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adj e c t ival mod ifi e rs, non- fin i te verbs (gerund s) , d ependent 

clauses) suggests that the high rat ed pape rs we r e abl e t o 

generate more information in each T-unit to q uali fy , 

elaborate, specify or modify a given point. For example, in 

any given 100 T- units of the writing of the four authors of 

the pilot study, the high-rated set woul d us e 1 87 .53 f r ee 

modifiers, adjectival mod ifiers, non-fini t e v e r b s (ge run d s), 

dependent clauses, while the set rated low would o nl y use 

127.6, with a difference of 60.00 in certain s e l ect e d 

syntactic constructions. 

A row-by-row analysis of the five types of syntacti c 

constructions shown in Table 6 further highlights the 

difference between the two sets of papers. As has be e n 

pointed out earlier, Christensen (1967) noted that fre e 

modifiers (modifying structures) occur frequently in the 

writing of competent writers . This assertion is supported in 

th i s study by a difference of 11.93 in the two sets of 

figures in the first row of Table 6. This means that th e 

high-rated papers in the pilot study used one an d a half 

times as many free modifiers as did the low-r a ted papers. 

Examining the third row from the t o p of the same t abl e , we 

notice a wider gap in the use of adjectival modi f iers by t he 

wr iters of the two sets of papers. Hunt (1965) who pionee r ed 

research on syntactic fluency, observed tha t one o f th e 

characteristics of good writers is the a mount o f a d j ec t i v e 

mod i f icat i o n of a ll t ype s (wo r d , ph r ase , c l a use ) around the 
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noun. The high-rat ed papers in the row under discussion used 

81.26 adjectival modifiers per 100 T-units as against the 

53.00 used by the low- rated papers. This gives a difference 

of 28.26 per 100 T-units between the two sets of papers. 

Looking at the row for dependent clauses in Table 6, the 

high-rated papers again employed more of these syntactic 

features than the low-rated set with a difference of 8.7. 

This difference can be quite important in persuasive writing 

where dependent clauses are needed to express distinctions 

through the subordination of ideas (Cooper, 1984; Crowhaust, 

1980; Perron, 1977). The significance of this difference is 

further underscored by Waddell, et al. (1983) who described 

dependent clauses as essential sentence-structure components 

which enable the writer to achieve variety and style in 

discourse. 

Turning to the row of final free modifiers, the 

incidence of this structure in the low-rated set of papers i s 

6.74 less per 100 T- units than its frequency in the 

high-rated set of papers. Cooper (1984) characterizes this 

structure as characteristic of competent writers. The two 

sets of papers were almost on the same level in their use of 

non-finite verbs (gerunds), with the high-rated set holding a 

slight edge of 4 . 34 over the low-rated set. As noted 

earlier, Waston (1979) observed that the presence of 

non-finite verbs in a piece of writing is indicative of the 

richness of the writer's syntactic repertoire. This being 
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t he ca s e , th e l o w i ncid en c e of these syntact ic st r uctur e s 

the writing of both groups suggests that the four fr e shmen 

who generated the writing samples for the pilot study have 

yet to develop confidence in the use of these particular 

types of syntactic constructions. 

Research Question 2 

To ascertain the answer to the ques tion -- How do th e 

two sets of papers rated low and high, r e spectivel y , in 

holistic scoring compare in types and frequenci e s o f coh e si ve 

ties per 100 T-units? -- the following procedures were 

undertaken. First, the incidence of cohesive ties per 100 

T-units in the two pilot-study writing samples rated high and 

the two rated low respectively was ascertained through the 

formula demonstrated below. This gives a total cohesive ties 

of 257.73 for the high-rated papers and 150.29 for the 

low-rated papers (see Table 7). The next step was to find 

the incidence of each of the types of categories of cohesive 

ties per 100 T-units for each of the two sets of papers by 

dividing the total number of incidences of the c a tegory un d er 

review by the number of T-units in the group of paper s 

concerned, and multiplying by 100. 

Total N of References 

Total N of T-units 

For example: 

100 
-1-

The results of these calculations ar e reported in Tabl e 7. 
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Tab l e 7 

Pilot Study 

Cohesive Ties Per 100 T- units in the Writing of Two 

Freshmen Scoring High and Low on a Persuasive Writing Task. 

Cohesive Ties High Low 

ALL REFERENCES 79.13 (a) 53.60 

Comparatives 6.90 0.0 

SUBSTITUTION l. 7 3 0.6 

ELLIPSIS 1.47 0.0 

ALL CONJUNCT IVE TIES 21.74 15. 3 2 

Additives 6.52 3.90 

Adversatives 5.07 3.81 

Causals 4. 3 5 3.26 

Temporary 5.80 4.35 

ALL LEXICAL TIES 146.76 80.77 

Repetition 30.82 40 . 58 

Synonyms 5.80 0.0 

General Items 10.14 5.88 

Collocations 100.0 34.31 

(a) Frequencies per 100 T-units, based on a sample of 69 

T-units in two papers rated high in holistic scoring. 

(b) Frequencies per 100 T-units, based on a sample of 51 

T-units in two papers rated low in holistic scoring. 

Total number of cohesive ties per 100 T-units in two 

papers rated high based on 69 T-units is 257.73. 

Number of cohesive ties per T-unit is 3.74 

Total number of cohesive ties per 100 T-units ir. two 

papers rated low based on 51 T-units is 150.29. 

(b ) 

As can be deduced from Table 3 above from a general 

level of analysis, the set of high rated papers in this pil o t 

study employed more cohesive ties than the set rated l o w. 
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Th is means that in any given 10 0 T-units of writi ng sampl e 

the two papers rated high would exploit 257.73 ties, while 

the two rated low would use only 150.29. Getting down to 

specific levels of analysis, there is consistent disparity in 

the frequency of exploitation of each of the different types 

of cohesive ties by the two sets of papers rated high and low 

respectively. For example, in their use of reference , the 

high rated papers made use of this tie almost one and a hal f 

times as often as did the low rated papers -- 79.13 to 53 . 60 

per 100 T-units. While the low rated papers in Table 7 did 

not make use of any comparatives, the high rated ones 

employed approximately 7 per 100 T-units. As comparatives 

are sophisticated features for giving clear signals of the 

relationship between particular words or ideas ( Cooper , 1984 ) 

in a piece of writing, they are a significant variable of 

comparison. Both substitution and ellipsis were almost 

virtually absent from the two sets of papers under review. 

They were only used 1.73 and 1.47 times respectively per 100 

T-units in the papers rated high in holistic scoring. It is 

maintained that competent writers are more likely to create 

fusion in syntax by eliding a word, or to avoid repetition by 

finding a substitute (Cooper, 1984). If Cooper is right , it 

could be inferred that the four college freshmen who produced 

the writing samples for the pilot study have yet to deve lop 

the writing confidence to utilize the se two types of cohesive 

ties , as defined and demonstr ated on page 10 of this study . 
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The incidence of conjuncti v e t ies i n bot h sets of pape r s 

shows that the high rated papers employed 21.74 ties per l 00 

T-units over the low rated's 15.32 -- a difference of 6. 42 

conjunctive ties. The significance of this difference is 

that competent writers have the tendency to extend the idea 

introduced in a given T-unit more often than do the less 

competent writers (Witte & Faigley, 1981). It is t o be not ed 

that the two sets of papers in the pilot study employed all 

the four types of conjunctive ties investigated in this 

study, with the high rated papers holding the edge over the 

low rated ones in all of them. In their use of lexical ties, 

the high rated papers used 65.0 more than the low rated ones. 

In 100 T-units the high rated papers would use 146.76 lexi cal 

ties to 80.77 for the low rated papers. The importance of 

lexical ties in a persuasive writing task is underscored by 

the fact that they constituted 88.28 percent of all cohesive 

ties utilized by the two sets of papers in the pilot study. 

As has been pointed out earlier, Witte & Faigley (1981) 

described lexical cohesion as the predominant means of 

connecting sentences in discourse. Cooper (1984) sees 

lexical ties as the most interesting and important means 

through which writers achieve textuality. It is no wonder, 

therefore, that the high rated papers in Table 7 employed 57 

percent of all the lexical ties recorded for the two sets of 

papers, while the low rated onl y used 31 per cent. 
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Research Question 3 

To ascertain the answer to the question -- Are papers 

high in certain syntactic constructions also dense in 

cohesive ties? the following procedures were followed: 

The first step was to add all the figures generated for each 

of t he five types of syntactic constructions for the two sets 

of papers respectively as shown in Table 2. The results of 

these calculations are entered in Table 3. Then the total 

number of cohesive ties in the two sets of papers 

respectively was ascertained by doing a frequency cou n t and 

dividing the resulting total by the number of T-units 

applicable to each set of papers and finally multiplying by 

100 as demonstrated below . 

Total N of CT 
Total N of T-units 

X 100 
l 

The results of this procedure are represented in Table 8. 

Explained further, the two papers rated high in holisti c 

scoring and which had the higher syntactic fluency of 1 87 .53 

also had a larger cohesive tie of 257.73, whil e the low-rated 

two with the lower syntactic fluency of 127.57 had likewise a 

lower rate of cohesive ties per 100 T-units. These results 

support the investigator's notion that writers who have 

achieved high syntactic fluency have also equal need for 

larger cohesive ites to bind their sentences together as a 

single text. 
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P ilot Stu dy 

Frequencies of Syntactic Construction and 

Cohesive Ties 100 T-units in the Writing of 

Two Freshmen Scoring High and Two Scoring Low 

on a Persuasive Writing Task 

All Syntactic Constructions 

All Cohesive Ties 

High 

187.53(a) 

257.73 

Low 

127.57( b ) 

150.29 

(a) Frequencies per 100 T-units, based on a sample of 69 

T-units in two papers rated high in holistic scoring. 

(b) Frequencies per 100 T-units, based on a sample of 51 

T-units in two papers rated low in holistic scoring. 

Summary of Pilot Findings 

The findings of the pilot study in response to the three 

research questions posed in this research showed the set o f 

high-rated papers maintaining a consistent edge over the 

low-rated ones in the frequency with which it exploited 

certain predetermined syntactic constructions and cohesiv e 

ties per 100 T-units. For example, in a ny given 10 0 T-un it s 

of the writing of the four authors of the pilot stu dy writin g 

samples, the high-rated set of papers would employ 187.53 

free modifiers, adjectival modifiers, non-finite v e rbs 

(gerunds), and dependent clauses while the s e t rated low 

would use only 127.6. Comparing t he two s ets of pap e r s in 

their use o f c ohesiv e ti es , t h e hi gh- rated se t would emp l oy 
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257.73 ties in any given 10 0 T-unit s; the low-r ated wo uld use 

only 150.29 ties per 100 T-units. It was found that the set 

of papers with higher syntactic fluency had also more 

cohesive . ties per 100 T-units than the set with lower 

syntactic fluency. 
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