai, Svetlanai Lacei (krievu
valoda), Vitai Kalnbérzinai un Ligai Lo¢melei (anglu valoda).



Eiropas Komisijas un Eiropas
Padomes projekia RELANG ekspertu
Gabora Sabo (Gabor Szabo)

un Jose Noijona (José Noijons)

zinojuma kopsavilkums

Lai veicinatu izglTtibas kvalitates nodrosinasanu un mobilitati, Eiropas moderno valodu centra (EMVC) un Eiropas
Komisijas (EK) RELANG projekta ietvaros no 2014. gada 29. lidz 31. oktobrim Riga, Valsts izglitibas satura centra
notika seminars “Valodu eksamenu pielidzinasana Eiropas kopigo pamatnostadnu (EKP) valodas apguves
[imeniem”. Tas tika organizéts péc Valsts izglitibas satura centra liguma.

RELANG seminara meérki

1. lzvértét pasreizéjos 9. klases svesvalodu eksamenus.

2. Analizét, ka eksameni atspogulo nepiecieSamos EKP limenus (paslaik divi limeni — A2 un B1 viena
eksamena).

3. Gut priekSstatu par testé3anas datu interpretacijas principiem (konsultanti sanéma 2014. gada anglu valodas
eksamena statistiku).

4. lzprast, ka valodas lietojuma modelis var uzlabot valodu eksamenu ticamibu un droSumu.

Seminara specifiskie uzdevumi un planotie rezultati

1. Skolénu 9. klases eksamenu rezultatu izteik3ana ar EKP limeniem.

2. lzpratne par eksamenu datu vakSanas galvenajiem principiem, parbaudes darbiem, to interpretaciju un
veidiem, ka tos izmantot, lai pielidzinatu EKP gan esoSos eksamenus, gan pamatotu (pasu) pielidzinasanas
procesu.

3. Veidot izpratni par atsevisku eksamena jautajumu/uzdevumu atbilstibu EKP.

4. Gatieskatu, ka EKP izmantojamas eksamenu salidzinasanai, jo svesvalodu eksameniem jabalstas uz vienu un
to pasu teoriju un tiem jabit veidotiem atbilstosi vieniem un tiem pasiem EKP [imeniem.

5. Pasakumu kompleksa izstrade, kas turpmak varétu palidzét pielidzinat 9. klases eksamenus svesvalodas EKP
[imeniem.

Seminara piedalijas 20 daltbnieki — pieredzéjusi dazadu svesvalodu eksamenu uzdevumu veidotaji (anglu, vacu
un krievu), parstavji no Valsts izglitibas satura centra (eksperti, recenzenti, macibu programmu veidotaji) un
Latvijas Universitates.

Eiropas Komisijas konsultantus patikami parsteidza daltbnieku entuziasms un vélme uzlabot eso3os parbaudes
darbus. Daudzi jau bija pazistami ar dazadiem (valodu) testéSanas aspektiem, eksamenu jautajumu veidoanu,
eksamenu un eksamenu jautajumu un uzdevumu analizi un validaciju. Daltbnieki ar interesi dalijas pieredze
dazadu svesvalodu eksamenu izveidé. DaZi Eiropas Padomes publicétie pétijumi par $im témam ir tulkoti ari
latviesu valoda, pieméram, EKP.



Svesvalodu parbaudes darbi Latvija

Lielakaja dala valstu dazadu svedvalodu apguves limenis médz bat at3kirigs. Tadéjadi Latvija, iespéjams, angju
valodas apguves [imenis varétu bit augstaks neka francu un vacu valodas.

Tas nav arguments, lai iepriek$ minétajam valodam veidotu zemaka limena eksamenus, kaut vai tikai tapéc,
ka likums neparedz dazadas svesvalodas sasniegt atSkirigus limenus. Ari gatavosanas B1 limena eksamenam
nevarétu negativi ietekmét skolénu interesi izvéléties kadu citu svedvalodu, nevis anglu (valodu). Tomér, nemot
véra taisniguma principus, kas tika apspriesti ieprieks, konsultanti vélas noradit, ka visu svesvalodu eksamenu
kartotajiem jabut vienlidzigam iesp&jam un viniem janodrosina vienads atbalsts, lai sasniegtu nepiecieSamo vai
paredzéto BT limeni.

Pasreizéjie eksameni un to sasaiste ar EKP

Sobrid Latvijas tiesibu akti neprasa, lai 9. klases svesvalodu eksameni biitu pielidzinti atbilstosiem EKP limeniem.
nevis Latvijas mérkauditorijai — 15/16 gadus veciem jaunieSiem. Tadéjadi nepiecieSsams pielagot EKP deskriptorus
vietéjam kontekstam un vecuma grupai.

Ja 9. klases eksamenu apkopotas statistikas paraugs ir derigs (valsts méroga datu vak3ana nenotiek), Skiet, ka
skoléniem 9. klases eksamenu uzdevumi, kuri veidoti atbilstosi B1 limenim, ipasas problémas nerada. Tapéc
konsultanti seminara dalibniekiem ieteica, ka pamatot atbilstibu EKP limenim B1. B1 limena izvéle nozimétu,
ka tie skoleni, kuri izpildijusi uzdevumus B1 limeni vai virs B1 standarta, sanemtu B1 limena apliecibu. Skoléni
vél joprojam var nokartot So eksamenu, iegustot likuma noteikto rezultatu (33%). Tomér, lai iegutu B1 limena
apliecibu, viniem butu jaiegust vismaz minimalais punktu skaits, kas nosakams ar EKP saistito standartu
noteikSanas procediras gaita.

Uzsakot pielidzinasanas procesu, vispirms batu janoskaidro, kuri EKP B1 limena deskriptori eksamenos tika
izmantoti. Pamatojoties uz to, ka dazi uzdevumi bija formuléti un kontekstualizéti, radas Saubas, vai eksameni
vienmeér atspoguloja uz ricibu orientéto EKP pieeju, ko raksturo $adi elementi:

- personu — individu un socialo agentu veiktas darbibas;

- kompetencu — gan visparéjo, gan jo ipasi valodas komunikativo kompetencu diapazons;

- daZadi sazinas konteksti atbilstosi dazadiem nosacijumiem un ierobeZojumiem, lai iesaistitos valodas
darbibas;

- valodas procesi, lai veidotu un / vai uztvertu tekstus saistiba ar ttmam noteiktas valodas lietojuma jomas.

Valodas kompetence

Pasreizéjos 9. klases eksamenos ir dalas, kuras tiek vértéts Valodas lietojums. Valodas lietojums tiek saprasts, ka
zinasanas par valodas struktdram un vardu krajumu. Lai gan EKP atzist, ka valodas kompetencei ir noteikta loma
uz ricibu orientéta valodas lietoSanas modeli, rodas pardomas, kapéc $ada kompetence biitu japarbauda atseviski,
nevis vért&jot kopa ar lasisanas, klausisanas, rakstisanas un runasanas prasmeém. Sads vért&jums biitu derigaks
un labak atbilstu uz ricibu orientétajai pieejai.



Faktiski diskusiju laika atklajas, ka seminara dalibnieki piekrit — daZi no Valodas lietojuma jautajumiem vérté
(ari) Lasisanu: pareizo atbildi varéja noteikt tikai tad, ja skoléns bija sapratis tekstu. Tadé| konsultanti ierosinaja
izveidot nedaudz parveidotu Valodas lietojuma dalas versiju un ieklaut to lasiSanas parbaudes darba dala. Ja ari
turpmak paredzéts izmantot tukSo vietu aizpildisanu (gap-fill), tad joprojam varétu koncentréties uz darbibas
vardu laikiem, vardu formam un vardu krajumu utt. Péc $adam izmainam lasiSanas dala biitu vismaz Cetri teksti
ar aptuveni 40 (uzdevumu) jautajumiem. Skoléna lasisanas prasmes novért&jums tad biitu daudz ticamaks un
dro3aks, un tadéjadi atvieglotu 3ada vértéjuma pielidzinasanu EKP. No otras puses, 3ads solis, iesp&jams, izjauktu
eksamena parbaudamo valodas prasmiju specifisko komponentu lidzsvaru. Lidz ar to biitu nepiecieSams izstradat
kartibu, ka nodrosinat planota atsevisku valodas prasmju ipatsvara saglabasanu.

Eksamena pielidzinasana EKP limeniem

Konsultanti ieteica vispirms izstradat eksamenus, kas optimali atbilstu dro3as un ticamas valodu testé3anas
standartiem. Nako3ais solis bitu precizét 9. klases eksamenu atbilstibu EKP limeniem, noradot, ka eksamenu
saturs atbilst vélama valodas apguves limena EKP deskriptoriem. Péc tam batu janotiek paraugu salidzinosajai
izvertédanai (benchmarking) un standartu noteik3anai. Tas nozimé, ka jaunajam eksamenam biitu nepiecie3ams
aprékinat, kads rezultats jaiegust katra eksamena dala, lai apgalvotu, ka skoléns ir uzradijis paredzétajam EKP
[imenim atbilstoSas prasmes.

Konsultanti noradija, ka Valsts izglitibas satura centram bis ari jaizstrada parbaudes darba programma un jaatlasa
paraugi katras parbaudamas prasmes salidzino3ajai novértésanai.

Konsultanti iesaka izmantot ari Eiropas Padomes valodu profilus, kur skoléna sniequms katra parbauditaja prasmé
irizteikts uz EKP valodas apguves limenu skalas, nevis tiek dots tikai visparéjais EKP limenis.

Turpmakais EMVC atbalsts

Spriezot péc seminara dalibnieku atbildeém, vini augstu vérté EMVC piedavatas macibu un konsultaciju iespéjas.
EMVC konsultanti tika liigti turpinat sniegt atbalstu, iesp&jams, dodot atsauksmes par jaunam eksamenu
versijam, sniedzot atbalstu eksamenu pielidzinasana, it ipasi veicot paraugu atlasi salidzino3ajai izvértésanai
un standartizacijas procedras, ka ari parskatot 12. klases eksamenus. Lai veiksmigi pabeigtu eksamenu
pielidzinasanas procesu EKP, ari turpmak, $kiet, bis nepiecieSsams EMVC atbalsts.

Ipasas piezimes
Saja sadala izskatiti seminara laika apspriestie specifiskie eksamenu un eksamenu jautajumu veido3anas aspekti,
ka ari eksamenu pielidzinasanas procedira.

Eksamena jautdjumu veidosana

Seminara gaita tika salidzinata dazadu eksamenu versiju atbilstiba visparéjiem eksamenu jautajumu veidoSanas
principiem. Tika konstatéts, ka dazi uzdevumi un jautajumi formuléti labak neka citi. Konsultanti sniedza parskatu
par vélamajiem eksamena jautajumu formatiem. Rosinot izmantot Eiropas Valodas testétaju asociacijas (ALTE)
rokasgramatu par valodu eksamenu izstradi un eksaminaciju, kas paredzéta lietosanai kopa ar EKP, (Manual for



Language Test Development and Examining; For use with the EKP) un ALTE materialus parbaudes darbu veidotajiem
(Materials for the guidance of test items writers).

Abi Sie dokumenti lejupladéjami vietne:

http://www/alte.org

Vél viens noderigs avots atrodams vietné:
http://www.alte.org/attachments/pdfs/files/alte_munich_2012_innovative_approches_of the_
survey_project_qoyy5.pdf

Konsultanti uzsvéra, ka eksamena veido3ana ir komandas darbs, ka tas nevar biit viena vai divu cilvéku uzdevums.
Tapéc eksamena uzdevumu veidotaju, aréjo vértétaju un dzimtas valodas neséju komentariem un konsultacijam
$is komandas darbs batu jaatvieglo. Lemumam par eksamena galigo versiju un atseviSku jautajumu ieklausanu
eksamena jabut grupas, nevis vienas personas lémumam (skat. ari sadalas par paraugu atlasi salidzino3ajai
izvértésanai (Benchmarking) un Standartu noteikSanu zemak).

Eksamena jautajumu ipatsvara noteiksana

Konsultanti noradija, ka, ja ir vélme pielidzinat atseviSkas eksamena dalas EKP, nepiecieSams pamatojums,
kapéc kads noteikts punktu skaits apliecina kadu prasmi vai tas trikumu konkréta EKP liment. Tapéc konsultanti
neiesaka eksamena jautajumiem pieskirt dazadu Tpatsvaru, itipasi, ja jautajumi nav ieprieks aprobéti. Sarezgitos
jautajumos ieteicams dot punktus par katru atsevisku jautajuma elementu vai dalu.

Latvijas valodu eksamenu konteksta atsevisku eksamena dalu ipatsvara noteikSana (pieméram, Rakstisana: 15 +
25 punkti) var darboties, bet, ja ir vélme pielidzinat eksamenu EKP, $ada ipatsvara noteikSana ir mazak butiska.
Biis nepiecieSams izvértét skolénu darbus attieciba pret kritérijiem un noteikt, kads rezultats ir nepieciesams,
lai varétu teikt, ka skolénu sniegums ir noteikta EKP liment. Tad tiek vertéts skolénu sniequms, aprékinati vinu
rezultati un noskaidrots, vai vini ir izpildijusi darbu atbilstosi attiecigajiem EKP limeniem.

Paraugu atlase salidzinosajai izvéertésanai

Si seminara laika paraugu atlase salidzinosajai izvérté3anai (benchmarking) tika minéta ka jautajums, kas
eksaminacija jarisina jau tuvakaja nakotné. Ta ka ir pieejami iepriek$éjo gadu rakstisanas un runasanas prasmju
parbaudes eksamenu darbu paraugi, tos var izmanto paraugu atlases mérkiem. Lai izméginatu faktisko
salidzino3as izvertésanas procesu, seminara dalibnieki izvértéja jau standartizétus darbu paraugus. Tam sekoja
balsojums par uz vietas sagatavotajiem darbu paraugiem. Abos gadijumos dalibnieki méginaja pamatot savu
vértdjumu, balstoties uz EKP deskriptoriem.

Ir svarigi saprast — lai noteiktu/atrastu konkréta limena paraugu, vispirms ir jaizvérté pasa eksamena uzdevuma
gratibas pakape (limenis). Ekspertu komisijai vispirms jaizlemj, vai uzdevums ir vajadzigaja EKP limeni. Ja
uzdevums tiek novértéts zem noteikta limena, eksamena darba izpildi 3aja limeni vértét nedrikst. Jaatzimé,
ka reizém tomér skoléni var izpildit uzdevumu atskirigos limenos. BieZi vien ir iesp&jams izmantot sarezgitakas
valodas struktras vai atklat tému detalizétak vai izsmalcinatak. Tadéjadi, spriezot par uzdevumu (sarezgitibas)
pakapi, biitu jaizskata vairaki limeni.



Kritériju noteiksanas kartiba

Kritériju noteik3ana, tapat ka paraugu atlase javeic konteksta ar pielidzina3anu EKP limeniem (jo
“nokartots / nenokartots” kritériji ir noteikti likuma). Visparéjie kritériju noteikSanas principi, tostarp atskiribas
starp uz testu centréto un uz skolénu centréto metodi tiek atspoguloti “Rokasgramata par testu un eksamenu
pielidzinasanu EKP” (Manual for linking tests and examinations to the CEFR). Konsultanti uzsvéra empirisko datu
nozimi standartu noteikSanas gaita, jo pieradijas, ka eksperti vairakkart pauda uzskatus, kas bija pretruna ar
empiriskajiem rezultatiem. Konsultanti velgjas atsaukties uz vairaku gadijumu izpéti kritériju noteiksana, dazi
no tiem — konteksta ar eksamenu pielidzinasanu EKP. Viena $ada publikacija ir Figueras, Neus & José Noijons eds.
(2009) Linking to the CEFR levels: research perspectives. Amhem, Cito.

Lai uzskatami paraditu kritériju noteikSanas procesu, tika izmantots 2014. gada 9. klases eksamena klausisanas
uzdevums. Dalibniekiizméginaja divas konkrétas kritériju noteikSanas metodes: “groza procediru” (basket procedure)
un Angoff procediiras variantu. Vispirms dalibnieki izpildija klausisanas uzdevumu. Tad vini soli pa solim veica “groza
procedru’, lai noteiktu uzdevuma standartu individuali. Péc tam tika izmantota Angoff procediras versija, un tam
pasam uzdevumam notika vél viena sesija, lai noteiktu standartus atbilsto3i Sai konkrétajai metodei paredzétajiem
nosacijumiem. Abu atskirigo procediiru rezultati tika salidzinati un apspriesti. Tadéjadi dalibniekiem bija iespéja
izbaudrt gan lémuma pienems3anas gritibas, gan ari griitibas pamatot savus [Emumus, balstoties uz EKP. Visbeidzot
tika apskatiti ari konkréto eksamena jautajumu empiriskie rezultati (no realiem eksamenu datiem).

Secindjumi un ieteikumi turpmakai ricibai

Ka jau noradits 31 zinojuma sakuma, konsultanti bija |oti iepriecinati, ka Valsts izglitibas satura centrs bija darijis
visu, lai seminars izdotos. Dalibnieki bija zinosi un motiveéti.

Konsultanti uzskata, ka ST seminara visparéjie mérki tika sasniegti. Tika izskatiti pasreizéjie sveSvalodu eksameni
9. klasei un konstatéts, ka tie visi balstas uz vienu un to paSu modeli. Tadéjadi ekspertu ieteikumi attiecinami
uz tiem visiem. Tika skaidri noradits, ka koncentréties uz diviem EKP limeniem viena eksamena ir gandriz
neiespéjami: eksameni klatu parak gari (un to garums varétu radit jaunas — ticamibas (validity) problemas).
Izskatot iesniegto anglu valodas eksamena statistiku, kluva skaidrs, ka Valsts izglitibas satura centra darbinieku
kompetence, lai veiktu Sadu (klasisko) analizi, ir vairak neka pietiekama, tacu So datu paraugu atlase butu
japarskata. Konsultanti izteica daudzus priekslikumus, ka piemérot EKP valodas modeli derigu un ticamu
eksamenu veido3anai.

Konsultanti uzskata, ka tika sasniegti ari seminara specifiskie mérki. Standartu noteiksanas un salidzino3as
noveértésanas etalonu atlases procediras gaita konsultanti ir paradijusi, ka izteikt skolénu sniegumu 9. klases
eksamenos athilstosi EKP [imeniem. Sarunas ar statistiki tika apspriesti galvenie eksamenu datu vaksanas
un interpretacijas principi un instrumenti. Tika apspriesta analizes, kas balstas uz Daléju atbilzu teoriju (/tem
Response Theory), izmanto3ana ar attieciba uz vienadas eksamenu gratibas pakapes nodrosinasanu gadu no
gada. Seminara liela uzmaniba tika veltita atsevisku eksamena jautajumu atbilstibai attiecigo EKP limenu
deskriptoriem. Tika izstradats ricibas plans, kas turpmak varétu palidzét pielidzinat esoSos 9. klases svesvalodu
eksamenus EKP (limeniem).

ECML konsultanti labprat turpinas sniegt atbalstu Valsts izglitibas satura centram ticamu un droSu EKP limeniem
atbilsto3u valodu eksamenu izveidé.



Eksadmena rakstisanas
parbaudes darba programma

Parbaudes darba mérkis

Rakstisanas dalas merkis ir novertét eksaminéjamo rakstisanas prasmi/kompetenci

Uzdevumu skaits rakstisanas dala 2

Kopéjais rakstisanas dalas laiks 40 mindtes
Darba izpildes veids Rokraksta
St komponenta EKP [imenis B1

Raksfisanas dalas formats
Rakstisanas dala sastav no diviem uzdevumiem. 1. uzd. ir isaks rakstisanas uzdevums ar paredzamo atbildi 40 lidz

60 vardu apjoma. 2. uzd. ir garaks rakstu darbs ar paredzamo atbildi 100 [idz 120 vardu apjoma. Abus uzdevumus
Verté atseviski saskana ar So rakstu darbu vértésanas skalu.

Uzdevuma sniegta informacija / paskaidrojumi

Uzdevuma sniegtas informacijas / Apgstama svedvaloda
paskaidrojumu valoda

Dotas informacijas / paskaidrojumu EKP limenis A2/B1
Uzdevumu veikSanai paredzétais laiks 1. uzdevums — 15 minites
2. uzdevums — 25 mindites
Kontrole / vadiba Kontroléts
Saturs To daléji norada uzdevuma noteikumi / rubrika. Ta ieskicé
galvenos saturiskos punktus, kas skolénam jaatspogulo.
ledomata auditorija Draugs/pazina, skolotajs, skoléni, plasa sabiedriba
Uzdevuma sniegtas Rakstisks

informacijas / paskaidrojumu veids

Uzdevuma sniegtas informacijas téma Personas identifikacija, maja un dzivesvieta/ apkartéja
vide, ikdiena, brivais laiks/izklaide, celojumi, attiecibas
ar citiem cilvékiem, veseliba un kermena kop3ana,
izglitiba, iepirksanas, uzturs un dzérieni, pakalpojumi,
dazadas vietas, valoda, laika apstakli (EKP, 53.-54. Ipp.)

Valodas prasmju integracija uzdevuma Lasisana
ievada sniegtaja informacija




Atbilde (ievadinformacijas rosinatas rakstiskas atbildes apraksts)

Paredzamais vardu skaits

1. uzdevuma — 4060 vardi
2. uzdevuma — 100120 vardi

Paredzama(s) retoriska(s) funkcija(s)

Apraksts (notikumi un procesi),
stastijums,
demonstrésana,
notikumu izklasts,
sidzibas izteikSana,
komentars,
skaidrojums,
noradijums,
parliecinasana,
viedokla izteikSana,
ieteikums,

pieméru sniegsana.

Teksta mérkis / noliks

Satraukt / savilnot (lai paustu emocijas un jutas),
noradrt (lai informétu),

likt izlemt (lai parliecinatu),

izmantot ikdieniskas frazes (lai sazintos).

Rakstu darba veids / teksta tips

Personigs stasts,

personiga dienasgramata,
personiga rakstura véstule,
pastkarte,

rakstisks zinojums,
noradijumi,

vienkarsais raksts,
apraksts,

vienkarss tehnisks apraksts,
biografija,

zinas,

instrukcija,

pazinojums,

pieteikuma véstule,
véstule,

personiga viedokla izteiksana.

Registrs Neformals / dalgji formals
Joma Personiska,
sabiedriska,
izglitibas.
Paredzamais gramatiskas kompetences limenis B1
Paredzamais leksiskas kompetences [imenis B1
Paredzamais diskursa kompetences limenis B1




Autentiskums: situativs

Uzdevums atspogulo darbibu, kuru
kandidats reali varétu veikt.

Autentiskums: interaktivs

Uzdevums atspogulo darbibu, kuru
kandidats reali varétu veikt.

Kognitivie procesi

Zinamu ideju reproducésana.

NepiecieSamas saturiskas zinaSanas

Uzdevumu vertésana

Kritériju pieejamiba

Visparéjas / nespecifiskas.

Ar kritérijiem var iepazities:
WWW.Visc.gov.lv

Uzdevumu vértésanas veids

Analitiska skala

Vértesanas kritériji

Uzdevuma izpilde

Vardu krajums

Gramatiska pareiziba
Organizacija/planveidigums
Pareizrakstiba

Vertétaju skaits

Informacija kandidatiem

Kvantitativa informacija

2

Atseviski par S0 eksamena dalu informacija netiek sniegta.
Rezultats punktu izteiksmé@ (maks. 40x0.5) tiek pieskaitits
skol&na kop&jam eksamena iegiitajam punktu skaitam.




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;

« ifyou 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 6" to the 8" grade) and
a second for secondary school (from 9 to the 12® 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.

VISCscale
Task 4 | School lunches are extensively described, suggestions are
achievement 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.q. 'this is common problem’,'so peaple won't have to bring meal, 'less buns’.
Organisation 4 | The text s 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.




Spelling 3| Repetitive spelling mistakes which can affect the meaning, e.g."brakes!
Total 20

CEFR level

Level Justification

Overall written B1 | Can write a straightforward connected text on a familiar topic (school lunches).
production 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 B1 | Has sufficient vocabulary to express him/herself on the familiar

linguistic range topic. However, repetitions are obvious, e.g. ‘healthy, cantine’.

Vocabulary B1 | Shows a good range of elementary vocabulary, attempts to use more

range complex vocabulary with errors, e.g. ‘the quantity of brakes.

Grammatical B1 | Communicates with reasonable accuracy; errors do not lead to misunderstanding.

accuracy 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. Tess buns’.

Orthographic B1 | The writing is generally intelligible with a number of repetitive spelling mistakes.

control 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 s 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 eatin 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 | don’t take my monie at school. | eat carrots
and apples and drink milk or water. | don't know what students eat in lunch. That is depends on daily meny. If |
would lik to chang | will make lunch tim who was one houre long.

VISC writing scale
Task 4 | All content points are mentioned and to some extent developed. Mostly describes
achievement 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 | Thetextis not divided into paragraphs but the ideas within the text are linked.




Spelling 2 | Frequent spelling errors are distracting and often interfere with the meaning.
Total 13

CEFR level

Level Justification

Overall written A2 | Canwrite a series of simple phrases and sentences linked with simple connectors.
production

Creative writing | A2 (an write very short, basic descriptions of activities and personal experience.

General A2 | Has arepertoire of basic language, sufficient to deal with everyday

linguistic range situations with predictable content. Can use basic sentence patterns
and communicates with memorised phrases and groups of words.

Vocabulary A2 | Hassufficient vocabulary for coping with familiar situations

range and topics and expressing basic ideas.

Grammatical A2 | Uses some simple structure correctly, e.g. 7 eat carrots and apples

accuracy and drink milk or water, but still systematically makes basic mistakes,
though it is usually clear what he/she is trying to say.

Orthographic A2 | Canwrite with reasonable phonetic accuracy short

control 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. | 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 café but that that not healthy, because they eats bun and chocolates. | don’t now what can change about
that all.

VISC writing scale
Task 3 | Allthe required content points are mentioned but not developed.
achievement
Vocabulary 1| Very basic vocabulary; most of the words and expressions are lifted from the task.
Grammar 1| Verylittle 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




CEFR level

Level | Justification

Overall written A1 Canwrite simple isolated phrases and sentences.
production

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

General A1 Hasavery basic range of simple expressions about personal needs and experience.
linguisticrange

Vocabulary A1 Hasabasic vocabulary repertoire of phrases related to particular concrete situations.
range

Grammatical A1 Shows only limited control of a few simple grammatical

accuracy structures and sentence patterns in a learnt repertoire.

Orthographic A2 | Can write with reasonable phonetic accuracy short

control words that are in his/her oral vocabulary.

Level A1 | Theauthor 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. | think it's quite OK for lunch but there’s the things we can change.

I'have gone in 3 different schools and | 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
S0 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 | 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 4 | Completes the task only generally; all content points are

achievement 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.q. ‘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




CEFR level

Level | Justification

Overall written B1 | Can write a straightforward connected text on a familiar topic, by
production 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 B1 | Has sufficient vocabulary to express him/herself with some hesitation on
linguisticrange a familiar topic. Lexical limitation is obvious as there are repetitions.
Vocabulary B1 | Hasenough vocabulary to express him/herself in an everyday situation.
range
Grammatical A2 | Uses simple structures correctly, but still systematically makes basic
accuracy 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 A2 | Can write with reasonable phonetic accuracy short words that are in his/her oral
control 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.
Itis kind of sad, because | don't like to eat fast (20 minutes is not enough for me personally). Only starting from
10™ 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. | 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 | really hate the food;, that is there. It is so unhealthy and it is annoying that kids are shouting and
pushing. | wish we had separate breaks for kids and for‘adults’

If I had to change something, | 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 | personally
don't like it at all.

VISC marking scale
Task 5 | Completes the task convincingly; all required content points
achievement 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.




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 BT | Can write a straightforward connected text on a familiar subject by

production 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 B1 | Hasa sufficient range of language to explain the main points in an idea

linguistic range or problem with reasonable precision and express thoughts.

Vocabulary B1 | Hasa sufficient vocabulary to express him/herself with some

range circumlocutions on the topic. Repetitions are obvious though.

Grammatical B2 | Shows a relatively high degree of grammatical control. Does

accuracy not make mistakes which lead to misunderstanding.

Orthographic BT | Writing is free of errors but the writer does not take any

control 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. | would like school lunches to be more healthy
and the dishes to be fresh. But at the moment | 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 10" grade I'll have a lunch hour when |
can go and eat out of school.

VISC marking scale

Task 3| Produces a text in a list of points; all content points

achievement 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 Thetextis not divided into paragraphs. However, the ideas within the text are linked.




Spelling 4 Afew spelling mistakes which do not cause
misunderstanding, e.q. there running, cantine’.

Total 17
CEFR level

Level Justification

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

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

General B1 | Has enough language to get by, with sufficient vocabulary to

linguistic range express him/herself; lexical limitations cause repetition.

Vocabulary B1 | Hasa sufficient vocabulary to express him/herself. Vocabulary is repetitive.
range

Grammatical B1 | Uses reasonably accurately a repertoire of frequently used

accuracy ‘routines; errors do no interfere with the meaning.

Orthographic B1 | Writing is free of errors but the writer does not take any

control 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. | will change food to some healthy.

VISC marking scale
Task 3 | Produces a textinalist of point; all content points are mentioned but not developed.
achievement
Vocabulary 1 Very basic vocabulary, most words are copied from the rubric.
Grammar 1 | Showslittle 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




CEFR level

Level | Justification
Overall written A1 Canwrite simple isolated phrases and sentences.
production
Creative writing | A1  (Canwrite simple phrases and sentences about themselves and other people.
General A1 Hasavery basic range of simple expressions about
linguisticrange personal details and needs of a concrete type.
Vocabulary A1 | Has abasic repertoire of isolated words and phrases related to the situation.
range
Grammatical A1 | Shows only limited control of a few simple grammatical
accuracy structures and sentence patterns.
Orthographic A1 Can copy familiar words and short phrases.
control
Level A1 | Thetext 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.




Eksamens anglu valoda 9. klasei.
Darba vértétaja lapa

Task 2 (25 points)

Task
achievement

Vocabulary

Grammar

Organisation

Spelling

Completes the Uses a wide Shows good The organization | There are rare
task convincingly; | range of everyday | control of different | is clear and nonsystematic
all required vocabulary grammatical appropriate to the | spelling
content points accurately. structures and task; paragraphs mistakes in more
are mentioned sentence patterns. | are linked; uses complex words.
and appropriately connectors.
developed.
Completes the task | Moderate range Quite accurate The organizationis | Afew spelling
only generally; all | of everyday use of frequently | quite appropriate = mistakes
content pointsare | vocabulary; few used grammar to the task; some | which do not cause
mentioned but errors occur and structures; some | evidence of linking | misunderstanding.
some of themmay | these do not hinder | minor errors. sentences into
lack development. = the message. paragraphs.
Producesatextin | Limited range Reasonably Some evidence Repetitive spelling
alist of points; all | of everyday accurate use of of organization; mistakes which can
content pointsare | vocabulary, basic grammatical | some ideas are sometimes
mentioned but occasionally structure linked; theremay | affect the
not developed. misused. and patterns; be no paragraphs. | meaning.

systematicerrors | Can use the most

may occur. frequently occurring

connectors, e.g.
and, but, because.

Attempts to Very limited range = Grammar Little organisation | Frequent
complete the task; | of vocabulary; sufficient for basic | present.Thetext | spelling errors
atleastoneofthe | canproducevery | communication mostly consists are distracting and
required points simple everyday only; mistakes of a sequence often interfere
mentioned; very expressions; appear in simple of separate with the
little relevant misuse of structures. sentences or facts. | meaning.
information. some words.
Very difficult Very basic Shows little Shows the ability | Very many spelling
to spot any of vocabulary with control of simple | to link words or mistakes cause
the required frequent mistakes, | grammatical groups of words strain
points, though occasionally is structures and with very basic for the reader.
the text bears unable to express | sentence patterns. | connectors like Copied
some relevance ideas clearly. into sentences words are correct.
to the task. ‘and’ or‘then’.
Not enough to evaluate / The script bears no relevance to the task




Deutschprufung fur die
9. Klasse. Bewertung des
schriftichen Ausdrucks

Aufgabe 2 (25 Punkte)
Fiir diese Aufgabe hast du ca. 25 Minuten Zeit.
Schreibe 100 bis 120 Warter.

Was machen die Schiiler in deiner Schule in der Mittagspause?

Schreib einen kleinen Artikel fiir ein Jugendmagazin un erzdhle,

« wie die Mittagspause in deiner Schule verlduft;

« was Schiiler gewahnlich in der Mittagspause essen und ob ihr Essen gesund ist,
« was du an deiner Mittagspause dindern wiirdest.

Schuler 1 (132 Worter)

Mittagspause ist sehr wichtig fiir die Schiiler. 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 kénnen die Schuler ins Cafe oder in der Speisesaal essen.
Gewdghnlich essen die Schuler in der Speisesaal, weil da ein groBer Mittagsangebot ist und das Essen in der
Speisesaal gesunder als das Essen ins Cafe ist. Aber, wenn man etwas siifes oder Kaffee oder Tee mdchte, isst
man ins Cafe. Da ist die Atmosphere viel netter, als in der Speisesaal. Ins Cafe ist es einfach heller, weil da groBer
Fenster sind. Da kann man viele leckere Sachen kaufen, z.B. Kuchen, Obst, Eis und Siiigkeiten. Ich mdchte nichts
dndern, weil ich schon gewdhnt bin.

Visc
Inhalt 5 | Die Aufgabe angemessen erfiillt, themenbezogene Begriindung eigener Meinung.
Ausdruck 5 | Gute Beherrschung des Grundwortschatzes aus alltdglichen Situationen.
Grammatik 4 | Ausreichend korrekte Verwendung einfacher grammatischen Strukturen

und Syntax, einige Fehlgriffe: ins Café, in der Speisesaal, grolSere Fenster.

Textorganisation = 4 | Aufgabengerechte Textorganisation, es fehlt nur die Gliederung in Absétzen.

Orthographie 5 | Durchgdngig verstandlicher Text, nur vereinzelte Fehler.
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Referenzrahmen
Niveau
Schriftliche B1 Kann einen unkomplizierten, zusammenhangenden Text
Produktion liber die Mittagspause in der Schule verfassen, wobei einzelne
allgemein kiirzere Teile in linearer Abfolge verbunden werden.




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

Spektrum B1 Verfiigt iiber ein hinreichend breites Spektrum

sprachlicher Mittel sprachlicher Mittel, um zurechtzukommen.

(allgemein)

Wortschatzspektrum B1 Verfiigt iiber einen ausreichend groBen Wortschatz, um sich Giber
das Thema des eigenen Alltagslebens duBern zu konnen.

Grammatische B1 Im Allgemeinen gute Beherrschung grammatischer Strukturen. Fehler

Korrektheit kommen vor, aber es bleibt klar, was ausgedriickt werden soll.

Beherrschung der B1 Kann zusammenhéngend schreiben, Rechtschreibung

Orthographie und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug.

Niveau B1 Schriftliche Produktion entspricht dem Niveau B1. Der Schiiler/die
Schiilerin kann einen zusammenhangenden Text zum Thema Mittagspause
in der Schule verfassen, dabei zeigt er/sie eine gute Beherrschung
grammatischer Strukturen und verfiigt iiber einen ausreichend
groen Wortschatz und ein breites Spektrum sprachlicher Mittel.

Schuler 2 (79 Worter)

In meiner Schule die Mittagspause verlduft sehr laut. Viele Schiiler gehen essen. Manchmal hast du kein Platz zu
sitzen. Die Kantine hat die groBe Schlange. Aber das Café hat groBere Schlange als die Kantine.

Gewdhnlich essen Schiiler die Brotchen, SiiBigkeiten. Viele essen auch Kartoffeln, Salater, Fische und andere
Essen. Manche Essen ist gesund. Aber viele Essen ist auch nicht gesund.

An meiner Mittagspause wiirde ich @ndern, dass die Schiiler ins Geschafte gehen konne. Alle Andere stellen mir

zu frieden.
VISC
Inhalt 4 | Die Aufgabe erfiillt, zusammenhéngende, jedoch nicht
ausfiihrliche Begriindung 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, grofSere
Schlange, die Schiiler kinne, Wortstellung im Satz.
Textorganisation = 4 | EinigermaBen angemessene Textorganisation, Gebrauch nur einfacher Konnektoren.
Orthographie 5 | Durchgdngig versténdlicher Text, nur vereinzelte Fehler.
20




Referenzrahmen

Niveau
Schriftliche A2 Kann eine Reihe einfacher Wendungen und Satze schreiben
Produktion allgemein und mit Konnektoren wie aber, dass verbinden.
Kreatives Schreiben A2 Kann in Form verbundener Sétze etwas iiber die

Mittagspause in der Schule schreiben.

Spektrum sprachlicher A2 Verfiigt iber ein Repertoire an elementaren sprachlichen Mitteln,
Mittel (allgemein) die es ihm/ihr ermdglichen, Alltagssituationen mit voraussagbaren
Inhalten zu bewaltigen, muss allerdings nach Worten suchen.

Wortschatzspektrum A2 Verfiigt iiber einen ausreichenden Wortschatz, um in
vertrauten Situationen und in Bezug auf vertraute Themen
routinegemapige, alltdgliche Angelegenheiten zu erledigen.

Grammatische A2 Kann einige einfache Strukturen korrekt verwenden, macht
Korrektheit aber noch systematisch elementare Fehler, trotzdem wird

in der Regel klar, was er/sie ausdriicken mdchte.
Beherrschung der B1 Kann zusammenhangend schreiben, Rechtschreibung
Orthographie und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug.
Niveau A2 Schriftliche Produktion entspricht dem Niveau A2. Obwohl der

Schiiler/die Schiilerin zusammenhéngend schreiben kann und
liber einen ausreichenden Wortschatz verfiigt, muss er/sie nach
Worten suchen und macht noch systematisch elementare Fehler.

Schiler 3 (105 Worter)
Ich mdchte ihnen iiber meine Schule erzahlen, meistens iiber unsere Mittagspause und Essen.

In meiner Schule haben wir Mittagspause. Sie dauert 60 min, oder eine Stunde. Jede Klasse hat ihre eigene
Mittagspause. Wir kdnnen 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 SiiRes kaufen méchte,
kann man es in der Schule kaufen. Unsere Schiiler meistens essen in der SpeiBesaal.

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

VisC
Inhalt 5 Die Aufgabe angemessen erfiillt, themenbezogene
Begriindung 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 verkniipften Absatzen.




Orthographie 4 Einige Rechtschreibfehler: erzahlen, SpeilSesaal, Mittagspauze, 60 min.
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Referenzrahmen
Niveau

Schriftliche B1 Kann einen unkomplizierten, zusammenhangenden Text

Produktion iiber die Mittagspause in der Schule verfassen, wobei einzelne

allgemein kiirzere Teile in linearer Abfolge verbunden werden.

Kreatives Schreiben A2 Kann in Form verbundener Sétze etwas iiber die
Mittagspause in der Schule schreiben.

Spektrum B1 Verfiigt iiber geniigend sprachliche Mittel, um

sprachlicher Mittel zurechtzukommen. Der Wortschatz reicht aus, um sich,

(allgemein) manchmal zogernd, iiber das Thema dupern zu konnen.

Wortschatzspektrum A2 Verfiigt iiber einen ausreichenden Wortschatz, um in
vertrauten Situationen und in Bezug auf vertraute Themen
routinegemapige, alltdgliche Angelegenheiten zu erledigen.

Grammatische B1 Im Allgemeinen gute Beherrschung grammatischer Strukturen. Fehler

Korrektheit kommen vor, aber es bleibt klar, was ausgedriickt werden soll.

Beherrschung der B1 Rechtschreibung und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug,

Orthographie 50 dass man sie meistens verstehen kann.

Niveau B1 Schriftliche Produktion entspricht dem Niveau B1. Der Schiiler/die
Schiilerin kann einen zusammenhangenden Text zum Thema Mittagspause
in der Schule verfassen, dabei zeigt er/sie eine gute Beherrschung
grammatischer Strukturen und verfiigt iiber geniigend sprachliche
Mittel und ausreichenden Wortschatz, um zurechtzukommen.

Schiiler 4 (127 Worter)

Ich mdchte erzahlen ihnen Giber eine Mittagspause in meiner Schule. In unsere Schule haben wir eine freie Stunde
und sie dauert 40 Minuten. Die Schiiler essen in einem Speisesaal oder in einem Café. Die freie Stunde verlduft
sehr schnell, weil an Anfang man in einer Schlange stehen muss und dann man Hausaufgaben Machen muss.

Viele Schiilern essen in der Speisesaal. In der Speisesaal essen auch viele Lehrer. In der Speisesaal ist gesund und
qualitative Essen. Manche Schiiler essen in dem Café. Da sind viele Kiichen und Brdtchen. In der Café ist nicht

gesunde Essen.

In unserer Schiile ist verboten in der Mittagspause zu Geschaft gehen- Wenn ich an der Mittagspause etwas

andern kdnnte, wiirde ich zu Geschaft gehen, weil da alles billiger als in unserer Schule ist.

VISC
Inhalt 5 Die Aufgabe angemessen erfiillt, themenbezogene
Begriindung eigener Meinung.
Ausdruck 5 Gute Beherrschung des Grundwortschatzes aus alltaglichen Situationen.




Grammatik 4 Ausreichend korrekte Verwendung einfacher grammatischen
Strukturen und Syntax, einige Fehlgriffe: Wortfolge mit,,mdchte”,
in der Speisesaal, in der Cafe, gesunde Essen; zu Geschdft gehen.

Textorganisation 5 Aufgabengerechte Textorganisation, Gliederung
in logisch verkniipften Absatzen.

Orthographie 5 Durchgangig verstandlicher Text, nur vereinzelte Fehler.
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Referenzrahmen
Niveau

Schriftliche B1 Kann einen unkomplizierten, zusammenhangenden Text

Produktion liber die Mittagspause in der Schule verfassen, wobei einzelne

allgemein kiirzere Teile in linearer Abfolge verbunden werden.

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

Spektrum B1 Verfiigt diber ein hinreichend breites Spektrum

sprachlicher Mittel sprachlicher Mittel, um zurechtzukommen.

(allgemein)

Wortschatzspektrum B1 Verfiigt iiber einen ausreichend groen Wortschatz, um sich iiber
das Thema des eigenen Alltagslebens duBern zu knnen.

Grammatische B1 Im Allgemeinen gute Beherrschung grammatischer Strukturen. Fehler

Korrektheit kommen vor, aber es bleibt klar, was ausgedriickt werden soll.

Beherrschung der B1 Kann zusammenhéngend schreiben, Rechtschreibung

Orthographie und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug.

Niveau B1 Schriftliche Produktion entspricht dem Niveau B1. Der Schiiler/die
Schiilerin kann einen zusammenh@ngenden Text zum Thema Mittagspause
in der Schule verfassen, dabei zeigt er/sie eine gute Beherrschung
grammatischer Strukturen und verfiigt iiber ein hinreichend breites
Spektrum sprachlicher Mittel und einen ausreichend gropen Wortschatz.

Schiler 5 (97 Worter)

Ich werde Giber meiner Schule in der Mittagspause erzéhlen. In meiner Schule sind ein Kiosk, eine Kantine
und ein (afé und auch néhe haben wir Maxima und Lats. In der Mittagspause nicht alle essen, viele Schiiler
Machen Hausaufgaben, lessen oder spazieren gehen. Halb Schule isst in der Kantine und halb Schule isst im
(afé. Manschmal mein Klassenkameraden gehen zu Maxima, weil Sie nicht viel Geld haben in der Schule zu
essen. Wenn ich etwas andern kdnnte, wurde ich erlaubt alle Schiilern ins Geschaft zu gehen oder wenige Preis

im Kiosk, in der Kantine und im Café Machen.




VISC

Inhalt 3 | Die Aufgabe teilweise erfiillt, es fehlt die Begriindung.

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

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

Textorganisation 3 | EinVersuch, Text aufgabengerecht zu organisieren.

Orthographie 4 Einige Rechtschreibfehler: Machen, lessen, manschmal.

16
Referenzrahmen
Niveau

Schriftliche A2 Kann eine Reihe einfacher Wendungen und Satze schreiben

Produktion und mit Konnektoren wie und, weil, wenn verbinden.

allgemein

Kreatives Schreiben A2 Kann in Form verbundener Sétze etwas iiber die
Mittagspause in der Schule schreiben.

Spektrum A2 Verfiigt iiber ein Repertoire an elementaren sprachlichen Mitteln,

sprachlicher Mittel die es ihm/ihr ermédglichen, Alltagssituationen mit voraussagbaren

(allgemein) Inhalten zu bewaltigen, muss allerdings nach Worten suchen.

Wortschatzspektrum A2 | Verfiigt iber einen ausreichenden Wortschatz, um in
vertrauten Situationen und in Bezug auf vertraute Themen
routinegemapige, alltdgliche Angelegenheiten zu erledigen.

Grammatische A2 Kann einige einfache Strukturen korrekt verwenden, macht

Korrektheit aber noch systematisch elementare Fehler, trotzdem wird
in der Regel klar, was er/sie ausdriicken mdchte.

Beherrschung der B1 Kann zusammenh@ngend schreiben, Rechtschreibung

Orthographie und Zeichensetzung sind exakt genug.

Niveau A2 Textentspricht dem Niveau A2. Obwohl der Schiiler/ die
Schiilerin zusammenhéngend schreiben kann und iiber einen
ausreichenden Wortschatz verfiigt, muss er/sie nach Worten
suchen und macht noch systematisch elementare Fehler.




Eksamens vacu valoda 9. klasei.
Darba veértétaja lapa

Aufgabe 2 (25 Punkte)

Inhalt Ausdruck Grammatische Textorganisation  Orthographie

Korrektheit
Die Aufgabe Gute Gute Aufgabengerechte Durchgehend
angemessen erfiillt, | Beherrschungdes | Beherrschung Textorganisation, verstandlicher Text,
themenbezogene Grundwortschatzes | verschiedener Gliederung in logisch | nur vereinzelte Fehler.
Begriindung aus alltéglichen einfacher verkniipften Absatzen.
eigener Meinung. Situationen. grammatischen

Strukturen und

Satzmuster.
Die Aufgabe erfiillt, | Ziemlich gute Ausreichend Einigermalen Einige
zusammenhdngende, | Beherrschung des korrekte angemessene Rechtschreib- und
jedoch nicht Grundwortschatzes, | Verwendung Textorganisation, Interpunktionsfehler.
ausfiihrliche gelegentliche einfacher Gebrauch
Begriindung Fehlgriffe bei der Strukturen nur einfacher
eigener Meinung. Wortschatzwahl. und Syntax Konnektoren.

in vertrauten

Situationen,

einige Fehlgriffe.
Die Aufgabe teilweise | Begrenzter Ausreichend Ein Versuch, Text Systematische Fehler.
erfiillt, es fehlt die Wortschatz der angemessene aufgabengerecht
Begriindung. Alltagssituationen, | Verwendung Zu organisieren.

mehrere Fehler. einfacher

grammatischen

Strukturen und

Satzmuster,

einige elementare

Fehler.
Ein Versuch, Geringer Wortschatz | Nur hdufig Text kaum organisiert. | Viele unterschiedliche
themengerecht selbst konkreter verwendete Aneinanderreihung | Fehler.
ZuU reagieren. Alltagsbediirfnisse. | Strukturen einzelner, wenig

einigermalien zusammenhangender

korrekt, viele Gedanken.

elementare Fehler.
Missdeutungen Sehr geringer Nur elementare | Lediglich Durch die groBBe
im Bezug auf das Wortschatz, der Worter und Wortgruppen Fehleranzahl der Text
Thema deutlich. Textzusammenhang | Satzmuster miteinander kaum versténdlich.

kaum deutlich. einigermal3en verkniipft.

erkennbar.

Nicht ausreichend, um zu bewerten.




Examen De Frangais,
9E Exemple§ De La
Production Ecrite

Vous avez 25 minutes pour faire ce devoir.
Ecrivez 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 éléves 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 I€cole.

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

Lundi, nous mangeons des frites avec du poulet et moi, je prends de I'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. Cest
trés bon pour la santé mais aprés deux heures je veux manger de nouveau. Mercredi et jeudi nous mangeons des
crépes avec de la confiture des fraises. J'aime beaucoup mais encore ce n'est pas assez. Le vendredi est le jour des
pates et de la viande. Cest le meilleur jour de la semaine. Cest trés 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.

Baréme VISC
Réalisation 4 | Lesrepas sont décrits, l'opinion sur la qualité des repas est donnée
delatache mais peu développée. Les suggestions sont plutdt bréves.
Vocabulaire 5 | Montre une bonne maitrise du vocabulaire quotidien, employé correctement.
Morphosyntaxe 4 | L'auteur a un bon contréle grammatical, quelques erreurs peuvent
se produire (mais apres deux heures, la soupe serait bon).
Organisation 4 | Lécrit est compréhensible mais les liens entre les parties du
texte sont faibles. Le nombre de mots est dépassé.
Orthographe 5 | L'auteura un bon contrdle de l'orthographe.
Points: 22




Baréme CECR

Production écrite B1 L'auteur peut rédiger un texte cohérent sur un sujet familier (repas a I‘école).

générale

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

Etendue linguistique | B1 Possede suffisamment de moyens linguistiques pour rédiger un

générale texte simple sur sa vie quotidienne mais le vocabulaire limité le
conduit a des répétitions ou des difficultés de formulation.

Etendue du B1 Posséde un vocabulaire suffisant pour sexprimer

vocabulaire sur un sujet de sa vie quotidienne.

Correction B1 Peut se servir avec une correction suffisante d'un

grammaticale répertoire de tournures fréquemment utilisées.

Maitrise de B1 L'orthographe est assez juste pour étre suivi facilement.

l'orthographe Quelques erreurs de la ponctuation surviennent.

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

Exemple 2 (109 mots)

Pendant le repas du midi, mon école est trés active. Quand la récreation commence, touts les enfants courent a
la cantine, parce que en cing ou dix minutes, toute la cantine est plein. Cest trés difficulte acheter quelque chose
pour manger. Pour le déjeuner les éléves 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
I'eau gratuits.

Baréme VISC
Réalisation 4 Tous les éléments de la consigne sont intégrés, mais peu développés.
delatache
Vocabulaire 2 Possede 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 étre suivies.
Orthographe 2 Maitrise insuffisante de I'orthographe, commet
systématiquement des erreurs.
Points : 13




Bareme CECR

Production écrite A2 Peut écrire une série de phrases simples reliées par
générale des connecteurs simples (parfois, mais).
Ecriture créative A2 Peut écrire une suite de phrases simples sur sa vie quotidienne.
Etendue linguistique A2 Possede un répertoire de langue élémentaire suffisant pour
générale se raire comprendre dans une situation courante.
Etendue du A2 Posséde un vocabulaire suffisant pour se raire comprendre
vocabulaire dans une situation de communication élémentaire.
Correction A2 Peut utiliser des structures simples mais comment des
grammaticale erreurs élémentaires. Le sens général reste clair.
Maitrise de A2 Peut écrire avec une relative exactitude phonétique
l'orthographe mais pas forcément orthographique.

Exemple 3 (128 mots)

Dans mon école nous avons trois longs récreations. Je vais dans la cantine en récréation a 11:10 ou 12:10 parceque
en cette moment je voudrais manger. Je ne vais pas déjauner a 10:10 parceque clest trop (agrs). Au déjauner en
lundi nous avons le pomedetére avec de la viande, en mardi — le riz avec le poulet, en mercredi nous avons le
poisson avec le pomme de tére, en jeudi — les crépes a 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.

Baréme VISC

Réalisation 3 Tous les éléments sont mentionnés mais ne sont pas développés.
de la tache
Vocabulaire 1 Possede un répertoire élémentaire d'expressions simples et
de mots isolés. Plusieurs répétitions sont repérées.
Morphosyntaxe 1 A un contréle limité de la morphosyntaxe
appartenant a un répertoire mémorisé.
Organisation 2 Lécrit est peu compréhensible, relations logiques suivies avec difficulté.
Orthographe 2 Maitrise insuffisante de I'orthographe. Comme

systématiquement des erreurs.




Baréme CECR

Production écrite Al Le texte est composé de phrases simples isolées.

générale

Ecriture créative Al L'auteur écrit des phrases simples sur lui-méme.

Etendue linguistique | A1 L'auteur posséde un choix élémentaire d'expressions simples

générale pour donner des informations courantes sur soi.

Etendue du Al Répertoire lexical élémentaire relatif a des situations concrétes.
vocabulaire

Correction A Controle limité de structures syntaxiques et formes grammaticales simples.
grammaticale

Maitrise de A2 Peut écrire avec une relative exactitude phonétique

l'orthographe mais pas forcément orthographique.

Niveau: Al Malgré les efforts de I'auteur a produire un texte cohérent, les erreurs ainsi

que des manques de cohérence entre les éléments du texte sont importantes.




Eksamens francu valoda 9. klasei.
Darba vértétaja lapa

Devoir 2 (25 points)

R. | Réalisation Vocabulaire Morphosyntaxe | Organisation Orthographe
de la tache

5 | Tache réalisée Montre une Aunbon contrdle  Ecritstructuré et | Aun bon controle
de maniere bonne maitrise du grammatical des cohérent dont de I'orthographe.
convaincante. vocabulaire, employé | structures simples | I'organisation est | Des erreurs
Expose des faits/ généralement et complexes. appropriée a la sont dues a de
événements de correctement dans Des erreurs non tache. 'inattention.
maniére détaillée. | I'expression de systématiques

pensées complexes. | peuvent se produire.

4 | Tache Possede un Aun controle L'écrit est bien Aun contréle
généralement vocabulaire suffisant | grammatical compréhensible. | suffisant
réalisée. Donne pour exprimer des suffisant. Des Les éléments d'orthographe. Les
des informations | idées complexes. erreurs peuventse | de I'écrit sont erreurs sont rares.
développées. Des erreurs sérieuses | produire, mais le connectés.

peuvent se produire. = sens général
reste clair.

3 | Tache réalisée Possede un Utilise Organisation Peut écrire avec
partiellement. vocabulaire suffisant, | généralement adéquate. une relative
Donne des sans erreur d'emploi | correctement des Utilisation des exactitude
informations dans l'expressionde | structures simples, | connecteurs phonétique mais
assez développées | pensées simples. mais des erreurs simples. pas forcément
mais avec une sérieuses peuvent orthographique.
précision limitée. se produire.

2 Tacheapeine Possede un Utilise des L'écrit est peu Maitrise
réalisée. Les vocabulaire structures simples, | compréhensible. | insuffisante de
informations restreint, employé mais commet Relations l'orthographe.
données ne sont correctement mais systématiquement | logiques suivies | Commet
pas développées. | des répétitions des erreurs avec difficulté. systématiquement

peuvent se produire. | élémentaires. des erreurs.

1 | Faitdes efforts pour | Possede un répertoire | A un contrdle Organisation Ne peut pas
réaliser la tache élémentaire limité de la confuse qui orthographier
mais s'exprime d'expressions simples | morphosyntaxe perturbe la des mots simples
d'une maniére et de mots isolés. appartenant a compréhension. | du répertoire
imprécise et peu un répertoire élémentaire.
compréhensible. mémorisé.

0 | Laproduction estinsuffisante pour étre évaluée.




SK30OMEH NO PYCCKOMY f3bIKYy
AAR 9-rO KAQcca. OueHuBaHHue
NMUCbMEHHbIX paboT

3aAaaHue

Hanuwiu He6onbwiyto cmameto 0114 MO/I00eXHO20 XYPHAJA, 8 KOMOPOU Mbl oNUCbIBdews, 4Mo
yu4eHuKu meoeli uikosol desiatom 8o epems 06edeHHo20 nepepoiea. Onuwiu:

* Ymo npoucxooum e wiKosie 8 3mMo 8pems;

* Ymo y4eHUKu 06bI4HO e0AM, HACKO/IbKO UX e0d 300p08as;

* 4mo 6ol mbl UsMeHU/ U3MeHUsIa 8 MOM, KAk npoxodum o6edeHHbIl nepepbis.

06vém 100-120 cnos.

YposeHb Al Mpumep 1.

MondeHo 8 mos wikona

MongeHb B MoA wKona. MlonaeHb ectb 50 MuxyTec. [letn yacto BbIGUpaloT Kade efy. B wkona aetn 06es oueHb
MHoro. fl Heobepato B WKone a 06efato B kade.

Mey3ac yueHuku npoBoaATb 06e 1 roBopuTb. B Wwkone npeanaraetca 310poBan efa. A yUeHNKI YacTo He
CMONb3yeTcA 0Ha. MHe He paBUTCA B LUKONEC efja.

EKP
Pozicijas Limenis (EKP) | Apraksts
Rakstitprasmes Al Prot uzrakstit vienkarsas frazes un teikumus par sevi pasu.
visparéjais apraksts
Referati un raksti A -
Vispargjais lingvistiskais Al Ir loti vienkar3u izteicienu krajums par sevi pasu.
diapazons Prot, izmantojot iegaumétas vardkopas, veidot
A2 vienkarsus teikumus, vardu savienojumus, izteikties
par sevi un citiem skoléniem, ko vini dara.
Vardu krajuma apjoms Al Ir pamata vardu krajums, ko veido atseviski

vardi un frazes par pusdienlaiku skola.

Vardu krajuma lietosana A2 Lieto ierobezotu vardu krajumu.




Gramatiska pareiziba

A

A2

lerobeZoti prot lietot dazas vienkarsas iegaumétas
gramatikas konstrukcijas un teikuma modeus.
Pareizi lieto daZas vienkarsas konstrukcijas.

Ortografijas parvaldisana

B1

Ortografija ir saméra pareiza, tekstu var saprast.

Limenis

A

Tabnuua oueHBaHNA N

McbMeHHoI pab6oTbl no Kputepuam VISC

Pozicijas

Punkti

Apraksts

(CopepxaHue

2

HenonHoe cooTBeTCTBYE TeKCTa 3aAaHuio. OnucaHo, uto
MPOUCXOAWT B LKONe B 06e/ieHHbIii nepepbiB. HeT uHdopmaLmn
0 TOM, UTO YUEHVKI e[AT, HACKONbKO X el 340poBas. He
BbINOMHEH TOT NYHKT PeyeBOil Nporpammbl, B KOTOPOM
npeaaraeTcs Onucatb, YTo aBTop M3MeHN bbl B 06ejeHHOM
nepepbiBe B LuKose. HapylueHa oruka nopecTeoBaHuA B

TOIA YaCT! NUCbMA, e aBTOP FOBOPUT 0 CBOEM OTHOLLIEHUU K
LIKONbHBIM 06e1am. ApryMeHTbI Ha3BaHbI, HO He Pa3BEPHYThI.
1-it aprymeHT: «B WwKone aeTv 06efakoT 0YeHb MHOTOY, 2-it
aprymeHT: «B wKone npeanaraetca 340poBas eaax, 3-it
aprymeHT: «MHe HeHpaBUTCA B LUKONe efjax. JlnuHoe OTHOLLeHMe
BbIPaXEHO, HO HET NMOACHEHNS, NoYeMy ef1a B LIKONeE He HpaBUTCA,
yem efla B kade nyuLLe, B Kakom Kade 06ezaeT aBTop.

OpraHu3auna

OpraHu3auna TeKCTa He npocnexuBaeTca Yétko. Beuay manoro
06bEma TekcTa (53 cnoBa BMecTe ¢ 3arnaBuem), B nucbme
UMeloTCA TobKo 2 ab3aua. Ectb BcTynuTensHas dpasa B Hauane
«[onaeHb B MOE LLKOMEY, HO HET 3aKNHUNTENBHOI YaCTy.

Jlekcuka

beaHblii cnoBapHblii 3anac. HeonpaeaaHHble NoBTOPbI C110B:
wkona, efa. (noBo «nosgeHb» BO BTOPOM NpeAnoxXeHuH,
BepOATHO, ByKBaNbHbI nepeBog coBa pusdienas.
HeynauHble BblcKa3blBaHIA «eTh 00/ (atoT) 04eHb MHOTO»,
«f1eTi NpoBOAATb 06ea». (0BO «ney3ac» HENOHATHO, B
KOHTEKCTe — BEPOATHO, «B May3bl» WIN «MHOTAA» — reizém.

[pammatmka

licnonb3yiotca oaHO06pa3Hble rpaMMaTiyeckine KOHCTPYKLK.
TeKcT HanmcaH NPOCTbIMM PacNPOCTPAHEHHBIMU NPeANOKEHNAMN.
VimetoTca owmbKI B NOCTPOEHMN CIOBOCOYETAHMIA U
npeanoxenuii: 1) B MoA WKona; 2) nongeHb ectb 50 MUHYT;

3) Bbl6upatot Kade eay; 4) B Wkona; 5) AeTin 06e4; 6) yueHnKn

... ' TOBOPUTb; 7) YUYEHUKN He UCNONb3yeTcA OHa.

Opdorpadua 4

1) MuHyTeC; 2) Heobepato; 3) HeT 3anAToi nepes
C0030M a; 4) NPOBOAATD; 5) He paBUTCA; 6) B LKONeC.

061uiee KoNNYECTBO
MyHKTOB




YposeHb Al Mpumep 2.

06edeHHblii nepepoie

Halue LwKosie 06e/ieHHbIit nepepbIB MOrYT ObiTb N0 AnNHee.  YaCTo My Ha MarasuHb, U YacTo Y MUHE HET Bpems
KylaTb B 0fieleHHbI nepeBed. B Halue cTanosoil 0ben feluesee, A Ay/Le Uy Ha MarasuHb, NOTOMYLLTO A
HeN00I0 WKONHMI 6y

Mbl HEN3AT MANUT HA Marasux,

Al iymalo NyALLe WANT Ha MarasuHb Yem obefath B LWKofe.

JInALLe YUUHUKI XOAUT rynath.

EKP
Pozicijas Limenis Apraksts
(EKP)
A Prot uzrakstit vienkaras nesaistitas frazes
Rakstitprasmes un teikumus par sevi pasu.
visparejais apraksts
Referati un raksti Al -
Visparéjais lingvistiskais Al Ir Joti vienkar3u izteicienu krajums par sevi pasu.
diapazons
Vardu krajuma apjoms Al Ir pamata vardu krajums, ko veido atseviski
vardi un frazes par pusdienlaiku skola.
Vardu krajuma lietosana A2 Lieto ierobezotu vardu krajumu.
Gramatiska pareiziba Al lerobezoti prot lietot daZas vienkarsas iegaumétas
gramatikas konstrukijas un teikuma mode|us.
Ortografijas parvaldisana Al Ortografija nav pareiza, tekstu grati saprast.
Limenis A

Tabnuua oueHMBaHNUA NMcbMeHHON paboTbi no Kputepuam VISC

Pozicijas Punkti Apraksts

CopepxaHue 1 MpeanpuHsTa MOMbITKA CO3AaTb TEKCT B COOTBETCTBUM € TEMOIA.
HanucaHbl noBTopAtoLLIMeCs MPEAIOKEHUS 0 TOM, UTO aBTOP (aM
JIeN1aeT BO BpeMs 00efieHHOr0 nepepbiBa. (BeAeHNA 0 TOM, UTo
MPONCXOANT B LUKOJE BO BpeMs 06eIeHHOr0 NepepbiBa, AaHbl B
KOHLie TekcTa: «JlyALLe yueHKm XoauT rynatb». Het undopmaum
0 TOM, UTO YUEHNKN e[AT, HACKOMbKO WX efia 340poBas. MocnegHuii
MyHKT peyeBoii NPOrpamMMbl: «uTo Obl Tbl U3MeHIN B TOM, KaK
npoxoawT 06eieHHbIii NepepbiB» aH B Hayane paboTbl: «Hawwe
LuKone 06eaeHHbIN nepepbIB MOryT BbITb N0 ANUHee».

JInuHoe OTHOLLIEHIE BbIPAXEHO, HO OTCYTCTBYET €ro aprymeHTaLmA.

Opranu3auua 1 [lenenue TekcTa Ha ab3aLibl He COOTBETCTBYET €10 CMbICN0BOI
CTpyKTYype. XaoTyHo nocTpoeH TeKcT. 06bEm 59 cnoB.




Nekcuka 1 bepHblit cnoapHbili 3anac. HeonpasgaHHble NOBTOPbI C/10B: UAY,
marasuH, nyywe. Owm6KM B CoBoynoTpebneHmm:«nepeseny.

[pamMmartuka 1 Wcnonb3ytoTca B 0CHOBHOM NPOCTble FpaMMaTIAYecKme
KOHCTPYKLuI. TeKCT HanucaH NpoCTbIMU PacpoCTPaHEHHBIMA
npeanoxeHnsmi. OLwMOKN B NOCTPOEHNM CTIOBOCOUETAHMIA I
NPeANoXKeHMil MeLLaloT BOCTPUATHIO TeKCTa: 1) Halle LKofe;
2) nepepbIB MOTYT ObiTh; 3) A YacTo UAY; 4) NAY Ha MarasuHb;
5) BelwueBee; 6) LUKOMHWI 6nyA; 7) Mbl HEN3AT; 8) HEeNb3A UANT;

Opdorpadua 2 1) no AnHee; 2) MarasuHb; 3) MuHe; 4) HeT Bpems;
5) ofeieHHblit; 6) B Halue (CToN0BO); 7) CTanoBoii;
8) nyawe; 9) notomyuto; 10) HeT 3anaToil nepes
«em»; 11) nupLwe; 12) yuuHukm; 13) rynato.

)

9) nyawe naut; 10) yueHnKN XoauT.
)
)

06wiee KonMyecTBo 6
MyHKTOB

YposeHb A2 Mpumep 3.

06edeHHblli nepepbie

B Hawwei wkone ecTb ABe 06eseHHbINN nepepbiBa. OfuH 20 MUHYT ANUHeH, v eToT ana 1 o 5-Kknaccamu. U gpyroii
30 MUHYT ANVHEH 1 OH ANA 6 4o 9 knaccamm

Ha 20 MuHyTHbI NepepbIB A C NOAPYramu UAEM UHOTAA B Kade unu, ecin Ha CeyloLLee YpoK KOHTPObHasA
pa6ote, Mbl yuumca. Ha 30 MUHYTHbIA nepepbIB A Ay B CTONOBOI C APYrMMY yueHUKamu. fl fymato, uTo B Halueil
CTONI0BO/ 0YEHb XOPOLLIO U BKYCHO FOTOBAT.

Kaxbiii neHb B CTon0Boil pa3Has nuiLa. Ha npumep, Ha noHesenbHIK MOXHa ObITb pasHble Cynu, a Ha cpeay —
MOKOPOHI, KapTodenun uim uto 10 Apyroe.

fl ;ymato, uto nepepbiB MOXET ObITb TONKO OZUH 1 OMH YaC ANNHEH.

Ho Ha obepeHHbIil nepepbiB MHe Bcerga byTeT uto fenar,

116 cnos
EKP
Pozicijas Limenis (EKP) = Apraksts
Rakstitprasmes A2 Prot uzrakstit vienkarsas frazes un teikumus,
visparéjais apraksts saistot tos ar vienkarsiem saikliem.
Referati un raksti A2 -
Visparéjais lingvistiskais A2 Ir valodas pamatkrajums, kas lauj pastastit par
diapazons savu ikdienu, pusdienu partraukumu skola.
Vardu krajuma apjoms B1 Ir pietiekams vardu krajums, lai izteiktos par savu pusdienlaiku
skola. Spéj uzrakstit, ko dara pats un ko dara draudzenes.
Vardu krajuma lieto3ana B1 Labi izmanto savu vardu krajumu, tomér gadas k|idas: kaptodenu.




Gramatiska pareiziba

A2

Pareizi lieto daZas vienkarsas konstrukcijas, bet sistematiski pielauj
klidas: aBe 0beneHHbIM NepepbiBa; And 1 4o 5-knaccamu; Ha
CnepyloLLee YpOK; Ha MOHeAeNbHYK; KOHTPONbHaA paboTe.

Ortografijas parvaldisana

A2

Ortografija nav pareiza, tekstu grati saprast.

Limenis

A2

Tabnuua oueHuBaHua n

UcbMeHHoii paboTbl no kKputepuam VISC

Pozicijas

Punkti

Apraksts

CopepaHue

3

HenonHoe cooTBeTCTBYE 3a1aHIt0. ONICaHO, YTO MPOUCXOAUT B
LIKofie B 00e/IeHHblii nepepbiB («MaEM UHOTA B Kade uiu, ecin
Ha CnefiylolLiee YpOK KOHTPOMbHasA paboTe, Mbl yuuMcA»), uTo
YUeHUKM efiAT («pa3Hble Cynu, a Ha cpesy — MOKOPOHY, KapTodenn
WM YTO TO PYr0e»), BbIPaXKeHO IMUHOe OTHoLLeHHe (<l aymato,
4TO B HaLLIeil CTONOBOI 0YEHb XOPOLLO U BKYCHO FOTOBAT»).
HdopmaLna, aHHas B peueBoii Nporpamme,

11CNI0Nb30BaHA YaCTUYHO, HET MHpOpMaLuK,

none3Ha v ea B LWKObHOI CTONIOBOIA.

EcTb nonbiTKa BblpaeHus NOXeaHns TOro, YTo MOXHO U3MEHUTL
B OpraHu3aLy nepepbiBa («fl Zymato, uTo nepepbiB MOXeT bbiTb
TOKO O/MH 1 OZLIH YaC [IHEH»), HO apryMeHTOB HEJ0CTATOUHO,
yTBepXxaeHNe obLuee («...MHe Bceraa byTeT uTo fenatby).

OpraHu3auus

TeKCT NoCTPOEH N10ruHo, noAenéH Ha ab3alpl, C00T-
BETCTBYET iefleHNI0 TeKCTa Ha CMbICIOBbIE YacTy.

B Lenom BbiaepxaHa komno3uuusa nucbma. 06bEm

116 cnos. EcTb BcTynutenbHas ¢ppasa B Hauane TekcTa
(«ObepeHHbI nepepbiB»), eCTb 3akNUUTENbHaA YacTb («Ho
Ha 00efleHHblil NepepbiB MHe Bceraa byTeT uTo fenatb).

Nekcmuka

XopoLwunii cnoapHblil 3anac. lonyctumbl
HeonpaBAaHHble NOBTOPbI CJI0B: <KNACCAMM», <AAMHEH»
11 oWKOKI B COBOYNOTPeOneHuN: <kapTodeny.

OHU He MeLLatoT BOCIPUATMIO TEKCTa.

[pammatmka

[paMmaTnyeckie KOHCTPYKLMM AOCTAaTOYHO Pa3HO0OPa3HbI.
[Tpeobnazalot npocTble pacnpoCTPaHEHHbIE MPEANIOKEHNA.
VImeloTca owmbKM B NOCTPOEHMIA CJIOBOCOYETAHNIA U
npeanoxenuii: 1)aBe 0beaeHHbINA NepepbiBa; 2) AnA 110
5-knaccamu; 3) Ha cnegytolLiee ypok; 4) Ha NoHeAeNbHMK;

5) KOHTpoNbHas paboTte. OHYM He MELLAKT BOCTIPUATUI TEKCTa.

Opdorpadua

1) eToT; 2) ANuHeH; 3) MoXHa; 4) Ha npumep; 5) cynu;
6) MOKOPOHY; 7) TonKo; 8) uTo-To; 9) byTeT

061Liee KonUuecTBo
MyHKTOB

16




YposeHb A2 Mpumep 4.

LIkoneHbIii 06edeHHbIl nepepoie

f 06enato 0beeHHbIA 32, NOKa Apyrie AETU XOAUT Ha Kade. MHorAa A Urpato B MUHT-NOHT B LUKOAE. fl HUKOrAa He
X0y Ha Kade, B LKone ecTb yA06HO. Ml MUHa KaxeTca B 06e/ieHHbIil 3a7 eCTb AelLeBo Yem B Kade.

B wKone 06ef 300poBbIil 1 BKYCHBIiA, KOHEUHO OUEH NOME3HbIIA. fl AyMmato, WTO B LKONE eCTb 30POBbIil €A1, YeM B
Kade. 06eeHHbIi 31 HEMHOTO 106aBAAET CONb, U 3TO YKe 340pOBbIil!

llpyrue feTn He 06€aloT B LUKOME, UM HEBKYCHDIiI LIKOMbHBIN 06ef. Il MHe HpaBUTCA WKONbHbIE NPOAYKTY.
Hennbny pubkHuii cun. B wikone obeeHHbIiA 3a FOTOBIT BKYCHDII COK 11 efy.

EKP

Pozicijas Limenis (EKP) | Apraksts

Rakstitprasmes B1 Prot uzrakstit vienkarsu, saistitu tekstu par skolas pusdienas

visparéjais apraksts partraukumu un ka to pavada, saista isus teikumus seciga izklasta.

Referati un raksti B1 Spéj uzrakstt isu zinojumu, sniedz informaciju par doto tému un
sniegt argumentus: «. . .B LUKoNe eCTb Y06HOY; «..eCTb JieLueBo
yem B Kade»; «oueH NonesHbliiy; «. .. HeMHOro (ar nozimi masno)
Lo6aBnAeT conb»; <M MHe HPaBUTCA LIKONbHbIE NPOAYKTHY.

Visparéjais lingvistiskais A2 Ir valodas pamatkrajums, prot veidot vienkarsus

diapazons teikumus, vardu savienojumus, spéj pastastit par
sevi, savu skolu un pusdienas partraukumu.

Vardu krajuma apjoms A2 Pietiekams vardu krajums, lai izteiktu
vienkarsas ikdieniskas vajadzibas.

Vardu krajuma lieto3ana A2 Lieto vardu krajumu, kas attiecas uz konkréto uzdevumu. Ir
klidas vardu lietosand, piem., vardu atkarto3ana — «o6ezieHHblii
3a11», (ar nozimi «cToNoBas»), </eLLeBO», «3L0POBbIi» ar
nozimi «310poBol», bet tas netraucé saprast autora domu

Gramatiska pareiziba A2 Pareizi lieto daZas vienkar3as konstrukcijas, bet pielauj elementaras
kludas, pieméram: 1) obepato obeseHHbIi 3a5; 2) AeTh XoauT;

3) Ha Kade; 4) MUHa KaxeTca; 5) ecTb fieleBo Yem; 6) 340pOoBbIil
ena; 7) UM HeBKycHbliA. Ir skaidrs, ko autors grib pateikt.

Ortografijas parvaldisana B1 Prot uzrakstit saistitu vienlaidu tekstu, kas labi saprotams.
Ortografija, pieturas zimes un teksta izskaidrojums ir
pietiekami pareizs, lai to varétu saprast. 1) nav komatu pirms
UN p&c «KOHeYHo; 2) NPOAYKTI; 3) Henubny; 4) MuHe; 5) cum;

6) pubKHuiA; 7) Wwro; 8) oueH; 9) nav komata pirms «yem.

Limenis A2

Tabnuua oueHMBaHNA NMCbMeHHOM paboTbl no kputepuam VISC

Pozicijas

Punkti

Apraksts




CopepcaHue 4

B Lenom nucbMo HanmcaHo B COOTBETCTBUM C 3a[JaHNEM.
Hdopmauna, faHHaA B peyeBoil Nporpamme, UCnosb3oBaHa
YaCTIYHO. HeT npeanoxeHuii Toro, 4To MOXHO MOMEHATb.

Ho, ecnu 6paTb BO BHIMaHWeE IMYHOE NONOXUTENbHOE
OTHOLLIEHVe aBTOPA K LLKONbHOIA CTONOBOIA, TO He XBaTaeT TONbKO
YTBEPXKEHNA, UTO aBTOP HUYETO MEHATb He Xenaet. ABTop Bcem
LoBoneH. Mblcnv BbIpaxeHbl JOCTaTOYHO ACHO 1 NOrMyHo. Ectb
ApryMeHTbI: «. . .B KON eCTb yA06HOY; «..eCTb felLeBo Yem

B Kade; «0ueH MoNe3Hblity; «. .. HEMHOrO (B 3HaUeHUN Mano)
L06aBnAeT conb; </l MHe HPaBUTCA LUKONbHbIE NPOAYKTU».

OpraHu3auus 3

TeKCT NOCTPOeH HeLLOCTAaTOUHO NIOTUYHO, XOTA M MOAENEH
Ha a03aLybl. B KoMno3uwum umeeTca HeOUET — HeT
YETKOIA 3aKNt0UNTENbHOI Gpa3bl. 06bEM 97 cnos.

Nekcnka 3

Xopowuuii cnoBapHblit 3anac. ECtb HeonpaBAaHHble NoBTOpbI
(110B «06efieHHbIiA 3a71», (MIMeeTcA BBINAY «CTONOBAA»)

11 0LUNOKK B CI0BOYNOTPEONEHNN: «felLeBo», C10BO
«3[0pOBbIii» B KOHTEKCTE YNOTPe6AAETCA B OLEHOUHOM
3HaueHMN «30poBOL». 3T0 He MeLLaeT BOCIPUATUIO TEKCTa.

[pammatmka 2

[pammatiyeckue KOHCTPYKLMN 0fHO06Pa3HbI. TekcT
HanncaH NPOCTbIMYU PACPOCTPAHEHHBIMIU NPEANIOKEHUAMN.
OwwnbKN B NOCTPOEHUM CNOBOCOYETAHII 1 NPELNONKEHNIA
3aTpYAHANT BOCNpuATHe TeKcTa: 1) 06eato 06efeHHbli

3an; 2) feTin XopuT; 3) Ha kade; 4) MuHa KaxeTcs; 5) ecTb
[eLLeBo Yem; 6) 340pOBbIli e4a; 7) UM HeBKYCHbIA.

Opdorpadua 2

1) komats aiz «koHeuHo»; 2) npoayKTw; 3) Hennbny; 4) MuHe;
5) cun; 6) pubKHuiA; 7)wTo; 8) oueH; 9) HET 3anAToN nepes «yem».

06uiee KonuyecTBo 14
MyHKTOB

YposeHb B1 Mpumep 5.

06edeHHblli nepepoie

pabotbl.

B Halweii WwKone 06eeHHblil nepepbiB ANUTCA TPUALATD MUHYT. 5 AyMalo, uTo MepepbiB ANMHHbIA. YUEHIKN MOTyT
WAET B MarasuH i o1abixatb. Mbl ¢ nogpyramu obegaem B LWKONbHOI CTOSI0BOI. TaM Mbl egum cyn 1 xned,
KapTOLLIKa C MACOM U MbIM Yaii. Mbl 4acTo MAEM B Kade 1 Kynaem CnagocTbu, 6youKm 1 oK.
A1 ymalo uTo y HaLueli CTONI0BOI 3A0p0BAA €Aa U B HaLLeil Kadie HE310POBAs ea NOTOMY YTO TaM TObKO CIAZ0CTbY.
B Halweii WwKose Mbl MOXEM MbiTb MOMIOKO 11 KaX/blii AeHb Noftyyaem A6AOKI.
Y MeHst HpaBUTCA 0beeHHblii NepepbiB B HaLLeil WKoe, MOTOMY YTO Mbl MOXEM AelaTb MHOTO, NepemeHa
ANVHHbIN 1 Y HAC HPABUTCA. B 06eeHHbI nepemeHa Toxe MOXKeM OTAbIXaTbl, yUnTbCA 1 NOBTOPATH AOMALLHbI




EKP

Pozicijas

Limenis (EKP)

Apraksts

Rakstitprasmes
visparéjais apraksts

B1

Prot uzrakstit vienkarsu, saistitu tekstu par skolas pusdienas
partraukumu un ka to pavada, saista isus teikumus seciga izklasta.

Referati un raksti

B1

Spéj uzrakstit isu zinojumu, sniedz informaciju par doto tému

un sniedz argumentus: « y HalLeii CToNI0BOI 30pOBad efa U B
HalLeii Kade He3710pOBas €/1a MOTOMY UTO TaM TONbKO CNIAZ0CTbMY;
«..MOXEM OTAbIXaTbl, Y4UTbCA 1 MOBTOPATH AOMALLIHbII PaboThI».

Visparejais lingvistiskais
diapazons

B1

Ir pietiekams valodas lidzek|u apjoms, lai izteiktu savas
domas par skolu un skolas pusdienas partraukumu, tacu
leksiskie ierobeZojumi rada griitibas formulét sakamo.

Vardu krajuma apjoms

A2

Pietiekams vardu krajums, lai izteiktu
vienkarsas, ikdieniskas vajadzibas.

Vardu krajuma lieto3ana

A2

Lieto vardu krajumu, kas attiecas uz konkréto uzdevumu.
Ir kladas vardu lietoSana: vardu atkartosana —
«nepepbiB, lieto sinonimu «nepemeHar.

Gramatiska pareiziba

A2

Pareizi lieto daZas vienkarsas konstrukcijas, bet pielauj
elementaras kludas, pieméram: 1) yueHuku MoryT ugér;

2) efnM. .. KapToLLKa; 3) nbim; 4) yacTo naém B kade;

5) Kynaem; 6) y HaLueil CTONOBOIA; 7) B HaLweit kade; 8) nbiTb;

9) y MeHA HpasuTca; 10) nepemHa AnuHbIi; 11) y Hac HpaBuTCs;
12) 06eaeHHblit nepemeHa; 13) NoBTOPATb JOMALLHbIA PaboTbl.

Ortografijas parvaldisana

B1

Prot uzrakstit saistitu vienlaidu tekstu, kas labi saprotams.
Ortografija, pieturas zZimes un teksta izskaidrojums ir pietiekami
pareizs, lai to varétu saprast: 1) cnagocTbu; 2) HeT 3ansToii
nepes 4mo; 3) HeT 3anAToii nepez COl30M u; 4) OTAbIXATbI.

Limenis

B1

Tab6nuua oueHMBaHUA NMCbMeHHOI paboTbl no kputepuam VISC

Pozicijas

Punkti

Apraksts

CopepkaHue

5

TeKcT HanucaH B NOAHOM COOTBETCTBUM € 3a/iaHNEM.
cnonb3oBaHa BcA MHGOPMALWA, AaHHaA B peyeBoit
nporpamme. MbiCu BbIpaXkeHbl ACHO, YETKO 1 NIOTUYHO.
ECTb aprymeHTbI, BbIPaXeH0 TNYHOE OTHOLLEHNE.

Opranu3auna

TeKkcT nocTpoeH noruuHo. Bolgenenue ab3aves
COOTBETCTBYET IENIEHMNIO HA CMbICSIOBbIE YACTI.
Komno3uuua npasunbHas. 06vém 114 cnos.

Nekcmka

[JloctatouHo WwupoKuit cnoBapHblii 3anac. ToBTopbl CoBa
«nepepbiB» ONpaBAaHbl C TOUKY 3peHNA KOHTEKCTa.
CenaHa nombiTKa 3aMeHUTb ero CUHOHUMOM «MepemMeHar.
HeT rpy6bix owun6oK B C1oBOynoTpebneHnm.




[pammatmka

licnonb3ytotca pasHoobpasHble rppammaTiyeckue

KOHCTpyKLyu. [peobnagatot npocTble pacnpocTpaHéHHble
npeanoxenua. MHoro oLwmn6ok B NOCTPOEHNI CI0BOCOYETAHMIA 1
npeanoXenuit: 1) yyeHnkn MoryT uaeT; 2) euMm . . . KapToLLKa;
3) nbim; 4) yacTo uAEM B Kade; 5) Kynaem; 6) y Hawweli
CTONOBOW; 7) B HaLweil Kade; 8) NbiTb; 9) y MeHA HpaBuTCS;

10) nepemHa AnuHbIiA; 11) y Hac HpaBuTCA; 12) 06eseHHbI
nepemeHa; 13) NOBTOPATL JOMALLHbII paboThI.

Opdorpadua

1) cnapocTby; 2) HeT 3anaToii nepep uto; 3) HeT
3anATON Nepe Col030M U; 4) 0TAbIXaTbI.

061uiee KonMYeCTBO
MyHKTOB

21

YposeHb B1 Mpumep 6.

Moti o6edeHblii nepepbig 8 wikone

B moii wkone aBa obeseHble nepepbisa. 0auH 30 MuHyT, a cnepywwinii 20 MuHyT. B nepBblil 06eaeHblii nepepbis
A 0TANXalo, NOTOMY YTO TOrAa A He 06epato. l roBOpIO C APYrom, MY Ha MOV KNacc, peKkuii pas A yuycb. Mepsblii
06ezeHblil nepepbiB ManeHbKue yUeHKI UAYT Ha CTONHIALLY 11 oHY 06epaloT. Korga cnepyumil o6efeHblii nepepbis

A.00eparo.

fl wualo, yTo WKONHNI 06efbI HennoXxue. ITa efia HECTPALLIHA, HO HEKOTOPBIX Pa3 He 0ueHb BKYCHBIN. fl noHemato,
4TO LWKOJE HEMOTY KyLLATb Kak 1 KT X0y, HO 3T0 HopManbHo. Ha Moii B3anAA WKoNHMii 06ezbl nonbe3Hblii 1
370 A Mory KyLaTb. fl 06esalo NoTOMy uTo y MHe 3T0 Hajo, A He mory 6e3 obes!

06ezeHbIi nepepbiB A ¢ YA0BONLCTBUEM 6yAY ClyLIaTb My3blKy WM KOTAA TeNA0 MAT Ha ynuua. fl wuraio, uto

Haja 06eaThb B LWKONeE.
EKP
Pozicijas Limenis (EKP) | Apraksts
Rakstitprasmes B1 Prot uzrakstit vienkarsu, saistitu tekstu par skolas pusdienas
visparéjais apraksts partraukumu un ka to pavada, saista isus teikumus seciga izklasta.
Referati un raksti B1 Spéj uzrakstit isu zinojumu, sniedz informaciju par doto
tému un sniegt argumentus: «..s1 0TANXat0»; «fl roBopIo
C pyroMm, ly Ha MOii KNacc, peaKuii pa3 s yuycb»;
«fl MoHeMato, UTo LUKONE HEMOTY KyLLATb KaK 11 KOTAa
X0uy»; «A He mory 6e3 06ef; «c ynoBonbCTBUEM byay
CYLIATh My3bIKY WK KOTAA TEM0 UATY Ha YIALAy.
Visparéjais lingvistiskais B1 Ir pietiekams valodas lidzeklu apjoms, lai izteiktu savas
diapazons domas par skolu un skolas pusdienas partraukumu, tacu
leksiskie ierobezojumi rada gratibas formulét sakamo.
Vardu krajuma apjoms A2 Pietiekams vardu krajums, lai izteiktu

vienkarsas, ikdieniSkas vajadzibas.




Vardu krajuma lietosana

B1

Labi izmanto savu vardu krajumu, kas attiecas uz
konkréto uzdevumu. Viena kliida: «ctonxuy».

Gramatiska pareiziba

B1

Saméra pareizi lieto parastas standarta frazes, manama dzimtas
valodas ietekme, ir klidas, tacu ir skaidrs, ko autors grib

pateikt: 1) B Moil Likone; 2) ABa 0befieHble nepepbiBa; 3) Ha
Mo Knacc; 4) nepBblit 06eeHblii nepepbiB. . .; 5) WKOHMI
06ezibl; 6) HeKOTOPbIX pa3; 7) efia He 0ueHb BKYCHbIN; 8) 06eabl
nonbe3Hbiii; 9) y uHe 310 Hago; 10) 6e3 obep; 11) AT Ha ynuua.

Ortografijas parvaldisana

B1

Prot uzrakstit saistitu vienlaidu tekstu, kas labi saprotams.
Ortografija, pieturas zimes un teksta izskaidrojums ir
pietiekami pareizs, lai to varétu saprast: 1) obegeHble; 2)
cnenywmii; 3) otanxalo; 4) WiTaio; 5) LWKOAHWIA; 6) noHemaro;
7) Hemory; 8) B3anag; 9) nonbesubiii; 10) Haga.

Limenis

B1

Tabnuua oueHuBaHua n

McbMeHHo paboTbl no kputepuam VISC

Pozicijas

Punkti

Apraksts

[Tpumep 6.
CopepxaHue

5

TeKcT HanwcaH B NOIHOM COOTBETCTBUM € 3aJJaHUEM.
licnonb3oBaHa BcA MHOpMALWA, AaHHAA B peyeBoii Nporpamme.
Mblicau opuruHanbHbl, BblpakeHbl ACHO, YETKO 1 noruuHo. Ectb
apryMeHTbI, OH Pa3BEPHYTbI, BbIPAXXEHO IMYHOE OTHOLLEHNE.
Bbicka3zaHo MHeHue 0 TOM, UTO eLLie MOXHO 0b110 Obl cenaTh BO
BpemsA 00eleHHOr0 nepepbiBa: CIyLLATb My3bIKY N TyAATb.

OpraHu3auna

TeKcT nocTpoeH nornyHo. Boigenexne ab3aves c00TBETCTBYET
JENEHN0 Ha CMbICN0BbIE YacTh. Komno3uuua npaBunbHas.
06bEM Heckonbko NpeBblLIAeT 3aJaHHblil — 132 (0B,

HO NpY 3TOM He HabntoAaeTCA NOBTOPA MHGOPMALLK.

Jlekcnka

boraTblii v WpoKmii cnoBapHblii 3anac. BepHoe u TouHoe
cnoBoynotpebnexue. OfHa oLwnbKa: «CTONHMLY».

[pammatuka

[pammaTiyeckine KOHCTPYKLN I0CTaTOUHO PasHOO6pa3Hb.
Mpeo6napaloT NpocTble pacnpocTpaHEHHbIE NPeANOKeHNA.
Owww6K B NOCTPOEHNI COBOCOYETAHMIA 11 NpeanoxeHuit: 1) B
MOoif LKone; 2) ABa obesieHble nepepbIBa; 3) Ha MOiA Knacc;

4) nepBblii 06epeHblli nepepbiB. . .; 5) WKONHMIA 06efbl;

6) HeKoTOpbIX Pa3; 7) efia He 0ueHb BKYCHbIiA; 8) 06efpl
nonbe3Hblii; 9) y uHe 10 Hano; 10) 63 0bep; 11) MATU Ha ynuua.

Opdorpadusa

1) obeneHble; 2) cnepywwnii; 3) oTamXato; 4) WiTato; 5) WKONHMIA;
6) noHemato; 7) Hemory; 8) B3anag; 9) nonbe3Hblii; 10) Haga.

NYHKTOB

061Liee KONMYECTBO

21




Eksamens krievu valoda 9. klasei.
Darba veértétaja lapa

3aaaHue 2. (25 nyHKTOB)

N. Copepxanue Opranusauus Jlekcuka [pammartuka Opdorpadus

5 | TekcT HanucaH TekcT noctpoeH boratblii v wupokmit | Tpammartuyeckue Opdorpadus
B MONHOM NIOTUYHO. (NI0BapHbIii 3anac. KOHCTPYKLM ACHaA N
COOTBETCTBUM Bbigenexue BepHoe 1 TouHoe XapaKTepusyrnTca npaBunbHas.
C3af1aHmem. ab3aues cnoBoynoTpebneHune. | pasHoobpazuem. [Jlonyctumbl
Vicnonb3oBaxa COOTBETCTBYET [Jlonyctuma Jlonyctumbl He3HauuTeNbHble
BCA [laHHasA JeneHnio TeKCTa | 0fHa owwmnbKa B He3HaunTeNbHble oLIN6KM
nH$opmaLyA. Ha CMbICNOBbIE cnooynotpebneHnn. | own6ku B noctpoerumn | (1-5). [paduka
MbIciv BbpakeHbl | YacTu. CNI0BOCOYETAHUI 1 nocobcTByeT
ACHO, YETKO lpencTaBneHbl npeanoxenui (1-3). | nérkomy uteHuio.
11 IOTUYHO. BCe
AprymeHTbi KOMMO3ULIMOHHbIE
ybeauTeNnbHbI. 6noku cTatbin.

BbipaxeHo nuuHoe | 06bEM
OTHOLLIEHNe, 100-120 cnoB.
opUrMHanbHble

ngen.

4 | Buenom Tekct TekcT nocTpoeH [JloctatouHo [pammatnueckue Opdorpadus
HanucaH B NIOTNYHO, HO LUMPOKIAV CNOBAPHDIA | KOHCTPYKLMN npaBunbHas.
COOTBETCTBUN BblfeneHue 3anac. lonyctumbl | JOCTaTOYHO [Jlonyctumbl
(3ajjaHunem. ab3aues nuwb HeonpaBfjaHHble pa3Ho06pa3Hbl. He3HauuTenbHble
WHpopmauus YacTUyHoO MoBTOpbI CN0B Bo3moxHble owmnbKkn | owwnbkm (6-8).
1CNoNb30BaHa C00TBETCTBYET 1 oLwn6KM B B NOCTPOEHUN OHK He meLuatoT
YacTuHo. Ml | fieneHuio TeKcTa | CoBOYNoTpebneHnn | C10BOCOYETaHUi BOCMPUATUIO
BbIPaXeHbl Ha CMbICNOBbIE (2-3). OHm 11 NpesnoXeHuil TeKcTa.
[0CTaToyHO yacti. B uenom He MeLLaioT (4-5) He mewwatoT
ACHO 1 IOTUYHO. BblepxaHa BOCMIPUATII TEKCTA. | BOCMPUATII TEKCTA.

Het uéTkoctun KoMno3unuma

B BblIENeHNN cTatbit. 06bEM
apryMeHToB. 90-99 cnos.
BbipaxeHo nuuHoe

OTHOLLEHNE.




. Copepxanune OpraHusauus Jlekcnka [pammatuka Opdorpadusa

3 | HenonHoe TekcT nocTpoeH Xopowunii cnoBapHblil | [pammatnyeckne Opdorpadus
COOTBETCTBUE He[l0CTaTOuHO 3anac. lonyctumbl KOHCTpYKLN B LIENOM
3aflaHuK. Tema nornyHo. B HeonpaBAaHHble JI0CTaTOYHO npaBusbHas.
packpbiTa KOMMO3uLuK NoBTOpPbI CN0B pa3Ho06pa3Hbl. [Jlonyctumbi
NOBEPXHOCTHO. VIMEIOTCS 11 OLLINOKN B Mpeobnagatot He3HaunTeNbHble
Mnpopmauna HEI0YETHI. cnogoynoTpebneHnn | npocTble owmokm (9-11).
1CNoNb30BaHa A63aupl (4-5). Oxm pacnpocTpaHéHHble OHU He mMeLLatoT
dparmeHTapHo. NOCNE0BATENbHO | HE MELLAT npeanoXeHus. BOCTIPUATHIO
EcTb HapyweHus He BbIAENANTCA. | BOCMPUATUMIO TeKCTa. | BO3MOXKHble oWwmMOKIM | TeKcTa.

NOTUKN 06bEM B NOCTPOEHIN
NoBeCTBOBAHMA. 70-89 cnos. CNOBOCOYETAHMIA
AprymenTauns 11 IPeANoXKeHNi
HoeuT (6—7) He meLatoT
HEKOHKpPETHBbIN BOCTIPUATHIO TEKCTa.
xapakTep. JluuHoe

OTHOLLIEHNE

BbIpaXeHo

He0CTaTouHO

YETKO.

2 | Henonxoe TeKcT nocTpoeH JlocTatouHblit [pammaruyeckue Opdorpadus
COOTBETCTBUE He[l0CTaTouHO CN10BApHbIiA KOHCTpYKLyN [I0CTaTOYHO
3a/1aHNK0. NIOrNYHo. 3anac, Ho NeKCMKa 0IH000pa3Hbl. TeKCT | nMpaBUAbHaA.
Mnpopmauna LlenocTHocTb CTUINCTIYECKN HanucaH NpocTbIMN Ownbkn (12-14)
MOYTI He KOMMo3unLum 0fiH006pa3Ha. PaCcnpoOCTPaHEHHBIMI | 3aTPYAHAIT
CNoNb30BaHa. HapyLueHa. HeonpaBgaHHble npeanoXeHnAMM. BOCTIpUATIE
OtcyTcTByet [Jlenenue TekcTa NOBTOPbI CNOB, Ownbkn B TeKCTa.
noruka Ha ab3aLpl OLUINOKM B MoCTPOeHNM
NOBECTBOBAHMUS. CyyvaiHo cnoBoynoTpebneHnn | C0BOCOYETaHMIA
AprymenTos OTCYTCTBYeT. (6—7) 3aTpyaHatoT W NpeanoXeHuit
HEI0CTaTOYHO. 06bém BOCMpUATUe TeKCTa. | (8—9) 3aTpyanatoT
JlnuHoe 60-69 cnos. BOCMpUATHE TeKCTa.

OTHOLLIEHME
BbIpaXeHo
HEUETKO.




. Copepxanue Opranuzauus Jlekcnka [pammatuka Opdorpadus

1 | lpeanpunara OpraHuzauus beaHbii cnoapHblil | Mcnonb3ylotea Owmbkn
MonbITKa TEeKCTa He 3anac. Mcnonb3yetca | oueHb npocTble (15-17) mewatot
€03/1aTb TeKCT NPOCNEXNBAETCA | [MaBHbIM 06pa3om KOHCTPYKLN. BOCTIPUATHIO
B COOTBETCTBUN yéTko. fleneHne pa3roBopHas Mpeobnagatot TeK(Ta.

C TEMOIA. Ha CMbICJI0BbIE neKcnKa. npocTble
MHpopmaums He yacTy 1 ab3auil HeonpaepaaHHble HepacnpocTpaHeHHble
1CMONb30BaHa. OTCYTCTBYET. MoBTOpbI CNOB npeanoXeHua.
AprymenTauns 06bEMm 11 OLUINOKN B Ownbkm B
OTCYTCTBYET. 40-59 cnos. (noBoynoTpebneHnA | NoCTpoeHun
Jlnuoe (8—10) mewatot CNOBOCOYETaHUIA
OTHOLLIEHNE He BOCTIPUATII TEKCTA. | 11 NPEASIOKEHNI
BbIPaXeHo. (10-11) mewatot
BOCTPUATII TEKCTa.

0  CopepxaHue Texct He Nexkcnka MHoro owmnbok bonee
npeacTaBnAet OpraHM30BaH. OrpaHuyeHa. B NOCTPOEHIUM 17 owmn60oK. OHu
coboii otaenbHble | 00bEM MeHblie | OwmnoKu B CN10BOCOYETAHWIA He no3BonAT
npeanoxeHus, 40 cnos. (n1oBoyNnoTpebneHn | 1 NpeanoXxeHuii aJlekBaTHO
oTHOCALLMeECA He No3BONAT (6onee 11). OHu He BOCTIPUHUMATD
K TeMe. a/IeKBATHO N03BONAIT aIEKBATHO | TEKCT.

BOCTIPUHIMATb TEKCT. | BOCTPUHUAMATb TEKCT.




Systemic Functional Analysis
of the Year 9 English Language
Examination Corpus

Devitas klases anglu valodas
eksamena korpusa sistémiski
funkcionala analize

Liga LoCmele

Magistra darlbs
Vaditgjs: asoc. prof. V. Kalnbérzina

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.



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 (0'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?



2.
3.

(an the use of these discourse markers distinguish between levels of English language proficiency?
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.

6.

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;

to build an examination corpus by collecting and digitalizing writing scripts, from Year 9 English language
examination 2014,

to create relevant systemic networks based on Halliday and Hassan’s theoretical model of grammatical
cohesive devices and annotate the examination corpus accordingly;

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;

. 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;
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.

. 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.



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 ashow 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.

Asignificant 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.



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-a-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.



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
Same, identical,
I me. vou equal, similar,
v’ve u’sy ! additional, other,
Y ) different, else,
he, him, Deter- This, these .
Pronouns . Adjectives
she, her, miners That, those
Better, more +
they, them, )
. other comparative
it, one L
adjectives and
quantifiers
mine, my, Here, now Identically, similarly,
Adverbs P
yours, your, There, then likewise, so, such,
Deter- ours, our, differently, otherwise
. . Adverbs y
miners his, hers, her,
.thelrs, t[hEII', Deter- e 50, more, less,
its, one’s s equally

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.



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.).



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 o

do (does, did, doing, done) 50, not
same, the same

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.



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:



Table 1.3 Conjunction: examples (Halliday, 1994; Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004)

Type Elaboration Extension Enhancement
Symbol = + X
) ) circumstantial features
. restates, comments, new information, )
Function ) ) ) of time, place, cause/
exemplifies exception, alternative o
reason, condition, result
for example, like
Examples . .p and, or, but because, so, yet, then
relative items

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. | @n
2. | be 12. | for 22, as 32. 5o 42, | get
3. and 13. | they 23,  she 33. all 43. | think
4, | of 14. | not 24, at 34. | about 44, | like
5.0 t0 15. | that 25. | but 35. | if 45. | more
6. a 16. | we 26.  from 36.  one 46.  who
7. in 17. | | 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, ifand 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.



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



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:
Inlearning 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, 2071: 125)

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

Q

(an produce clear, smoothly flowing, well-structured speech, showing controlled

4 - ) )
use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

(an use a variety of linking words efficiently to mark clearly the relationships between ideas.

B2 (an 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 (an link a series of shorter, discrete simple elements into a connected, linear sequence of points.

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

(an link groups of words with simple connectors like ‘and; ‘but’and ‘because’

Al (an 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.



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.



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-a-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



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 (Skujina, 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.



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 Kramina (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.



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



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).

(lassically, 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.



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). Kramina (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.



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. (an 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, Ddrnyei,
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



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, Dérnyei 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. Dérnyei (2007: 98) explains
cluster sampling as a method of selection by choosing several larger units of the population, for example,



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, gimnazija. 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 | 4060 words 100-120 words
Estimated Time 15min 25min
Text Type paragraph for a website | personal letter
Function description giving a.dwce, statlr?g preferences,
comparing alternatives
. personal (friendship)
Domain public (webite) personal
Write a paragraph for Write a reply to Sam:
Requirements an English website « give advice on what he/she should do;
q describing what makes « write about which school club you
agood friend. would like to attend, and why.
Hil
I want to join a school club but don’t know which club
Input Text B to choose — music, drama or sports. Unfortunately,
P I don't have time for all of them. What should | do?
Yours,
Sam
Marking locally, 1 rater, using an analytical marking scale

- task achievement (5)
- vocabulary (5)

- grammar (5)

- organisation (5)

« spelling (5)

- task achievement (4)
Constructs + + vocabulary (4)
points awarded + grammar (4)

- organisation (3)




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 llustrate.

1 21314151067 1819 110011112513 1147115
Figure 3.1 Sample Point Distribution for Task 1
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Figure 3.2 Sample Point Distribution for Task 2

Itis 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




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

T 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
(0’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 (0'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 (0’'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.



Search AutoCode Statistics Explore. Options Hel,

Project: Conhesion_IMA

Layers in this project:

Name: [Grammatical-c Cetete |Name:  [performance  oekte | Name:  [Task Deete
Type: Type: Type: d Al

Segmentanone Segmentanone Segmentanone aye]

Scheme: £t | Scheme: £9t_ | Scheme: Task xml £t

i - ol

L
Files in this project:  Extend Corpus Help,
Action¥ | Grammatical-cohesion performance Task ~ExaminationCorpus/T1 00P_F R 05.tdt j
Action¥ h Task orpus/T1 04P F G 32.txt

Action¥ h Task inationCorpus/T1 04P F R 03.txt

Action¥ | Grammatical-cohesion  performance Task ~ ExaminationCorpus/T1 05P F G _39.xt
Action¥ | Grammatical-cohesion performance Task ~ExaminationCorpus/T1 05P F R 01.td¢

Action¥ h Task inationCorpus/T1 07P F G 33.xt
Action¥ h Task i orpus/T1 07P F S 56.txt
Action¥ h Task inationCorpus/T1 07P M R 11.t¢
Action¥ h Task inationCorpus/T1 07P M S 47.txt

Action¥ | Grammatical-cohesion performance Task ExaminationCorpus/T1 08P F G 37.x¢t
AC(IonVl Grammatical-cohesion performance Task ~ExaminationCorpus/T1 08P F R 13.6d
<

K]

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 hoth
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 3.6 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. (Dérnyei, 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 (0'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:
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\. «drama and sport. Drama — that s nice! You can spend your fre
\. spend your free time to go to the drama | like drama, so | think | w
\. rama, so | think | will go to the drama But it's your choise were go
\. choise were go! Sport — that even better then drama, becau
\. Il be at good shape. Going to the sport you will be more powerful. So
\. | club. We was thinking about this at first begining.Best wi
\. ce about your problem will be this — choose the sport. lt will b
\. [problem will be this — choose the sport It will be better and more n
\. iwhen I finish my workout. And this pain what | sometimes have —
\. lou need choose sport. | think the sport is the best direction where y
\. ed to go to all school clubs. That didn’t work out very well.T
\. it didn’t work out very well. This year | am going to music and
\. | think that you should join the music or sports club|, because i think that drama i
| o

. Only Partially Coded [B] Segment vith Comment
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 s
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.



2. Making decisions and carrying out procedures regarding discrimination between the
performance groups.

. Creating the annotation schemes and annotating the corpus.

. Performing descriptive and comparative statistics on the categorical data.

. Using the search function of the corpus tool to gather language data.

. 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.

o L1 B W

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.

[ 57% pronouns
7% demonstratives

[ 2% comparatives
0% substitution

[ 9%
B 16% extension

9% enhancement

Figure 3.9 Representation of Grammatical Cohesive Devices: Subcategories



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, /
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 /, including the not properly capitalized

version . 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.



(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
aresult, 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 /, 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,



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 /, 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) anabstract person in general (impersonal use of you = one);
(4) arecipient 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) Ifyou want to get atleast one good friend you should start think more
unlikely, but possible 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) | you want to be good friend you have to be comunicable

unlikely, but possible because you is under stend him. (T1_10P_M_R_09)

Hello, dear readers! [. ... JGood friend always help you in all situation,

(2a).3) you can tell him all your secrets. (T1_12P_F_G_26)

(2a), (5a), (5b) and (1) all the letters in Task 2 with no introductory remarks

unlikely, but possible or mention of the friends body in the text

3)or (52) Dear Sam, [..... ] Drama is more for people that are good in front of

auditory. There you learn plays etc. (T12_25P_M_G_29)




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 | think you will take one thet you really like | give

help you to choose the better the same [name]

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

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

| 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 /ike (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



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:
- (an 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.



Table 3.8 Corpus Data Statistics: General Statistics

Low Medium High

Total m T2 Total m T2 Total m T2
- Nr. of scripts: 22 9 13 69 34 35 29 17 12
LENGTH:
Wordsinscripts: 1930 | 547 1379 | 6715 2607 3968 2656 1086 1560
- Av. Word 405 444 387 397 404 939 404 413 397
Length:
- Av. Saipt 8773 6078 106 9732 7668 1167 9159 6388 130
Length:
GR. COHESION
DENSITY (%
of text):
- Reference 21 820 19 a5 2 8 a4 0
density:
-Substitution | _ . - 0011 - 002 0011 0011 -
density:
-Comundtion o0 007 os9 09 09 a0 a0 09 05
density:

(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.

(1h)  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



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.

(1¢)

(1d)

)

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.

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.

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.



- 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



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:

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

correct & retrievable — correct use of the textual device, and the cohesive link is
retrievable;

incorrect & retrievable — incorrect use of the textual device, yet the cohesive link appears
to be retrievable;

correct & irretrievable — textual device seemingly correctly used, but the cohesive link is
ambiguous or irretrievable;

incorrect & irretrievable — the text is clear enough to signal that the choice of the textual
device is incorrect and the cohesive link is irretrievable;

cannot interpret — a textual device typically carrying grammatical cohesive link appears to
be used, bet the text is too unclear.

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.

m

(1a)

(1b)

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.

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.
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,



and 6% in the medium group both tasks, with the number fluctuating between tasks
1and 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.qg.
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 |, as the
following examples demonstrate:

« follow they (T7_04P_F R _03)

»  shetalking for they boyfriend (T7_04P_F_G_32)
- heorher(T1_07P_F_S 56)

- apostrophe in your, hes

«  (capitalization of /

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_173P_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 tads, kurs ... ) 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)



(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 7 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 | 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: / like twitter,
because — | have a twitter conts and twitter was found new friend. (T1_04P_F R_03)

« (Conditional constructions often do not follow standard patterns. /f 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: /f you will join, your life will become
more interesting and active. (T1_22P_F_S_52)

+ Wrong choice of a conjunction: In my apinion 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 /, plural of
this and that, negative transfer of conjunctive items, comparatives: form, which vs. who, conditional constructions
with if, spelling of because.



(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);

- agood friend (good friend — he or she — tell him — he tells — he needs to believe — he

wants).
Example 1: (T1_07P_F_G_33)
S Gt i e e U (e

I think god friend makes that he or she always helps you on dificult situeishent. You
always can tell him your seecrets and he tels you. He heed to belive you and trust you.

When you are seed he wants to go walk whit maﬂi talk whit you abot that.

5 o LS12igi el Over Acton. | Eavey \Gloeey gk

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



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:

« theauthor (I going tell - | think — I like — I have — | was — | was — | don't work — | 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 — | 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).

Allin 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)

inationCorpus/T1 04P_F R 03 _

I going tell about for twitter. I think, twitter was very good website for meating good
frlend | like twitter, because - | have a twitter conts and twitter was found new friend.
Every year twitter celebrate blnhday in December. I was twitter for 14 years old, smce
I was a twitter, | don’t work a homework, and | was very angry, | because

TW|tter don't let my work school homework. Thls website was found fnends pictures,
tweets, and follow they Twitter is my best friend.

ﬁﬁaam%mmrmﬁon... Savey (Closey (g

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



Example 3: (T1_00P_F_R_05)

@ Gt o e o o R e = i

-

English website is very big. Website who written is littl. I like twitter.com. Twitter frend |

written is lovly, hangry and emocional. I English websnte written english. | like internet.
Internet is very good and very popular Internet is teacher life. Internet appllcatlon is
popular. English website it chat written english. Website it written a planet and new

frend.

ﬁﬁﬁam% Other Action...| (Save,  Close, Helny

Upon a closer inspection of this script, it seems that there is no texture at all. There are several
unconnected text participants: English website, |, 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.



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.



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.



Theses

10.

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.

A text has the property of textuality, or connectivity, which is maintained through the use of various
grammatical and lexical cohesive devices.

Grammatical cohesion is a semantic link between two or more textual elements as expressed via grammatical
resources of reference, substitution and ellipsis, and conjunctions.

Density and use of successful linking of cohesive ties are the two factors that point to differences in overall
text cohesion.

Writing is not only a mode of communication, type of test, but also a skill.

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.

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.

Inorder 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.

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.

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

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