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Introduction 
 
Although Dutch students are generally perceived as having a good command of general 
English language skills and expected at university to attain a near-native command of the 
language (de Haan 1999: 203), there is an increasing awareness that command of academic 
English, especially in writing, is an area in which much could be gained. More and more 
universities in the Netherlands offer academic writing courses, either as part of the course or 
as an optional supplement to the core courses at bachelor level. It is, arguably, important 
therefore to establish what Dutch learners produce when they are writing, how their texts 
differ from native speaker texts and, subsequently, investigate what the outcome of this 
comparison implies for Dutch EAP pedagogy. 

Traditionally, second language acquisition (SLA) research has mostly been interested 
in the early and intermediate stages of language development. Recently, however, with the 
arrival of learner corpus research in the early 1990s, the study of advanced learner language 
has gained considerable momentum. Declared to still be in its infancy less than a decade ago 
(Meunier 2002: 123), learner corpus research is a young discipline which has started to spark 
a great interest in the research community. Numerous studies into various aspects of learner 
writing by advanced learners from different language backgrounds have been published, 
which suggest that advanced learner language differs from native speaker language in 
frequency of use in the areas of lexis, phraseology, syntax and discourse structure (e.g. 
Deliers 2006; Flowerdew 2010; Granger 1997; Osborne 2008; Siepmann 2005).  

A relatively modest amount of learner corpus research has been conducted, however, 
into the nature of Dutch advanced learner writing, although there are notable exceptions. De 
Haan (1997) compares frequently recurring word class sequences in essays of advanced 
Dutch learner writers with those of their Finnish, French and NS peers. De Haan (1999) 
compares the overall quality of writing of Dutch advanced learners with that of their NS 
peers. De Haan & van Esch (2004; 2008) report on different stages of a project designed to 
develop an instrument for the assessment of the development of foreign language competence. 
Hannay (2007a) looks at advanced Dutch learners’ patterning of multiple themes. Hannay & 
Martínez Caro (2008) report on a learner corpus study which compares how Spanish and 
Dutch advanced learners construct the beginning of their English sentences. Hoogesteeger 
(1998) reports on a small-scale study to test the hypothesis that advanced Dutch learner 
writers tend to be less formal than their NS peers. Finally, Smits (2002) compares complex 
beginnings in native and learner written English. 

The aim of the present study is to determine precisely which lexico-grammatical 
devices need to be mastered to in order to achieve the proficiency level of competence, then to 
consider the extent to which students of English use these devices at various stages in their 
study, successfully and otherwise, and subsequently to determine what modifications might 
need to be made to language curricula in order to steer the development of discourse 
competence towards the proficiency level. In order to do that the present study takes a step-
by-step approach. 

First, it needs to be established what it means to be an advanced learner. In other 
words, how does one define what an advanced learner is and what s/he is supposed to be able 
to do? The omnipresence and wide acceptance of the Common European Framework of 
Reference, CEFR (Council of Europe 2001), as a guideline for describing achievements of 
foreign language learners of all levels and its increasing use by teachers, course designers, 
curriculum developers and examination bodies makes a cogent argument for using its 
description of the proficiency level (C1, C2) as the starting point for this study. 
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Second, it is necessary to establish what it means to be an advanced learner, according 
to the CEFR, in terms of writing skills. This is less straightforward than it might appear: the 
CEFR is not the most transparent of documents and there are some issues with inconsistencies 
in terminology and description (Alderson et al. 2006; Noijons & Kuijpers 2006; North 2007a; 
Weir 2005). The CEFR formulates language skills using so-called ‘can do’ statements, such 
as the following for C2 (overall writing):  

 
Can write clear, smoothly flowing, complex texts in an appropriate and 
effective style and a logical structure which helps the reader to find significant 
points. (Council of Europe 2001: 61) 
 

It does not, however, formulate which lexico-grammar the learner will have had to have 
mastered in order to achieve this. 

This omission necessitates the next step. The CEFR’s description of advanced writing 
skills need to be translated, as it were, into lexico-grammatical features in order to enable 
analysis of the learner writing of the Dutch learners under investigation by means of a 
systematic corpus analysis. 

The corpus analysis of texts written by Dutch advanced learners and those written by 
professional native speaker writers is the central and most extensive part of the study. For this 
purpose two corpora were compiled and manually annotated (nearly 300,000 words in total). 
Each corpus consists of two subcorpora: the native speaker corpus consists of a linguistics 
subcorpus and a literature subcorpus; the learner corpus consists of a first-year subcorpus and 
a third-year subcorpus, in order to track learner development. The main research aim is to 
describe systematically how Dutch advanced learner language differs from native speaker 
professional writing. This is done in terms of underuse and overuse, on the assumption that at 
an advanced level it is not misuse (errors) or idiosyncratic forms that constitute a potential 
problem, as advanced learners will have typically mastered the lexico-grammatical rules of 
English morphosyntax, but rather the underrepresentation and overrepresentation of certain 
lexico-grammatical features.  
 
Outline of the dissertation 
Chapter 1 provides a framework of writing research theory and practice within which the 
current research has its place, with the aim of clarifying the scope of the research. The first 
part of the chapter provides an overview of writing research and the place of the current study 
in it. The next section discusses the research potential and methodology of the young field of 
CLC (computer learner corpora) research. Next, English for Academic Purposes (EAP) and 
its role in the current research is discussed. Finally, the current research is located at the 
interface of L2 writing research, CLC research, and EAP, and the scope of the research is 
narrowed down using these three elements in order to arrive at a defined object and method of 
the study.  

Chapter 2 has two main components: it discusses the Common European Framework 
of Reference (CEFR) and investigates the notion of discourse competence in the light of the 
CEFR. First, an introduction is offered to the CEFR and its ‘common reference levels’. 
Subsequently, some important issues that have been raised in the literature regarding the 
CEFR will be discussed. Next, we look at how Dutch learners’ competences relate to the 
common reference levels of the CEFR and discuss the potentially problematic 
underrepresentation in the CEFR of writing in general and advanced writing in particular. It 
will be argued that what separates the C1/2 levels from levels A1 to B2 is the development of 
discourse competence. After giving an overview of how discourse competence has been 
discussed in the literature, the chapter ends by reconnecting the notion of discourse 
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competence with C1/C2 writing competence in order to offer a definition of discourse 
competence. 

Chapter 3 deals with the methodology of the current research in three parts. First, 
some theoretical and practical considerations regarding the design of the corpora used in the 
study and their annotation are discussed. Then, the corpora and their respective subcorpora are 
introduced in detail. The methodology of compiling both the learner and native speaker 
corpus is discussed, as well as the issues concerning the comparability of the two corpora 
under analysis and the tools that were used in the compilation, annotation and analysis of the 
corpora. The greater part of this chapter will provide a detailed taxonomy of the four main 
categories, as well as the various subcategories, of lexico-grammatical discourse devices that 
were selected and annotated for the current study. The annotation scheme is provided together 
with examples from the corpora under investigation. 

Chapters 4 and 5 present the results of this study. Chapter 4 provides the results of the 
quantitative analysis of the corpora under investigation, charting instances of overuse and 
underuse in the learner corpora. The lexico-grammatical discourse devices that are dealt with 
in Chapter 3 are analysed in the same order. Chapter 5 follows directly from the summary of 
results presented at the end of Chapter 4, providing a discussion of selected results, as well as 
in some cases a more detailed, qualitative analysis, discussing patterns that might be discerned 
in the writing of advanced Dutch learners of English. After looking briefly at the role that 
language transfer might play in some of the findings in the analysis, it culminates in the 
formulation of four dimensions of discourse competence. These four dimensions are axes 
along which the learners’ linguistic competence development might be tracked on their way to 
attaining the discourse competence of native professional writers.  

Chapter 6 investigates whether recent textbooks on academic writing treat the lexico-
grammatical discourse devices, the underuse and overuse of which are instrumental in these 
four dimensions and if so, how they are treated in these textbooks. Its aim is to determine if 
and how current textbooks on academic writing cater to the needs of advanced Dutch learners 
of English with regard to the development of the four dimensions of discourse competence 
identified in Chapter 5, so that recommendations can be made with regard to academic writing 
curricula for those learners. 

Finally, Chapter 7 concludes the study by not only restating its main corpus research 
findings, but also relating these findings both to EAP pedagogical material and the CEFR. 
The end of the chapter discusses some limitations of the current study and the interpretations 
based on it, offers suggestions for further research and, finally, outlines some practical 
implications of the current research. 
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Chapter 1 L2 writing research 

1.1 Introduction 
The aim of this first chapter is to clarify the scope of the current research, starting from a 
framework of L2 writing research, through a background of the CLC research methodology 
adopted to the discipline it hopes to inform, EAP. It does not aim to provide a comprehensive 
evaluative overview of writing theory.  

The first part of the chapter (section 1.2) aims to set up a framework for the current 
study. First, it looks at a model of writing as communicative language use, in order to 
establish that the objects of study, written texts, as well as the underlying language 
competence needed to produce these texts has a place within a greater scheme of writing 
theory. Next, a background to L2 writing research is provided. Finally, the current research is 
located using Polio’s (2001) taxonomy of L2 writing research. Section 1.3 discusses the 
research potential and methodology of the young field of CLC (computer learner corpora) 
research, as this is the methodology adopted in the current study. Section 1.4 deals with the 
current research in the context of English for Academic Purposes (EAP). Taking these three 
strands of L2 writing research, CLC research, and EAP, section 1.5 narrows the scope of the 
research down in order to arrive at a defined object and method of the study. Finally, a 
summary is provided in section 1.6.  
 

1.2 Setting up a framework 

1.2.1 Writing as communicative language use 
Although the development of writing skills has been an important focus of applied linguistics 
research for over 50 years, there does not seem to be a great deal of consensus within the 
research community on a unified theory of writing. Grabe & Kaplan (1996) summarise 
various theoretical strands that have been explored by applied linguists and other writing 
researchers in order to synthesize sub-domains of writing theory and ‘arrive at a balanced 
interpretation of what it means to be able to write’ (1996: 201). They provide an overview of 
the nature of written text, drawing on text linguistic research and contrastive rhetoric, and 
propose a model for text construction and a framework for a general theory of writing. This 
model, which aims ‘to integrate the three major concerns for a theory of writing: a writer’s 
cognitive processing, the linguistic and textual resources that instantiate the writing task, and 
the contextual factors which strongly shape the nature of the writing’ (1996: 229), specifies 
how writing as communicative language use is comprised of two main components, the 
(external) context and the (internal) verbal working memory (see Figure 1). 

Let us look at the different components in more detail. The ‘context’ component 
accounts for the external context of the writing situation. It is subdivided into ‘situation’ and 
‘performance’. The situation of the writing task can be identified by the participants, e.g. 
student and teacher; the setting, e.g. writing at home; the task, e.g. produce a summary; the 
text, e.g. formal, type-written text; and the topic, e.g. human rights in China. The 
‘performance’ component consists of the actual text produced by  
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Figure 1: Model of writing as communicative language use (Grabe & Kaplan 1996: 226) 
 
the writer. As it becomes available in the context it has an influence on the verbal processing, 
which is part of the second component, the verbal working memory. 

The verbal working memory component of the model refers to the processing 
activities of the language user during a writing task. It is subdivided into three parts, ‘internal 
goal setting’, ‘verbal processing’, and ‘internal processing output’. ‘Internal goal setting’ 
represents that part of the internal process where motivation, interest, and assessment of task 
difficulty are to be found. It is situated in the model between ‘context’ and ‘verbal 
processing’, because any context influences on the verbal processing will be mediated by the 
internal goal setting.  
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The ‘verbal processing’ component is itself subdivided into three parts, ‘knowledge of 
the world’, ‘on-line processing assembly’ and ‘language competence’. ‘Knowledge of the 
world’ is activated by the topic in the context and by the internal goal setting. It interacts with 
language competence and together with the internal goal setting activates the ‘on-line 
processing assembly’, which in turn will result in ‘a mentally observable textual 
representation’ (1996: 228) in the ‘internal processing output’. This output is then compared 
to the internal goal setting in order to match the output to the set goal. This may lead to 
further processing, or to transferring the internal output to the textual output.  

‘Language competence’ involves three communicative language competences, namely 
linguistic competence, including lexical, grammatical and semantic competence; 
sociolinguistic competence, including register awareness; and discourse competence, 
including knowledge of intrasentential and intersentential marking devices (cohesion, 
syntactic parallelism) and ability to control the ordering of sentence constituents in terms of 
given/new. Chapter 2 will provide a definition of discourse competence on the basis of this 
and other descriptions in the literature. The CEFR has adopted the same three components of 
language competence, viz. linguistic competence, sociolinguistic competence, and discourse 
competence (Council of Europe 2001: 108). However, it names the third category ‘pragmatic 
competence’ and treats discourse competence as an important part of that third category. The 
next chapter will deal in greater detail with the CEFR and discourse competence.   

Grabe & Kaplan’s (1996) model of writing as communicative language use is 
essentially a model of the writing process, something which will not be investigated any 
further. However, two of the model’s components, namely the textual output and language 
competence are the focus of the current study. This study looks at texts written by advanced 
L2 writers of English and takes the underlying language competence as its focal point. 

  

1.2.2 L2 writing 
Grabe (2001) describes how in the 1970s and 1980s much of the theorizing about writing in a 
second language and the writing process was based on theories of L1 English writing, which 
were, as was just mentioned, not unified to begin with. Krapels (1990) also points out that 
‘[s]econd language composition specialists have found guidance [...] in first language 
composition research ...’. From the 1990s onward new insights into writing in L2 contexts 
were offered by people working in the fields of English for Specific Purposes (ESP), 
contrastive rhetoric, written discourse analysis and English for Academic Purposes (EAP) (for 
a historical overview of written discourse analysis and the manner in which it relates to 
writing and composition studies, ESL/EFL and EAP, see Kaplan and Grabe (2002)).  

Studies such as Silva (1993) attest that, although there are some problems that 
inexperienced L1 and L2 writers have in common, there are important differences between L1 
and L2 writing and that there are specific problems that writers face when they are writing in 
L2. In his comparison of text-based research of L1 and L2 writing Silva (1993) notes that 
these include the following: different perspectives on attention-getting devices; different uses 
of cohesion markers, in particular markers which are less facilitative and create weaker lexical 
ties; differences in the ways overt linguistic features are used (such as less subordination, 
more conjunction, less passivization, fewer free modifiers, less noun-modification, fewer 
specific words, less lexical variety, predictable variation and a simpler style). Silva 
summarizes that ‘in general terms, adult L2 writing is distinct from and simpler and less 
effective (in the eyes of L1 readers) than L1 writing’ (Silva 1993: 668), and concludes that 
‘L2 writing is strategically, rhetorically, and linguistically different in important ways from 
L1 writing’ (1993: 669). However, he also remarks that ‘[t]here exists, at present, no coherent, 
comprehensive theory of L2 writing’. 



20 

Matsuda (2003), in his overview of second language writing in the twentieth century, 
observes that writing did not become an important component of L2 teaching until very 
recently. In the early years of second language studies the focus was mainly on spoken 
language, to the detriment of writing. Interestingly, this primacy of spoken language is still 
noticeable in both L2 writing research and assessment today: the Common European 
Framework of Reference (CEFR) (Council of Europe 2001) defines many of the productive 
language skills in terms that are more applicable to speaking than writing. Indeed, although 
much extensive research went into the development of the CEFR and scales of descriptors, we 
also read that ‘[w]riting was not a major focus of the study, and the descriptors for written 
production included in Chapter 4 were mainly developed from those for spoken production’ 
(my emphasis) (Council of Europe: 220).1 Arguably, this emphasis on spoken, rather than 
written production is partly due to the fact that much of the CEFR is informed by current 
Second Language Acquisition (SLA) theory, in which there is a focus on spoken learner 
language, or interlanguage, to the detriment of learner writing. Ellis’s (1994) standard work 
on SLA devotes very little space to L2 writing. Indeed, Ellis points out that ‘the study of 
interlanguage pragmatic acts in second language acquisition has focused on the spoken 
medium and has paid little attention to writing’(1994: 197). This gap between L2 writing 
research and SLA is investigated and explained in more detail in Carson (2001). Discussing a 
number of concepts in SLA theory which she considers relevant to L2 models of teaching and 
learning writing, she concludes that ‘models of teaching and learning writing must develop a 
perspective on acquisition that to date has not been adequately incorporated, and this has 
much to do with the lack of research on acquiring the communicative competence that 
underlies writing ability’. Section 2.3 will discuss communicative competence in detail. 

The L2 texts under investigation in the current study were written by students whose 
native language (L1) is Dutch; the English texts that they have written are classified as 
examples of L2 writing. The terms L2 writing and L2 learners need to be examined in more 
detail here, as there is not only a wide diversity between individual L2 learners, but also 
between groups of L2 learners. The most frequently applied distinction is between learners of 
English as a second language (ESL) and learners of English as a foreign language (EFL). The 
first group, ESL learners, are learners who live in a country where English is the language of 
the community (e.g. a Chinese student studying at an American university);2 the other group, 
EFL learners, are learners who need to learn English, but their country of residence does not 
have English as one of its official languages (e.g. a French student of English studying at a 
French university). Although the distinction between ESL and EFL is a long-established one 
in SLA research (Gilquin & Granger 2011), this distinction is very often ignored in L2 writing 
research and the terms L2 writing and second language writing are used interchangeably in 
the literature. The distinction is often made on non-linguistic (e.g. political, budgetary, or 
administrative) grounds. Moreover, it is very difficult to draw a distinction based on more 
linguistically relevant criteria, such as exposure to the L2. For instance, a Dutch student of 
English (EFL) might be more widely exposed to the L23 than a Nigerian student of English 
(ESL), even though the implication seems to be that ESL learners, because they live in a 
country in which English has some (semi-)official status, will be more likely to be in contact 
with the L2. Gilquin & Granger (2011) argue that, rather than being a clear-cut dichotomy, 
the distinction between ESL and EFL should be seen as a continuum. Here the term L2 

                                                
1 For a more detailed discussion of the CEFR and its descriptors see Chapter 2 
2 The ESL group is sometimes subsequently subdivided based on whether the country in which they reside has 
English as the major language of the community (USA, UK, etc.), shares a role as an official language (e.g. 
India, South Africa), or is an important educational language (Malaysia, Malta, etc.), on whether their stay is 
permanent, what their L1 is, and so on. 
3 For a detailed account of on the Dutch situation, see de Haan (2002: 111-115) and section 2.2.3 below. 
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writing is to be understood as comprising both ESL and EFL writing, unless otherwise 
indicated. L2 writing, in other words, is to be understood as learner writing regardless of 
whether by any specific criteria, linguistic or non-linguistic, it would be classified as ESL 
writing or EFL writing. In the rest of the study L2 writing and learner writing will thus be 
used interchangeably. 

Matsuda (2003: 16-20) illustrates how an increase of international students in U.S. 
higher education and required college composition courses prompted a need for L2 writing 
pedagogy and, in its wake, L2 writing research. Since the 1980s L2 writing research has 
become an important field in applied linguistics. The fact that in 1992 the Journal of Second 
Language Writing was established bears testament to the maturity of this interdisciplinary 
field of research. The current study hopes to contribute to this still expanding research 
discipline. 

 

1.2.3 L2 writing as text 
An important dichotomy in current writing research is between writing as process on the one 
hand and writing as product on the other. Writing as process was introduced into L2 writing 
studies by Zamel (1976), who argued that advanced L2 writers are similar to L1 writers and 
can benefit from instruction that emphasizes the process of developing organization and 
meaning while writing, rather than promoting writing as a reproduction of pre-learned 
syntactic and discourse structures. Whereas L2 texts differ in important ways from L1 texts, 
the process of how L1 and L2 texts are conceived is seemingly much more similar. In her 
survey of second language writing process studies Krapels (1990) found that ‘[in] general, 
second language composition researchers have adopted L1 writing process research designs, 
and more often than not their findings have concurred with those of their L1 counterparts’ 
(1990: 38). Research methodology includes think-aloud protocols, video and audio taping and 
direct observations. More recently, process researchers’ research tools have also come to 
include keystroke-logging software to monitor the online writing process (see e.g. Stevenson 
et al. 2006).  

Text-based studies, on the other hand, take the finished product, i.e. the text, as their 
object of study, which has the advantage that it generally allows the researcher to study a 
large number of writers and/or different texts. In her overview of second language writing 
research Polio (2001) provides a taxonomy of text-based L2 writing research by 
distinguishing the following nine categories:  

• revision  
• content 
• mechanics 
• overall quality  
• linguistic accuracy 
• lexical features 
• complexity  
• coherence and discourse features 
• fluency  

I will briefly discuss the different types of L2 writing studies Polio (2001) distinguishes, with 
the aim of clarifying what the place of the current study is within the field of text-based L2 
writing studies. 

‘Revision’ research studies how writers revise texts. Polio (2001: 107) notes that, 
‘[s]tudying revision by examining the written product is a limited way to look at revision’, 
because a researcher can only see what changes were made from one draft to the next, but not 
what changes were made in an individual piece of writing. With the arrival of keystroke 
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recording software that does not strictly hold true any more, but the writers’ reasons for 
revising remain obscure. Other more process-based research techniques are better suited for 
this. Moreover, there are important concerns with regard to coding changes made in the text, 
such as what constitutes one change or two. ‘Revision’ is a category of writing research that 
would best be dealt with under the heading of writing-as-process instead of writing-as-text 
and therefore will not be dealt with any further here. 

‘Content’ research deals with judgements about the quality of an essay’s content to 
evaluate the rhetorical effectiveness of writing on the basis of traits such as interest, 
referencing and argumentation. The current study does not evaluate the content of the texts 
under investigation. 

‘Mechanics’ research deals with quantifying descriptors such as spelling, punctuation, 
capitalization, and indentation. It is argued that there does not seem to be any theoretical 
motivation to group these features together. Moreover, errors or deviations seem to be 
features of less advanced writing, another reason why this category is less relevant for the 
current study. 

Studies that fall into the fourth category, ‘overall quality’, are concerned with the 
overall quality of, for instance, an essay, as opposed to being concerned with any particular 
component of it (e.g. the use of a lexico-grammatical feature, such as connectives). Such 
studies are carried out for different purposes. Some research attempts to correlate an overall 
writing quality, as attested by scores on published tests, such as the Test of Written English, 
e.g. Engber (1995), or a Cambridge ESOL test, e.g. Hawkey and Barker (2004), with 
components that are considered good writing. Other research focuses on raters and rater 
reliability, e.g. Lumley (2002). The current study does not focus on the assessment of the 
overall quality of the texts under investigation.  

‘Linguistic accuracy’ studies generally measure the presence or absence of errors. 
Frequently, this is done to measure the effectiveness of a specific teaching methodology, such 
as peer reviewing vs teacher feedback or the effect of different task settings. Recent error 
analysis research, such as Granger (2003) and Gilquin et al. (2006), are used to inform 
pedagogy and improve learners’ dictionaries’ advice on writing, cf. Gillard and Gatsby (1998) 
and Gilquin et al. (2007). Although, realistically, the learner texts under investigation are not 
entirely error-free, errors are not a focus of this study.  

Many studies of learner texts in Polio’s (2001) ‘lexical features’ category claim to 
investigate lexical richness or diversity, for instance by doing a type/token ratio measurement, 
e.g. Laufer (1991), or seek to study lexical density by dividing the number of tokens by 
lexical tokens, e.g. Engber (1995).4 Polio (2001: 98) notes that studies examining lexical 
features of learner texts seem to be less common than those measuring accuracy or 
complexity. However, since the rise of computer learner corpus (CLC) research, that does not 
necessarily hold true any longer. CLC research has spawned many studies that have as their 
object of study one or more lexical features. In fact, it seems that a great deal of CLC studies 
focus on lexical features, such as Tankó (2004) and Flowerdew (2006), and phraseology, such 
as De Kock (2000) and Osborne (2008).  

This shift of emphasis is understandable, as it is far less time consuming to annotate a 
corpus using an automatic part-of-speech tagger, e.g. Granger and Rayson (1998), or even to 
search raw text using a concordancer or software that can produce n-grams automatically, e.g. 
De Haan (1997) and Milton (1998), than it is to manually tag a corpus for features that will 
enable the researcher to gather data above the lexical level, e.g. clausal or textual, such as the 

                                                
4 Using a type/token ratio is not, however, without its problems: theoretically, the more incorrect and even non-
existent word forms a text contains the more ‘lexically rich’ it potentially becomes. Lexical variation is also 
dependent on text length: the longer a text is, the more likely it becomes that words are repeated. 



 23 

current research. Section 1.3 below will deal with learner corpus research and its methodology 
in more detail. 

Polio’s (2001) ‘complexity’ category includes text-based studies that aim to research 
the grammatical complexity of L2 writing. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998: 69) state that 
‘[g]rammatical complexity is manifest in writing primarily in terms of grammatical variation 
and sophistication ... Learners who have more grammatical structures available to them are 
able to vary their structural choices in written production’. Polio (2001) found, however, that 
none of the studies she reviewed actually concerned themselves with variety. She found that 

 
There are three ways that complexity is measured in the literature: average 
length of structure, specifically words in a T-unit, frequency of a structure such 
as passive sentences or dependent clauses [...] and complexity ratios, the most 
common being clauses per T-unit. (2001: 96) 
 
The purposes of these types of studies are, as with the grammatical complexity studies, 

to examine the effect of special exercises, such as clause combining activities, on the 
complexity of the L2 writing, or otherwise to compare different task settings. Also, 
researchers look at the difference in grammatical complexity between two groups of students, 
for example between those who passed a placement exam and those who failed. Finally, 
researchers describe a group of writers’ products to inform writing pedagogy, e.g. Hinkel 
(2001; 2002; 2003; 2004). Hinkel (2003) is a notable exception to Polio’s (2001) observation 
that none of the ‘complexity’ studies concern themselves with variety, in that by examining 
the overuse and underuse of a great number of different linguistic and rhetorical features of 
student writing the issue of variety does, indeed, come into play. 

The ‘coherence and discourse’ category from Polio’s (2001) taxonomy covers those 
types of studies that evaluate the overall coherence or organization of a text. They often 
examine how low-rated and high-rated texts differ, e.g. Intaraprawat and Steffenson (1995) or 
how native speakers’ (NS) and non-native speakers’ (NNS) texts differ. Most detailed are 
studies that examine metadiscourse features, such as Ädel (2005 and 2006) and Intaraprawat 
and Steffenson (1995), who define them as ‘those facets of a text which make the 
organization of the text explicit, provide information about the writer’s attitude toward the 
text content, and engage the reader in the interaction’ (1995: 253). Studies on cohesive 
devices are also numerous and will be dealt with in more detail in Chapters 4 and 5. They 
include Milton (1993), Granger (1996), Altenberg (1998), Green (2000), Hinkel (2001; 2002), 
Siepmann (2005), Tankó (2004), and Mahlberg (2006). Most of these studies are, though 
quantitative to a certain extent, mostly descriptive in nature, with the purpose of improving 
pedagogy. The current research aims to do the same with a cluster of discourse feature types, 
including cohesive devices.  

 ‘Fluency’, finally, is a concept that is primarily associated with speech rather than 
writing. Trying to define fluency in terms of L2 writing quickly becomes very problematic. If 
fluency is taken to mean the numbers of words written in a specified amount of time, (as in 
Wolfe-Quintero et al.’s (1998) and Chandler’s (2003) studies) then it is, again, more 
indicative of the writing process and not the finished product. Silva (1993: 662-663) also 
seems to define fluency in terms of text length, but only implicitly. Apart from the fact that 
using more words does not automatically result in better writing, the notion becomes non-
applicable when investigating untimed writing, as is the case here. If, however, fluency refers 
to how native-like, easy to read or smoothly flowing the writing sounds, the concept is more 
interesting, albeit still very difficult to define. The next chapter will deal with this notion in 
more detail. 



24 

The current study seems to fall under the last three categories of text-based research as 
categorized by Polio (2001), namely ‘complexity’, ‘coherence and discourse features’, and 
‘fluency’, with the ‘coherence and discourse features’ category being central to the other two. 
As Chapters Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 will show and motivate in greater detail, the current 
study is concerned with comparing the use of focusing devices, backgrounding devices, and 
lexical cohesion markers in advanced learner English and native speaker texts in order to 
ascertain which lexico-syntactic devices need to be mastered in order to achieve the highest 
level of competence according to the CEFR and then to consider the extent to which students 
of English use these devices at various stages in their study, successfully and otherwise. It is 
clear that the main focus will be on ‘discourse and coherence’. However, the results of the 
study are also expected to provide information on the difference in grammatical complexity 
between L2 and L1 texts. Finally, fluency comes into play if we look at the description of the 
C2 level that can be found in the illustrative scale for overall written production of the CEFR 
(Council of Europe 2001: 61), i.e. ‘can write clear, smoothly flowing, complex texts’. How to 
interpret fluency in discourse terms is the subject of section 2.2.4. 

1.3 Computer Learner Corpus Research 
The most recent development in L2 writing research is the emergence of computer learner 
corpora (CLC). A computer learner corpus is a computerized collection of language produced 
by foreign language learners. The main purpose of compiling a learner corpus is to gather 
objective data that can help describe learner language, which is imperative for valid theory 
and research. It is only since the early 1990s that this field of research has started to spark a 
great interest in the research community. The first two edited volumes on computer learner 
corpora, Granger (1998a) and Granger et al. (2002a), published a decade ago, remain 
influential. For example, Cob (2003) replicates three studies published in Granger (1998) 
testing their application a North American context. Since then, more edited volumes and some 
monographs have been published on the subject of CLC, most notably within the Studies in 
Corpus Linguistics series, e.g. Ädel (2006), Aijmer (2009), and Meunier et al. (2011). 

Computer Learner Corpora (CLC) are predominantly found in Europe and Asia and, 
whereas much L2 writing research was based on American composition studies and problems 
of ESL learners in the United States (Kaplan & Grabe 2002; Matsuda 2003), much CLC 
research concentrates on European and Asian EFL learners, with the notable exception of 
Hinkel (2001, 2002, 2003, 2004). In a sense, the emergence of CLC research into EFL writing 
mirrors the developments in the U.S.: an increase in the demand for English writing courses 
has fuelled a need for improvements in EFL writing pedagogy and by extension research into 
the distinct nature of learner writing.  

One of the most important learner corpora is the International Corpus of Learner 
English (ICLE), which is a collection of essays written by advanced learners of English from 
different native language backgrounds (Pravec 2002). It was launched in 1990 and is the 
result of a collaboration between many international universities (see Granger (1993, 2002, 
2004)). The first edition of the corpus (Granger et al. 2002b) consisted of eleven national 
subcorpora.5 The aim of the project was, according to Granger and Tyson,  
 

to gather and computerize a large corpus of advanced EFL learner writing, with 
a view to investigate the interlanguage of advanced learners from various 

                                                
5 Although Granger (1993) reports Chinese as being one of the L1s in the early stages of compiling the corpus, 
the first published version only contains essays by European L2 learners. The second edition of the ICLE has 
been significantly expanded, containing over 3 million words of writing by learners of English from 21 different 
L1 backgrounds, including Japanese, Chinese and Brazilian, as well as many European languages. 
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mother-tongue backgrounds in the light of the major advances which have been 
made in applied linguistics and computer technology (1996: 18).  
 
The ICLE was compiled using very clear and strict design criteria (for a full 

description, see e.g. Granger (1998b) and Granger (2002) and the ICLE project website6). The 
same design criteria were employed in the compilation of the learner corpus for the present 
study. These design criteria ensure comparability between the different subcorpora of the 
ICLE and are the key to enabling what Granger (1998b) has dubbed CIA, Contrastive 
Interlanguage Analysis. 

CIA is not contrastive in the traditional sense of CA (Contrastive Analysis), which 
compares different languages (e.g. Altenberg (1998) and Tavecchio (2010)), but in the sense 
of contrasting what non-native and native speakers do in a similar context.7 CIA involves two 
main types of comparison; see Figure 2. 

 

 
Figure 2: Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis 

L1> <L2 is the comparison of a native language, e.g. English, and an interlanguage, e.g. 
English written by a native speaker of Dutch. L2> <L2 is a comparison of two different 
interlanguages, e.g. English written by a native speaker of Dutch and English written by a 
native speaker of Swedish. The objectives of both these types of CIA are different.  

The main objective of research that involves L2/L2 comparisons is to gain a better 
insight into the nature of interlanguage. For instance, by comparing two different 
interlanguage varieties it is possible to draw conclusions about the influence of the mother 
tongue, i.e. language transfer. The fact that a certain feature of interlanguage occurs in 
different L2 varieties might indicate that it is a developmental feature, or perhaps teaching-
induced.  

There have been some studies of the former, i.e. L2/L2 type. For example, Axelsson 
and Hahn (2001) investigate the use of progressives in Swedish and German advanced learner 
English, Waibel’s (2007) study compares the use of English phrasal verbs by German and 
Italian students, and Hannay and Martinez Caro (2008) compare the thematic choice in the 
written English of Spanish and Dutch learners. Most of the research based on ICLE is, 
however, of the L1/L2 type (Granger 2004: 132), much of which has been collected in 
Granger (1998) and Granger et al. (2002a), but more recently see also Flowerdew (2003), 
Ädel (2005 and 2006), Herriman and Boström Aronsson (2009), Hasselgård (2009) and 
Flowerdew (2010). The main aim of L1/L2 comparisons is to uncover features of non-
nativeness of learner language. In the most advanced levels of proficiency, these features do 
not so much involve errors, although they are by no means completely absent, but rather the 
overuse or underuse of certain words, phrases, or structures compared to L1.  

                                                
6 http://www.uclouvain.be/en-cecl-icle.html; consulted August 4, 2011. 
7 Granger (1996) and Guilquin (2008) propose research models in which CA and CIA are integrated. These are 
mainly aimed at detecting transfer-related phenomena. 

CIA 

L1>	  <L2	   L2>	  <L2	  
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The present research, which compares Dutch writers’ L2 English with texts written by 
native speakers of English, also falls into the L1/L2 category of CIA. Although it does not 
utilize ICLE it does follow the same CIA methodology and has adopted the same design 
criteria as ICLE. Chapter 4 will deal with these design criteria in more detail. 
 

1.4 English for Academic Purposes (EAP) 
Most recent studies into L2 writing have had academic writing as their object of research 
(Juzwik et al. 2006). The current research is no exception. To establish whether a text falls 
under the category of academic writing there are two perspectives one can adopt, i.e. that of 
context, or social practice, and that of genre. Quite simply, to adopt the first perspective, if a 
language is produced for and/or in an academic context it is labelled academic discourse. The 
other approach is to start from a genre that is widely, if not universally, recognised as an 
academic genre and if a particular text was written with the intention of being perceived as 
belonging to that genre, it is identified as an academic text, e.g. research articles, conference 
abstract, undergraduate essays, textbooks, and PhD dissertations. Bhatia states that  

   
Genres are essentially defined in terms of the use of language in 
conventionalised communicative settings, which give expression to a specific 
set of communicative goals of specialised disciplinary and social groups, which 
in turn establish relatively stable structural forms and, to some extent, even 
constrain the use of lexico-grammatical resources. (2002: 23) 

 
It is this idea of stable structural forms and constraints on lexico-grammatical features 

that is operationalized in linguistic genre analysis research, in which salient text features for a 
specific genre are identified and quantified. The best-known work in this field is Biber (1988), 
who proposed a multidimensional model of variation to quantify the co-occurrence of 
linguistic patterns along different dimensions, such as impersonal vs personal and involved vs 
informational, to illustrate differences in register between different texts. Biber et al. (1999) 
used a corpus of 408 academic texts (5,331,800 words), comprising both textbooks and 
research articles, and contrasted it with a corpus of fiction, conversation and news to identify 
salient features of academic English. These types of analyses give an insight into what lexico-
grammatical features typically (co-)occur more often in one genre than in another. For 
instance, academic written English has a higher frequency of passives than spoken 
conversational English. However, there are no lexico-grammatical features that are unique to 
academic writing and not found elsewhere; it is always a matter of contrasting one genre with 
another and measuring the relative frequency of occurrence of a lexico-grammatical feature. 
Altenberg and Tapper (1998), for instance, take a ‘typical’ feature of academic writing, in this 
case adverbial connectors, and compare its use in Swedish L2 English texts. 

Bhatia regards ‘Academic English or English for Academic Purposes (EAP) as ‘a 
fuzzy concept’ (2002: 28). This perception of ‘fuzziness’ is partly due to his very broad 
definition of the concept, ‘covering all areas of academic concern’. In the first issue of the 
Journal of English for Academic Purposes (JEAP), however, Hyland and Hamp-Lyons 
(2002), citing Flowerdew and Peacock (2001) and Jordan (1997), define English for 
Academic Purposes much more narrowly, namely as ‘teaching English with the aim of 
facilitating learners’ study or research in that language’ (2002: 2). A separate journal for EAP 
has only come into being so recently, emerging from the broader field of English for Special 
Purposes (ESP), which in turn is part of the even larger field of Teaching English as a Foreign 
Language (TEFL). 
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The reason that EAP has gained enough importance and popularity to warrant its own 
journal is both economic and academic. First, EAP has become a multi-million dollar 
enterprise both within and outside English speaking countries, with many books being 
published on general EAP and academic writing specifically and programmes to prepare non-
native speakers for English-medium academic settings being offered everywhere. Another 
economic reason is that countries that either want to become a major force or maintain their 
status of economic force to be reckoned with are under pressure to produce graduates who can 
function well in an English-speaking work environment. This means that universities have to 
ensure that students master enough English, and the right type of English, to be able to 
succeed academically. Another academic reason is the growing dominance of English as the 
prime language for disseminating scientific knowledge. As English is now the world’s 
predominant language of research and scholarship, academics are increasingly less likely to 
publish in their own language and they are much more often cited if they publish in English. 
Therefore, universities have to prepare them for participating in the academic community in 
such a way and at such a level that they are considered equal participants by that community. 
This expansion of learners of EAP means that there is an increase in the need for teachers of 
EAP, many of whom are non-native speakers of English themselves. As a result, there is also 
a greater need for research into the nature of English academic discourse and EAP to inform 
EAP pedagogy. Chapter 6 will deal with EAP textbook and course materials and their relation 
to EAP research in more detail. 

In the Netherlands both the economic and academic arguments for the need for EAP 
apply. Many companies in the Netherlands operate internationally and conduct their business 
in English, even within the Netherlands, so employees are expected to have a high level of 
English proficiency. To provide for that, many institutions of higher education have started to 
offer their degree programmes, sometimes exclusively, in English. There has also been a great 
shift towards English in Dutch academia in the area of publishing research. More and more 
academic journals in the Netherlands only publish articles written in English. Similarly, most 
PhD dissertations nowadays are written in English. Sometimes this is required, but many PhD 
candidates write their dissertation in English by choice.  
 

1.5 Placing the current research 
Silva (1993: 659-676) describes in his review of L2 writing studies that at least 27 different 
L1s were represented in 72 reports under investigation in those studies. Dutch was not among 
those 27 L1s. It seems fair to say that Dutch L2 writing is not featured prominently in the vast 
body of L2 writing research. Although ICLE does include a Dutch subcorpus, which consists 
of contributions by four universities, three Dutch and one Belgian, there have not been many 
published CLC studies of Dutch learners’ L2 English. There are notable exceptions, however. 
De Haan (1997, 1999 and 2007) explore the ‘nativeness’ of advanced Dutch learners’ English 
writing by looking at their syntactic behaviour and command of vocabulary. Smits (2002) 
investigates the difference in use of complex beginnings, i.e. sentences that start with more 
than one adverbial constituent before the subject, between native speakers of English and 
advanced Dutch learners of English.8 It seems clear, however, that there still remains much to 
be uncovered with regard to Dutch advanced L2 writing in English.  

The current research will focus on two elements of Grabe & Kaplan’s (1996) model of 
writing (see Figure 1), namely the language competence, including linguistic competence, 
sociolinguistic competence and discourse competence, of the writers under investigation, and 

                                                
8 Although Smits (2002) does not use the Dutch subcorpus of ICLE, she does use the same design criteria for her 
Learner English Corpus (LEC).  
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their performance, i.e. their textual output. Chapter 2 below will go into what competences are 
expected from advanced learners, based on the CEFR’s description of these competences, and 
Chapter 3 will explore this further in terms of what lexico-grammatical devices that might be 
said to operationalize these competences. The textual output is the object of study. 

 The current research adopts the same research methodology as other CLC research. 
Also, it employs the same design criteria for learner corpus compilation as the most important 
learner corpus out there at the moment, ICLE. It aims to compare and augment previous 
research into advanced English L2 writing in general and English L2 writing by advanced 
Dutch learners specifically. Because of the time consuming nature of manual tagging, most 
CLC research so far has, understandably, concentrated on lexical features of L2 writing or on 
grammatical features that could be retrieved by an automatic part of speech tagger. The 
current research differs from these studies in that the corpora were tagged for lexico-
grammatical features that, for the most part, cannot be retrieved automatically and by that 
aims to offer new insights into the nature of L2 English writing. Hinkel’s (2002) tour de force 
does a similar thing, analysing a corpus of ESL writing by examining 68 features in three 
categories, ‘syntactic and lexical’, ‘clausal’ and ‘rhetorical’ (see 2002: 65-69). Although this 
study offers a wealth of data on these features of ESL writing it offers little insight into the 
corpus methodology, e.g. the method of tagging and the choices that were made during the 
tagging process, which makes it very difficult to replicate. An important difference between 
Hinkel (2002) and the present research is that the L2 writers in Hinkel (2002) are residents of 
the United States from different non-Indo-European backgrounds (Arabic, Korean, 
Indonesian, etc.) with several years of ESL training. The L2 writers in the current study are 
advanced language students whose L1 is closely related to English, who study English as a 
foreign language and for whom acquiring writing skills in English is a part of their language 
studies. Finally, the sheer number of features that Hinkel (2002) takes into account result in a 
great many observations, but relatively few in-depth analyses of the findings. The present 
study has limited the number of features analysed, in order to be able to provide more in-
depth analyses of the findings. 

The current study is also part of EAP research, not just by virtue of the fact that the 
texts under investigation were produced in an academic context, but also because it hopes to 
inform EAP pedagogy, using the insights gained from the linguistic analysis of these texts. As 
more and more Dutch universities require Dutch learners to achieve a high proficiency in 
English writing, it is imperative that it becomes clear how EAP pedagogy might be improved 
to make this possible. In order to do that, it is imperative to take another element of EAP into 
account. Chapter 6 will look at academic writing textbooks. An analysis will be made of 
existing materials and the way they relate to the results of the current study to offer insight 
into existing teaching methodologies and hopefully offer suggestions for improvement. 
 

1.6 Summary 
The current research concentrates on both the linguistic and textual resources of Grabe & 
Kaplan’s (1996) model of writing, in the form of language competence (linguistic 
competence, sociolinguistic competence, and discourse competence) and the contextual factor 
of textual output. It takes the writing-as-text approach –rather than text-as-process– as its 
framework. The research corresponds most closely with the ‘coherence and discourse’ 
category of Polio’s (2001) taxonomy of L2 writing research, with ‘fluency’ and ‘complexity’ 
as secondary options. L2 writing research has shown that texts written by non-native speakers 
(NNS) tend to be simpler and less effective than texts written by native speakers (NS).  

Using a Computer Learner Corpus research methodology, dubbed CIA (Contrastive 
Interlanguage Analysis) it is possible not only to compare both L1 and L2 varieties of 
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English, for example to find out how learner language differs from native speaker writing, but 
also to compare different L2 varieties in order to find regularities in learner language, or 
identify cases of language transfer. 

In light of a steady rise in the demand for English academic writing courses in Dutch 
academia it is important that EAP research focus on advanced Dutch learner writing. There 
have, so far, been very few CLC studies that investigate Dutch academic writing in English.  

To conclude, the current study is located at the intersection of writing theory, CLC 
research and EAP pedagogy. Writing theory has helped to define the object of study and to 
narrow the scope of the current research. Under investigation are L2 academic essays and 
dissertations written by Dutch advanced learners. The written text, as opposed to the writing 
process, is central. CLC research informs the research methodology. For instance, all texts 
were compiled in a corpus, using the same design criteria that were used in the compilation of 
ICLE. EAP plays an important role in the second object of study, which is the academic 
writing teaching material available. It informs theorizing about EAP pedagogy and the nature 
of academic discourse and advanced learner writing. The current study aims to provide a more 
precise definition of discourse competence, contribute to the understanding of the nature of 
advanced L2 writing, and provide insights that may be instrumental in improving academic 
writing pedagogical materials. 
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Chapter 2  The CEFR and discourse competence 

2.1 Introduction 
This chapter has two main components: it discusses the Common European Framework of 
Reference (CEFR) and investigates the notion of discourse competence in the light of the 
CEFR. First, an introduction is offered to the CEFR and its ‘common reference levels’ (2.2.1). 
Subsequently, some important issues that have been raised in the literature regarding the 
CEFR will be discussed (2.2.2). Next, we look at how Dutch learners’ competences relate to 
the common reference levels of the CEFR (2.2.3) and discuss the potentially problematic 
underrepresentation in the CEFR of writing in general and advanced writing in particular 
(2.2.4). It will be argued that the development of discourse competence is what separates the 
C1/2 levels from levels A1 to B2. Finally, 2.3 provides an overview of how discourse 
competence has been discussed in the literature and the notion of discourse competence will 
be reconnected with C1/C2 writing competence in order to produce a definition of discourse 
competence for this study. 
 

2.2 The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) 

2.2.1 Background 
The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: learning, teaching, 
assessment (Council of Europe 2001; henceforth CEFR) seeks to provide ‘a basis for the 
elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc. 
across Europe’ (Council of Europe 2001: 1). It has been called ‘one of the most influential 
publications of the last decade in the field of language learning and language testing in 
Europe’ (Figueras et al. 2005: 261) and Byrnes (2007: 645) suggests that ‘given the 
undeniable momentum [the CEFR] has already gained, there is no doubt that all European 
language education specialists will need to refer to [it] even if, for some, the goal of their own 
engagement is to redirect it in potentially fundamental ways’. 

A first draft of the Framework was published in 1995 and in 2001, the European Year 
of Languages it was published in the current revised edition, but preliminary work on it began 
long before 1995. The CEFR is, in fact, a culmination of work on modern languages in 
projects of the Council of Europe (COE) for the last 40 years (Trim 2001).  

The CEFR is intended as a guideline for describing achievements of foreign language 
learners of all levels. It is increasingly used by teachers, course designers, curriculum 
developers and examination bodies to describe their current practice in terms of the levels set 
out in the CEFR in order to make it comparable both intranationally and internationally. It 
continues to gain importance in the field of foreign language learning (cf. Heyworth 2004; 
Little 2006). 

At the heart of the CEFR are the ‘Common Reference Levels’, or ‘Global Scale’. The 
Global Scale is a broad description of what learners are capable of in terms of language 
knowledge and skills, positively formulated in ‘can do statements’, ranging from ‘basic’ (A1, 
A2), through ‘independent’(B1, B2), to ‘proficient’ (C1, C2). The CEFR descriptors were 
developed and validated in over 30 workshops with teachers and mathematically scaled on the 
basis of the way teachers interpreted them when they were using these descriptors to assess  



 

Table 1: CEFR Global Scale and salient characteristics 

LEVEL Global descriptor (from table 1, p 24 CEFR) Salient characteristics - section 3.6 (summarized) 
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C2 

Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. Can 
summarise information from different spoken and written sources, 
reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation. Can 
express him/herself spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, 
differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more complex 
situations. 

Level C2, labelled ‘Mastery’, is intended to characterise the degree of precision, appropriateness 
and ease with the language which typifies the speech of those who have been highly successful 
learners. Descriptors calibrated here include: convey finer shades of meaning precisely by using, 
with reasonable accuracy, a wide range of modification devices; has a good command of idiomatic 
expressions and colloquialisms with awareness of connotative level of meaning. 

 
C1 

Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise 
implicit meaning. Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously 
without much obvious searching for expressions. Can use language 
flexibly and effectively for social, academic and professional purposes. 
Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, 
showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and 
cohesive devices. 
 

Level C1, labelled ‘Effective Operational Proficiency’ seems to be characterized by good access 
to a broad range of language, which allows fluent, spontaneous communication, as illustrated by 
the following examples: Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously, almost effortlessly. 
Has a good command of a broad lexical repertoire allowing gaps to be readily overcome with 
circumlocutions; only a conceptually difficult subject can hinder a natural, smooth flow of 
language. The discourse skills characterizing the previous band continue to be evident at this level, 
with an emphasis on more fluency, for example: can produce clear, smoothly flowing, well 
structured speech, showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive 
devices. 
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B2+  This band represents a ‘strong Vantage’ performance and includes a new focus on discourse 
skills, which shows itself, for instance, in relation to coherence/cohesion: use a limited number of 
cohesive devices to link sentences together smoothly into clear, connected discourse; use a variety 
of linking words efficiently to mark clearly the relationship between ideas; develop an argument an 
argument systematically with appropriate highlighting of significant points. 

B2 Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and 
abstract topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of 
specialisation. Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity 
that makes regular interaction with native speakers quite possible 
without strain for either party. Can produce clear, detailed text on a 
wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving 
the advantages and disadvantages of various options 

Level B2, labelled ‘Vantage’, at the lower end of the band focuses on effective argument: develop 
an argument, giving reasons in support of or against a particular point of view. It also has two 
new focuses compared to the previous levels. The first is being able to hold your own in social 
discourse in the standard language despite noisy circumstances. The second is a new degree of 
language awareness, e.g. correct mistakes if they have led to misunderstandings. 

B1+  Strong ‘Threshold’ performance. Same as B1, but with the addition of descriptors that focus on 
the exchange of quantities of information. 

B1 Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar 
matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. Can deal 
with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where 
the language is spoken. Can produce simple connected text on topics 
which are familiar or of personal interest. Can describe experiences and 
events, dreams, hopes and ambitions and briefly give reasons and 
explanations for opinions and plans. 

Level B1, reflects the ‘Threshold’ level, which is characterized by two features. The first is the 
ability to maintain interaction and to get across what you want to, in a range of contexts. The 
second feature is the ability to cope with problems in every day life flexibly, for example enter 
unprepared into conversation on familiar topics, make a complaint ask someone to clarify or 
elaborate on what they have just said 
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A2+  Level A2+ represents a ‘strong Waystage’ performance. It involves a more active participation in 
conversation, given some assistance and limitations e.g. understand enough to manage simple, 
routine exchanges without undue effort, and significantly more ability to sustain monologues, e.g. 
give an extended description of everyday aspects of his environment e.g. people, places, a job or 
study experience, describe past activities and personal experience. 

A2 Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to 
areas of most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family 
information, shopping, local geography, employment). Can 
communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a simple and direct 
exchange of information on familiar and routine matters. Can describe 
in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate environment 
and matters in areas of immediate need. 

Level A2, ‘Waystage’, is the level at which the majority of descriptors stating social functions can 
be found, such as simple everyday polite forms of greeting and address, handle very short 
exchanges, make and accept offers, make and respond to invitations. 

A1 Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic 
phrases aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can 
introduce him/herself and others and can ask and answer questions 
about personal details such as where he/she lives, people he/she knows 
and things he/she has. Can interact in a simple way provided the other 
person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help. 

Level A1, ‘Breakthrough’, is the lowest level of generative language use – the point at which a 
learner can interact in a simple way, ask and answer simple questions about themselves, where 
they live, the people they know, initiate and respond to simple statements in areas of immediate 
need or on very familiar topics, rather than relying purely on a very finite rehearsed, lexically 
organised repertoire of situation specific phrases. 

 
Sources: Council of Europe (2001: 24, 31-37; 2003: 18-20) 
 
Note: all phrases in italics are literal quotes from section 3.6 of the CEFR 
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learners. This process of calibration9 was part of a Swiss National Science Research Council 
project, which took place between 1993 and 1996 (Council of Europe 2001: Appendix B; 
North 2004; North 2000; North & Schneider 1998).  

In tables and scales of descriptors, the CEFR consistently presents C2 (highest) at the 
top and A1 (lowest) at the bottom. Table 1 provides both the general ‘can do statements,’ 
which can be found in the CEFR’s global scale, and a summary of the salient characteristics 
of those six levels (A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2), as well as the characteristics of three levels 
(A2+, B1+, B2+) that are not in the global scale, but are described in the CEFR’s descriptive 
scheme. These + levels are meant to describe stages that are between the main levels. They 
were included because the empirical results of the Swiss project suggested a scale of 9 more 
or less equally sized, coherent levels (Council of Europe 2001: 31). The ‘can do’ statements in 
the global scale follow the order reception, production and interaction. Each level should be 
taken to subsume the levels below it on the scale. In other words, a learner who is at level B1 
is considered to be able to do what is included in the ‘can do statements’ for levels A1 and 
A2. Not every element from a descriptor is mentioned in the next level; only those elements 
that are seen as salient or new at that level are mentioned (2001: 37). Furthermore, just as A1 
is not to be taken as the level of an absolute beginner, so the C2 is not equated to native-
speaker or near-native-speaker proficiency. What is intended by C2 is to characterize the ease 
and wide range of language skills which is typical for highly successful learners (Council of 
Europe 2001: 36; 2003: 18).  

The Common Reference Levels are becoming increasingly important in the 
organization of language teaching and assessment. The members of ALTE (Association of 
Language Testers in Europe), for example Cambridge ESOL, have calibrated their language 
examinations according to the six levels (cf. Hawkey & Barker 2004; Taylor & Jones 2006). 
The levels have also been adopted by some national testing bodies, including the Dutch 
National Institute of Educational Measurement, CITO (Staatsen and Stoks 2001; van Hest et 
al. 2001a; van Hest et al. 2001b; van Hest and Staatsen 2002; Noijons and Kuijper 2006; 
Meijer and Fasoglio 2007). 

 

2.2.2 Criticism 
Despite its wide acceptance and its aim to be ‘comprehensive, transparent and coherent’ 
(Council of Europe 2001: 7), the CEFR is not without its problems. Hulstijn (2007: 666) 
therefore argues that ‘it is high time that researchers of SLA, researchers of language 
assessment, and corpus linguists paid attention to each other’s work and engaged in 
collaborative research, testing the linguistic, psycholinguistic, and sociolinguistic assumptions 
on which the CEFR rests’.  

An important issue in the current context is the lack of definition of the C1 and C2 
levels and the lack of the focus on written production; these will be dealt with separately in 
section 2.2.4. Other issues that have been raised in the literature include style and presentation 
(e.g. Morrow 2004a; Kamarowska 2004), applicability to foreign language education in 
secondary schools (e.g. Keddle 2004; Weir 2005; Little 2007), problems with relating 
examinations to the CEFR (e.g. Hawkey & Barker 2004; Weir 2005; Noijons & Kuijpers 
2006; Alderson et al. 2006), inconsistencies in terminology and description (e.g. Weir 2005; 
Noijons & Kuijpers 2006; Alderson et al. 2006; North 2007a) and theoretical and empirical 
validity (e.g. Alderson 2007; Hulstijn 2007). 

                                                
9 The CEFR describes calibration as ‘a procedure in which the level of difficulty of items, statements, etc. is 
determined statistically and a scale is constructed of them’ (Council of Europe 2001: 228-229). 
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Regarding the issue of style and presentation Morrow (2004a) notes with a keen sense 
of understatement that ‘the published versions of the CEF are not exactly user-friendly’. He 
identifies the following problems: 

 
There is little to guide the first time reader around the material; the print is 
small, the lay-out dense and heavy, the language itself is ponderous and often 
convoluted; specialist terminology abounds, and is often used in ways which 
seem idiosyncratic— and there are seemingly endless tables and descriptors 
whose relationship to one another is very difficult to discern. (2004a: 7) 
 
The Council of Europe seems to have recognised this and published a guide for users 

(Trim 2001), but this document repeats much of the terminology of the CEFR and is almost of 
the same length as the CEFR. Komorowska (2004) reports that her students, who were 
training to become foreign language teachers, had great difficulty with the text of the CEFR, 
criticizing both the length and its structure. They also identified overlaps in chapters that 
related to language learning, language teaching and language use, and they also criticized the 
‘never-ending typologies and lists’. It is, of course, impossible to be comprehensive, as is one 
of the CEFR’s aims, without providing a great amount of information. Unfortunately, apart 
from not achieving this aim of comprehensibility –as noted above, written production is 
underrepresented in the CEFR– it is the way in which all this information is presented that 
makes it so difficult to access. For instance, there are 54 sub-scales in the CEFR, but there is 
no listing of them anywhere in the document. A thematically arranged overview of the 
different subscales, as can be found in Morrow (2004b), would have made it far easier for a 
user of the CEFR to navigate through the document and find the relevant information. Also, to 
introduce these ‘illustrative scales’, it simply presents these scales as bulleted lists, without 
providing an explanation of why exactly these were chosen and others excluded, and what the 
relationship is between the ones that were included. This makes the choice of the featured 
‘illustrative scales’ seem arbitrary. The organization of the text also leaves something to be 
desired. It is ironic that the section that deals with discourse competence, which according to 
the CEFR is concerned with a learner’s knowledge of the principles according to which 
messages are ‘organised, structured and arranged’ (Council of Europe 2001: 123), is very 
badly organized and there are errors in the hierarchy of the list presented, which makes this 
list very difficult to comprehend. 

Keddle (2004), who is involved in developing and writing materials for secondary 
education in Italy and has worked with the CEFR for a long time, also points out that ‘the 
work involved in using and understanding the CEF creates barriers to its widespread 
application in the school classroom’ (2004: 43). Her main concern is that because there is no 
consistent approach to grammar, or commonly accepted areas of grammar such as future or 
past reference, the general descriptors do not provide a basis for a teaching programme. 
Westhoff (2007), however, argues that presenting lower level learners with grammar will 
hinder them in their effort to “climb the CEFR ladder”, because it hinders building up a basic 
lexical repertoire. He also sees the incompatibility of the CEFR scaling with common 
teaching practice as a “powerful incentive for innovation” (2007: 678). The question then 
becomes whether it is more desirable to adapt teaching practice to the CEFR or vice versa. 
Alderson (2007) reports that to apply the CEFR to the diagnostic testing in the DIALANG 
project reporting scales had to be devised both for structure (i.e. grammar) and vocabulary 
because the CEFR does not have such scales (DIALANG 2002). Keddle (2004) further raises 
the issue that the descriptors seem to be difficult to align with everyday classroom reality, as it 
seems more geared towards the adult world of work, business, travel and cultural exchange. 
And although Figueras (2007) emphasizes that the CEFR was never meant for young learners 
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(2007: 674), the fact remains that more and more national educational bodies are 
implementing the CEFR in secondary foreign language education in both curriculum and test 
development and new course books for secondary schools claim alignment or at least 
compatibility with the CEFR.  

The Council of Europe has published a manual (Council of Europe 2003) in order to 
facilitate the process of developing comparable examinations and tests and subsequently 
published a reference supplement as a manual to this manual (Takala 2004). Others, for 
instance North (2004) and Figueras et al. (2005), have also attempted to offer guidance and 
advice in these matters. Nonetheless, Weir’s (2005) critique of the CEFR identifies some 
important limitations of using the CEFR for test development. Although Weir (2005) is 
primarily concerned with reading comprehension exams, the problems he identifies apply to 
the CEFR’s assessment issues in general. Weir highlights problems which he identifies as 
‘context validity’, ‘theory-based validity’, ‘scoring validity’ and ‘transparency problems’ with 
the CEFR. ‘Context validity’ pertains to the setting of the task (e.g. what is its purpose?; are 
there time constraints?) and the demands of the task (e.g. text length, topic, lexical and 
structural competence). According to Weir, neither the CEFR nor its accompanying manual 
(Council of Europe 2003) provide much help in this area. The ‘theory-based validity’ problem 
centres on the CEFR’s failure to incorporate theories of writing processes, such as Grabe & 
Kaplan’s (1996) (cf. Figure 1 in Chapter 1) into its description of the different levels. There 
are differences in processing between, for instance, filling out a form or writing an academic 
text and these differences should be clarified. According to Weir (2005: 295), testers need 
more detail on the components involved in processing and how these develop through the 
different levels. Hulstijn (2007) shares this criticism and proposes that a theory of core 
language proficiency be developed, of which he proposes a first outline, in which the quality 
and quantity dimensions of language proficiency are well defined, to base the CEFR scales 
on. He also takes issue with the fact that there is no empirical evidence for the CEFR’s claim 
that L2 learners at a given level are able to perform the tasks that are associated with the 
lower levels. Moreover, there is, according to Hulstijn (2007), no evidence that an L2 learner 
who is rated at, for instance, B2 on an overall scale (e.g. Overall Written Production) 
possesses the same quality when rated on a linguistic scale (e.g. Vocabulary Range or 
Grammatical Accuracy) nor that all linguistic features to be acquired follow a linear 
progression from one level to another. Both these issues call into question the predictive 
power of the six levels of proficiency of CEFR (Hulstijn 2007). 

On the subject of ‘scoring validity’ Weir (2005: 296) points out that it is ‘an area in 
which the CEFR has almost no advice to offer, despite its claim to be a comprehensive and 
coherent basis for test comparability’. Similarly, Noijons & Kuijper conclude that ‘clear 
guidelines for test development and test description cannot be found in the CEFR’ (2006: 22). 

Noijons & Kuijper (2006) also identify what Weir (2005) calls ‘transparency 
problems’. Because the CEFR does not provide any information on the theory of cognitive 
processes it is unclear whether different verbs that indicate comprehension, such as 
‘understand’, ‘scan’, ‘obtain’, ‘locate’ and ‘identify’ (all used for different B2 scale 
descriptors), are to be taken as stylistic synonyms or not. Other problems include 
inconsistencies, such as when a characteristic is mentioned at one level but not at another, or 
when similar descriptions occur at different levels (Noijons & Kuijper 2006; Weir 2005). 
Also the fact that some terms are presented but not defined makes it difficult to construct tests 
on the basis of the CEFR. Noijons & Kuijper (2006) conclude that ‘there is a lack of 
explicitness, structure, consistency and precision, aspects which are of vital importance for 
test construction’ (2006: 22). To remedy these problems, the Dutch Grid project (Noijons & 
Kuijper 2006; Alderson et al. 2006) attempts to describe the relevant dimensions of the CEFR 
in a more systematic way by developing a new descriptive model for reading and listening 
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items and texts. It is telling that although they used both the CEFR and the manual (Council 
of Europe 2003) they felt the need to come up with a new descriptive model. Similarly, 
Hawkey & Barker (2004) needed to make use of corpus data, in addition to the CEFR and the 
manual, to develop a common scale for the assessment of writing.  

This demonstrates that although the CEFR and the manual associated with it are 
helpful instruments, they are lacking in certain important areas. North (2004: 89) attests that 
these documents are ‘open-ended instruments’ and assures that the current edition of the 
CEFR, the current descriptors and the current Manual will be supplemented and revised. Little 
(2007) advocates supplementing the CEFR with language-specific material (2007: 649). 
Alderson (2007: 662) adds that such extensions would have to be coupled with ‘an extensive 
revision of the CEFR, which is, to date, based only on the perceptions of language teachers, 
not even of trained assessors or of expert applied linguists from a range of disciplines’. 
Hulstijn (2007) seems to concur with this view and stresses the need for corpus research and 
the use of real L2 data to empirically test the implications of the CEFR. The Council of 
Europe acknowledges the need for more language-specific material and has published on its 
website a guide for the development of Reference Level Descriptions (RLD), which are meant 
to characterise the competences of learners at a given level in terms of linguistic material 
specific to that language. Such RLDs have been developed for German (Glaboniat et al. 2003) 
and Spanish (Instituto Cervantes 2006). For English the English Profile project has been set 
up to ultimately produce RLDs for English as a foreign or additional language (Green 2008; 
Hendriks 2008; Salamoura 2008), using corpus data from the Cambridge Learner Corpus. At 
the time of writing the project is still in the stage of identifying linguistic criterial features in 
the areas of lexis, grammar and discourse.10 These include lexical choice errors, article errors 
and discourse appropriateness of spatial expressions (Hendriks 2008: 8–10). One of the 
project’s aims is to provide more accuracy in measurement of proficiency by adding these 
linguistic criterial features to the functional criterial features already available in the ‘can do’ 
statements in the CEFR.  

 

2.2.3 Dutch learners 
A typical Dutch student entering university will have had at least eight years of English 
lessons, two in the last two years of primary school and an additional six years in pre-
university education (vwo). In addition, a young Dutch learner of English is exposed to 
English on a daily basis through radio, internet and television, which has always broadcast 
many programmes in (mostly American) English, as foreign language programmes on Dutch 
television are not dubbed, but always subtitled (the exception being programmes for very 
small children). This high degree of exposure both in school and everyday life is reflected in 
the level of English that Dutch learners generally achieve. 

In their exploratory study Staatsen and Stoks (2001; see also van Hest et al. 2001a, 
2001b and an English summary in van Hest and Staatsen 2002) analysed the Dutch 
examination programmes for French, German and English to determine what levels are 
intended, or aimed at in these programmes. For English the results of the analysis were the 
following. The receptive skills of reading comprehension and listening comprehension were 
positioned at the B2.2 level and speaking at B2.1 (2.1 being at the lower half of the B2 level 
and B2.2 at the higher end of the B2 scale). After that, these classifications were linked to 
actual students’ performances on the examinations under investigation. The results are 
summarized in Table 2. Notably, writing was not investigated. It appeared that in the area of 

                                                
10 See www.englishprofile.org; accessed 18 September 2011. 
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speaking there was a discrepancy between the level that is intended in the examination 
programme and the actual language level attained by the students. 
The researchers noted (van Hest and Staatsen 2002: 2) that it was difficult to map the 
examination programmes onto the CEFR, because the system used in the examination 
programmes to distinguish between and to define the different levels does not really 
correspond with the taxonomic nature of the CEFR and the methodology used in the CEFR. 

 
Table 2: Comparison between estimated levels on the basis of examination programmes and results (van 
Hest and Staatsen 2002) 

Skill estimation on the basis of 
the examination 
programme 

 estimation on the basis of 
examination results  

Reading B2.2 < C1.1 
Listening B2.2 < C1.1 
Speaking B2.1 > B1.2 
 
 

In 2003 the Dutch Ministry of Education and Science commissioned a new study into 
the mapping of examination syllabuses and examinations of foreign languages onto the 
CEFR, which was carried out by the Dutch institute of Curriculum Development (SLO) and 
the Dutch Institute for Educational Measurement (CITO) (Noijons and Kuijper 2006), ‘in 
order to answer the need to make foreign-language teaching in the Netherlands more 
competence-oriented; make examination requirements for foreign languages in the 
Netherlands more transparent for both teachers and pupils; make foreign language 
achievements of Dutch pupils internationally comparable’ (2006: 5). A qualitative analysis of 
the examination syllabuses and examinations was conducted and, in addition, a new set of 
specifications for the 2007 examination syllabuses at the higher levels based on the CEFR for 
the skills of reading, listening, writing, spoken production and spoken interaction was 
produced by the SLO (Meijer & Fasoglio 2007). Noijons and Kuijper’s (2006) report on the 
reading comprehension examinations confirms the results of the 2001 study as far as the 
intended and achieved level is concerned. Reading comprehension is the only skill that is 
tested centrally by state examinations that have been determined by the State Examination 
Committee (CEVO). The content of the school-based examinations (of listening, writing and 
speaking) is the responsibility of the individual schools and is therefore much more difficult 
to monitor. 

In 2006 the Dutch Ministry of Education and Science conducted what they called 
‘small maintenance’ by making the final attainment levels of all school subjects at the same 
time simpler and more comprehensive, i.e. for every domain of a subject only one final 
attainment level was described, as opposed to a few (Fasoglio 2008, personal 
correspondence). Since 2007 the foreign language exam curricula have been linked to the 
CEFR (Meijer and Fasoglio 2007: 17). The ministry commissioned SLO to align the 
descriptors with the old descriptions of attainment levels for foreign language examinations. 
This resulted in a document (Meijer and Fasoglio 2007) which is meant to inform secondary 
school language teachers on how to organise the school-based exams in such a way that they 
are in line with the CEFR levels. As these school-based exams are the responsibility of the 
individual schools, this manual is to be taken as a guide and is not compulsory. The manual is 
based on the research conducted by van Hest et al. (2001a), which concluded that the target 
level for writing in pre-university English exams is also B2,11 matching the other skills cf. 
                                                
11 On their website SLO, the Netherlands institute for curriculum development, also cites B2 as the desired 
attainment level for all language skills in English, including writing, for the final year of pre-university education 
in the Netherlands: http://www.erk.nl/leerling/erkenvwo/ (consulted 3 August 2011). 
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Table 2 (2001a: 29).12 SLO has been asked to conduct research into the actually achieved 
level of writing in 2009 (Fasoglio 2008: personal correspondence). This is necessary, because 
as noted above, Hulstijn (2007) sheds doubt on the assumption that if a learner is situated at a 
certain level on one of the scales s/he is situated on the same level on one of the other scales.  

Until there is evidence to the contrary, however, we will assume that an accomplished 
Dutch learner of English leaving pre-university education writes at a level more or less 
comparable to the B2 level of the CEFR. It is reasonable to assume that such a student will at 
least attempt to go on to achieve a higher level of competence than B2 in writing in English 
when enrolling in a full-time university programme of English. In other words, the learner 
may be expected to attain the level of a Proficient Learner, i.e. C1 or even C2 in writing. 
  

2.2.4 Advanced Writing and the CEFR 
This study investigates advanced writing, i.e. writing at the C1/C2 level. In this section I will 
investigate what sets the C1/C2 levels apart from the B2 level and argue why, at least for the 
purpose of this study, the C1 and C2 levels can be taken together.  

Unfortunately, both the description of writing and the description of the C1 and C2 
levels in the CEFR are potentially somewhat problematic. For example, one of the authors of 
the CEFR, North (2007a), identifies the under-definition of C2 and the reversal of some of the 
C1/C2 descriptors as one of the key problems of the CEFR levels. He also notes that very few 
C2 descriptors were calibrated in the CEFR project, although he also reports that there have 
been several projects to remedy the situation, such as the ALTE Can Do project (ALTE 
2002), the summary of which was added to the CEFR as Appendix D, and Hawkey and 
Barker’s (2004) qualitative analysis of the writing scales. Hawkey and Barker (2004) note that 
it was necessary for their research to draw on corpus data (of past tests) to identify the 
features of texts that helped distinguish between C1 and C2, so they used the Cambridge 
Learner Corpus together with the CEFR; the functional competence descriptors from the 
CEFR alone were insufficient for this purpose. Jones (2002a: 177) remarks that ‘in the current 
analysis the highest level (C2) statements are not well distinguished from the level below 
(C1)’. Weir (2005) proposes that the cause of this is that ‘so few contextual parameters or 
descriptions of successful performance are attached to such “Can-do” statements. Both the 
context and the quality of performance may be needed to ground these distinctions’ (2005: 
288). Although the aim of the current study is not to contribute directly to calibrating material 
for the teaching of writing to the CEFR, it does aim to shed some light on what distinguishes 
an ‘independent writer’ from a ‘proficient writer’ and what a learner might need to be able to 
do to write smoothly flowing, complex texts that are logically structured.  

Chapter 1 already touched upon the fact that spoken interaction is much more 
extensively dealt with in the CEFR than written production and that the different descriptors 
seem to confirm this. The note accompanying the illustrative scale of overall written 
production says that ‘the descriptors on this scale … have not been empirically calibrated with 
the measurement model. The descriptors … have therefore been created by recombining 
elements of descriptors from other scales’ (Council of Europe 2001: 61). Appendix B of the 
CEFR, which describes the Swiss project that developed the illustrative descriptors for the 
CEF, also concedes that ‘writing was not a major focus of the study, and the descriptors for 
written production were mainly developed from those for spoken production’ (2001: 220). 
The salient characteristics of the different scales quoted in Table 1 above also seem to reveal 

                                                
12 It must be noted that writing is not mentioned in this or any of the other studies; it only makes an appearance 
in the illustration on p. 29 of van Hest et al. (2001a). 
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this bias, cf. … the language which typifies the speech of those who have been highly 
successful learners. (C2), and … can produce clear, smoothly flowing, well-structured speech 
(C1). 

These challenges, however, are not insuperable. The CEFR remains a good starting 
point in the present context for investigating what it means to be an advanced writer, under 
the following two stipulations. First, the lack of definition of the C1 and C2 levels can be 
circumvented by taking C1 and C2 together as representing the highest attainable level of 
learner writing that it is desirable to describe in the system. Second, the lack of delineation is 
one of the incentives for this study. In much the same way as the English Profile (cf. Hendriks 
2008) was set up to identify linguistic features for all five proficiency levels in the Cambridge 
Learner Corpus, it is one of the aims of this study to establish which factors contribute to the 
perceived sophistication and effectiveness, or the lack thereof, in writing by advanced 
(C1/C2) learners in terms of discourse competence by quantifying the overuse and underuse 
of selected lexico-grammatical discourse feature types.  

The illustrative scales that CEFR provides for overall writing for in the CEFR are the 
following (see Table 3): 
 
Table 3: Illustrative scale for overall written production in the CEFR (Council of Europe 2001: 61) 

C2 level: 
 

Can write clear, smoothly flowing, complex texts in an appropriate and effective style and 
a logical structure which helps the reader to find significant points. 

C1 level: 
 

Can write clear, well-structured texts on complex subjects, underlining the relevant 
salient issues, expanding and supporting points of view at some length with subsidiary 
points, reasons and relevant examples, and rounding off with a relevant conclusion. 

B2 level : 
 

Can write clear, detailed texts on a variety of subjects related to his/her field of interest, 
synthesising and evaluating information and arguments from a number of sources. 

B1 level: 
 

Can write straightforward connected texts on a range of familiar subjects within his field 
of interest, by linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence. 

A2 level: 
 

Can write a series of simple phrases and sentences linked with simple connectors like 
‘and’, ‘but’ and ‘because’. 

A1 level 
 

Can write simple isolated phrases and sentences. 

 
Ascending from A1 to C2 is characterized by an increase in complexity both in topics and in 
form. The A1 and A2 level descriptors do not offer any description of topics, but the emphasis 
is on simple phrases and sentences. From the B1 level upwards the notion of connected text, 
as opposed to single phrases or sentences, is introduced. Moving from B to C it is not only the 
topics that become more complex—the B1/2 descriptors mention texts related to the learner’s 
field of interest, whereas the C1 level descriptor mentions complex subjects—, but there is a 
new emphasis on a number of textual features.  

The term ‘smoothly flowing’ is found in many places in the CEFR, ten to be precise, 
but it is not made explicit what is meant by it, or by what means a text is to be made to flow 
smoothly. The term ‘smoothly flowing’ is almost always used in descriptors of the C2 level, 
the only exception being the scale for Coherence and Cohesion (Council of Europe 2001: 
125), where it is used in the C1 descriptor, which may be one of the C1/2 reversals that are 
reported by North (2007a).  

Table 4 lists the three textual features that either change or are newly added when 
ascending from B2 to C1 and C2. The table seems to suggest that ‘smoothly flowing’ is to be 
taken as a superlative of ‘well-structured’. Information packaging is introduced in C1, 
underlining the relevant salient issues, and expanded or refined in C2 to use logical structure 
which helps the reader find significant points. It is not really clear whether the different 
formulation actually constitutes a different competence, as it is not clear how in C1 the 
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underlining of relevant salient issues should be achieved. I am assuming here that these 
requirements are applicable on a micro level as well as a macro level. The C2 level, finally, 
introduces the notion of style in the overall writing scale. However, the term ‘appropriate 
style’ can also be found in the C1 description for ‘Range” in the Manual ((Council of Europe 
2003: 82), see also Table 5 below.  
 

Table 4: defining features of C1-C2 writing levels 

feature  | level B2 C1 C2 
coherence/cohesion clear, detailed text  clear, well-structured 

 text 
clear, smoothly flowing 
text 

information 
packaging/ 
text organization 

Ø  underlining the relevant 
 salient issues 

use logical structure which 
helps the reader find 
significant points 

genre sensitivity Ø Ø in an appropriate and 
effective style 

 
Elements that are not included in the lower levels and therefore seem to define the C1 

and C2 levels for writing are smoothly flowing/ well structured and underlining salient issues/ 
significant points. The C2 level descriptor also includes appropriate and effective style, which 
seems to indicate genre and/or register sensitivity on the part of the learner which is not 
included in any of the other levels.  

Table 5 below shows the C1 and C2 levels of the written assessment criteria grid, 
which can be found in the Manual to the CEFR (Council of Europe 2003: 82). Although it is 
not explicitly stated in the Manual, this grid seems to be a conflation of several sub-scales 
from the CEFR, namely ‘Overall written production’ (p. 61), here under Overall; ‘General 
Linguistic Range’ (p. 110) and ‘Vocabulary Range’ (p.112), here taken together as Range; 
‘Coherence and Cohesion’ (p. 125), here under Cohesion; ‘Grammatical Accuracy’ (p. 114), 
here Accuracy; ‘Creative Writing’ (p. 62), here Description (i.e. descriptive writing); and 
‘Reports and Essays’(p.62), here Argument (i.e. argumentative writing). Comparing this grid 
with Tables 3 and 4, it transpires that the difference between levels C1 and C2 is really very 
small indeed and mainly a question of linguistic range, or repertoire. Note that ‘has a good 
command of idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms’ is here only included in C2, but in the 
CEFR ‘Vocabulary Range’ scale is included in both C1 and C2 descriptors. The C1 
description of Range now does include the words ‘appropriate style’ (in the CEFR only in 
C2). The last two columns explicitly introduce genre sensitivity: in the Description column 
we find ‘in a style appropriate to the genre adopted’ and in the Argument column specific 
text-types (i.e. reports, articles, essays) are mentioned. 

All in all, however, taking into account the great similarities between the descriptors, it 
seems justified to take C1 and C2 together under the term ‘advanced writing’. The difference 
between C1 and C2 then becomes primarily the question of how well learners can perform 
tasks such as writing smoothly flowing texts in an appropriate style and help the reader find 
significant points. What becomes clear is that advanced writers need to have ‘a good 
command of a broad range of language’ and be able to make ‘full and appropriate use of a 
wide range of organizational patterns and a wide range of connectors and other cohesive 
devices’ (See Table 5). In other words, they need to have a wide lexico-syntactic repertoire in 
order to organize their text in such a way that it becomes cohesive, coherent and effective. 
Rather than having to concentrate on syntax and grammatical accuracy, what is required of 
the advanced learner is a well-developed discourse competence. The CEFR states that when 
‘learning a foreign language, a learner is likely to start with short turns, usually of single 
sentence length. At higher levels of proficiency, the development of discourse competence …  



 

Table 5: Written assessment criteria grid – levels C1 and C2  

 Overall Range Coherence Accuracy Description Argument 

C2 

Can write clear, highly 
accurate and smoothly 
flowing complex texts in 
an appropriate and 
effective personal style 
conveying finer shades 
of meaning. Can use a 
logical structure which 
helps the reader to find 
significant points. 

Shows great flexibility in 
formulating ideas in differing 
linguistic forms to convey 
finer shades of meaning 
precisely, to give emphasis 
and to eliminate ambiguity. 
Also has a good command 
of idiomatic expressions and 
colloquialisms. 

Can create coherent 
and cohesive texts 
making full and 
appropriate use of a 
variety of 
organizational 
patterns and a wide 
range of connectors 
and other cohesive 
devices. 

Maintains 
consistent and 
highly accurate 
grammatical 
control of even 
the most 
complex 
language forms. 
Errors are rare 
and concern 
rarely used 
forms. 

Can write clear, 
smoothly flowing and 
fully engrossing stories 
and descriptions of 
experience in a style 
appropriate to the genre 
adopted. 

Can produce clear, smoothly 
flowing, complex reports articles 
and essays which present a case 
or give critical appreciation of 
proposals or literary works. Can 
provide an appropriate and 
effective logical structure which 
helps the reader find significant 
points. 

C1 

Can write clear, well-
structured and mostly 
accurate texts of 
complex subjects. Can 
underline the relevant 
salient issues, expand 
and support points of 
view at some length 
with subsidiary points, 
reasons and relevant 
examples, and round off 
with an appropriate 
conclusion. 

Has a good command of a 
broad range of language 
allowing him/her to select a 
formulation to express 
him/herself clearly in an 
appropriate style on a wide 
range of general, academic, 
professional or leisure topics 
without having to restrict 
what he or she wants to say. 
The flexibility in style and 
tone is somewhat limited.  

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

Consistently 
maintains a high 
degree of 
grammatical 
accuracy; 
occasional errors 
in grammar, 
collocations and 
idioms. 

Can write clear, 
detailed, well-structured 
and developed 
descriptions and 
imaginative texts in an 
assured personal, 
natural style appropriate 
to the reader in mind. 

Can write clear, well structured 
expositions of complex subjects, 
underlining the relevant salient 
issues. Can expand and support 
point of view with subsidiary points, 
reasons and relevant examples.  

 
Source: Council of Europe (2003: 82) 
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becomes of increasing importance’ (2001: 123). The CEFR defines competences as ‘the sum 
of knowledge, skills and characteristics that allow a person to perform actions’. In the next 
section we shall look at the notion of discourse competence in more detail. 
 

2.3 Discourse competence 
Discourse competence was first defined by Canale (1983) as ‘mastery of how to combine 
grammatical forms and meanings to achieve a unified spoken or written text in different 
genres’. He adds that ‘unity of a text is achieved through cohesion in form and coherence in 
meaning’ (1983: 9). So far studies that have used the term discourse competence (e.g. Alonso 
Belmonte & McCabe 2004; Celce-Murcia, M., & Olshtain, E. 2001; Ehrlich 1988; Hannay 
2007a; Mauranen 1996), do not provide a clear definition of the term. They either adopt, 
usually implicitly, Canale’s rather broad definition, assume that the reader knows what is 
meant by it, or provide a list of notions that all fall under the umbrella term discourse 
competence. In the literature, discourse competence is mostly described as existing within a 
model of communicative competence (Canale and Swain 1980; Canale 1983; Bachman 1990; 
van Ek and Trim 1991; Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei and Thurell 1995; North 2000; Council of 
Europe 2001; Alonso et al. 2004; Bruce 2010).  

Canale (1983), building on Hymes (1972) and Canale and Swain (1980), divides 
communicative competence into ‘four areas of knowledge and skill: grammatical competence, 
socio-linguistic competence, discourse competence and strategic competence’ (1983: 6). 
Grammatical competence is concerned with mastery of the language code. This includes 
features and rules of the language such as vocabulary, sentence formation, word formation 
and spelling. It is the basis for most L2 language programmes, as it is the knowledge and skill 
a learner needs to produce grammatical sentences in the language. Sociolinguistic competence 
concerns the contextual appropriateness of the discourse both in meaning and in form. 
Discourse competence relates to the coherence and cohesion of a text (see definition above), 
and can be distinguished from grammatical competence and sociolinguistic competence. For 
example, if speaker A asks “What did the rain do?”, then speaker B’s reply “The crops were 
destroyed by the rain”, is both grammatically correct and sociolinguistically appropriate, but it 
is odd from a discourse point of view (Canale 1983: 10). Normal sentence organization in 
English has the topic (shared information) preceding the comment (new information). And 
here the order is reversed. Finally, strategic competence, according to Canale (1983), is the 
component of communicative competence that comes into play when breakdowns in 
communication occur due to (momentary) insufficient competence in one or more areas of 
communicative competence, e.g. using a paraphrase if the appropriate term or grammatical 
construction is (temporarily) unavailable to the speaker. This is typically a strategy that is 
mainly used in spontaneous speech and not in planned writing.  

Canale (1983) concedes that he merely describes the four elements that should 
minimally be included in the concept of communicative competence and that the question of 
how these components interact with each other, or with other factors involved in actual 
communication, remains unresolved. As described in the previous chapter, this challenge has 
been met by Grabe & Kaplan (1996), who adopt Canale’s subdivision, excluding strategic 
competence, in their model of writing as communicative language use and provide a theory of 
how communicative competence interacts with other components of communicative language 
use to produce textual output (see section 2.2). 

Canale’s (1983) model and many subsequent models based on it (see below) describe 
discourse competence as one of four discrete subcompetencies. Celce-Murcia et al. (1995), 
Celce-Murcia & Olshtain (2001) and Alonso et al. (2004) also see discourse competence as 
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being part of communicative competence, but describe it as being the central competency, 
existing in a reciprocal relationship with the other competencies. With regard to the central 
role of discourse competence Celce-Murcia & Olshtain (2001) state that  

 
It is in discourse and through discourse that all of the other competencies are 
realized. And it is in discourse and through discourse that the manifestation of 
the other competencies can best be observed, researched and assessed. (2001: 
16) 

 
They propose this model because they object to the discreteness of the categories and the lack 
of specification of the relationship between the categories in other models of communicative 
competence (e.g. Bachman 1990), and because these other models are more suitable for 
evaluating communicative competence rather than teaching it.  

 
 Figure 3: Integrated model of communicative competence, based on Celce-Murcia et al. (1995)  

 
Celce-Murcia et al.’s (1995) model aims to present a model of communicative 

competence that is tailored more towards teaching than assessment. Figure 3 is a visual 
representation of this model. It consists of five subcompetencies: linguistic, socio-cultural, 
actional, discourse, and strategic. Actional competence refers to the ability to understand 
communicative intent through speech acts. Linguistic, socio-cultural, strategic and discourse 
competence correspond to Canale’s (1983) linguistic, sociolinguistic, strategic and discourse 
competence respectively. The important difference is that their model places discourse 
competence in a central and integral position. Discourse is shaped by ‘lexico-grammatical 
building blocks, the actional organizing skills of communicative intent, and the socio-cultural 
context’ and these three components, in turn, are shaped by the discourse (1995: 9). Strategic 
competence encompasses the other skills, because it allows a strategically competent speaker 
to negotiate messages and resolve problems to compensate for deficiencies in any of the 
underlying competencies.  

Surprisingly, this pedagogically motivated integrated model of communicative 
competence has so far not been widely accepted. Closer examination of the CEFR and its 
Manual will reveal, however, that an integrated model represents linguistic reality better that 

actional 
competence 

 

discourse 
competence 

 

socio-cultural 
competence 

 

strategic 
competence 

 

linguistic 
competence 
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those models that describe communicative competence as consisting of discrete 
subcompetences. The notion of discourse competence being at the centre of communicative 
competence with the other competencies as building blocks makes sense from a pedagogical 
point of view. After all, a learner needs to know how to write grammatically correct sentences 
before he can order them into coherent stretches of language. 

For the purpose of this study, I would also propose an alternative visual representation 
of an integrated model of communicative competence to highlight the focus of this study, 
namely linguistic competence and discourse competence and the relationship between them. 
Figure 4 emphasizes the central role of not just discourse competence, as is the case in Celce-
Murcia et al.’s (1995) model (Figure 3), but also that of linguistic competence. Acquiring 
discourse competence is the central aim, but acquiring linguistic competence is, I would 
propose, the central starting point. A learner’s linguistic competence influences directly the 
level of discourse competence. In addition, by influencing, for instance, the sociolinguistic 
competence, the level of linguistic competence also indirectly influences discourse 
competence. To give an example, a learner can improve his or her discourse competence 
directly by acquiring the grammatical competence (which is a subcomponent of linguistic 
competence) to use clause combining. Indirectly, a learner can improve his or her level of 
discourse competence by acquiring the lexico-syntactical means to use the appropriate register 
(which is a part of sociolinguistic competence), thereby making his or her discourse more 
effective through a raised level of sociolinguistic competence. Conversely, a limited lexico-
syntactic repertoire to distinguish different degrees of formality can adversely affect the 
effectiveness of a text, as for instance Hoogesteeger (1998) and Hasselgård (2009) show, 
more on which below. Finally, actional competence was put between brackets, because the 
current study focuses on written production and actional competence comes into play in the 
context of oral language and, to a lesser degree, written interaction. See Celce-Murcia et al. 
(1995) for a more detailed discussion. 
 

  
Linguistic Competence 

Strategic Competence 

   
 
 

 
Sociolinguistic Competence 

 
Discourse Competence (Actional Competence) 

Figure 4: The focus of the current study within an integrated approach to communicative competence 

 
 An integrated approach to communicative competence seems sound in both 

pedagogical and research contexts. Nonetheless, most current and influential models adopt an 
approach in which communicative competence is presented as consisting of discrete 
components, probably because they were devised with language assessment in mind. 

North’s (2000) model of communicative competence, for instance, is based on ‘what 
might be considered the three leading theoretical models’ (2000: 63), Canale’s (1983), van 
Ek’s (van Ek and Trim 1991), and Bachman’s (1990), which all treat the subcompetencies of 
communicative competence as separate entities. North’s model, in turn, was the basis for the 
model of communicative competence adopted in the CEFR. Table 6 provides a schematic 
summary of these models. The lay-out and content of the table shows that there are some 
important differences (for a treatment of some of these differences see North 2000) between 
the various models, as well as a considerable degree of agreement. Although both the 
terminology and the subdivision differ from model to model, all five at least ‘agree on’ lexical  



 

Table 6: Models of communicative competence with discrete subcompetencies 

Canale Van Ek & Trim Bachman North CEFR 
Grammatical competence: 
lexical items, rules of word 
formation, sentence formation, 
literal meaning, pronunciation 
and spelling 

Linguistic competence 
1. language functions 
2. general notions 
3. specific notions 
4. grammar and intonation 
5. vocabulary and idiom 

A. Language knowledge 
- illocutionary competence 
- grammatical competence 
(lexis, morphology, syntax) 

Linguistic competence 
- range 
- accuracy 
- pronunciation 

Linguistic competence 
- lexical 
- grammatical 
- semantic 
- phonological 
- orthographic 
- orthoepic 

Socio-linguistic competence 
(appropriateness of meanings 
and forms) 

6. Sociolinguistic competence - Sociolinguistic Competence Socio-cultural competence 
- style 
- directness 
- appropriateness 

Socio-linguistic competence 
- linguistic markers of social 

relations 
- politeness conventions 
- expression of folk wisdom 
- register differences 
- dialects and accents 

Discourse competence 
(cohesion and coherence) 

7. Discourse competence - Textual competence Pragmatic competence 
- fluency  
- flexibility, 
- precision 
- coherence 
- thematic development 

Pragmatic competence 
- discourse competence 
- functional competence 
- design competence 

Strategic competence (repairs/ 
enhances the rhetoric effect of 
utterances) 

8. Compensatory competence B. Strategic competence 
(assessment, planning, 
execution) 

Strategic competence 
(planning, execution, 
evaluation and repair) 

 

 9. Socio-cultural competence    
  C. Psycho physiological 

mechanisms (mode: reception, 
production; channel: oral/aural, 
visual) 

  

 
Sources: Bachman (1990); Canale (1983: 6-11); Council of Europe (2001: 108-130); North (2000: 64); van Ek and Trim (1991).
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competence, sociolinguistic competence and discourse competence. All models also include 
strategic competence, except the CEFR model, which acknowledges this by stating that it is 
the narrow sense of communicative competence that consists of the three components, i.e. 
linguistic, sociolinguistic and pragmatic competences (Council of Europe 2001: 108). 

Unlike the other models of communicative competence, the CEFR model treats 
discourse competence as a subcomponent of pragmatic competence. The other two 
subcomponents of pragmatic competence in the CEFR, functional competence (‘knowledge of 
the principles according to which messages are used to perform communicative functions’) 
and design competence (‘knowledge of the principles according to which messages are 
sequenced according to interactional and transactional schemata’) (Council of Europe 2001: 
123) are closely related to Celce-Murcia et al.’s (1995: 22)) actional competence as discussed 
with regards to Figure 3 above. They are concerned with interactional components, such as 
interpersonal exchanges, asking and reporting on information, expressing opinions and 
feelings dealing with problems. As they pertain for the most part to spoken interaction and to 
a lesser degree to written interaction, as opposed to written production (Council of Europe 
2001: 125-128) they will not be treated any further here. 

Discourse competence is defined in the CEFR as ‘the ability of a user/learner to 
arrange sentences in sequence so as to produce coherent stretches of language. It includes 
knowledge of and ability to control the ordering of sentences in terms of:’13 
• topic/focus; 
• given/new; 
• ‘natural’ sequencing:  
e.g. temporal:  

He fell over and I hit him, as against I hit him and he fell over. 
e.g. cause/effect (invertible)  

prices are rising – people want higher wages. 
• ability to structure and manage discourse in terms of: 

- thematic organisation; 
- coherence and cohesion; 
- logical ordering; 
- style and register; 
- rhetorical effectiveness; 
- Grice’s (1975) cooperative principle (the maxims of quality, quantity, relevance and 

manner) 
• text design: knowledge of the organization and conventions of different text-types  
e.g. how written texts (essays, formal letters, etc.) are laid out, signposted and sequenced. 
(COE 2001: 123) 
 
Alonso et al. (2004) observe that although ‘the CEF model presents the general competencies 
in a discrete way, the different competencies do indeed interact for the production of effective 
discourse’. A case in point here is the inclusion of register in both the description of discourse 
competence (see above) and sociolinguistic competence (see Table 6). It is also clear that to 
control the ordering of sentences in order to manage discourse in any of the areas mentioned 
above, a learner needs to have a wide lexico-semantic repertoire to be able to achieve that. In 
its chapter on language learning and teaching the CEFR also states that ‘The sentence is 
generally regarded as the domain of grammatical description. However some intersentential 
relations ... may be treated as part of linguistic, rather than pragmatic competence’ (COE 
2001: 152). It is also clear from the written assessment criteria grid from the Manual (COE 
                                                
13 The following elements are literally from the CEFR (p 123), however, the idiosyncratic hierarchical structure 
of the original has been modified for the sake of clarity; inevitably, some interpretation was involved. 
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2003: 82), see Table 5, that, at the highest levels at least, there is a great degree of interaction 
between linguistic competences, sociolinguistic competence, and discourse competence, 
which according to the CEFR are all part of Communicative Competence. This reciprocal 
relationship between linguistic, sociolinguistic and discourse competence seems to be very 
close to Celce-Muria et al.’s (1995) integrated model of discourse competence discussed 
earlier. Let us look at these three competences as described in the CEFR (see Table 6) in turn. 

Linguistic competence includes grammatical, lexical, semantic and orthographic 
competence. The CEFR defines grammatical competence as ‘the ability to understand and 
express meaning by producing and recognizing well-formed phrases and sentences,’ (COE 
2001: 113). It stands to reason that, in order to produce a ‘highly accurate and smoothly 
flowing text’, a well-developed grammatical competence is essential: without the ability to 
produce meaningful sentences it becomes impossible to produce a coherent text. Other 
linguistic competences also interact with discourse competence when an effective text is 
produced, such as lexical competence, semantic competence and orthographic competence. A 
particular aspect of lexical competence is needed to employ the right conjunctions and other 
linking words, when writing a cohesive text. Semantic competence comes into play when 
reference and lexical cohesion are employed to structure a text. Finally, orthographic 
competence, which includes the ability to accurately use punctuation marks (COE 2001: 117), 
also plays a part in the writing of ‘smoothly flowing texts’, as using correct punctuation helps 
the writer to signal attention and helps the reader to determine the status of the information 
within a sentence, e.g. is the information backgrounded, or should the information be 
interpreted as restrictive, or non-restrictive? 

Next, the CEFR defines socio-linguistic competence as a subcompetence of 
communicative competence. Apart from the linguistic code, a learner –arguably– also needs 
to have mastered some aspects of the sociolinguistic code, in order to produce effective 
discourse. Hoogesteger’s small-scale study (1998), for instance, which compares 
argumentative essays written by NS and advanced Dutch learners of English, shows that the 
latter have a lower degree of formality and informativeness, which reduce acceptability and 
effectiveness of the texts (see also de Haan 1999, 2007). Hinkel (2001, 2002, 2003, and 2005) 
also attributes L2 writers’ lack of discourse effectiveness to an underdeveloped syntactic and 
lexical repertoire and concludes that ‘instruction for university bound L2 students needs to 
concentrate on expanding their syntactic and lexical repertoire’, as mere exposure to academic 
reading may not be sufficient to attain advanced academic proficiency (2003: 297). Indeed, 
the CEFR scale for general linguistic range further shows that in order to achieve 
‘smoothness’ in writing it is important for learners at the C1 and C2 levels to be able to 
‘exploit a comprehensive and reliable mastery of a very wide range of language to formulate 
thoughts precisely, give emphasis, differentiate and eliminate ambiguity’ (COE 2001: 110 - 
my emphasis).  

The CEFR offers four illustrative scales for discourse competence, two of which, 
Flexibility and Turntaking (2001: 124), are restricted to speaking. The other two aspects of 
discourse competence for which subsequent illustrative scales have been developed in the 
CEFR are thematic development and coherence and cohesion. Both also seem to have been 
primarily designed for speech, but they can be applied to written text. They have been 
reprinted below for levels C1 and C2:  
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THEMATIC DEVELOPMENT14 
C2 As C1 
C1 
Can give elaborate descriptions and narratives, integrating sub-themes, developing particular points 
and rounding off with an appropriate conclusion. 
 
COHERENCE AND COHESION 
C2 Can create coherent and cohesive text making full and appropriate use of a variety of organizational 
patterns and a wide range of cohesive devices. 
C1 Can produce clear, smoothly flowing, well-structured speech, showing controlled use of organizational 
patterns, connectors and cohesive devices. 

(Council of Europe 2001: 125) 
 
A text is a semantic unit and defined not just by form, but also in terms of its semantic 
coherence (Halliday & Hasan 1976; Downing 2001). However, the thematic organization of a 
text is closely connected to discourse coherence or text connectivity. Thematic development in 
the CEFR refers to how the learner is able to tell a story (the words ‘narrative’ or ‘story’ are 
included in all the ‘can-do’ statements for the different levels), i.e. the discourse structure. 
Although it seems to work on a more global level, i.e. the text as a whole, it is also related to 
the ordering of sentences according to principles such as given/new. In order to be able to tell 
a story, as it were, the learner must for instance be able to order his final sentence of a 
paragraph, or section of the text in such a way that it makes sense in the context of what 
follows. Thematic ordering is therefore an important factor in textual coherence. 

Daneš (1974) in his seminal paper proposes that text connexity is represented among 
other things by thematic progression (TP). By thematic progression he means ‘the choice and 
ordering of utterance theme, their mutual concatenation and hierarchy, as well as their 
relationship to hyperthemes of the superior text units (such as paragraph, chapter, ...), to the 
whole text, and to the situation. Thematic progression might be viewed as the skeleton of the 
plot’ (1974: 114).15 Important in this context are the words choice and ordering. Writers are 
constantly making choices about the points of departure for their sentences. This requires the 
ordering of constituents in such a way that information is logically organized and that 
thematic connexity is maximized. A smoothly flowing text is not just achieved by semantic 
unity, but also by optimizing thematic connexity. The theme of a clause should be chosen by 
the writer in such a way that it contributes to the development of a text and its unity. In order 
to be able to do that a learner must be able to employ all devices available in the target 
language to reorder sentences in such a way that thematic development is ensured, not just at 
a macro level, i.e. the ordering of the text, but also at a micro level, i.e. the ordering of 
individual sentences. Francis (1989), Hannay & Mackenzie (1990) and Aronsson (2003), 
among others, find that learners have difficulty with this distribution of information, resulting 
in texts that at best are ‘choppy prose’ (Hannay & Mackenzie 1990: 229), or at worst appear 
‘disconnected and disjointed because there is no clear information structure’ (Francis 1989: 
220). For example, one of the things that can go wrong, as Francis (1989:220) points out, is 
the occurrence of unintended emphasis. She suggests that ‘an incomplete understanding of the 
meanings of both theme and focus of new information leads to unintended emphases, making 
it difficult for the teacher/reader to understand the points being made (1989:220). Mauranen 

                                                
14 Note that in the CEFR’s definition of discourse competence (see p 53) this was called thematic ordering. 
15 Daneš (1974) distinguishes three main types of thematic progression, linear progression (type 1), in which 
every rheme becomes the theme of the next utterance/sentence, continuous progression (type 2), in which the 
theme of the following sentence is the same in the previous one, and type 3 TP in which the themes are derived 
from one hypertheme (1974: 118-120).  



50 

(1993), studying Finnish speakers’ written English and written Finnish, also noted the L2 
writers’ difficulty in handling thematic progression, which she ascribes to the burden of an 
extra processing load that writing in a foreign language entails. This seems to be, most 
recently, corroborated by van Weijen (2009).  

Finally, the descriptors for coherence and cohesion also seem to be the directly 
relevant here as they seem to be, together with thematic development, the most determining 
factor in the descriptors for the C1 and C2 descriptors for overall written production; reprinted 
here for the sake of convenience: 
 
OVERALL WRITTEN PRODUCTION 
C2 Can write clear, smoothly flowing, complex texts in an appropriate and effective style and a logical structure 
which helps the reader to find significant points. 
C1 Can write clear, well-structured texts of complex subjects, underlining the relevant salient issues, expanding 
and supporting points of view at some length with subsidiary points, reasons and relevant examples, and 
rounding off with a relevant conclusion.  
 
In order to arrive at a definition of discourse competence for this study, we have to combine 
the CEFR’s definition with the elements from the cohesion and coherence sub-scale and the 
defining ones from the written production descriptors for C1 and C2, i.e. smoothly flowing, 
well structured, logical structure and underlining salient issues/ significant points and in an 
appropriate and effective style. Also incorporated are the descriptors of the written assessment 
criteria grid from the Manual (see Table 5). Discourse competence, in relation to advanced 
writing skills as described by the CEFR and for the purpose of this study, will then be defined 
as such: 
 

Discourse competence is knowledge of and the skill to use the lexico-syntactic 
means available in a language to produce a smoothly flowing, cohesive and 
coherent text in a given genre by logically structuring sentences and the use of 
appropriate cohesive devices. 

 
To clarify this definition let us break it down into its five separate elements: 
1) Discourse competence is knowledge of and the skill to use… 
The CEFR defines competences as ‘the sum of knowledge, skills and characteristics that 
allow a person to perform actions’ and ‘communicative language competences’ as ‘those 
which empower a person to act using specifically linguistic means’ (COE 2001: 9). Here we 
will use the same definition of competences as the CEFR. This cuts across the traditional 
Chomskyan competence/performance dichotomy by purposefully including not just ‘the 
knowledge of’, but also ‘skill’ in the definition. 
2) …the lexico-syntactic means available in a language…  
At an advanced level the range of what a learner can do linguistically becomes increasingly 
important. Advanced linguistic competence becomes increasingly important (see Figure 4). 
3) …to produce a smoothly flowing, cohesive and coherent text… 
This is ultimately the aim when writing at an advanced level, as is illustrated by the CEFR C1 
and C2 descriptors (see Table 3 on page 40). A smoothly flowing, cohesive and coherent text 
is a text that works effectively in that it communicates its content to the reader logically and in 
such a way that any information that is salient is perceived as such, and backgrounded 
information is perceived as less prominent. The form of the text does not in any way detract 
from the message or does not draw attention to itself in a negative way. Rather, it supports the 
message of the discourse. Text ‘flow’ is also a function of thematic progression. 
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4) …in a given genre… 
Genres have linguistic features as well as text design elements. The notion of genre is 
included, as it is also included in both the descriptors of writing at C2 ‘in an appropriate and 
effective style’ (see Table 3), the written assessment grid of the Manual ‘in a style appropriate 
to the genre adopted’ (see Table 5) and in the bulleted list that is part of the CEFR’s definition 
of discourse competence, i.e. text design ‘knowledge of the organization and conventions of 
different text-types’ (see p. 47). In the current study the given genre is that of academic 
writing. 
5) …by logically structuring sentences and the use of appropriate cohesive devices. 
This final part of the definition pertains to how all the previous should be achieved. This is 
where information structuring/thematic progression, connectives and cohesive devices come 
together. 

Halliday (2004: 579 ff) postulates that the features which combine to make up the 
textual resources of the lexicogrammar of English that create texture are (a) structural: 
thematic structure (theme and rheme), information structure (given and new); and (b) 
cohesive: conjunction, reference, ellipsis, lexical cohesion. At the same time, these operate 
along a different dimension, namely that of their textual functions: (1) textual transitions 
between messages and (2) textual statuses of elements of these messages. The following table, 
adapted from Halliday (2004: 579), shows how these two dimensions of lexicogrammatical 
resources for the creation of texture intersect:  
 
Table 7: Textual resources 

 structural cohesive 
textual transitions (1) clause combining  logical conjunction, lexical cohesion 
textual statuses (2) Theme: theme-rheme 

Information: given-new 
reference; lexical cohesion; ellipsis 

 
Covering all four quadrants in Table 7 and operationalizing parts 3 and 5 of the 

definition of discourse competence, i.e. ‘to produce a smoothly flowing, cohesive and 
coherent text ... by logically structuring sentences and the use of appropriate cohesive 
devices’, I propose that advanced learner writers should have a good command of the 
following three broad categories of lexico-grammatical discourse devices: 
 

A. Attention getting / focusing devices (e.g. clefts: It is in this group that we find the 
most significant increase). 

B. Backgrounding / clause combining devices (e.g. adverbial –ing clause: Having 
established the direction of the line, we now find some point on the line) 

C. Cohesive devices / lexical cohesion markers (e.g. linking adverbials: Firstly, they 
can be seen as a reminder of a tragedy like the Columbine shooting) 

 
In Table 7, in the row regarding textual transitions, we find clause combining, 

conjunction and lexical cohesion. By making successful choices when combining clauses into 
sentences which contain main and subordinate clauses the writer can determine exactly which 
information is going to be foregrounded and backgrounded and what the logical relation there 
exists between the clauses within the sentence. Conjunction works in similar ways across 
sentence boundaries or even longer stretches of text, such as paragraphs, as it provides the 
resources for marking logico-syntactic relationships between these stretches of text (Halliday 
2004: 538-539). Lexical cohesion was added in this quadrant, as some adverbial connectors 
rely for their cohesive function on the insertion of a lexical element that ties it to the 
preceding discourse. 
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Theme, Information, reference and ellipsis are all concerned with textual statuses. 
These textual statuses are independently variable and writers constantly make choices 
regarding those combinations. For instance, the unmarked order within a clause is for the 
theme to be given and new information to fall within the rheme (Quirk et al. 1360 ff; Halliday 
2004: 590). There is also a relation between new information and focus. The principle of end-
focus (Quirk et al. 1985: 1363-1370) predicts that new information can be found at the end of 
the clause where it receives focus. Deviating from this order results in a marked word order, 
which draws attention to itself and thereby places that information into focus. In order to 
ensure that the text is smoothly flowing, an advanced writer must be able to employ these 
attention getting/focusing devices. A combination of reference and lexical cohesion was also 
annotated in the form of so-called advance and retrospective labels, nouns which summarize 
stretches of discourse and/or indicate the status thereof; see 3.4.8 below. They are a powerful 
tool for the writer to indicate to the reader the status of preceding or subsequent discourse. 
Ellipsis, finally, was not annotated, as it was deemed impossible to annotate something that 
was elided.  

Successfully exploiting focusing, backgrounding and clause combining devices 
(categories A and B) may result in a smoothly flowing text and may help the reader to 
distinguish between more or less important information. Cohesive devices (category C) such 
as connectives and lexical cohesion markers help order the text and make explicit the logico-
semantic relations that exist between stretches of text. The successful arrangement of these 
together with categories A and B may result in smoothness, cohesion and logical structuring. 
Of course, these three categories need to be further defined, specified and subdivided; this 
will be done in the next chapter. For now, A, B, and C will serve as the starting point for the 
investigation of L2 writers’ discourse competence. 

This study will compare the use of these lexico-grammatical discourse devices by 
advanced (C1/C2) Dutch learners of English with that of professional native speaker writers 
of English, in an attempt to establish the extent to which the texts written by advanced NNS 
writers of English differ from those written by NS writers with regard to discourse 
competence. The outcome might provide a first step towards explaining why some L2 texts 
which are (virtually) error-free are nonetheless perceived as suffering from a lack of 
sophistication, smoothness and/or effectiveness. More importantly, using the information 
obtained from the analysis by investigating underuse and overuse of these devices will 
determine the extent to which advanced learners use these devices at various stages of their 
study, successfully or otherwise. This, in turn, will help determine what modifications might 
need to be made to language curricula in order to steer the development of discourse 
competence towards the proficiency level. By taking into account different categories of 
lexico-grammatical discourse devices, rather that just focusing on one of them, such as 
connectives, as many other studies have done so far,16 I aim to provide a more comprehensive 
analysis of the discourse competence of Dutch advanced learner writers of English. 
 

2.4 Summary  
Having established the importance of the Common European Framework of Reference in 
foreign language teaching in Europe, it was also concluded that there are many aspects of the 
CEFR that could be improved or supplemented. Most importantly, in the light of the current 
study, there is a need for language-specific material and there is a need to empirically test the 
implications of the CEFR using corpus research.  

                                                
16 A notable exception is Hinkel (2002) which is not specifically concerned with discourse competence, but does 
include a great number of linguistic features of academic texts.  
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This chapter then provided an overview of the global descriptors and salient 
characteristics of the 6 common reference levels, which are the CEFR’s best known feature. 
The common reference levels range from A1 (lowest), to C2 (highest).  

Studies conducted by CITO have shown that Dutch learners leaving pre-university 
education are expected to have a B2 proficiency in all skills, including writing. University 
students studying English full time can therefore be expected to proceed to levels C1 and C2. 
Unfortunately, neither writing nor the C1/2 levels seem to be the strongest features of the 
CEFR’s description. However, based on the descriptors of overall written production and the 
written assessment grid it was possible to distil the salient characteristics that separate the 
C1/2 levels of writing from the lower levels. It was also concluded that it is justified for the 
purpose of this study to conflate the two levels of advanced learner writing.  

It was observed that whereas lower levels of writing concentrate on shorter stretches 
of language, usually of single sentence length, being able to write at C1/2 level means having 
a well-developed discourse competence. After reviewing different definitions and 
subcategorizations of communicative competence in general and discourse competence in 
particular, discourse competence was defined as ‘the knowledge of and the skill to use the 
lexico-syntactic means available in a language to produce a smoothly flowing, cohesive and 
coherent text in a given genre by logically structuring sentences and the use of appropriate 
cohesive devices’. This definition underscores the importance of linguistic competence as a 
basis for discourse competence.  

In order to investigate the extent to which a text exhibits characteristics of advanced 
discourse competence it is important to operationalize the notion. In order to produce a 
smoothly flowing and coherent text a learner must have a good command of the following 
three broad categories of lexico-grammatical discourse devices: attention getting/focusing 
devices (A), backgrounding/ clause combining devices (B), and cohesive devices (C). All 
three categories will be investigated. Section 4.4 in the next chapter will deal with the 
explanation and choice of different subcategories in more detail. 
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Chapter 3 Method 

3.1 Introduction 
This chapter deals with the methodology of the current research in three parts. First, some 
theoretical and practical considerations regarding the design of the corpora used in the study 
and their annotation are discussed (3.2). Then, the corpora and their respective subcorpora are 
introduced in detail. The methodology of compiling both the learner and native speaker 
corpus is discussed, as well as the issues concerning the comparability of the two corpora 
under analysis and the tools that were used in the compilation, annotation and analysis of the 
corpora (3.3). The greater part of this chapter (3.4) will provide a detailed taxonomy of the 
four categories, and their subcategories, of lexico-grammatical discourse devices that were 
selected and annotated for the current study. The annotation scheme is provided together with 
examples from the corpora under investigation. 

3.2 Some notes on corpus design and annotation  
Although it has a much longer history (McEnery et al. 2006: 3-4; Tognini-Bognelli 2001: 50), 
corpus linguistics as we know it today emerged in the 1960s as both a reaction to the general 
practice of relying solely on native speakers’ intuition for linguistic research and the desire to 
use more authentic language data (Aarts 2002: 118). Advances in computer technology and 
the widespread availability of computers have resulted in corpus linguistics becoming part of 
the mainstream of linguistics since the 1990s. The most recent important development in 
corpus linguistics is the emergence of computer learner corpora (CLC), as described in 
section 1.3. Modern corpus linguistics has been the subject of many books in the last decade 
or so (Kennedy 1998; Tony McEnery & Wilson 1996; T. McEnery, Xiao, & Tono 2006; 
Meyer 2002). This section seeks to highlight those issues that are of particular relevance to 
the methodological aspects of the current study. I will do so on the basis of two recent 
definitions of corpus. 

Many different definitions of corpus in the context of linguistics have been proposed 
in the literature. Tognini-Bonelli (2001: 52-53) offers a list of definitions from the early 
1990s, when it became increasingly necessary to define what a corpus was and how it differed 
from other collection of texts. Nowadays, there is a growing consensus about what a corpus 
is, but there still is by no means one unified definition. Let us look at two more recent 
definitions, which do show a great degree of overlap. After listing ‘the things that a corpus 
might be confused with’ (2004: 15), e.g. the World Wide Web, an archive, a collection of 
citations, Sinclair (2004) defines it thus: 
 

A corpus is a collection of pieces of language text in electronic form, selected 
according to external criteria to represent, as far as possible, a language or 
language variety, as a source of data for linguistic research. (2004: 16) 

 
More recently, McEnery et al. (2006) have offered the following definition: 
 

A corpus is a collection of (1) machine-readable (2) authentic texts (including 
transcripts of spoken data) which is (3) sampled to be (4) representative of a 
particular language or language variety. (2006: 5 – their emphasis) 

 
Although it is not included in their definition, McEnery et al. (2006) agree with 

Sinclair (2004) and Biber (1993: 256) that texts that are included in a corpus should be 
selected using external criteria, i.e. not on the basis of internal linguistic features, such as 
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grammatical features or distribution of words, as this would be ‘problematic’ and ‘circular’ 
(2006: 5 and 14). A corpus is typically designed to study the distribution of linguistic features. 
If the texts for a corpus are selected on the basis of predetermined linguistic features, there is 
no relevance in ‘discovering’ them in the analysis. It is therefore essential to select texts based 
on external criteria. The texts in both the learner and native speaker corpora used in this study 
were also selected solely on the basis of external criteria. 

The first part of both Sinclair’s (2004) and McEnery et al.’s (2006) definitions is very 
similar and generally uncontroversial. Both agree that a corpus is a collection of texts that can 
be read by a computer. In order to be read by a computer, they need to be stored 
electronically. This does not mean they also have to be annotated, however. The first version 
of ICLE (Granger et al. 2002b), for instance, consists entirely of raw text with no annotation 
whatsoever. Whether the electronic texts should include the added value of annotation is still 
a matter of debate (see Chapter 1). Of course, the current study could not have been carried 
out without adding annotation to the raw texts.  

Both Leech (1993: 275) and Sinclair (2004: 5) argue that if annotation is added to a 
corpus, it should be done in such a way that it is always ‘easy to dispense with annotations, 
and revert to the raw corpus’. In other words, the raw corpus should always be recoverable 
(first ‘maxim’ of corpus annotation – Leech 1993: 275). Correspondingly, the annotation 
should be extractable from the corpus and stored separately. The corpora used in the current 
study were annotated in such a way that both these requirements are met. This was done using 
the XML markup – more on which in section 3.3 below. 

In the next part of McEnery et al.’s (2006) definition we find ‘(3) sampled to be (4) 
representative of a particular language or language variety’, corresponding with Sinclair’s 
(2004) ‘selected according to external criteria to represent, as far as possible, a language or 
language variety’. McEnery et al. (2006: 5) acknowledge that although there is general 
agreement among scholars on the first two elements of their definition, there is less consensus 
on both the notion of what sampling techniques should be used to compile a corpus and what 
constitutes representativeness in this context.  

The terms selection and sampling imply that there is a design behind the collection of 
texts. A sample is assumed to be representative of a larger population and whatever is found 
in the sample is likely –with some statistical provisos– to be true of the general population. 
One of the most controversial decisions regarding sampling is that of sample size. In the early 
days of corpus linguistics it was customary to use uniform samples of 1,000 or 2,000 words 
each. The Brown and LOB corpora in the early 1960s, for instance, consisted of 500 samples 
of 2,000 words each. This policy of using uniform samples is still popular, out of tradition or 
for comparative purposes; the International Corpus of English (ICE), for instance also uses 
2,000 word sample texts. Biber (1993), in his article on representativeness in corpus design, 
addresses the issue of ideal sample size and concludes that in corpus design ‘the parameters of 
a fully representative corpus cannot be determined at the outset’ (1993: 256). Sample size is 
dependent on a number of factors. If the investigation focuses on common linguistic features, 
then relatively short text segments will suffice, as their distribution is quite stable within texts; 
rare linguistic features require longer texts for reliable representation, as they show more 
distributional variation (Biber 1993: 252). He also proposes that further investigation is 
needed on the distributions of these less stable features and the distribution of other kinds of 
features, such as discourse and information packaging, in order to determine the text length 
required for stability.  

 Modern corpora, such as the Bank of English, increasingly use whole texts instead of 
equally-sized samples of texts. This is not just done because of technological advances, i.e. 
increased storage and processing potential, but also for theoretical reasons. Studies such as 
Swales (1990 and 2002) show that many lexico-grammatical features are not distributed 
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evenly throughout a text. Biber (1994: 249) also states that ‘the characteristics of a text can 
vary dramatically internally’, using as an example the different patterns of language use in 
different sections of experimental research articles, for example Introduction, Methods, 
Results and Discussion. It is for these reasons that Sinclair (2004: 6) strongly advocates the 
use of entire documents when selecting texts for a corpus, as ‘there is no virtue from a 
linguistic point of view in selecting samples all of the same size … the integrity and 
representativeness of complete artefacts is far more important than the difficulty of 
reconciling texts of different dimensions’.  

These considerations were instrumental in the choice to use entire texts for the corpora 
that were compiled for the current study. However, the use of entire texts is not without its 
problems. For instance, if one text is significantly longer than the others, it may exert an 
undue influence on queries made from that corpus. This can also happen if too few texts are 
included. In the current study the problem of unequal text length was easily solved. The size 
of the texts in the learner corpus was determined by department requirements, which ensured 
virtually equal text length. For the native speaker corpus using a maximum text length as an 
external criterion for text selection also meant that there were no texts that were 
disproportionately long.  

As to the number of texts, Biber (1990) found that for many grammatical features the 
LOB Corpus categories were well represented by ten texts. The corpora used for this study, 
the learner corpus and the native speaker corpus, consist of 77 and 22 texts respectively. The 
texts were selected on the basis of external criteria only, i.e. without taking any linguistic 
features of the texts into account. I will go into the specifics of the text selection for these 
corpora in sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 below.  

The questions of sample size and number of texts to be included in a corpus are 
closely linked to the issue of representativeness. Sinclair’s (2004) definition of corpus (see 
above) includes an important qualification: a corpus should represent ‘as far as possible a 
language or language variety’ (my emphasis). It is always difficult to determine how 
representative a corpus is. Much depends on what the corpus is meant to represent. A general 
corpus such as the BNC is intended to represent modern British English as a whole and 
should therefore include as many different text-types from as many different genres as 
possible. Specialized corpora, such as the ones compiled for this study, on the other hand, are 
often already genre specific. Of course, even then, the corpus should be well balanced and 
represent the language variety as well as possible by including a representative variety of texts 
from that genre. Sinclair (2004: 7) formulates the following steps towards achieving as 
representative a corpus as possible: decide on the structural criteria that you will use to build 
the corpus, and apply then to create a framework for the principal corpus components; for 
each component draw up a comprehensive inventory of text-types that are found there, using 
external criteria only; put the text-types in a priority order, taking into account all the factors 
that you think might increase or decrease the importance of a text; estimate a target size for 
each text-type, relating together (i) the overall target size for the component (ii) the number of 
text-types (iii) the importance of each (iv) the practicality of gathering quantities of it; as the 
corpus takes shape, maintain comparison between the actual dimensions of the material and 
the original plan; (most important of all) document these steps so that users can have a 
reference point if they get unexpected results, and that improvements can be made on the 
basis of experience. 

These steps have also been taken in the compiling of the native speaker corpus for the 
current study (see section 3.3.2 below). The selection of texts for the learner corpus was much 
more opportunistic in nature: first year students write argumentative essays and third year 
students write dissertations, so those were the texts available. It does not mean that the 
compilation of the learner corpus was done in a haphazard way; some of the steps were 
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already pre-programmed, as it were. Of course, the final inclusion of the texts in the corpus 
was done according to clear design criteria, as set out in 3.3.1. Sinclair’s (2004) inclusion of 
the words ‘as far as possible’ is important, because, ultimately, there are always restricting 
factors, such as availability of texts, available time (in this study, for instance all annotation 
had to be done manually, which is extremely time consuming), copyright issues, and so on, 
which force the corpus compiler to strike a balance between opportunistic and systematic 
sampling. 

3.3 The corpora 
The corpora used in the current study were designed, compiled and manually annotated 
especially for the purpose of this study. Although this type of ‘problem-oriented tagging’ (de 
Haan 1984) is much more time consuming than using existing annotated corpora, it was 
necessary for several important reasons.  

The necessity for manual annotation was twofold. First, there is no existing corpus that 
is annotated for all the text features that are under investigation here. Also, there is, to my 
knowledge, no software yet that can automatically annotate text in the way that was necessary 
for the current study; more on the annotation of the corpora in section 3.4. Even if such 
annotation software did exist, there would still have been a need to compile a corpus 
specifically for this study. 

For the learner corpus, in order to facilitate a semi-longitudinal study, both first-year 
and third-year texts needed to be included. It was not possible to use, for instance, ICLE 
because, although the ICLE-CD includes many search criteria according to which a user can 
compile sub-corpora, it is not possible to determine which year of university a student was in 
when s/he wrote the text or select texts according to the year in which the students wrote 
them. Granger et al. (2002: 14) merely states that ‘all the ICLE subjects were university 
undergraduates in English (usually in their third or fourth year17)’. 

As for the native speaker corpus, it was equally impossible to find an existing corpus 
that was as specific in its design as was needed for this study. Krishnamurthy & Kosem 
(2007) report that there are several issues with using existing EAP corpora for research. First, 
most of them are simply not available, as they have been compiled by individual researchers, 
rather than institutions, and not been made available to the public. It should be stressed that 
this is in most, if not all, cases not due to the unwillingness of those researchers, but due to 
copyright issues, in the case of corpora that consist of published writing. The second problem 
is the issue of classification. Corpus developers tend to use as few top-level categories as 
possible. The Academic Corpus (Coxhead 2000), which was used for the Academic Wordlist, 
AWL, (Coxhead 2004) only distinguishes four broad categories, i.e. Arts, Commerce, Law, 
and Science. For the current study a corpus of specifically literary and linguistic research 
journal articles were needed and for that this kind of classification is too broad. Also, 
developers of specialized academic corpora often only have a small portion of their corpus 
devoted to literature and/or linguistics. The academic sub-corpus of the Longman Spoken and 
Written English Corpus (LSWE Corpus), for instance, only includes five book extracts from 
the linguistics/literature discipline and a mere two linguistics research articles.  

As the learners under investigation are all university students of English language and 
literature it was deemed necessary to compile as a control corpus a corpus of articles strictly 
from literature and linguistics journals. I will go into the question of comparability between 
the learner and native speaker corpora in section 3.3.3 below. 
                                                
17 However, Herriman and Boström Aronsson (2009:102) indicate that the essays in SWICLE, the Swedish 
component of ICLE, were written by second year students and Hasselgård (2009: 122) notes that the essays in 
NICLE, the Norwegian component of ICLE were written by “Norwegian university students, most of them in 
their first year.” 
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3.3.1 The learner corpus  
The VU Learner Corpus of AdvaNced writing (henceforth VULCAN) was especially compiled 
for the current study and contains approximately 156,000 words of text (see Table 8). It 
consists of texts written by Dutch students of English from the VU University in Amsterdam 
whose first language is Dutch. VULCAN consists of two subcorpora: VULCAN_1, which 
consists of 69 first year argumentative essays of approximately 1,000 words each, and 
VULCAN_3, which consists of 8 entire BA dissertations of approximately 10,000 words each. 
All texts were written between 2004 and 2006 and electronically available. The first year 
essays were written on a variety of topics, such as the influence of television, women’s rights, 
and the American presidential elections, plus many others. Of the third year texts four were 
written on linguistics subjects and four on literary subjects. 
Table 8: The learner corpus and subcorpora 

(sub)corpus number of texts number of words number of sentences 
VULCAN_1 69 73,914 3456 
VULCAN_3 8 82,627 3450 
VULCAN (total) 77 156,541 6906 
 

To ensure both consistency in the corpus and comparability with other current research 
on learner language, the same design criteria as were used as in the design of the International 
Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) (Granger 1993; 1996; 2003 and Granger et al. 1998a; 
2002b), which in turn were based on Ellis (1994: 94). The most relevant design variables for 
this study are summarized in Table 9. All learners who submitted a text which was to be 
included in the corpus were asked to fill in a questionnaire (see Appendix I: Student 
Questionnaire). Only if a learner submitted a completed questionnaire was his/her text added 
to the corpus. The questionnaire was based on that used in the data gathering process for 
ICLE (Granger 1993: 70-71). Again, it was used to ensure comparability to ICLE, but also to 
have a database on the individual learners in case anything came out of the analysis that 
warranted a closer look at an individual text and an individual learner. All texts were untimed, 
written using a variety of reference tools, and the final product was marked for an 
examination. As in ICLE, the majority of the learners were female.  
Table 9: Design parameters for ICLE and VULCAN 

 Factors 
 

Description  
(Ellis 1994: 49) 

ICLE  
(Granger 1996) VULCAN 

La
ng

ua
ge

 

Medium oral or written written written 

Genre 
conversation, 
lecture, letter, 

essay, etc. 
essay essay 

dissertation 

Content 
topic the learner is 

communicating 
about 

argumentative; non-
technical 

argumentative; 
linguistics 
literature 

 

Le
ar

ne
r 

Level 
elementary, 

intermediate, 
advanced 

advanced: undergraduate 
students of English in 
their 3rd or 4th year at 

university 

advanced: undergraduate 
students of English in their 1st 

and 3rd year of university 

Mother 
tongue the learner’s L1 various (see 2.3) Dutch 

Language 
learning 

experience 
or setting 

classroom or 
naturalistic or a 
mixture of both 

classroom: EFL not ESL 
learners, with some 

having spent some time 
in an English speaking 

country 

classroom: EFL learners, 
(although see 3.2.3). Some 

having spent some time in an 
English speaking country. 
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3.3.2 The native speaker corpus 
The VU Native Speaker Published Research Article Corpus (henceforth VUNSPRAC) was 
especially compiled for this study and contains almost 140,000 words taken from 20 different 
leading journals of literature and linguistics, published between 2000 and 2004. It is 
comprised of two sub-corpora: VUNSPRAC_ling, a corpus of published linguistics articles and 
VUNSPRAC_lit, a corpus of literary articles. All 22 texts were included in their entirety. Each 
subcorpus contains 8 long articles and 3 short texts, either reviews or essays. Table 10 below 
shows an outline of the corpus. Both sub-corpora were compiled using the same external 
criteria and procedure. 
 Table 10: The native speaker corpus (VUNSPRAC) and subcorpora 

(sub)corpus number of texts number of words number of sentences 
VUNSPRAC_ling 11 73,297 2660 
VUNSPRAC_lit 11 65,605 2117 

VUNSPRAC (total) 22 138,902 4777 
 

The first practical criterion was that all text should be available electronically from the 
university library and the articles had to be free from any kind of copy protection which 
would prevent the text from being copied and converted into a usable format for annotation. 
Second, all texts should have a maximum of 15,000 words. This was done to make annotating 
manageable, as only entire texts were used. Another reason was to make sure that not any one 
text would be much longer than the others. It seemed that many articles would fall under this 
number, so there was no problem selecting enough texts. Third, only issues published in or 
after the year 2000 were used for text selection. This was done partly to narrow the search and 
to introduce an element of randomness. Next, the advice was sought of highly experienced 
researchers on which journals could be considered leading in their field in order to ensure that 
the selected texts could be regarded as constituting a norm. After reviewing the journals an 
inventory of text-types that could be considered prevalent in these journals was drawn up with 
the purpose of selecting a balanced cross section of possible text-types (see Table 11). 

Each subcorpus has five text categories. For linguistics the following categories were 
devised: corpus, describing corpus research; experiment, describing a linguistic experiment; 
theory, theoretical articles – i.e. not using experiments or authentic language data; sota, 
articles describing the state of the art, short, reviews and essays. The literature texts were 
categorized thus: histcrit, historical and/or literary critical articles; interpretation, articles 
offering interpretations of literary works; method, theoretical articles on research 
methodology; sota, articles on the state of the art; and review. From each category at least two 
texts were selected. Although by no means an exhaustive typology of text-types in these 
disciplines, it was a useful way of preventing bias towards one type of text. Also, an effort 
was made to select only one text from each journal, so as to prevent any type of editing bias. 
The final criterion was that the author of the article, or authors, if there was more than one, 
had to be a native speaker of English. Biber et al. (1999: 26) argue that academic prose can be 
considered a ‘global register’, ‘the language being influenced by authors, editors and 
publishing houses often located on different continents, with an eye to an international 
audience’. For this reason, no distinction was made on the basis of which local variety of 
English the authors speak. But it was necessary to establish that the authors’ L1 was English, 
regardless of which variety, for the native-speakerhood of the control corpus. 
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Table 11: Journals and text-types in VUNSPRAC 

 journals text-types 

Li
ng

ui
st

ic
s 

Journal of English Linguistics corpus 
International Journal of Corpus Linguistics corpus 
Studies in second language acquisition experiment 
International Journal of Corpus Linguistics experiment 
Language short 
Lingua short 
English for Specific Purposes short 
Journal of Second Language Writing state of the art 
Journal of English Linguistics state of the art  
Linguistics theory 
Journal of Pragmatics theory 

Li
te

ra
tu

re
 

New Literary History histcrit 
Diacritics histcrit 
Modern Language Quarterly interpretation 
Orbis Litterarum interpretation 
Poetics method 
Journal of Literary Semantics method 
Language and Literature review 
Rhetorica review 
Comparative Literature Studies review 
Poetics Today state of the art 
Nineteenth Century Literature state of the art 

 
Using the criteria explained above, the VUNSPRAC texts were selected as follows. All 

of the pre-selected journals were consulted, starting with the first issue of 2000. As soon as a 
text fitting one of the text categories was found, the text was checked for number of words 
and the native language of the author. If the text complied with all the criteria the text was 
given an article-type label. The texts were then sorted alphabetically on author, to ensure that 
the final selection of texts was random, and for each article type the first one, alphabetically, 
was selected. This procedure was followed for each of the texts. Two texts that were selected 
using this procedure were discarded at a later stage, because the texts’ lay-out proved to be 
time consuming during text conversion and were replaced by other texts. This is why there are 
two journals that provided two texts each. A more detailed overview of VUNSPRAC can be 
found in Appendix III: Overview of VUNSPRAC. 

3.3.3 The issue of comparability 
In this study the language variety under investigation is Dutch advanced learner writing in 
English. In order to establish instances of overuse and underuse the findings from the learner 
corpus need to be measured against a control corpus of writing by native speakers of the 
target language. Such a control corpus is ‘a standard of comparison, or norm, against which to 
measure the characteristics of the learner corpora’. (Leech 1998: xv).  

Which material should be used as a norm is a matter of debate. In the current study the 
control corpus consists of edited writing by professionals in the field of literature and 
linguistics. Some maintain that it is ‘unfair and descriptively inadequate’ (Lorenz 1999: 14) to 
compare learner writing with professional native-speaker writing, because foreign language 
essays ‘constitute a highly idiosyncratic type of text, hardly to be compared to professional 
writing under real life conditions’ and they therefore promote the use of corpora of native 
student writing, such as LOCNESS, as a control corpus, e.g. Waibel (2007). But it all depends 
on what the aim of the comparative analysis is. 

It is taken for granted when learning a language, especially in a university setting, that 
learners try to achieve as professional a style of writing as possible. The requirements for the 
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bachelor degree in English linguistics at the VU University include the aim to acquire 
excellent writing skills in present-day English and students are required to round off their 
studies with a thesis written in English. It stands to reason, then, to use professional writing as 
the norm; it is what the teaching promotes and what the learners are trying to achieve. I agree 
with Leech (1998: xix), who argues that ‘native-speaking students do not necessarily provide 
models that everyone would want to imitate’. Ädel (2006) hypothesizes that a situation might 
occur where an L2 writer who wrote better than a non-professional native speaker, which is 
not entirely beyond the realm of possibility, might appear to have failed if non-professional 
native speaker writing were used as the norm and concludes that ‘if instruction and 
pedagogical applications are the goals of linguistic comparison of learner and native-speaker 
texts, the latter category should arguably consist of “expert performances”’ (2006: 206). It is 
exactly for this reason that, for instance, Bolton et al. (2002) compare learner writing with 
professional native speaker writing in their study of connector use in student writing and 
Aktas & Cortes (2008) compare the use of shell nouns (i.e. a special type of unspecific noun 
that can enclose or anticipate the meaning of the preceding or succeeding discourse – see 
section 3.4.8 below) as cohesive devices in ESL student writing with that in published 
research articles. Similarly, for the corpus-based project which resulted in the writing section 
of the second edition of the Macmillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners (Gilquin et 
al. 2007b) Gilquin et al. (2007a) used ICLE for the learner data and the academic subcorpus 
of the BNC as a comparable corpus. The outcome of the analysis of this comparison has 
resulted in recommendations for L2 writers of academic English. The outcome of the current 
analysis will also be used to make recommendations as to what differences exist between the 
learners and the professional writers and what action might be taken do limit this difference. It 
seems unhelpful in this context to suggest that using a control corpus of expert writers is 
somehow ‘unfair’. Moreover, as will become clear, using a control corpus of expert writers is 
anything but ‘descriptively inadequate’ as Lorenz (1999: 14) suggests.  

That is not to say that there would be no intrinsic merit in comparing VULCAN with a 
corpus of native-speaker non-professional writing such as LOCNESS18 or BAWE corpus.19 
Using a peer-status norm as a control corpus yields a different type of comparison. It would 
provide an additional perspective on similarities and differences between these two groups of 
writers, NS students and NNS students. A future study could involve both a NS professional 
control corpus and NS non-professional, i.e. student, corpus. This research could potentially 
identify which differences between learner and professional writing are due to the learner 
writing in his/her L2 and which are due to the writer’s cognitive development or the fact that a 
learner is a less experienced writer or (regardless of his/her L1). However, the current study is 
primarily concerned with identifying the linguistic devices that learners need to master in 
order to achieve the same discourse competence as experienced writers. For that a comparison 
between learners and NS professionals is key. 

Another argument that is put forward in favour of using native-speaker student texts is 
that of sameness of text-type. The rationale is that it is inaccurate to compare argumentative 
essays with any other text-type than other argumentative essays. Of course, if the aim is to 
investigate differences between learner writers and native-speaker student writers it stands to 
reason that one should use a control corpus consisting of the same text-type, i.e. 
argumentative essays, such as LOCNESS or BAWEC. However, if the aim is pedagogical and 
therefore ‘expert performances’ are required it is impossible to find exactly the same text-type 
in the ‘real world’. Granger (1998: 18) suggests that a corpus of newspaper editorials, which 
combine the advantages of being both argumentative in nature and written by professionals, 
could provide a solution to this problem. On the other hand, newspaper editorials are 
                                                
18 http://www.uclouvain.be/en-cecl-locness.html; accessed 18 September 2011. 
19 http://wwwm.coventry.ac.uk/researchnet/BAWE/Pages/BAWE.aspx; accessed 18 September 2011. 
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generally thought of as belonging to a different genre. Biber et al. (1999), for instance, 
contrast four genres, or registers, namely conversation, fiction, news, and academic prose. In 
the news subcorpus of the LSWE corpus, which was used for the study, editorials are the 
largest of the minor categories (1999: 32). A corpus of newspaper editorials therefore also 
does not seem to be a good candidate for a control corpus. 

It is arguably better, from an instructional point of view, to use a control corpus of 
texts that, although strictly not of the same text-type, at least belong to the same register.20 
Argumentative essays, BA dissertations and published research articles all fall within the 
register of academic prose, according to the definition provided in section 1.4. Also, as the 
learners progress from their first year through their second year to the third year the writing 
they are asked to produce increasingly resembles scientific articles. The writing curriculum is 
organized such that the students have to write an essay in the first year, a paper in the second 
year and a thesis in their third and final year. It seems opportune therefore to use academic 
research articles from the fields of literature and linguistics as a control corpus of learner texts 
written by students of English literature and linguistics, as it is the type and level of writing 
that the writing curriculum is ultimately aiming for. 

It is also important to reiterate that all the texts in VULCAN were untimed, i.e. not 
written under any time restrictions, with ample opportunity for editing and consulting 
reference works and secondary material. This makes the comparison with the published text 
more felicitous than if the texts had been written under timed exam conditions. Ädel (2008) 
shows that both the task setting (i.e. how much time is available) and/or the level of 
intertextuality (i.e. whether there is access to secondary sources) both affect the quality of 
learner writing. Her study showed that untimed writers produced texts with fewer 
involvement features (i.e. first person singular pronouns, questions, exclamations, discourse 
markers such as you see and well), an overuse of which is considered inappropriate in 
academic writing, than writers who were under strict time conditions. And of the untimed 
writers, those who had access to other texts (i.e. secondary sources, excluding reference tools 
such as dictionaries) performed better still in that regard, i.e. produced texts which were more 
target-like, stylistically.  

Finally, the main corpora used in this study –VULCAN, VUNSPRAC and their respective 
subcorpora– are of approximately equal size, which also facilitates contrastive analysis. The 
following tables provide a summary of the main features of all the corpora used.  

 
Table 12: Overview of VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

corpus no. of words per cent of total 
VULCAN 156,541 53% 
VUNSPRAC 138,902 47% 
total  295,443 100% 
 

                                                
20 One might argue that student essays should be seen as a precursor to academic text, rather than as belonging to 
the same genre as journal articles. However, just as Biber et al. (1999: 32-33) include both textbook extracts and 
journal articles, essentially two different text-types, in the Academic Prose register category of the LSWE 
Corpus, the current study views first year essays, third year theses, and journal articles as different text-types, 
which have many features in common, within the genre, or register, of academic writing. See also the discussion 
of definitions of academic writing in section 1.4. 
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Table 13: Overview of subcorpora 

subcorpus no. of words per cent of total 
VULCAN_1 73,914 25% 
VULCAN_3 82,627 28% 
VUNSPRAC_ling 73,297 25% 
VUNSPRAC_lit 65,605 22% 
total 295,443 100% 
 
Table 14: VULCAN in detail 

VU Learner Corpus of Advanced Writing (VULCAN) 
156,541 words 

VULCAN_1 
1st year essays (69 texts) 

VULCAN_3 
3rd year dissertations (8 texts) 

 4 linguistic; 4 literary 
73,914 words | 3456 sentences 82,627 words | 3450 sentences 

47% of VULCAN 53% of VULCAN 
 
Table 15: VUNSPRAC in detail 

VU Native Speaker Published Research Article Corpus (VUNSPRAC) 
138,902 words  

VUNSPRAC_ling 
linguistic journal articles (11 texts) 

VUNSPRAC_lit 
literary journal articles (11 texts) 

8 long texts; 3 short texts 8 long texts; 3 short texts 
73,297 words | 2660 sentences 65,605 words | 2117 sentences 

53% of VUNSPRAC 47% of VUNSPRAC 
 
 

3.3.4 The tools used in compilation, annotation and analysis 
All the texts for the VULCAN were collected in *.doc format and were converted to *.txt 
format using the batch-conversion utility in Microsoft Word. All the texts from the VUNSPRAC 
were in standard *.pdf format and were either directly converted to *.txt format or in two 
steps, by first converting to *.doc and subsequently to *.txt. 

The corpus was annotated using XML, extensible markup language, which allows the 
user to define his or her own elements, in this case annotation. This was of course necessary, 
as most categories used in the annotation, apart from broadly accepted ones such as <s> for 
sentence and <p> for paragraph, were largely devised specifically for this study. Because 
XML is very similar to HTML, an HTML editor, Note Tab Lite (version 4.95), was used for 
annotating the raw txt files. Note Tab was particularly suitable for this task, as it facilitates 
adding ‘libraries’ of tags, performing complicated search-and-replace commands, using 
regular expressions, stripping the annotated text of tags, and accessing simple text statistics, 
such as word counts and word frequency. The Lite version of the editor is freeware, which 
was another reason for choosing it: it makes it easy for other researchers to use exactly the 
same software and annotation procedure, should they wish to either expand the corpus, or 
replicate the study, or parts of it.  

In order to ensure consistency over the entire period of annotation several other 
software packages were also used. AntConc 3.2.1w was used for making quick-and-dirty 
checks using concordances. It proved to be user friendly for ad-hoc searches which needed to 
be executed quickly. Wordsmith Tools was used for more detailed concordancing with more 
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extensive possibilities for storing results. Wordsmith has more possibilities, but also requires 
more time to execute and sort searches.  

The most important tool for maintaining consistency, however, was the program 
WinGrep 2.3. This is a powerful software tool based on the UNIX grep command. It enables 
the user to search for text strings in multiple files, using regular expressions. It displays the 
search results with an amount of context specified by the user and it shows the number of 
matches, the number of files searched, and the number of files that contain hits. It also enables 
the user to store search commands for later use. By using WinGrep, I was able to quickly 
check any past annotation I had applied, before proceeding with further annotation. This was 
not only instrumental in maintaining consistency; it also proved useful later for searching the 
corpus for the purposes of analysis. 

Further analysis of the data (see Chapter 4) was done using SPSS, for statistical 
analysis, and Microsoft Excel, for counts that were too complex to perform in WinGrep. In 
order to make the data from the annotated corpora ‘readable’ for both these programs, a 
number of programs were written in Python.  

3.4 The annotation scheme  
Section 2.3 provided a definition of discourse competence and a proposal for its 
operationalization. It was proposed that in order to produce a smoothly flowing and coherent 
text a learner must have a good command of the following three broad categories of lexico-
grammatical discourse devices: attention getting/focusing devices (A), backgrounding/ clause 
combining devices (B), and cohesive devices (C). This section will provide a detailed 
taxonomy of the categories that were selected and annotated for the current study. A complete 
overview of all categories and labels used in the annotation of the corpora can be found in 
Appendix IV. 

3.4.1 Preliminaries 
Leech’s (1993: 276) third maxim of corpus annotation states that an annotation scheme, 
which consists of the set of annotative symbols used, their definitions, and the rules and 
guidelines for their application, should be based on principles and guidelines accessible to the 
end-user. The fourth maxim states that ‘it should be made clear how, and by whom the 
annotations were applied’ (1993: 276). In this case the end-user and the annotator of the 
corpus are one and the same person. It is clear, however, that it is necessary to give a detailed 
explanation of the choices involved in the annotation process in order to help interpret the 
results from the analysis of the corpus. Furthermore, this section is also intended as a manual 
for those wishing to use the same annotation scheme to replicate or extend the current 
research. 

Before actual linguistic annotation was applied, a number of actions needed to be 
undertaken. All learner texts were originally submitted in the MSWord format (extension 
.doc). All texts were converted to plain text and stored in a separate folder; the original files 
were saved as backup. Files were standardized, in order to ensure anonymity and make 
retrieving files easier. All files from the learner corpus start with LC_ (this shows they are 
part of VULCAN, the learner corpus; the second part of the filename is either E_ (for essay), or 
diss_ (for dissertation), followed by a text number. All files in the native speaker corpus start 
with NS_, to indicate that they are part of the native speaker corpus, VUNSPRAC, followed by 
either ling_ (for linguistics), or lit_ (for literature) and a text number. All examples cited in 
this study that are taken from the corpus start with the filename, followed by a paragraph 
number and sentence number. Example (1) will provide an illustration: the sentence quoted 
here is from VUNSPRAC_ling, text number 2, tenth paragraph, fifth sentence.  
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(1) <NS_ling_02.10.5><s>This list is hardly exhaustive.</s> 
 
Next, all text above the title (e.g. name, name tutor, student number etc.) and anything under 
the last line of the body text was deleted, leaving only the main text. Subsequently, a number 
of textual labels were applied that could either be done semi-automatically, and/or involved 
no real linguistic interpretation. The following labels belong to this category. All labels have 
the following form <label>word(s)</label>, in accordance with the XML protocol.  
 

Table 16: Textual labels 

label description 
<title> this label is used to annotate the title of the essay, article, or thesis.  

<subtitle> this label is used for all sub-headings 

<p>  This label is used to annotate the separate paragraphs. Note Tab has an 
automatic function for this. 

<s> Every sentence receives the <s> label. This was done using a search-and-
replace command and checked manually. 

<table> The title of the table was annotated using this label, after which the table itself 
was deleted. 

<quote> This label was used to indicate that text which was part of a quotation was 
removed. See explanation below. 

 
Quotes were removed from the text under the following restrictions. For the learner corpus, 
the following guidelines applied. If the quote was integrated in the sentence as in example (2) 
below, the citation was treated as part of the text: 
 
(2) <LC_diss_02.1.4><s>In his memoir about his father, Christopher Dickey observes: 'the 

story of four suburbanites who head down a wild North Georgia river that runs straight 
to redneck hell was so compelling it became part of American culture.'</s> 
 

If the quote was not integrated in a sentence (i.e. it constitutes a separate –indented– 
paragraph), the text was removed, so as not to skew the data, the rationale being that the 
removed quote constitutes a longer stretch of language that is not learner language, see 
example (3).  
 
(3) Parker points out that  

[m]any narratives use the device of an omnipotent point of view, i.e. the 
audience is placed in a superior position to the protagonist/s. This means the 
audience is often aware of information characters in the narrative do not have, 
a situation which lends itself well to the creation of suspense. This use of point 
of view dominates horror, action adventure, comedy and thrillers (from 
<LC_diss_02.69.8>) 

 
For the native speaker corpus, similar rules applied. If the citation was integrated in the text, 
then it was treated as being part of the sentence and annotated accordingly (i.e. received no 
<quote> label and no text was deleted), as in example (4). If the quote was from a different 
genre to the text in which it is found (i.e. non-academic), the text was also removed and 
replaced by the <quote> label. For instance, in linguistics texts this could be quotes from a 
spoken corpus; in a literature text it could be quotes from a narrative (novel) or poem, or the 
quote could be from a different language, e.g. German or French, as in example (5). 
 
(4) <NS_lit_05.3.4><s>[…] I have the most to say about the assemblage of what Mohr and 

Duquenne (1997: 308) refer to as the recent "proliferation of formal theories, applied 
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methods, and software routines ... that allow the structural properties of social 
phenomena to become visible in [new] ways".</s> 

 
 
(5) <NS_ling_07.25.4><s>In the source text, the context in question is:</s> 
  

L’Irtos possède non seulement toutes les caractéristiques n´nécessaires pour ´écrire 
facilement des pilotes, … . 

 
Conversely, if the academic native speaker text included a quote from another English 
academic text, no deletion was applied, as the language used in this citation belonged to the 
same academic genre. See example (6), from <NS_ling_06.3.3>. It was treated as if part of the 
same text and all annotation was applied to individual sentences. 
 
(6) For example, Graddol (1993) criticizes ‘structuralists’, among whom he includes 

generative linguists, in the following passage: 
 

“In an attempt to discover a language which is analysable and codifiable, 
structuralists have imagined that under the messiness of real life experience lies 
an ideal form. Such idealizations rest on the assumption that context and social 
processes are of marginal interest ...” (1993a: 12) 

  
All the other labels used in annotating the corpus require a more detailed explanation, 

which can be found below. For the classification and decisions regarding the categories used 
three leading grammars, Quirk et al. (1985), Biber et al. (1999), and Huddleston & Pullum 
(2002), were used. The sections below do not aim to provide exhaustive descriptions of the 
categories that were annotated. Rather, the aim is to clarify, by providing descriptions, the 
choices made before and during the annotation process. 

The annotated categories below have been chosen for the following reasons or 
combination of reasons. First and foremost, the features that were annotated fall within one of 
the three categories, attention getting/focusing devices (A), backgrounding/clause combining 
devices (B), and cohesive devices/lexical cohesion markers (C), which were postulated in 3.3 
as the operationalization of the notion of discourse competence. The annotated features also 
have in common that they operate above the sentence level, i.e. the decisions that writers 
make in employing them affect the quality of the text as a whole, not just the sentence itself; 
they operate on a textual level, not just on a syntactic level. Furthermore, they are closely 
associated with or prevalent in academic writing and/or a compact style of writing (Quirk et 
al. 1985; Biber et al. 1999; Biber 2006), for example adverbial connectors, non-finite clauses, 
verbless clauses, nominal appositions and anaphoric expressions; they are traditionally 
thought to be difficult for learners (Hinkel 2001; 2002 and 2003), for instance clause 
combining in general and non-canonical word order, because of their linguistic complexity; 
they are typical of an advanced level, both cognitively and linguistically, for example advance 
and retrospective labels (Francis 1994; Aktas & Cortes 2008). They might be expected to be 
underused due to transfer. For instance, –ing participle clauses and clefts are much less 
frequent in Dutch than in English (Aarts & Wekker 1993; Hannay and Mackenzie 2002, and 
more recently, Tavecchio 2010) and might therefore be underused by Dutch writers of 
English. Finally, all labelled categories had to be as uncontroversial as possible and 
identifiable with a high degree of consistency.  

A pilot study was performed to determine the adequacy of the annotation scheme. The 
pilot study involved annotating 10 student essays, after which minor changes were made, such 
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as the addition of subcategories. Both the labels and their explanation of what belongs to 
which category and why can be found below. It should be noted that the example sentences do 
not always contain all the annotation found in the annotated corpus. Instead, only the relevant 
annotation was preserved and all other labels removed, for the sake of readability. For an 
example of a fully annotated text; see Appendix II. 

 

3.4.2 Attention getting or focusing devices (A) 
In English declarative sentences the normal word order for the clause is such that the subject 
precedes the verb and the verb precedes its complements, SV (I sing), SVOd (She likes dogs), 
SVPs (She is lovely), etc. (Biber et al. 1999: 899). This normal, basic, or canonical word order 
can be altered for purposes of information flow, emphasis or weight distribution. Ward et al. 
(2002: 1365) refer to clause constructions that differ from these most basic or default 
constructions as ‘information-packaging constructions’. They give an overview of the main 
information-packaging constructions, as can be found in Table 17. The italics draw attention 
to the syntactic difference between the construction and the default counterpart in the right-
hand column. 
Table 17: Overview of information-packaging constructions (Ward et al. 2002: 1366) 

 construction form of construction corresponding canonical word order 
i) preposing This one she accepted. She accepted this one. 
ii) postposing I made without delay all the 

changes you wanted.  
I made all the changes you wanted 
without delay. 

iii) subject—dependent 
inversion 

On board were two nurses. Two nurses were on board. 

iv) existential There is a frog in the pool. A frog is in the pool. 
v) extraposition It is clear that he is guilty. That he’s guilty is clear. 
vi) left dislocation That money I gave her, it must 

have disappeared. 
That money I gave her must have 
disappeared. 

vii) right dislocation They’re still here, the people from 
next door. 

The people from next door are still here. 

viii) cleft It was you who broke it. You broke it. 
ix) passive The car was taken by Kim. Kim took the car. 
 

Not all the constructions from Table 17 were included in the analysis. Categories iv 
and v were not annotated, because, although the word order of these constructions deviates 
from the basic SVO order, the basic counterpart is actually more marked in terms of 
frequency or acceptability. In other words, an advanced learner is more likely to encounter 
and therefore produce It is clear that he is guilty, or There is a frog in the pool (unmarked) 
than That he is guilty is clear, or A frog is in the pool. Left and right dislocation, categories vi 
and vii, are ‘almost exclusively conversational features’ and very rare in written prose (Biber 
et al. 1999: 957), let alone in written academic English, and were disregarded for that reason. 
The other constructions, i.e. preposing (i), clefts (viii), subject—dependent inversion (iii), 
postposing (ii), and passive (ix), were included in the analysis in some form, the details of 
which can be found below.  

3.4.2.1 Preposing (A01) 
Preposing (Birner and Ward 1998; Huddleston and Pullum 2002), or fronting (Biber 1999; 
Quirk et al. 1985) is a device whereby the phrase which in an unmarked order comes after the 
verb is placed at the beginning of the clause. According to Biber (1999: 900) preposing, or 
fronting, is ‘relatively rare’ and its main discourse functions are ‘organizing discourse flow to 
achieve cohesion, expressing contrast, and enabling particular elements to gain emphasis’. A 
general constraint on preposing is that for it to be acceptable the preposed element must be 
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‘discourse-old, acting as a link to other entities evoked in the prior discourse’ (Ward et al. 
2002). Arguably, the successful employment of such a device could be seen as a sign of well-
developed discourse competence. 

According to Birner and Ward (1998: 31), ‘preposing constructions are those 
sentence-types in which a canonically postverbal phrasal constituent appears in preverbal 
position’. Following Birner and Ward, only those phrasal constituents that are lexically 
governed by the matrix verb are included in the analysis (e.g. NP, AP, PP and VP). This 
means that adverbials and adjuncts are excluded, but objects and complements are included. 
Here is an example of a preposed NP, in this case the direct object. All instances of preposing 
are labelled <A01> in the corpus. 
 
(7) <A01>This</A01> I didn’t expect.  

3.4.2.2 Clefts (A02) 
Clefts are important devices in information distribution and cohesion. Clefting is a discourse 
strategy that aims to fulfil a double discourse effect. Information is ‘cleft’ into two units, 
thereby setting up a specifying relationship between the units and, second, giving discourse 
prominence to one of the two units (Gómez-González 2004; 2007). Thus, the use of clefts 
constitutes a choice on the part of the writer with regard to the distribution of information in 
the sentence. By using cleft constructions the writer helps the reader to identify which 
information is meant to be identified as important, or foregrounded, and backgrounded 
(Jucker 1997). 

There are two major types of cleft construction it– clefts, <A02it>, and wh–clefts, 
<A02wh>. Both it–clefts and wh–clefts bring a particular element into focus. This focused 
element appears early in the former cleft type and late in the latter. It–clefts are most frequent 
in academic prose and wh–clefts are more typical of spoken discourse (Biber et al. 1999: 961; 
Jucker 1997; Rowley-Jolivet and Carter-Thomas 2005). They also have a different discourse 
function.  

Both Hannay & Mackenzie (2002: 139) and Aarts and Wekker (1993: 298) point out 
that cleft constructions are less frequent in Dutch than in English. This gives rise to the 
hypothesis that Dutch writers of English might underuse the cleft construction when writing 
in English, as they may not be fully aware of the possibilities that this construction provides 
for ordering information. 

It-cleft (A02it) 
It–clefts have the following pattern: 
 
It + BE + one focused constituent + that/who/which/zero/when/where -clause 
 
The It–cleft construction consists of the pronoun it, followed by a form of to be, optionally 
accompanied by the negator not or an adverb, such as only, followed by the focused element, 
either a noun phrase, a prepositional phrase an adverb phrase or an adverbial clause. The 
focused constituent is followed by a relative-like dependent clause, introduced by a 
‘relativizer’ or zero. The last element of this clause receives normal end focus. In the 
following example the element that receives primary focus is the prepositional phrase on this 
word. 
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(8) <LC_E_615.4.2><s><A02it>It is on this word21</A02it> that the entire counter-argument is 
based.</s> 

 
Sometimes other subject pronouns than it occur, e.g., 

 
(9) Those are my feet you’re treading on22. (Quirk et al. 1985: 1384)  
 
Such cleft constructions were included in the analysis and they also receive the label <A02it>. 

Wh– cleft (A02wh) 
Wh–clefts have the following pattern:  
 
[Wh …] + BE + one focused constituent 
 
They consist of a wh–word, usually what, a form of to be and a focused element, e.g. a noun 
phrase, an infinitive clause, or a finite nominal clause The focused constituent can be a noun 
phrase, a bare infinitive clause (example 11), a to–infinitive clause or a finite nominal clause 
(Biber et al. 1999; 959-560). The wh–cleft also fulfils a presentative function, introducing the 
information that comes after the focused constituent into the discourse. 
 
(10) <LC_E_510.4.3><s><A02wh>What this organization does is</A02wh> work with western 

governments and African governments to get the best and most efficient results on 
areas such as AIDS and fair trade.</s> 

(11) <LC_E_425.1.7><s><A02wh>What will actually happen in this case is</A02wh> that these 
measures will have a lot of negative consequences.</s> 

 
Also included in the wh–cleft category are so related constructions that begin with all, e.g. all 
I did was… , all you need is…, as illustrated by the next example. 
 
(12) <NS_lit_07.36.11><s><A02wh>All she has left is</A02wh> the community... 
 
As is clear from the examples, all wh–clefts receive the label <A02wh>. Note also that the 
focused constituent immediately follows the closing tag of the label, </A02wh>.  

3.4.2.3 Subject–dependent inversion (A03) 
Subject–dependent inversion involves the subject occurring in postposed position while some 
other dependent of the verb is preposed. (Ward et al. 2002: 1385). Ward et al. (2002) name 
this construction subject–dependent inversion, of which (13) is an example, to distinguish it 
from the subject–auxiliary inversion which occurs in direct questions, an example of which 
can be found in (14). Biber et al. (1999: 902-904) analyse this construction as predicative 
fronting with subject–verb inversion. It is also sometimes referred to as the ‘presentative 
construction’ (cf. Hannay & Mackenzie 2002: 146; Siepmann et al. 2008: 134), because by 
placing the subject in the non-canonical final position the construction serves to introduce a 
focused subject into the discourse. Because the initial constituent, the preposed dependent, 
contains a link to the immediately preceding context it serves as a powerful cohesive syntactic 
device. Subject—dependent inversion constructions typically have the following pattern:  

                                                
21 For the sake of clarity the text between the annotation under discussion in this sentence and all subsequent 
example sentences is printed in italics. 
22 Note that the clause can have a zero pronoun: Those are my feet Ø you’re treading on.  
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verb phrase/adjective phrase/prepositional phrase + BE + focused subject 
as in (13): 
 
(13) <NS_ling_04.71.2><s><A03>Of special interest is the question of where the antecedent of 

such expressions is to be found</A03>.</s> 
(14) <NS_ling_04.2.9><s>Are the boundaries between deixis, anaphora, and exophora clear-

cut?</s> 
 
There is a correlation between ‘newness’ and weight: heavy constituents tend to be new rather 

than old (Ward, Birner & Huddleston 2002). 
In addition to the verb be verbs such as belong and the passive form of include or mean are 
also found, e.g. 
(15) <LC_E_516.3.2><s><A03>By elite is meant the division of populations to digitally advanced 

and underdeveloped ones</A03>.</s> 
 
All instances of subject—dependent inversion constructions are labelled <A03> 
 

3.4.2.4 (Object) postponement (A04) 
This category includes what Hannay and Mackenzie (2002) call object-adjunct switching and 
Quirk et al. (1985) and Biber (1999) call postponement. Object postponement is a slightly 
wider concept, as it not only includes “switching” the O (object) and A (adjunct), but also O 
(object) and Co (object complement)23. Examples, both taken from Quirk et al. (1985: 1395), 
are: 
(16) They pronounced guilty every one of the accused. (SVCoOd) 
(17) We heard from his own lips the story of how he had been stranded for days without 

food (SVAOd) 
 
Often, but not always, the object is very heavy, as in: 
 
(18) <NS_ling_10.4.3><s><A04>Our goal is to highlight and describe historically the various 

efforts to find the structures and linguistic patterns in texts that contribute to how they 
are understood, interpreted, and used</A04>.</s> 

 
There is a correlation between ‘newness’ and weight: heavy constituents tend to be new rather 
than old (Quirk et al. 1985: 1361; Ward, Birner & Huddleston 2002: 1371). Postponing the 
object ensures that the heaviest24 constituent comes last. The result of this ‘switching’ is that 
the direct object or complement comes at the end of the clause. It thereby enables the writer to 
put the desired constituent into focus and present it in such a way that the can easily be picked 
up in the ensuing discourse, in much the same way as the subject–dependent inversion (see 
above A03) enables the subject to come at the end of the clause, to be picked up in the 
ensuing discourse. However, heaviness and topic introduction are not the only motivation for 
object postponement. There are other coherence promoting discourse functions that might 
come into play, including contrast and focal ties through parallelism (Hannay 2007b). The 
following example illustrates the latter: 

 
                                                
23 Biber (1999; p 930) actually only discusses the latter construction calling it a choice between SVOdPo and 
SVPoOd 
24 See Arnold et al. (2000) and Wasow (1997) for discusions on different ways of measuring syntactic weight. 
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(19) <LC_E_403.3.3><s>He sets out to question the gun laws, America's violent national history 
and the culture of fear and discrimination.</s> 
<LC_E_403.3.4><s><A04>He also puts in perspective the unscrupulous manner in which 
high up politicians and corporate elite try to use guns to their financial and personal 
gain</A04>.</s> 
 

These two sentences are part of a paragraph which highlights activist filmmaker Michael 
Moore’s goals in making the documentary Bowling for Columbine. By using a kind of parallel 
structure, i.e. by putting the two highlighted constituents that form a focal tie (He sets out to 
question X & Y and He puts in perspective Z) both at the end of the clause, the writer achieves 
coherence. 

Only objects that have been postponed in their entirety were labelled A04. This means 
that if the object is realized by a discontinuous noun phrase of which the noun phrase is split 
in a part that comes in the ‘normal’ object slot and its postmodification is postponed till the 
end of the clause, the clause will not be analysed as object postponement. Compare (19) with 
the constructed one below: 
 
(20) He also puts the unscrupulous manner in perspective in which high up politicians and 

corporate elite try to use guns to their financial and personal gain. 
 
The reason for the exclusion is that, unlike the full object postponement, this construction 
does not result in a marked word order. 

Another category of postponed objects that is excluded from the analysis for the same 
reason is that clauses that function as complement for verbs such as know, feel, hear, etc. 
Here we also see that putting these clauses at the end does not result in an unmarked word 
order. On the contrary, the unmarked word order for that-clauses that function as objects is 
precisely at the end, complying with the end-weight principle. For example, the following 
sentence, taken from McEwan (1997: 30), would have been ignored in our analysis: 
 
(21) She deserves to know [from a witness]A [that her husband was a hero]Od. 
 
Not postponing the object would result in the following marked sentence: 
 
(22) ?She deserves to know that her husband was a hero from a witness. 
 
Also compare the two versions –the first one with the object postponed– of a constructed 
example: 
 
(23) He heard from his brother that their parents had decided to cancel the appointment. 
(24) He heard that their parents had decided to cancel the appointment from his brother. 
 
The first one is clearly the unmarked choice. It is because of its unmarkedness that this 
construction is excluded from the analysis. All instances of object postponement were labelled 
<A04>. 
 

3.4.2.5 Focused by phrase (A05) 
Traditionally, the passive is described as a device to make writing more formal and 
impersonal. It is one of the reasons that the passive is associated with academic writing and 
corpus data seem to corroborate the prevalence of passives in academic writing; e.g. see Biber 
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et al. (1999: 937-938). Quirk et al. (1985), Biber et al. (1999) and Huddleston & Pullum 
(2002) all make distinction between long and short passives. Long passives are passives in 
which the agent is expressed in a by-phrase (example (25)) and short passives leave the agent 
unexpressed (see example (26)). 
 
(25) <LC_E_405.2.2><s><A05>The President is chosen by the Electoral College</A05>.</s> 
(26)  Many different definitions have been proposed in the literature. 
 

Short passives, i.e. agentless passives, are suitable for an impersonal style as it enables 
the writer to leave the participant that would have been the subject of the corresponding active 
clause unspecified. This lack of agent means that there is in reality no exact correspondence 
between the active and the passive form of the same proposition.  

Long passives, on the other hand, preserve all the information that would have been 
expressed in the corresponding active clause. The choice to use a long passive instead of the 
corresponding active sentence cannot therefore be motivated by the desire to adopt an 
impersonal style. The choice to use a long passive is motivated by discourse considerations 
such as textual fit through the ordering of information and weight management. A major 
constraint on the use of a long passive is that the subject of the passive should not contain 
newer information than the by-phrase (Ward et al. 2002: 1444). The long passive is similar to 
subject—dependent inversion, A03, in that it introduces new information into the discourse in 
a position that receives end-focus and is picked up in the subsequent discourse. It might be 
hypothesized that learners use the canonical active word order in situations in which an 
experienced native speaker writer would opt for a long passive, which would result in an 
underuse of that construction on the part of the learners. 

In short, the use of long passives involves a choice on the part of the writer that 
involves discourse-organizing considerations, such as text flow and thematic choice. Biber et 
al. (1999: 943) state that the differences between short and long passives are such that long 
passives should be seen as ‘competing with the corresponding active constructions rather than 
short passives’. Therefore, only long passives were annotated in this study; agentless passives, 
i.e. without a by-phrase, did not receive a label.  

The pilot study revealed that in the L2 texts all the annotated focusing devices were 
very rare indeed and that therefore there was no need for further subcategorization. 

3.4.3 Backgrounding and clause combining devices: adverbial clauses (B06, 
B07, B08) 

Adverbial clauses are a type of subordinate clause. In discourse terms, they serve the purpose 
of backgrounding information in two senses. By assigning subordinate clause status instead of 
main clause status to the information contained in the subordinate clause the writer signals to 
the reader that the information conveyed should receive less prominence than the information 
contained in the main clause. An adverbial clause is also background in the sense that it 
provides background information in the light of which the main clause is to be understood. 
Both these functions require a conscious choice on the part of the writer. An experienced and 
proficient writer will use these types of backgrounding devices in order to help maximize 
cohesion, make his text run smoothly and to highlight salient points. 

Adverbial clauses are often separated from the main clause by means of punctuation. 
However, especially in the student essays this was not always the case. Therefore, all 
adverbial clauses insofar as they have a function in clause combining, whether separated from 
the main clause by punctuation or not, will be labelled as such; see example (27), in which the 
adverbial clause has been italicized. Conversely, clauses that are embedded and function, for 
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instance, as a subject were ignored as in example (28), where the embedded subject clause is 
underlined. 
 
(27) <LC_E_410.3.4><s>They were beaten and tortured<B08_reason_fin> 

<sub_reason>because</sub_reason> commanders said they had broken the 
rules</B08_reason_fin>.</s> 

(28) Where you put the book is not important. 
 
It is clear from example (27) that adverbial clauses were not merely annotated for their 
subtype (here B08, the code for finite adverbial clause), but also for their semantic category 
and positional feature (here _fin, meaning sentence final); the subordinator (here because) 
was annotated separately. Let us look at these in turn. 

3.4.3.1 Semantic categories 
All adverbial clause labels receive semantic information. This is done twice: the clause label 
contains semantic information and the subordinator, if present, is also labelled for its semantic 
role. The following table lists the semantic categories that were distinguished: 
 

Table 18: Labels for semantic categories for adverbial clauses 

 
An example of each semantic category will be given in the section on finite adverbial clauses 
(3.4.3.6). Note that the last two categories in the table are not really semantic categories as 
such, but they were placed inside the B label in the same way as the semantic categories. The 
label _unspec was given to non-finite clauses and verbless clauses that lacked a subordinator.  

3.4.3.2 Subordinators 
All finite adverbial clauses and some non-finite adverbial clauses are introduced by 
subordinators. As can be seen in the table above, these subordinators can have many syntactic 
forms and range from single-word subordinators, e.g. if and because, to multi-word ones, such 

                                                
25 Note that there are synonymous set (prepositional) phrases, such as Apart from the fact that and Despite/In 
spite of the fact that, that have the same function. For more examples see Quirk et al. (1985: 1002-1003 and 
1098). 
26 Note that there are synonymous set (prepositional) phrases, such as Due to/ in view of/given the fact that, that 
have the same function. They are included as such in the analysis. For more examples see Quirk et al. (1985: 
1106).  

label semantic category typical subordinators 

_time time after, as, before, once, since, till, until, when, whenever, while, 
whilst, now (that), as long as, as soon as, immediately, directly, on. 

_place place where, wherever 

_condition condition 
if , unless, as long as, so long as, assuming (that), given (that), in 
case, in the event that, just so (that), on condition (that), provided 
(that), providing (that), supposing (that), insofar as 

_concession concession Although, though, if, even if, even though, when, whereas, while, 
whilst25 

_reason reason/cause because26 , since, as, for, in (the sense) that 
_purpose purpose/result in order to, so as to, so that, so, in order that, thereby 
_comparison comparison As, like, as if 

_condconc conditional concessive whatever, however, whether or not, with or without +[verbless 
clause], whether … or 

_unspec indeterminate no subordinator present (non-finite and verbless clauses only) 

_prep indeterminate conjunctive prepositions that do not fall into any of the categories 
above: by, in, with, without (non-finite clauses only ) 



 75 

as as soon as and given the fact that. If present, the subordinator is labelled thus: 
<sub_[semantic category]>. 

Many non-finite clauses, however, do not have subordinators (Biber et al. 1999: 838), 
in which case there was no subordinator label required and the clauses themselves either 
received the semantic label _unspec, because the meaning relation to the main clause is 
unspecified, or as Downing and Locke (2006: 288), put it: ‘the –ing form is indeterminate in 
meaning … [It] is difficult to determine the exact semantic nuance expressed’. The semantic 
function of the clause is at best less explicit than if the clause started with a subordinator and 
at worst ambiguous. For this reason Biber et al. (1999: 820) also designate these types of 
clauses as a separate semantic category. Here are some examples from the corpus: 
 
(29) <LC_E_403.4.4><s><B06_unspec_ini_ing>Leaving out obvious reasons </B06_unspec_ini_ing>, the 

film creates an empty feeling with the viewer and <C11_res_ini1>thus</C11_res_ini1> adds 
emotion.</s> 

(30) <LC_E_423.5.5><s>In the race against his pursuers Frodo rides alone, 
<B06_unspec_fin_ed>carried to safer grounds by the horse of the elf 
Glorfindel</B06_unspec_fin_ed>.</s> 

 
 

Some non-finite –ing clauses start with a preposition that is not a subordinator, 
meaning that these prepositions could not introduce a finite subordinate clause, but can do so 
for a non-finite clause (see Quirk et al. 1985: 660). Downing & Locke (2006: 296) call these 
prepositions27 conjunctive prepositions. If the preposition is one that cannot be placed at the 
beginning of a finite adverbial clause, but is acceptable at the beginning of an –ing clause, 
then the clause received the _prep label, for example: 
 
(31) <LC_E_622.5.3><s><B06_prep_ini_ing>By giving donors a choice </B06_prep_ini_ing>, one opens 

the door to some white people not wanting to donate their organs to black people and 
vice versa or to Christians not wanting to donate to Muslims, et cetera.</s> 

 
Other examples of prepositions used in this way include, besides, beyond, by, despite, far 
from, in, in addition to, instead of, rather than, with, and without. Note that example (45) does 
not fall under the _prep category, as before can also be used as a subordinator in a finite 
adverbial clause of time. It therefore receives the <B06_time_ini_ing> label and before is labelled 
as subordinator of time (<sub_time>). Example (32) could, for instance, be paraphrased as (33). 
 
(32) <NS_ling_04.7.1><s><B06_time_ini_ing><sub_time>Before</sub_time> embarking on a detailed 

analysis of the results</B06_time_ini_ing>, we will first discuss the annotation scheme 
employed in this article.</s> 

(33) Before we embark on a detailed analysis, we will first discuss the annotation … 
 

3.4.3.3 Positional features of adverbial clauses 
According to Biber et al. (1999), adverbial clauses can be placed in “two main positions 
relative to the main clause with which they are associated – initial and final (i.e. before or 
after the main clause)” (1999: 830). Downing (1991) identifies sentence-initial, post-subject, 
and sentence-final position.  

                                                
27 They list before, after, since, from, by, in, on, with, without. The corpus also yielded, for example, besides, 
despite, instead of and apart from.  
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It is relevant to look at the distributional features of adverbial clauses in learner texts 
and compare them to expert native speaker writers, as their position requires a conscious 
choice on the part the writer which influences the quality of the written text. The choice for 
the position of the adverbial clause depends on a number of interacting factors (Biber et al. 
1999: 835; Downing 1991 ). Maximizing cohesion and the structuring of information may be 
a factor: if the adverbial clause contains given information which ties it to the preceding 
discourse, while the main clause presents new information, the adverbial clause will typically 
be put sentence initially. Conversely, if the main clause contains given information, the 
adverbial clause will be placed finally. An adverbial clause may also be placed initially to 
frame the subsequent discourse, in which case its influence reaches beyond the boundaries of 
the following main clause, but may stretch to several subsequent sentences.28 Finally, there 
might also be structural considerations involved when choosing the position of an adverbial 
clause. For instance, a particularly long adverbial clause will be placed into final position in 
order to avoid front heavy structures and facilitate processing of the message. In sum, the 
choice of position is both affected by and affects the discourse in which the adverbial clause is 
used and making the right choices is an advanced writing skill. 

Let us first look at the annotation of adverbial clauses in initial position in more detail. 
The most straightforward examples of initial adverbial clauses are those that are at the very 
beginning of the sentence, followed by a comma and the main clause, as in:  

 
(34) <NS_ling_10.35.8><s>3.<B08_reason_ini><sub_reason>Because</sub_reason> the electrons in the 

two atoms are absolutely indistinguishable</B08_reason_ini>, they attract each other 
"extra" strongly.</s> 

 
Occasionally, coordinated initial clauses occur at the beginning of the sentence, when two or 
more initial adverbial clauses occur in sequence, as in the following example:  

 
(35) NS_ling_03.20.9><s><B06_indeterm_ini_ing>Taking all of this into 

account</B06_indeterm_ini_ing>, and <B06_indeterm_ini_ing>considering the exploratory 
nature of this study</B06_indeterm_ini_ing>, lack of multiple raters would not appear to be 
a serious problem.</s> 
 
However, the adverbial clause need not necessarily be at the start of the orthographic 

sentence in order to be labelled _ini (initial). Following Hannay (1997: 239), initial is defined 
as, ‘occurring before the structure which is in some sense modified, even if this modified 
structure is itself not sentence-initial’. This means that in order to receive the label _ini 
adverbial clauses need not necessarily follow a full stop, but could also follow a colon, semi-
colon, as in (36), a comma splice, or a coordinating conjunction, such as and, as in (37): 

 
(36) <LC_E_409.2.2><s>The first criterion is the school fee; 

<B08_condition_ini><sub_condition>if</sub_condition> the fee of a school is too 
high</B08_condition_ini>, parents cannot afford to let their child go to that school.</s> 

(37) <LC_E_426.6.2><s>The practice of these sports is dangerous even under perfect conditions 
and <B08_condition_ini><sub_condition>if</sub_condition> the people responsible for the 
construction and maintenance of outdoor skate parks do not realize this 
soon</B08_condition_ini>, people will continue to sustain unnecessary injuries resulting 
from flawed design, overcrowding, contamination and deterioration of the skate 
parks.</s> 

                                                
28 Biber et al. (1999: 836-837) single out time clauses and conditional clauses, but the framing function of initial 
adverbial clauses is not limited to these semantic categories. 
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It is clear that the subordinate clause precedes the main clause it modifies, and therefore 
should be seen as being initial. 

Similarly, an initial subordinate clause could also follow that in that-complement 
clauses in post-predicate position (Biber et al. 1999: 660-683) such as It could be said that…, 
or This suggests/shows that, etc. These constructions introduce an embedded structure, which 
in turn can consist of an initial subordinate clause, followed by the matrix host clause. This 
clause will then receive the _ini label, as in examples (38) and (39): 
 
(38) <LC_E_423.3.6><s>This shows that <B08_concession_ini> 

<sub_concession>although</sub_concession> Peter Jackson has made a very good 
trilogy</B08_concession_ini>, the time-limit does not allow the films to represent the 
novels fairly in all their aspects.</s> 
 

(39) <LC_E_509.2.3><s>In practice this means that <B08_condition_ini><sub_condition>if</sub_condition> 
anyone should misbehave</B08_condition_ini>, chances are they would be confronted 
with their behaviour and, in extreme cases, eventually be prevented access to the 
message board altogether.</s> 

 
An initial adverbial clause can also follow a subordinator, such as since, or because. In the 
next example, an initial concessive adverbial clause is part of an adverbial clause of reason 
which itself is final. The concessive clause itself is labelled initial, however, because it is 
initial to the clause it modifies: 
 
(40) <LC_E_423.1.6><s>This is quite a shame <B08_reason_fin> 

<sub_reason>because</sub_reason><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>all though</sub_concession> 
Jackson’s trilogy is a brilliant achievement</B08_concession_ini>, it cannot ever be 
preferred to the novels</B08_reason_fin>.</s> 

 
Sometimes the adverbial clause can be initial to a phrase, as it modifies something new, 
starting after the adverbial clause. Consider the following example: 

 
(41) <LC_E_404.2.3><s>A blueprint consists mainly of a vision of some kind of utopia and, 

<B06to_purpose_ini>in order to change society in the direction of this future 
paradise</B06to_purpose_ini>, a plan.</s> 

 
In other words, an adverbial clause is labelled _ini if it precedes the clause or, in rare cases 
the phrase, it modifies. 

Let us now turn to the clauses which received the _fin label, for final. Of course, any 
adverbial clause which appears sentence finally receives the _fin label, as in (42). 

 
(42) <NS_ling_04.4.3><s>These were all corpora that were available to us 

<B08_time_fin><sub_time>when</sub_time> this work began in the early 
1990s</B08_time_fin>.</s> 
 

As with initial adverbial clauses final adverbial clauses occasionally also appear in sequence 
at the end of a sentence as complex final adverbial clauses, as the following example shows. 

 
(43) <NS_ling_10.74.4><s>Discourse analysts will need to struggle along with careful 

descriptive approaches, <B06_indeterm_fin_ing>dealing with as many of the variables as 
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possible</B06_indeterm_fin_ing>, but <B06_indeterm_fin_ing>recognizing that any presently 
conceived model will necessarily be incomplete</B06_indeterm_fin_ing>.</s> 
 
But final (_fin) also refers to ‘all structures that follow the whole clausal structure with 

which they are associated, even though they may not be sentence final’ (Hannay 1997: 239). 
This means that adverbial clauses such as examples (44) and (45) also receive the label _fin, 
although the adverbial clauses do not occur sentence-finally, because they come after a main 
clause. After the final adverbial clause there is a new beginning, as it were, with a new main 
clause following, for instance, a comma and a coordinator but (44), or a colon (45): 
 
 
(44) <LC_E_428.3.2><s>Originally, immigrants were welcomed earlier 

<B08_reason_fin><sub_reason>because</sub_reason> the Netherlands needed them for 
work</B08_reason_fin>, but the need for cheap workers is over by now.</s> 

(45) Communication is important <B08_time_fin><sub_time>when</sub_time> it comes to 
worldwide commercialization</B08_time_fin>: whoever is not connected is not noticed. 

 
Another type of sentence-medial adverbial clause which is nonetheless labelled _fin is an 
adverbial clause that modifies whatever phrase or clause comes before the main clause, as in 
(46), in which the finite conditional clause (bold) is final to the verbless clause which 
precedes the main clause (the government decided …).  

 
(46) <LC_E_515.2.4><s><B07_indeterm_ini>Afraid that China will be overpopulated 

<B08_condition_fin><sub_condition>if</sub_condition> this growth continued at the same 
speed</B08_condition_fin></B07_indeterm_ini>, the government decided in 1979 that measures 
should be taken immediately.</s> 
 
Let us now turn to adverbial clauses in medial positions. Although, according to Biber 

(1999: 831), ‘occurrences of medial clauses are far too rare for meaningful quantitative 
analysis’, they have been included in the analysis and receive the label _med. Most simply, 
these are all the adverbial clauses that do not fall into the _ini or _fin categories and are 
usually parenthetical comments that are inserted into the clause, as it were, as the following 
examples will illustrate: 
 
 (47) <LC_E_415.2.5><s>RSI is caused by, <B08_comparison_med><sub_comparison>as</sub_comparison> 

the name implies</B08_comparison_med>, repetitive actions, such as for instance typing 
and using the mouse.</s> 

(48) <LC_diss_03.6.2><s>The history of Afrikaans starts with the landing of the Dutch United 
East India Company, <B06_indeterm_med_ed>led by Jan van 
Riebeeck</B06_indeterm_med_ed>, in Kaap de Goede Hoop in 1652.</s> 

(49) <NS_ling_10.42.1><s>Stylistics, <B08_comparison_med><sub_comparison>as</sub_comparison> it was 
pursued through the 1960s and 1970s</B08_comparison_med>, constitutes perhaps the 
most focused structural continuation of text analysis within English studies (…).</s> 

(50) <NS_ling_07.55.2><s>Student A has translated point `a point by 'point-to-point', 
<B09_fin>which, <B08_concession_med><sub_concession>although</sub_concession> it is a valid 
translation in some contexts</B08_concession_med>, is not the correct translation 
here</B09_fin>.</s> 

 
Note that in the final two examples the medial adverbial clause is placed in the post-subject 
position. In (49) the subject is Stylistics; in (50) the subject is the relativizer which. Note that 
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because which is a constituent of the clause, an adverbial clause following it is labelled _med, 
unlike adverbial clauses following subordinators, which receive the _ini label, as we saw in 
example (40). 

The following table provides a summary of the conditions under which finite, non-
finite, and verbless adverbial clauses are labelled _ini, _med, or _fin. 

 
Table 19: Conditions for positional labels of adverbial clauses 

position conditions 

initial 
_ini 

sentence initial (single or complex) 
X and [adv. clause] Y (phrase or clause) 
X that/whether [adv. clause] Y 
X, subordinator (e.g. because|since) [adv. clause] Y 

medial 
_med 

X1 [adv. clause] X2  
Subject [adv. clause] rest of clause 
X, which [adv. clause] rest of clause 
X [adv. clause] and|but|rather than Y 

final 
_fin 

sentence final (single or complex) 
X [adv. clause] followed by (semi)colon  
X [adv. clause] coordinator (and|but|or) new matrix clause 
X (clause|phrase) [adv. clause], S (main clause) 

 
Now let us turn to each of the different types of adverbial clauses, i.e. non-finite, 

verbless, and finite, separately. 

3.4.3.4 Non-finite adverbial clauses (B06) 
Although non-finite clauses can have a wide range of syntactic roles, only those used 
adverbially receive a label, as in (51). Example (52) shows non-finite embedded clause from 
the corpus that is used as a subject and therefore was not annotated. Examples (53, 54, and 
55) show constructed non-finite clauses that would not have been annotated had they been 
part of the corpus, as they are not used adverbially. All non-finite clauses are italicized. 
 
(51) <LC_E_403.2.3><s><B06_time_ini_ing><sub_time>After</sub_time> committing their 

crime</B06_time_ini_ing>, the two boys committed suicide.</s> (adverbial clause) 
(52) <LC_E_501.4.4><s>Not using the plants which have been build already would be a useless 

destruction of capital.</s> (subject) 
(53) The real difficulty is leaving out obvious reasons. (subject predicative) 
(54) He will have him carried to a safer place. (direct object) 
(55) The man walking down the street is my brother. (restrictive postmodifier)  
 

There are three main types of non-finite clauses, –ing clauses, –ed clauses and to–
infinitive clauses. They were labelled thus: 
 
–ing clause  <B06_[semantic label]_[ini|med|fin]_ing> 
–ed clause  <B06_[semantic label]_[ini|med|fin]_ed> 
to– infinitive clause <B06_purpose_[ini|med|fin]_to> 
 
All labels for non-finite adverbial clauses included the code B06, for non-finite adverbial 
clause, a semantic label (see 3.4.3.1), a position label, and were identified according to their 
subcategory. Note that non-finite adverbial to–infinitive clauses automatically received the 
label semantic label _purpose. 

According to Biber (2003: 838–841), academic prose has the largest portion of non-
finite adverbial clauses occurring with subordinators. Using subordinators with non-finite 
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clauses adds precision and explicitness to the information while combining it with the brevity 
and compactness inherent in the use of non-finite clauses. Examples include the following: 
 
(56) <LC_E_412.5.7><s><A02it>It is like this</A02it> that most of the paedophiles act 

<B06_time_fin_ing><sub_time>when</sub_time>picking up children on the 
internet</B06_time_fin_ing>.</s> 

(57) Theoretically, the construction of such outdoor skate parks could accommodate most 
urban extreme sports activity <B06ed_condition_fin> <sub_condition>if</sub_condition> done 
properly</B06ed_condition_fin>. 

 

3.4.3.5 Verbless clauses (B07) 
Verbless clauses provide a syntactically efficient means of adding contextual information to 
the main clause. They received the label <B07_[semantic label]_[ini|med|fin]>, which is 
consistent with the annotation of non-finite adverbial clauses as explained above. Verbless 
clauses (B07) are a special type of non-finite clause. They have no verb, but are recognizable 
as a clause, because the most likely clause can be ‘reconstructed’ by adding certain elements, 
such as the verb be. Verbless clauses include the following subtypes: clauses that have a 
subordinator, but no verb (a); clauses with an optional subordinator and an adjective clause 
(b); and verbless absolute clauses, of which there are two main types, verbless clauses with a 
specified subject but without a conjunction (c), often introduced by with/without and nominal 
absolutives (d). Let us look at some examples: 
 
a) subordinator + no verb 
(58) Although not a classic, this 90-minute video is worth watching. (Biber 1999: 201) 
 
This clause can be analysed in terms of its elements (subordinator + Ps

29); it has the same 
subject as the main clause. A full finite clause can be constructed by adding a subject and a 
form of to be, e.g. 
(59) Although [it is] not a classic, this 90-minute video is worth watching. 
 
b) (subordinator) + adjective clause 
(60) <LC_E_407.3.6><s>The basis of CR lies in the assumption that all cultures, 

<B07_concession_med><sub_concession>though</sub_concession> different</B07_concession_med>, are 
equally important … 

(61) <LC_E_415.6.2><s>Children, <B07_unspec_ini>trusting and inexperienced </B07_unspec_ini>, are 
vulnerable to that most dangerous online predator …</s> 

 
Example (60) shows a verbless clause that starts with a subordinator, in this case though, 
while example (61) shows a verbless clause without a subordinator. If it follows the subject, 
an adjective clause could be analysed as a reduced form of a restricted relative clause: 
Children, who are trusting and inexperienced, are…. Strictly speaking, the verbless clause in 
that case would be adnominal, not adverbial. However, the verblessness was seen as its most 
defining feature and therefore verbless clauses such as (50) were analysed as such, rather than 
as belonging to category B09, non-restrictive relative clauses (see 3.4.4.1). 
 
c) (with) subject + no verb  
(62) (With) the holidays behind them, they could finally relax. 

                                                
29 subject predicate 
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The verbless clause can be transformed into a non-finite clause by inserting being after the 
subject, as in (63): 
 
(63) (With) the holidays [being] behind them, they could finally relax.  
 
Occasionally the with in a verbless clause can be substituted by having, as in (64) and (65):30 
 
(64) With no place to go, he decided to stick around. 
(65) Having no place to go, he decided to stick around.  
 
d) Nominal absolutive.  
The nominal is identical in reference to the subject of the main clause, as in (66): 
 
(66) A republican, he recognized the authority of Victor Emmanuel. (Biber 1999: 137) 
 
The verbless clause can be transformed into a non-finite clause by inserting being before the 
nominal, e.g.  
 
[being] A republican, he recognized the authority of Victor Emmanuel.  
 
Also included in the analysis are verbless clauses that start with as where the as could be 
substituted by being to form a non-finite clause, in a similar way as with could be substituted 
by having in examples (67) and (68): 

 
(67) <LC_diss_04.78.2><s><B07_unspec_ini>As the architect of the euro plans</B07_unspec_ini>, he is 

the most important supporter, which is why he receives much attention.</s> 
Could be paraphrased as 
(68) Being the architect of the Euro plans, he is the most important supporter, … 

3.4.3.6 Finite adverbial clauses (B08) 
All instances of finite adverbial clauses are labelled <B08_[semantic label]_[ini|med|fin]>. 
Examples (69–76) show one example of each of the semantic categories, time, place, 
condition, concession, reason/cause, purpose/result, comparison, and conditional concessive. 
Note that a finite adverbial clause is always introduced by a subordinator and that 
subordinators were labelled separately: 

 
(69) <LC_E_402.1.1><s><B08_time_ini><sub_time>After</sub_time> the pro-democracy 

demonstrations in China were bloodily put down</B08_time_ini>, the European Union 
(<B10_ini>EU</B10_ini>) decided on a weapon embargo in 1989.</s> 

(70) <NS_ling_07.5.7><s> … ,<B08_place_ini><sub_place>where</sub_place> there is an expectation for 
high-quality output</B08_place_ini>, we can identify two main drawbacks …</s> 

(71) <LC_E_401.5.4><s><B08_condition_ini><sub_condition>If</sub_condition> a teacher wears a 
headscarf in class</B08_condition_ini>, this will send a very obvious signal to her students 
concerning her religious persuasion.</s> 

                                                
30 Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1267) call with “semantically similar” to have and without to not have in these 
cases.  
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(72) <LC_E_403.5.2><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Though </sub_concession> there was great 
admiration for the way the filmmakers handled the subject matter</B08_concession_ini>, 
critics announced an increase in tragedies like high school shootings.</s> 

(73) <LC_E_428.1.4><s>Other people think we should welcome all people looking for a safe 
country to live in, <B08_reason_fin> <sub_reason>because</sub_reason> their hostile situation is 
not so safe</B08_reason_fin>.</s> 

(74) <LC_E_428.1.3><s>Some people think the rules of integration should be tightened, 
<B08_purpose_fin><sub_purpose>so</sub_purpose> it becomes harder for people to immigrate to 
the Netherlands</B08_purpose_fin>.</s> 

(75) <LC_E_411.1.3><s><C11_con_ini1>However</C11_con_ini1>, not every country in the world 
supports the idea of free communication, <B08_comparison_fin> 
<sub_comparison>as</sub_comparison> is the case in communist China</B08_comparison_fin>.</s> 

(76) <LC_E_426.1.4><s><B08_condconc_ini><sub_condconc>Whether </sub_condconc> the person 
participating in such sports chooses to use a skateboard, inline skates, or a small 
bicycle</B08_condconc_ini>, the objectives of each of the three approaches are similar and 
… 

 
Note that many conditional-concessive clauses are marked by a subordinator that consists of 
two elements, e.g. whether … or in example (76). In this case, only the first element received 
the subordinator label. 

3.4.4 Backgrounding/clause combining devices: supplementives (B09, B10, 
NCDU) 

Non-restrictive relative clauses, non-restrictive appositions and non-clausal discourse units 
are treated here under the umbrella term supplementives (c.f. Huddleston, Payne and Peterson 
2002; Downing and Locke 2006: 446) because they are closely related in terms of discourse 
function, as the following examples will demonstrate: 
 
(77)  <NS_lit_01.21.2><s>In this sense it is a characteristic form of postmodernity--far more so 

than the "philosophical novel," <B09_fin>which is an archetypally modern 
form</B09_fin>.</s> 

(78) <LC_diss_03.51.3><s>Three subjects had family in Upington, <B10_fin>a city in the Northern 
Cape</B10_fin>.</s> 

(79) <LC_diss_02.38.3><s>The actor's face sports an unambiguous, almost naive smile and the 
lines he delivers express Drew's initial enjoyment of the trip, <NCDU_fin>a combination 
that conveys his sincere, unambiguous friendliness</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

 
The function of all three is to add backgrounded supplementary information to something that 
is already specific, adding coherence by specifying the antecedent even further. 

3.4.4.1 Non-restrictive relative clauses (B09) 
All non-restrictive relative clauses were labelled <B09_[ini|med|fin]>. A non-restrictive 
relative clause received the label _ini if it occurred within the ‘theme zone’ (example 81),_fin 
if it was at the end of the sentence (example 83 )and _ med if neither applied (example 82), 
(usually a parenthetic comment).  

Following Hannay (1994, 2007, and 2008) the ‘theme zone’ includes all elements up 
to the finite verb of the main clause. For instance, in the following sentence the theme zone 
extends up to is believable. In other words, all the italicized words in the following sentence 
are part of the theme zone: 
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(80) <NS_lit_08.24.9> Indeed, lacking even the "schizophrenia" of the character Ivanhoe, who, 
Shaw notes, "at one moment criticizes Richard I's knight-errantry from a recognizably 
modern viewpoint, but at the next reacts to Rebecca with all the bigotry of his age" 
(Forms, p. 208), Valerius is believable as a second-century figure in little besides his 
Ciceronian diction.</s> 

 
The relative clause, which is underlined in the above example, therefore received the label 
<B09_ini>.31 

The function of a relative clause is to add further specification to something that is 
already specific. It is, therefore, typically backgrounded. It can add coherence to the text by 
functioning as an anaphoric grounding device. For example, in (81) In Colorado is already 
specific, but by adding where the shootings took place, it is clear why Colorado is taken as 
the starting point of this sentence, in a text about the Columbine high school shootings. In 
other words, it provides a connection with the previous discourse. Here the clause is doubly 
backgrounded as it were, as it is also put between brackets.  

The antecedent of a relative clause can be a noun, a whole clause or any one or more 
of its constituents (cf. Downing and Locke 2006: 283). Normally non-restrictive relative 
clauses are separated from the rest of the sentence by commas (Biber et al. 1999: 602), 
although sometimes also by parentheses (see example (81) below). However, as punctuation 
in learner essays is not 100% consistent there were cases in which non-restrictive relative 
clauses were labelled as such, even if there were no commas to separate them from the main 
clause. Inevitably, this involved some interpretation on the part of the annotator. In those 
cases, the context was used to establish whether the unpunctuated relative clause was meant 
as restrictive or non-restrictive.  

Non-restrictive relative clauses are always introduced by a relative pronoun, e.g. who, 
whom, whose, which, where, and when.32 
 
(81) <LC_E_422.3.3><s>In Colorado (<B09_ini>where the shootings took place</B09_ini>), there 

are lots of laws that allow a minor to possess a handgun.</s> 
(82) <LC_E_402.4.5><s>Amnesty considers Zhang Shanguang to be a prisoner of conscience, 

<B09_med>which means that he is imprisoned because of his political beliefs</B09_med>, 
<B06_unspec_fin_ing>not having used or advocated violence</B06_unspec_fin_ing>.</s> 

(83) <NS_ling_01.21.7><s>Social variation in the use of MOUTH in New Zealand has been 
noted in the work of Bayard (1987), <B09_fin>who finds that more open and back 
''conservative'' values increase in speakers of higher social classes</B09_fin>.</s> 

3.4.4.2 Non-restrictive nominal appositions (B10) 
Closely related to the non-restrictive relative clause is non-restrictive nominal apposition. 
Essentially, for linguistic units to be in apposition they have to be identical in reference. The 
following examples will illustrate the similarities and differences between non-restrictive 
relative clauses (B09) and non-restrictive apposition. Example (69) is a clear example of non-
restrictive nominal apposition in which the first and second parts refer to the same person.  
 
(84) Peter, my driver, was late again. (apposition) 
(85) Peter, who is my driver, was late again. (relative clause) 

                                                
31 Note that _ini was used in order to ensure consistency in the annotation process (as other lexico-grammatical 
devices, such as adverbial clauses, were labelled _ini if they were not _med or _fin. However, a relative clause 
can never be truly initial, as it has to attach itself to a phrase that precedes it. 
32 Where and when often introduce adverbial clauses of place and time respectively, but can also introduce 
relative clauses (Quirk et al. 1985: 1259-1260). 
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Although co-reference is the most common semantic relationship between two units that are 
in apposition with each other, there are other referential relationships that, following Meyer 
(1992), are also considered. Admitting a wider variety of constructions as appositions means 
that also considered as appositions were definitions of concepts that directly follow the 
concept that is defined and separated from this concept by means of punctuation, a 
reformulation of a certain idea or concept that directly follows this concept and is separated 
from it by means of punctuation, and characteristics of the idea or concept that are described 
in a phrase/fragment/clause that directly follows this idea/concept and is separated from it by 
means of punctuation (part/whole relationship) (see examples below). The apposition serves 
to provide additional information or specification about the noun phrase which it is in 
apposition with, tying it to the surrounding discourse. 

Two kinds of non-restrictive appositions received the label <B10_[ini|med|fin]>. First, 
non-restrictive nominal appositions, i.e. two NPs identical in reference and separated by a 
comma (see example 84) were annotated as appositions. Note that the second part in a 
nominal apposition can also be realized by a full clause, when the NP is realised as a clause 
(NP→S) (see example 86; time clause in italics). Second, appositions whose units are joined 
by apposition markers were also included in the analysis. Note that in (86) the italicized 
clause is not an adverbial clause of time, but a specification of the noun phrase more 
instances. 
 
(86) <LC_diss_02.64.6><s>During the trip more instances occur where the reader is left alone 

with Ed, <B10_fin><appmarker>such as</appmarker> when he wakes up early in their camp in 
the woods and tries to shoot a deer</B10_fin>.</s> 

 
As with non-restrictive relative clauses an apposition receives the label _ini if it occurs within 
the theme zone (see explanation in 3.4.4.1), _fin if it is at the end of a clause, and _ med if 
neither applies (usually a parenthetic comment). 

Non-restrictive appositions are usually separated from the rest of the sentence by 
putting them between commas (unless they occur clause finally, in which case they are only 
preceded by a comma), but also by brackets, dashes, or a colon. The examples below will 
illustrate this. 
 
(87) <LC_E_402.3.3><s>China, <B10_ini>the biggest country in the world</B10_ini>, is one of 

these trespassers, <B08_reason_fin><sub_reason>because</sub_reason> serious violations are the 
order of the day and have even deteriorated compared to previous 
years</B08_reason_fin>.</s> 

(88) <LC_E_415.7.4><s>The lack of social control in chat boxes leads to unchecked and 
potentially annoying behaviour, <B10_fin><appmarker>such as</appmarker> harassment and 
even digital or real-life stalking</B10_fin>.</s> 

(89) <LC_E_401.1.3><s>The verdict passed here in The Netherlands last year about the 
prohibition of 'niqaabs' (<B10_ini>a veil covering the whole face, except the 
eyes</B10_ini>) at an Amsterdam Regional Centre for Education 
('<B10_ini>ROC</B10_ini>') enflamed it.</s> 
 

Note that certain abbreviations were also labelled appositions, as in example (89) above and 
(90) and (91) below. The reason for this is that full name of the organization (in the examples) 
and the abbreviation of the organization both refer to the same entity. Very often, though not 
always, the abbreviation is put between brackets, for example in (90) and (91): 
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(90) <LC_E_401.2.2><s>The Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam (<B10_ini>VU</B10_ini>) has no 
official rules regarding the wearing of headscarves and veils yet.</s> 

(91) <LC_E_415.2.4><s>This extensive computer usage can result in what is called Repetitive 
Strain Injury (<B10_fin>RSI</B10_fin>).</s> 

 
All non-restrictive nominal appositions that received the B10 label have in common that they 
are preceded by an NP and comma (or other punctuation). If, conversely, a clause is followed 
by a comma and a NP that describes/summarizes the previous clause, or part of it, it is 
labelled as a non-clausal discourse unit <NCDU_fin>, as in example (92). Non-clausal discourse 
units are dealt with in section 3.4.4.3 in more detail. 
 
(92) NS_ling_04.35.3><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Again</stance_adverbial_ini1>, the Hansard Corpus 

displays a proportionally greater number of cases of demonstrative use than the other 
two corpora, <NCDU_fin>a fact discussed and partially explained above</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

 
Apposition markers (appmarker) 
Often appositions are introduced by apposition markers such as like, such as, i.e., for example, 
including (and, by analogy excluding), or, especially, or, if not and others (Quirk et al. 1985: 
1307). If present in the apposition, these apposition markers received the label <appmarker>, 
for example: 
 
(93) <LC_E_421.3.3><s>Just as before, this influence is primarily visible to bystanders, 

<B10_fin><appmarker>i.e.</appmarker> people not living in the US</B10_fin>.</s> 
(94) <LC_E_427.3.4><s>The newcomers will also need some social provisions, 

<B10_fin><appmarker>for example</appmarker>, housing and education</B10_fin>, 
<B09_fin>which can cause instability in social security</B09_fin>.</s> 

(95) <LC_E_404.5.10><s>All these measures had a common goal, 
<B10_fin><appmarker>namely</appmarker> progress</B10_fin>.</s> 

(96) <LC_E_415.7.4><s>The lack of social control in chat boxes leads to unchecked and 
potentially annoying behaviour, <B10_fin><appmarker>such as</appmarker> harassment and 
even digital or real-life stalking</B10_fin>.</s> 

3.4.4.3 Non-clausal discourse units (NCDU) 
This category was devised in order to annotate those stretches of discourse that constitute a 
separate discourse unit but do not constitute a clause. They also do not fall under the criteria 
for verbless clauses as set out in section 3.4.3.5, as they cannot be fully constructed, as it 
were, as clauses. In order to be included in the category, this non-clausal piece of information, 
which is typically parenthetical, had to be separated from the main clause by means of 
punctuation and not be categorized as either a clause or an adverbial connector (see section 
3.4.6). Only non-clausal discourse units (henceforth: NCDUs) in medial and final position were 
annotated as NCDUs in the current study. 

NCDUs in medial position were labelled <NCDU_med>. They include non-restrictive 
prepositional phrases (cf. Biber et al. 1999: 605) between commas in medial position, as in 
(82). Occasionally, these prepositional phrases are preceded by intensifying adverbs, as in 
(83), where the prepositional phrase is preceded by the adverb particularly (NCDUs have been 
italicized and adverb is underlined). 
 
(97) <LC_E_401.6.5><s>This is, <NCDU_med>by western standards</NCDU_med>, an idea very 

discriminating to women.</s> 
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(98) <NS_lit_10.4.6><s>The phrase 'standard English' is commonly used, <NCDU_med>particularly 
in government publications</NCDU_med>, to refer to forms of both speech and writing in 
ways which assume that [...] </s> 

 
It is clear from the examples above that both NCDUs are parenthetical, backgrounded 
comments that modify the preceding discourse. Read aloud, these NCDUs would constitute a 
separate intonational unit and would be read in a lower tone of voice than the surrounding 
discourse, which emphasizes their backgrounded status. They are used by writers to interrupt 
the discourse to provide an additional comment to the message contained in the main clause, 
hereby interacting with the reader, as it were. 

NCDUs in final position are of two types, namely what (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, & 
Svartvik, 1985) call appended clauses, and ascriptive NPs of which the anchor is not another 
NP (cf. Huddleston et al. 2002: 1358). The first category, the ‘appended clause’, is illustrated 
by examples (99) and (100). 
 
(99) <LC_E_410.3.3><s>During their combat time the boys and girls have been severely 

damaged, <NCDU_fin>physically as well as mentally</NCDU_fin>.</s> 
(100) <LC_E_507.4.5><s>The embryos that are not frozen will certainly die; most of them are 

immediately discarded or destroyed, <NCDU_fin>usually with the consent of the 
donor</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

 
An appended clause, according to Biber et al (1985: 911), ‘can be regarded as an elliptical 
clause (usually parenthetical or an afterthought) for which the whole or part of the preceded or 
interrupted clause constitutes the antecedent’. Appended clauses are by definition final and so 
receive the label <NCDU_fin>. These appended ‘clauses’ should not be confused with verbless 
clauses (B07) as mentioned in section 3.4.3.5. The difference lies in the fact that NCDUs 
cannot be transformed into clauses proper by simply adding a verb. To give an example, (101) 
could be paraphrased as (102) whereas (99) and (100) cannot be paraphrased in the same 
manner, because the NCDU is elliptical and has part of the preceding clause as its antecedent 
(cf. Quirk et al. 1985: 91233, as becomes clear in (103) and (104); the added elements are in 
italics: 
 
(101) <LC_E_419.3.7><s>In the Dutch versions, like 'The Bauers', this is also the case, 

<B07_concession_fin>although not so extreme</B07_concession_fin>.</s> 
(102)  In the Dutch versions, like 'The Bauers', this is also the case, although it is not so 

extreme. 
(103) During their combat time the boys and girls have been severely damaged. They have 

been damaged physically as well as mentally. 
(104) ... ; most of them are immediately discarded or destroyed. This is usually done with the 

consent of the donor. 
 
The <NCDU_fin> label was also used to annotate constructions which at first glance resemble 
appositions. They share some features with nominal appositions, i.e. both are appositive 
ascriptive NPs. However, this type of non-final NCDU does not have another NP as its anchor, 
as is the case in nominal appositions (see section 3.4.4.2). Instead, these non-clausal discourse 
units summarize and/or rephrase the whole or part of the previous clause, a feature they have 
in common with some final, non-restrictive relative clauses. NCDUs of this type typically 

                                                
33 The antecedent can also be an entire preceding clause, as in ‘I caught the train, just’ (Quirk et al. 1985: 912). 



 87 

begin with determiners such as a(n), two, something, usually followed by a general noun and 
a postmodifier (sometimes with a relativizer), as in: 
 
(105) <NS_ling_04.35.3><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Again</stance_adverbial_ini1>, the Hansard Corpus 

displays a proportionally greater number of cases of demonstrative use than the other 
two corpora, <NCDU_fin>a fact discussed and partially explained above</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

(106) <NS_ling_11.6.2><s> …, Singler (1991) reports that Liberian Settler English speakers 
display high rates of copula absence and that they also allow copula absence with past 
tense verbs, <NCDU_fin>two properties of the copula in creoles</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

(107) <NS_ling_08.5.6><s>For others it is an auxiliary (…), <NCDU_fin>an analysis which fails to 
explain the use of operator do in negatives such as Don't let's fight</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

 
Note that the first noun in the NCDU is a general abstract noun, in the examples above fact, 
properties and analysis. It fulfils an important discourse function by summarizing, 
interpreting or qualifying the preceding clause.  

We will come back to general nouns in the context of retrospective nouns (C12_ret) in 
section 3.4.8. These nouns operate in much the same way, but across sentence boundaries. 

3.4.5 Backgrounding/clause combining devices: parenthetical clause 
(parentcl) 

Full main clauses that have been placed either between brackets () and dashes – – and are a 
separate information unit that is integrated into the sentence received the label <parentcl>. 
The use of such brackets classifies the following clauses, by definition, as backgrounded, for 
example:  
 
(108) <NS_lit_03.25.3><s>The relentless formalism (<parentcl>the term is inescapable</parentcl>) of 
this form-creation and form-adjustment may provoke charges of myopia.</s> 
 
Note that writers sometimes put a non-restrictive relative clause (B09) between brackets, as in 
(109), or adverbial clauses (B08), as in (110): 
 
(109) <LC_E_422.3.3><s>In Colorado (<B09_ini>where the shootings took place</B09_ini>), there 
are lots of laws that allow a minor to possess a handgun.</s> 
(110) <NS_ling_03.10.9><s>It seems that their EFL group did not actually differ in proficiency 
(<B08_comparison_fin><sub_comparison>as</sub_comparison> they had assumed it 
would</B08_comparison_fin>), but the ESL group did.</s> 
 
Although these could be seen as parenthetical comments, they are labelled as B09, non-
restrictive relative clauses, and B08_comparison respectively, and not as parenthetical 
clauses; for clauses to be labelled as parenthetical in this study they had to be grammatically 
independent. 

The use of dashes, –  –, is similar to that of brackets in that their use involves both 
interrupting the flow of discourse and adding information. The important difference is that 
often the information between dashes receives prominence instead of being backgrounded, as 
is the case with clauses between brackets.  
 

3.4.6 Cohesive devices: linking adverbials (C11) 
The main function of linking adverbials is to clarify the connection between two units of 
discourse. Because they explicitly signal the link between passages of text, they are important 
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devices for cohesion. Linking adverbials can have many syntactic forms, e.g. single adverbs 
(however, furthermore, firstly), prepositional phrases (for example, on the contrary), and, less 
commonly, clauses (that is, what is more, to conclude). Excluded from the analysis are what 
Siepmann (2005) calls sentence stems, e.g. an example is provided by, it is a fair guess that, it 
may be noted in passing that which he includes in his definition of multi-word discourse 
markers.34 In the case of multi-word units, only set expressions that are used as an adverbial 
in linking function were be labelled C11 and received a label for their positional features and 
semantic category. 
 

3.4.6.1 Positional features 
All linking adverbials received a label for their positional features. The five different labels 
are: 
_ini1 if the linking adverbial is the first element of the clause 
_ini2  if it is the second element of the clause 
_med3 if it is the third element of the clause 
_med4 for all other positions except _ini, _ini2, _med3, and _fin 
_fin if it is the last element of the clause 
 
These codes are probably best illustrated by the following, constructed, example: 
(111) However, such rules have always been part of the game.  _ini1 

Such rules, however, have always been part of the game.  _ini2 
Such rules have, however, always been part of the game. _med3 
Such rules have always, however, been part of the game.  _med4 
Such rules have always been part, however, of the game.  _med4 
Such rules have always been part of the game, however.  _fin 

 
The following examples illustrate the same, using corpus data: 
 
(112) <NS_ling_06.9.5><s><C11_con_ini1>However</C11_con_ini1>, it is simply not true that 

introspections are not open to criticism by others.</s> 
(113) <NS_ling_10.1.2><s>Such a distinction, <C11_con_ini2> however</C11_con_ini2>, oversimplifies 

the situation; …</s> 
(114) <NS_ling_06.1.4><s>It seems, <C11_con_med3>however</C11_con_med3>, that some applied 

linguists wish to go further.</s> 
(115) <NS_lit_09.6.3><s>Cohn examines this pseudo-biography in detail, 

<C11_con_med4>however</C11_con_med4>, for other tell-tale signs of fictionality.</s> 
(116) <NS_ling_01.71.1><s>A number of questions remain unanswered, 

<C11_con_fin>however</C11_con_fin>.</s> 
 

3.4.6.2 Semantic categories 
All linking adverbials that comply with the criteria set out above were labelled for their 
semantic category, which are based on Biber et al.’s (1999: 875-879) six semantic categories 
of linking adverbials. A seventh category, namely that of ‘matter/respect’ was added, based 
on Quirk et al. (1985) and Downing & Locke (1992; 2006). Also, Biber et al.’s 
‘result/inference’ category was expanded with ‘purpose’. The resulting seven categories are in 
                                                
34 Siepmann includes a very wide range of syntactic forms in his definition of second level discourse markers 
(SLMD). The linking adverbials that are labelled roughly correspond to his first level discourse markers and 
Fraser’s discourse markers (1999 : 931) 
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alphabetical order addition/enumeration, contrast/concession, elaboration, matter/respect, 
result/inference/purpose, summation, and transition. The following section provides a 
description of these categories. 
 
 
C11 addition/enumeration (C11_add) 
These are linking adverbials that can be used to list pieces of information or signal addition of 
items to a list. They include numbering words such as first(ly), second(ly)and finally, and 
adverbials such as further(more), moreover, but also prepositional phrases such as in addition, 
by the same token, and clauses e.g. what is more, as illustrated below: 
example: 
 
(117) <LC_E_403.6.2><s><C11_add_ini1>Firstly</C11_add_ini1>, they can be seen as a reminder of a 

tragedy like the Columbine shooting.</s>  
(118) <LC_E_604.9.1><s><C11_add_ini1>Last but not least</C11_add_ini1>, television is a great thing 

to watch.</s> 
 
Annotating C11_add was quite straightforward in the two examples above. It becomes 
slightly more problematic to decide what to include in the C11_add when we move away 
from these canonical indicators such as adverbials or set expressions and include prepositional 
phrases. Halliday & Hasan (1976), who call this type of adverbial connectors conjunctive 
adjuncts, state that ‘for the total expression to be conjunctive, any form of reference will serve 
provided it is anaphoric’ (1976: 231). Below is a step-by-step account of the rationale of what 
to include and what not, following Halliday & Hasan, but using examples from VULCAN and 
VUNSPRAC: 
 
no problem: adverbial 
(119) <LC_diss_04.49.11><s><C11_add_ini1>Additionally</C11_add_ini1>, he frequently makes ironic 

remarks.</s> 
 
first step : in addition (synonymous with additionally) 
(120) <NS_ling_11.3.9><s><C11_add_ini1>In addition</C11_add_ini1>, such research can help to 

bridge the gap between linguistics and education.</s> 
 
next step : in addition to +deictic 
(121)  <LC_E_603.2.6><s><C11_add_ini1>In addition to this</C11_add_ini1>, all schools need to reduce 

their amount of pupils for one class.</s> 
 
further step: in addition to + NP+ANA (=noun phrase with immediate anaphoric reference, i.e. 
in the previous sentence) 
(122)  <NS_ling_11.3.6><s><C11_add_ini1>In addition to descriptive analysis</C11_add_ini1>, we have 

seen research in …</s> 
 
last step: in addition to +non-finite clause 
Not annotated as C11, but as B06_prep (see section 3.4.3.4) 
(123) <LC_E_426.3.5><s><B06_prep_ini_ing>In addition to being an efficient use of surface 

area</B06_prep_ini_ing>, an outdoor skate park is a central location for athletes to meet 
one another and demonstrate their activities to the public.</s> 
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So far, so good: all examples above, save the last one, which is a clear example of a non-finite 
clause introduced by a preposition, meet the criteria for inclusion in the C11 category. A 
problem arises when the NP following the preposition has no immediate anaphoric reference. 
In that case the prepositional phrase loses its cohesive function and therefore was not labelled 
as C11, as can be seen below: 

 
problem: in addition NP-ANA (noun phrase with no (immediate) anaphoric reference), e.g.: 
(124) <NS_ling_08.13.4><s>Whether or not we accept the notion of hybridity</B08_condconc_ini>, it 

is certainly the case that first person inclusives are associated with a range of 
illocutionary forces.</s> 
<NS_ling_08.13.5><s>In addition to their use as collaborative suggestions for joint future 
action, they may operate (as we have already seen in the case of (7) and (8), and in 
(15) below) as thinly veiled directives … </s> 

 
The noun phrase that immediately follows the prepositional phrase in addition to in (124) has 
cataphoric reference instead of anaphoric reference; it therefore does not serve as a cohesive 
tie to the immediately preceding discourse.  

Of course, the above also applies to prepositions such as aside from/ apart from/ next 
to, which will be discussed subsequently. Table 20 on page 93 provides an overview of 
similar problems with other C11 categories. 
 
C11 contrast/concession (C11_con) 
Linking adverbials of contrast or concession mark some kind of contrast or conflict between 
information in different discourse units. Examples include, among many others, however, in 
contrast, alternatively, though, and yet: 
 
(125) <LC_E_428.3.14><s><C11_con_ini1>On the other hand</C11_con_ini1>, Dutch people are "home 
loving".</s> 
 
Also included in this category are longer adverbials in the form of prepositional phrases, such 
as despite/in spite of this//that/NP, as in 
 
(126) <LC_E_518.1.4><s><C11_con_ini1>Despite this</C11_con_ini1>, little had improved for the 2004 
election.</s> 
 
C11 elaboration (C11_ela) 
Linking adverbials of elaboration show that the following piece of text is an elaboration of, 
equivalent to, a clarification of, or included in, the point made in the preceding discourse. In 
other words, they indicate an appositional relationship between the preceding and following 
discourse. Biber et al. (1999) therefore call this type of linking adverbial ‘appositional 
adverbial’ (e.g. 1999: 881). In order not to cause confusion with the term apposition, it was 
named elaboration in the current annotation scheme. Examples of linking adverbials of 
elaboration include in other words, for example, that is, and namely, more precisely, 
specifically, in fact, as in: 
 
(127) <LC_E_404.4.3><s>The Bush administration, <C11_ela_ini2>in other words</C11_ela_ini2>, has 

a blueprint for societies and with the help of this plan for a paradise to come, wants to 
mold the Iraqi society.</s> 
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(128) <LC_E_613.2.3><s><C11_ela_ini1>More specifically</C11_ela_ini1>, it is a zero-emission 
technology, and a possible solution to air pollution caused by fossil fuel sources of 
energy.</s> 

 
Note that linking adverbials of elaboration (C11_ela) should not be confused with non-
restrictive nominal apposition (B10) or, indeed, the apposition marker (appmarker), which is 
often found within the B10 label (see section 3.4.4.2). C11_ela is the label that is reserved for 
a linking adverbial that indicates an appositive/elaborative relationship with the preceding 
clause, similar to the way in which however indicates a contrastive relationship. B10 is the 
label for a noun phrase that is in apposition with a preceding noun phrase. Non-restrictive 
appositions (B10) are often introduced by phrases, i.e. apposition markers that are labelled as 
C11_ela when they are used independently, e.g. 

 
(129) <LC_E_427.3.4><s>The newcomers will also need some social provisions, 

<B10_fin><appmarker>for example</appmarker>, housing and education</B10_fin>, 
<B09_fin>which can cause instability in social security</B09_fin>.</s> 

 
In the example above for example is used as part of the apposition. In other words, it signals 
an appositive relationship between phrases and is therefore labelled <appmarker>. In the 
example below for example signals the appositive relationship between clauses (or bigger 
stretches of discourse) and is therefore labelled as C11_ela: 
 
(130) <LC_E_424.1.1><s>By law men and women share the same rights.</s> 

<LC_E_424.1.2><s>They should be treated equally, <C11_ela_med4>for 
example</C11_ela_med4>, on the job market.</s> 

 
C11 matter/respect (C11_mat) 
The matter/respect category of linking adverbials was added to Biber et al.’s classification of 
semantic categories after the preliminary pilot study, so as to enable the annotation of those 
linking adverbials that convey the notion of ‘with reference to …’, cf. Downing and Locke 
(1992: 143 and 2006: 157). Quirk et al. (1985: 483) call this ‘respect’: ‘…the use of an 
adverbial to identify a relevant point of reference in respect of which the clause concerned 
derives its truth value’. It is typically realized by complex prepositional groups, such as with 
respect/regard to NPANA+, in that sense/respect, regarding NPANA+, but can also be realized 
by a clause as in the set phrase As/So far as X is/are concerned/when it comes to X. Examples 
include:  
 
(131) <LC_E_404.4.4><s><C11_mat_ini1>In this respect</C11_mat_ini1>, it is very similar to left-wing 

groupings.</s> 
(132) <LC_E_422.3.6><s><C11_res_ini1>With regard to this last law</C11_res_ini1> it should be noted 

that the type of firearms the two teenagers used were shotguns.</s> 
 
Matter/respect adverbials that are used as post-modifiers, as in (133), were not labelled.  
 
(133) <LC_diss_04.49.10><s>One can almost sense his aversion regarding the euro by his 

deliberate attempts to ignore it in his speech.</s> 
 
Only matter adverbials that contain an anaphoric element, i.e. they fulfil a linking function, 
received the label C11_mat. If the NP or X was initial and contained new information, then it 
was regarded as a scene setting adverbial and not as a linking adverbial, and therefore not 
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labelled as such. If the NP or X contains new information and is not initial, it will be labelled 
as NCDU (see Table 20, page 93 for a more detailed explanation).  
 
C11 result/inference/purpose (C11_res)  
Linking adverbials labelled C11_res signal that the following unit of discourse states either 
the result(s) or consequence(s) of the preceding discourse, or that the preceding discourse is 
the intended result of the following discourse (purpose). Examples include therefore, thus, 
consequently, as a result, so (that), and hence and to this end: 
 
(134) <NS_lit_02.25.5><s>Narcissism will <C11_res_med3>therefore</C11_res_med3> never pass away, 

like an event that acquires a date, or a moment that eventually belongs to the past.</s> 
(135) <NS_ling_07.61.5><s><C11_res_ini1>As a result</C11_res_ini1>, she was able to translate the 

passage:</s> 
(136) <NS_ling_04.19.3><s><C11_res_ini1>To this end</C11_res_ini1>, each demonstrative is followed 

by a two-character code.</s> 
 
Also included in this category are longer adverbials in the form of prepositional phrases, such 
as as a result or because of this//that/NPANA+, due to this/NPANA+, in view of this/NPANA+, 
given the NPANA+, again following Halliday and Hasan (1976: 231), as described in the section 
on C11_add above. The following examples serve as an illustration: 
 
(137) <LC_diss_05.12.3><s><C11_res_ini1>As a result</C11_res_ini1>, the North and the South came to 

be opponents.</s> 
(138) <LC_E_406.1.8><s><C11_res_ini1>Because of this</C11_res_ini1> it would seem that the 

concept of musicals has changed over the years.</s> 
(139) <LC_E_412.4.6><s><C11_res_ini1>Because of this lack of control<C11_res_ini1>, children have 

more freedom <C11_mat_fin>with regard to the internet</C11_mat_fin>.</s> 
 
C11 summation (C11_sum) 
Adverbials that mark summation signal that a unit of discourse concludes or sums up points 
made up to that point in the preceding discourse. Examples include in sum, to 
conclude/summarize, and all in all. e.g.: 
 
(140) <LC_E_405.9.1><s><C11_sum_ini1>In short</C11_sum_ini1> both election systems have their 

own advantages and disadvantages.</s> 
 
C11 transition (C11_tra) 
Transition adverbials mark the insertion of an item that does not follow directly from the 
previous discourse. The new information is signalled as loosely connected or unconnected to 
the previous discourse. Examples include by the way, incidentally, meanwhile and on another 
note, for example: 
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(141) <NS_ling_08.33.2><s>It may be that the increasing popularity of let's generally is being 

driven, <NCDU_med>at least in part</NCDU_med>, by its popularity in American English.</s>  
 <NS_ling_08.33.3><s><C11_tra_ini1>Meanwhile</C11_tra_ini1> Indian English writing is 

undoubtedly of the varieties represented the least influenced by American English, and 
perhaps at the same time the least generally tolerant of informality.</s> 

3.4.6.3 Problems regarding inclusion in C11 
It is important to note that it is not always the case that a prepositional phrase which is set off 
by punctuation always has the function of linking adverbial. In order to determine which 
label, if any, a prepositional phrase should receive, it was is very important to determine 
whether it has a cohesive function (1,2,3), a scene setting function (4), or a backgrounding 
function (5,6); a preposition followed by a non-finite or verbless clause (7,8,9) received a B06 
or B07 label. The numbers in brackets correspond to the cells in the matrix of Table 20 below. 

 
Table 20 Matrix for determining label of prepositional phrases 

position initial (i.e. within theme 
zone) 

medial final 

prepositional phrase  
+anaphoric reference 

 
 
 

PP + NPANA+ 

because of NP, due to NP: 
C11_res_ini1; C11_res_ini2  

  
 
 

despite NP in spite of NP: 
C11_con_ini1; 
C11_con_ini2 

  
 

1 

because of NP, due to 
NP: 

C11_res_med3; 
C11_res_med4 

 
 

despite NP, in spite of NP: 
C11_con_med3;  
C11_con _med4 

  
2 

because of NP, due to 
NP: 

C11_res_fin;  
 
 
 

despite NP, in spite of NP: 
C11_con_fin 

 
 

3 
 

prepositional phrase  
-anaphoric reference 

 
 

PP + NPANA- 

 
 
 

scene setting 
NO LABEL 

 
  

 4 

because of NP, due to 
NP, despite NP, in spite of 

NP: 
 

NCDU_med 
  

 
5 

because of NP, due to 
NP, despite NP, in spite of 

NP: 
 

NCDU_fin 
 

  
6 

preposition + clause B06_prep_ini_ing 
B07_unspec_ini  

 
 7 

B06_prep_med_ing 
B07_unspec_med  

  
8 

B06_prep_fin _ing 
B07_unspec_fin  

  
9 

 
phrase +anaphoric reference 
If the prepositional phrase (PP) consists of a preposition and an anaphoric reference such as a 
demonstrative, e.g. because of this could be considered at least equivalent to therefore or as a 
result, or an NP that refers back to the immediately preceding discourse, usually preceded by 
a demonstrative, e.g. Because of this lack of control, …, then the function is comparable or 
sometimes even synonymous to other more prototypical linking adverbials. In this case, the 
prepositional phrase was given the label C11 together with the appropriate semantic label and 
position. 
 
phrase –anaphoric reference 
If the NP within the prepositional phrase does not contain an anaphoric reference it cannot be 
considered a linking device as described above. If the phrase is sentence-initial and contains 
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new information, it has a function in scene setting in much the same way as time and place 
adverbials, e.g. Everywhere around the square, …or Last year35. These kinds of adverbials 
did not receive a label in the current system, as can be seen in cell 4 in the table. 

If the prepositional phrase has no anaphoric reference, but is found outside the theme 
zone, i.e. in medial or final position, then it was treated as an NCDU, non-clausal discourse 
unit, and labelled as such (see section 3.4.4.3). Below are example sentences for each of the 
cells in Table 20. 
 
Cell 1 - adverbial connector: PP + NPANA+ within the theme zone  
(142) <LC_E_412.4.5><s>Most children have a computer in their room and the parents do not 

feel like sitting in their children's room all the time to watch over them.</s> 
 <LC_E_412.4.6><s><C11_res_ini1>Because of this lack of control</C11_res_ini1>, children have 

more freedom <C11_mat_fin>with regard to the internet</C11_mat_fin>.</s> 
(143) <LC_E_518.1.3><s>Many votes were lost <B08_reason_fin> <sub_reason>because</sub_reason> the 

hole in the cards was not punched through or was punched extra 
times</B08_reason_fin>.</s> 

 <LC_E_518.1.4><s><C11_con_ini1>Despite this</C11_con_ini1>, little had improved for the 2004 
election.</s> 

 
Cell 2 - adverbial connector: PP + NPANA+ in medial position  
 (144) <LC_E_405.4.5><s>In the year 2000 the results of the elections had showed that all the 

states were either won by the Democrats or the Republicans.</s> 
<LC_E_405.5.1><s>A disadvantage of the American system is that <C11_res_med4>because 
of the overwhelming dominancy of the Democratic and Republican 
Party</C11_res_med4>, little attention is given to independent candidates and the ones of 
smaller political parties, ... </s> 

 
Cell 3 – adverbial connector: PP + NPANA+ in final position  
(145) <LC_E_518.1.7><s>Many voters reported that the machines had recorded their choices 

incorrectly.</s> 
 <LC_E_518.1.8><s>Ohio and some other states still used their punch card system 

<C11_res_fin>because of the uncertainty of the machines</C11_res_fin>.</s> 
 
Cell 4 – scene setting adverbial: PP + NPANA- within the theme zone 
(146) <LC_E_426.4.9><s>Despite many outcries, nothing has been done to remedy these 

disappointing design flaws, <B09_fin>which could easily have been avoided in the first 
place</B09_fin>.</s> 

(147) <LC_E_501.1.5><s>Nowadays, due to technological progress, many objections against 
nuclear power plants may be overcome, <B09_fin>which could make the reasons in 
favour of nuclear power outweigh the reasons against it</B09_fin>.</s>  

 
Cell 5 – non-clausal discourse unit: PP + NPANA- in medial position 
(148) <LC_E_509.1.3><s>Chatrooms, along with other communicative devices such as instant 

messenger services, are now, <NCDU_med>due to the extensive attention given to the 
subject</NCDU_med>, widely known amongst parents, <B09_fin>who have as a result 
become better aware and more able to shield their children from the potential hazards 
of these mediums</B09_fin>.</s> 

  
                                                
35 Of course, adverbial clauses of place and time (When I was young,…) do receive a label, namely B08_time, or 
B08_place. 
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Cell 6 – non-clausal discourse unit: PP + NPANA- in final position  
(149) <LC_diss_04.93.2><s>Similar to the results of Blair's speech, Brown's speech confirms that 

supporters rarely make use of motivational warrants, <NCDU_fin>possibly due to poor 
affectionate responses of the British public regarding the euro</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

  
(150) <NS_lit_01.2.7><s>Is there such a thing as the integrity of the text, <NCDU_fin>despite the 

deconstruction of the self-enclosed work of art proposed by Roland Barthes and 
others</NCDU_fin>?</s>  

 
Cells 7, 8, 9 – non finite or verbless clauses: preposition + clause  
(151) <LC_E_506.7.4><s><B06_prep_ini_ing>Despite being one of the most apposed music genres in 

music history</B06_prep_ini_ing>, it has been one of the most successful music genres.</s> 
 
It is important to note in this context that in spite of the fact that/ despite the fact that 
/apart from the fact that and due to the fact that are wordy synonyms to although and because 
respectively. As such, they function as subordinators for adverbial clauses of concession and 
adverbial clauses of reason and are part of the adverbial clause. In other words, the criteria 
expounded above do not apply, as the examples below will illustrate; see also Table 18 on 
page 74. 
 
(152) <LC_E_519.2.11><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>In spite of the fact that</sub_concession> 

the American President G. Bush tried to justify this war to be "a war on tyranny" and 
that it has been carried out for the sake of democracy</B08_concession_ini>, it seem to be 
much more a massacre of Iraqi people.</s> 

(153) <LC_E_504.4.7><s><C11_con_ini1>Contrary to the high gross these movies had</C11_con_ini1>, 
others did not do as well in the same periods, <B08_reason_fin><sub_reason>due to the fact 
that</sub_reason> there was no audience at those points in time</B08_reason_fin>.</s> 

 
The adverbial clauses are in italics and the multi-word subordinators are in italics and 
underlined in the examples above.  

3.4.7 Cohesive devices: sentence-initial and (SIA) and but (SIB) 
Sentence-initial and (SIA) and sentence-initial but (SIB) are also important linking devices, 
which is the reason for their inclusion in the current annotation scheme. Traditionally, and 
and but are analysed as coordinators. But Biber et al. (1999) suggest that in the case of SIA 
and SIB they are more closely related to prepositions and subordinators than coordinators 
(1999: 84). Although proportionally turn-initial coordinators are more common in 
conversation than sentence-initial coordinators are in the written registers (Biber et al. 1999: 
83) and most prescriptivists object to beginning an orthographic sentence with a coordinator 
(Bell 2007: 183; Biber et al. 1999: 83), they are increasingly used in written texts (Bell 2007). 
And although Biber et al. (1999) found that sentence-initial coordinators are least common in 
academic prose of the four registers under investigation, Swales & Feak (2000) note that the 
use of SIA and SIB in academic writing is increasing (2000: 17). Interestingly, Bell (2007) 
notes that within academic writing the social sciences and humanities have much higher 
occurrences of SIA and SIB than the sciences.  

The reason that SIA and SIB were not included in the C11 category above is that 
although they share certain features with connecting adverbials, there are also important 
differences. Unlike linking adverbials, and and but can only be used in sentence-initial 
position, i.e. positionally they are far more restricted than linking adverbials. Conversely, SIA 
and SIB have a greater syntactic and semantic range than their adverbial counterparts, i.e. 
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adverbial connectors of addition and contrast, respectively. And finally, because of their 
phonological reduction they can precede other linking devices, stance adverbs and 
interrogatives where their adverbial counterparts cannot (for further discussion of the reasons 
for using SIA and SIB in academic writing see Bell 2007: 191, 197). Consider (154) and (155).  
 
(154) <NS_lit_05.20.5><s><and>And</and> <C11_add_ini2>furthermore</C11_add_ini2> , Blackmun and 

Rehnquist are further away from the origin ... </s> 
(155) <NS_lit_05.36.4><s><but>But</but> <C11_con_ini2>on the other hand</C11_con_ini2>, the most 

obvious question arising from the framework of this paper is: why does Coleman stop 
with just one dimension for his analysis ... ?</s> 

 
Linking adverbials (C11) that come after SIA and SIB received the _ini2 label for their 
positional feature. This was not the case if and or but were used as coordinators between two 
clauses within the same sentence. In the latter case linking adverbials that immediately 
followed and or but were labelled _ini1, as in (156). 
 
(156) <NS_ling_10.21.10><s>Readers are expected to infer and interpret, and 

<C11_res_ini1>thus</C11_res_ini1> they are drawn into an interaction with the text.</s> 
 

3.4.8 Cohesive devices: advance/retrospective labels (C12) 
The final group of the C category are advance/retrospective labels. Examples of these labels 
are nouns phrases with head nouns such as approach, aspect, dilemma, event, issue, method, 
reason, subject, topic etc. Different names and definitions are found in the literature for these 
nouns, such as general nouns (Halliday & Hasan 1976; Mahlberg 2005), advance and 
retrospective labels (Francis 1994), advance and retrospective nouns (Hinkel 2002), 
signalling nouns (Flowerdew 2003, 2006) and shell nouns (Schmid 2000; Aktas & Cortes 
2008). Aktas & Cortes (2008) provide an overview of the different labels and their 
corresponding definitions. The current research follows Francis’ (1994) terminology and 
definition: ‘any noun can be the head noun of a label if it is unspecific and requires lexical 
realization in its immediate context, either beforehand or afterwards’ (1994: 88). 

Advance and retrospective labels are powerful cohesive devices, as they serve to 
indicate to the reader that “a particular type of information is coming or being summarised” 
(Hinkel 2002: 79). Francis (1994:83) describes this type of nominal-group lexical cohesion as 
‘one of the principal ways in which nominal groups are used to connect and organize written 
discourse’ and defines it its main characteristic that it needs ‘lexical realization, or 
lexicalization, in its co-text: it is an inherently unspecific nominal element whose specific 
meaning in the discourse needs to be spelled out’. According to Schmid (2000: 14) ‘shell 
nouns’ are used for one of the following functions: ‘the semantic function of characterizing 
complex chunks of information, the cognitive function of temporary concept-formation, and 
the textual function of linking these nominal concepts with clauses which contain the actual 
details of information’. It is clear that using these nouns effectively while writing a text 
requires a well-developed discourse competence. Flowerdew (2003: 330-331) notes that usage 
may be problematic for both non-native and native speakers for reasons of cognitive 
complexity and pedagogical practicality. Signalling nouns, as he refers to them, denote 
abstract entities. They also rely for their realization on mutual background knowledge of 
writer and reader and this realization may have to be sought outside the clause in which the 
noun occurs. Moreover, signalling nouns introduce propositional density to a text. All these 
factors contribute to the cognitive complexity of their use. The pedagogical reasons are that 
although signalling nouns are pervasive in academic language, ‘there is no comprehensive 
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pedagogically useful description of the form and function of signalling nouns in English on 
which to base teaching and learning. As a result, little attempt is made to deal with lexical 
signalling nouns in pedagogy’ (2003: 331). Flowerdew (2006) sees the appropriate use of 
signalling nouns as ‘an important dimension in the development of academic literacy’ (2006: 
346) and shows that learners who achieved higher marks for their written work tended to use 
more signalling nouns and with greater accuracy, as their texts were deemed more cohesive 
and coherent (2006: 361). Chapter 6 will also look into this, when academic writing textbooks 
will be examined. 

As mentioned above, advance and retrospective labels and their lexicalization often 
occur within the same clause (see Flowerdew 2003 for a detailed discussion). However, 
following Francis (1994), in the current study only those that operate cohesively across 
sentence boundaries36 were taken into account and annotated, as they operate on a textual, 
rather than a syntactic, level. 

When a noun group works anaphorically, i.e. points backwards in the text, it is termed 
a retrospective label; when a noun works cataphorically, i.e. points forwards in the text, it is 
termed an advance label. It is important to note, however, that repetitions or synonyms are not 
considered labels. Thus, in the example below neither an important problem in the first 
sentence, nor this problem in the second are termed advance or retrospective labels, 
respectively. 
 
(157) X constitutes an important problem. This problem requires further investigation. 
 

3.4.8.1 Advance label (C12_adv) 
Advance labels tell the reader what to expect, in that the lexicalization follows in the next 
clause. The following sentence is the first sentence of a paragraph and contains a clear 
example of an advance label: 
 
(158) <NS_ling_10.55.1><s>Applied linguistics is treated here as distinct from other linguistic 

approaches for <C12_adv>multiple reasons</C12_adv>.</s> 
 
The paragraph for which (158) is the opening sentence only deals with one of the reasons, 
namely that because applied linguistics attempts to deals with real-world problems, rather 
than linguistic abstractions it has to draw on resources and analytical approaches from other 
disciplines. The other reasons then follow in the ensuing paragraphs. The noun phrase 
multiple reasons is elaborated not only in the paragraph of which the above example is the 
topic sentence, but also in the rest of the text. The advance label thus has a text organizing 
role which, in this case, extends not only over the whole paragraph, but even further. It is 
important to note that only new information that is in focus can be used as an advance label 
(Francis 1994: 84), as is the case in the previous example. Advance nouns are generally rarer 
than retrospective nouns (Francis 2004; Flowerdew 2003), which will be discussed next.  

3.4.8.2 Retrospective label (C12_ret) 
A retrospective label does not have the predictive function that an advance label has, as it has 
already been lexicalized in the previous discourse. Rather, it ‘serves to encapsulate or package 
a stretch of discourse’ (Francis 1994: 85). In that sense it also serves an important text 
organizing function, as by summarizing or naming the clause or clauses it replaces, the label 
                                                
36 In fact, Francis (1994) states considering nouns that operate across clause boundaries, but all the examples 
show nouns that operate cohesively across sentence boundaries. Ascriptive NPs that operate across clause 
boundaries, but within the same sentence have been labelled ncdus (see page 102). 
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informs the reader how to interpret the preceding stretch of discourse and by packaging it in a 
single nominalization and providing ‘a frame of reference within which the subsequent 
discourse is developed’ (Francis 1994: 85), it has both a topic-shifting and topic-linking 
function. The following example shows how the retrospective label, this dual focus, both 
summarizes and provides an interpretation of the preceding discourse, thereby providing 
opportunity for topic shift: 
 
(159) <NS_lit_11.1.1><s>In this lengthy, densely argued volume, Jeffrey Walker engages two 

particularly contentious issues in the history of rhetoric, <B06_unspec_fin_ing>offering a 
novel reconstruction of rhetoric's origins and a revised account of the relationship 
between rhetoric and poetics in Classical Greece and Rome</B06_unspec_fin_ing>.</s> 
<NS_lit_11.1.2><s><C12_ret>This dual focus</C12_ret> is reflected in the organization of the 
study.</s> 

 
The pilot study confirmed the assertion by Francis (1994: 85) that head nouns of retrospective 
labels are almost always preceded by a deictic, such as this, that, these, such. In that sense, the 
above example could also be seen as prototypical. 

The difficulty of annotating advance and retrospective labels lies in the fact that it 
requires extensive interpretation on the part of the annotator. It is only by closely examining 
and interpreting the immediately preceding or following discourse, together with the criteria 
explained above, that the annotator can decide whether a noun phrase should receive the C12 
label. 
 

3.4.9 Stance (S) 
‘Stance refers to the ways that writers project themselves into their texts to 
communicate their integrity, credibility, involvement, and a relationship to 
their subject matters and their readers’   (Hyland 2002a: 67)  
   

Stance was annotated using three different subcategories, namely non-linking stance 
adverbials, non-finite stance clauses, and finite stance clauses. Although stance clearly has an 
interpersonal function rather than textual, there are two important reasons for including stance 
expressions in the annotation and analysis. 

First, employing stance adverbials or clauses involves making similar decisions when 
writing as when using linking adverbials or adverbial clauses. Stance adverbials that function 
as disjuncts are found in the same places and positions as linking adverbials (C11). In that 
sense they could be viewed as alternatives in the writers’ decision-making process and using 
them involves similar decisions regarding which position they opt for in the clause. Note that 
all annotated stance adverbials received the same positional labels, i.e. 
_ini1|ini2|med3|med4|fin, as the linking adverbials in the C11 category. Being outside the 
main clause, stance clauses have the same form and similar functions as the adverbial clauses 
in the B06 and B08 categories. 

More importantly, expressing stance is an important textual feature of academic 
writing. Biber et al. (1999: 859) show that stance adverbials are ‘relatively common’ in 
academic prose (second only to conversation) and Hyland (1999: 108) points out that the 
extent to which writers of research articles use stance in their texts clearly signifies that 
‘stance is not somehow peripheral to a more serious goal of communicating ideational content 
to colleagues. On the contrary, its frequency suggests that it is central to the academic 
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argument, helping to facilitate the social interactions which contribute to knowledge 
production’.37  

3.4.9.1 Stance adverbials (stance_adverbial_) 
Stance adverbials are adverbials that overtly mark a writer’s attitude to a clause or a comment 
about its content. They fall into three major semantic categories: epistemic, attitude, and style 
adverbials (Biber et al. 1999: 854). Epistemic adverbials express certainty and doubt 
(Undoubtedly), actuality and reality (Actually, In fact), source of knowledge (e.g. According 
to Mr X, In Ms Y´s opinion), limitation (In most cases, Typically), viewpoint (In our view), 
and imprecision (so to speak, say38). Attitude adverbials typically convey an evaluation, for 
example fortunately, hopefully, significantly, and of course. Style adverbials comment on the 
manner of conveying the message. Examples include technically speaking, simply put, and to 
put it X-ly. Only stance adverbials that function as clause disjuncts were annotated.  

Stance adverbials that have no overt linking function received the label 
stance_adverbial. If a stance adverbial also has an additional explicit linking function, it was 
labelled as a linking adverbial (C11). Cases in point are some instances of in fact, which can 
also be used as a summarizing (C11_sum) or elaborating (C11_ela) linking adverbial.  

Stance adverbials are usually realized as prepositional phrases (e.g. according to the 
President, …. ), or adverbs (Obviously, …). Note that all stance adverbials, regardless of their 
subcategory (e.g., epistemic, attitude, style), were labelled stance_adverbial. Here are some 
examples from the corpus: 

 
(160) <LC_E_420.7.1><s>The internet <stance_adverbial_ini2>undoubtedly</stance_ adverbial_ini2> can 

have negative affects on children's development.</s> 
(161) <NS_ling_08.6.2><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Certainly</stance_adverbial_ini 1>, the process of 

grammaticalisation undergone by imperative let appears to have advanced further for 
some speakers than others.</s> 

(162) <LC_E_402.2.4><s>Alongside the UN, the biggest human rights organisation is Amnesty 
International that, <stance_adverbial_med4>according to the information on their 
website</stance_adverbial_med4>, operates independently of any political ideology, 
economic interest or religion and has a network of more than 1.5 million members in 
over 150 countries all around the world.</s> 

 

3.4.9.2 Non-finite stance clauses (stance_nonfincl_[ini|med|fin]) 
Non-finite stance clauses are closely related to the non-finite adverbial clauses discussed in 
section 3.4.3.4. They receive the same positional labels, _ini|_med|_fin, based on the same 
criteria. There are, however, no separate labels to indicate whether the non-finite stance clause 
is an –ing clause or an –ed clause. Here is an example: 
 
(163) <NS_lit_06.35.6><s><stance_nonfincl_ini>As mentioned previously</stance_ nonfincl_ini>, 

multiplying set elements by numbers presents no problem in narrative notation.</s> 
 
Note that although (163) is similar to (162), in that the words in italics report on the source of 
information, they are different in that (162) is not a clause, but a phrase (in this case a 
prepositional phrases starting with according to).  

                                                
37 Hyland (1999: 109) adds that articles from the ‘soft’ disciplines, including linguistics, contained 30% more 
stance expressions that the ‘hard’ disciplines, i.e. sciences and engineering. 
38 Say can also be used as a synonym for for example, in which case it receives the C11_ela label, see above. 
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3.4.9.3 Finite stance clauses (stance_finitecl_[ini|med|fin]) 
Finite stance clauses, which Biber et al. (1999) call comment clauses, are closely related to 
stance adverbials (1999: 132, 197, 365, and 969). Ädel (2005),39 following Mauranen (1993), 
calls this the integrative approach to metadiscourse, and claims that the notion becomes too 
broad if evaluation and comment clauses are treated as belonging together, but acknowledges 
that they belong together in the sense that they do not foreground the subject matter but the 
structure of the discourse. For the purpose of this study, there is no need to make such a fine-
grained distinction between evaluation and metadiscourse. 

Comment clauses, as the name implies, comment on the source of information. This 
source can be text external as in (164), or text internal, as in (165). Very often the clause is 
introduced by the subordinator as, as (164) and (165) illustrate. If a clause starting with as 
does not denote a source of information, it is annotated as an adverbial clause of comparison, 
as in (166).  
 
(164) <LC_E_402.1.2><s>Since then, <stance_finitecl_ini>as the Guardian Weekly appropriately 

described it</stance_finitecl_ini>, 'China became the workshop of the world and the engine 
to global economic growth'.</s> 

(165) <NS_ling_03.40.4><s><stance_finitecl_ini>As Table 18 indicates </stance_finitecl_ini>, this was not 
the case, <B08_concession_fin><sub_concession>although</sub_concession> there was some 
variation in the particular strategies used</B08_concession_fin>.</s> 

(166) <LC_diss_08.31.7><s><B08_comparison_ini><sub_comparison>As </sub_comparison> it is the tradition 
in gothic horror fiction</B08_comparison_ini>, magic in Howard's stories too is mostly 
associated with villains and evil, <B06_unspec_fin_ing>involving mostly necromancy, the 
summoning and controlling of terrible monsters and other vile 
deeds</B06_unspec_fin_ing>.</s> 

 
Finally, the stance label was only applied if the adverbial clause is a stance clause and none of 
the other semantic labels (see 3.4.3.1) under B08 apply.  
 

3.5 Summary 
This chapter has attempted to explain and illustrate all the choices that were made in the 
compilation and annotation of the different corpora. When compiling and annotating the 
corpora for this study I have followed both Sinclair’s (2004) ‘basic principles’, as laid out in 
Wynne’s (2004) guide to good practice for developing linguistic corpora, and Leech’s (1993) 
‘maxims’ for devising annotation schemes. Perhaps not surprisingly there is a great deal of 
overlap and agreement in both recommendations. 

The corpora compiled for this study are VULCAN, the VU Learner Corpus of 
AdvaNced writing, and VUNSPRAC, the VU Native Speaker Published Research Article 
Corpus, both of roughly equal size and consisting of almost 300,000 words in total. All texts 
included in the corpora were included in their entirety and manually annotated. The learner 
corpus, VULCAN, was compiled using the same design criteria that were used in the 
compilation of ICLE to ensure comparability with other studies. It consists of two subcorpora, 
namely VULCAN_1 (first year essays) and VULCAN_3 (third year dissertations). The native 
speaker corpus, VUNSPRAC also consists of two subcorpora, VUNSPRAC_ling (published 
articles from linguistics journals) and VUNSPRAC_lit (published articles from literature 
journals). It was concluded that although the texts in VULCAN were not of the same type as 
those in VUNSPRAC, the latter is acceptable as a norm for two reasons: both the learner texts 
                                                
39 Ädel (2005, 2006) calls these clauses of the As I mentioned above–type ‘metadiscourse’. 
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and the expert texts belong to the genre of academic writing, as defined in the present study, 
and as the aim of the study is pedagogical, expert performances are required. 

Although the manual annotation was time consuming, the software used during the 
study facilitated the process. Many different software packages were used in the compilation, 
conversion, annotation, searching and analysis of the corpus. These included Microsoft Word, 
Note Tab Lite 4.95, Wingrep 2.3, Wordsmith Tools, Microsoft Excel, and AntConc 3.2.1w. 
Also, I used some programmes that were especially written in Python. 

The most substantial part of this chapter was used to explain, justify and illustrate the 
annotation scheme that was devised to annotate the different lexico-grammatical features that 
play a role in writers’ discourse competence. The three main categories introduced in Chapter 
3 were subdivided and specified, and a fourth was added. Category (A), which is the category 
of attention getting or focusing devices, consists of five subcategories: preposing, clefts, 
subject-dependent inversion, postponement, and long passives. Category (B), which involves 
clause combining and backgrounding devices, consists of the following subcategories: 
adverbial clauses, (finite, non-finite and verbless), non-restrictive relative clauses, non-
restrictive appositions, non-clausal discourse units, and parenthetical clauses. Category (C), 
comprising cohesive devices, consists of linking adverbials and advance/retrospective nouns. 
The category that was added was the stance (S) category, which consists of stance adverbials 
and finite and non-finite stance clauses. This category was added because employing these 
devices involves much of the same decision-making processes as the other categories and the 
subcategories are valid alternatives for some of the annotated categories from A, B and C. 
Where relevant all labels were specified for their semantic and positional features.  

The next chapter will provide the results of the analysis of the corpus research that was 
performed using the corpora and annotation scheme presented in this methodology chapter, 
after which a discussion of selected results will be presented in Chapter 5.  
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Chapter 4 Results 

4.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides the results of the quantitative analysis of the corpora under 
investigation. The ensuing discussion can be found in the next chapter (Chapter 5), which also 
includes a qualitative analysis of selected results. 

The lexico-grammatical discourse devices that were dealt with in Chapter 4 will be 
analysed in the same order: first, attention getting/focusing devices (A; section 4.2), then 
backgrounding/clause combining devices (B; section 4.3), subsequently cohesive devices (C; 
sections 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8) and stance (S; section 4.9). Section 4.10 deals with findings that fall 
outside of or transcend the aforementioned four main categories. 

The method of analysis, which is top–down, is the same for each category and 
subcategory. The analysis first starts with a general category and looks at usage in the 
different corpora, after which the separate subcategories are treated in more detail. For 
example, first all adverbial clauses are taken together as a group (section 4.3) and analysed as 
such, and only then are each of the different subtypes analysed further, in this case non-finite 
adverbial clauses (4.3.3), verbless clauses (4.3.4) and finite adverbial clauses (4.3.5). Non-
finite adverbial clauses are further subdivided into –ing (4.3.3.1), –ed (4.3.3.2), and to– 
clauses (4.3.3.3). 

In order to make clear first how learners’ use compares to that of the published native 
speaker writers, the first comparison is always between VULCAN and VUNSPRAC. In other 
words, the entire learner corpus is compared to the entire native speaker corpus.  

Subsequently, in order to determine how first-year students compare to the native 
speaker writers and how third-year students compare to the native speaker writers, VULCAN_1 
and VULCAN_3 are compared to VUNSPRAC. Tracking underuse and overuse from 1st year 
learners to 3rd year learners facilitates a semi-longitudinal analysis of the learners’ discourse 
competence. In other words, by looking at differences of overuse and underuse in the two 
VULCAN subcorpora we can try to see what, if any, development occurs from year 1 to year 3. 
As VUNSPRAC is taken as the norm, any mention of overuse or underuse should always be 
interpreted as meaning underused or overused by the learners in comparison to the native 
speaker writers.  

Finally, in order to determine whether there are any important differences between 
VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit, when compared to the learner writers, all four subcorpora 
are compared. This is important, as it is necessary to establish whether VUNSPRAC as a whole 
can be used as a reference corpus for the two VULCAN subcorpora to be compared against, or 
whether the differences between the two academic disciplines are too substantial to do that. 

Several statistical tests were used to determine whether the instances of overuse and 
underuse found in the corpora are statistically significant. To determine the significance of 
three-way interactions, for instance between corpus, position and semantic category, a 
loglinear analysis was used. For 2-way interactions, for instance between corpus and type of 
adverbial clause, χ2 analysis was used (See Field (2005) for more on log-linear analysis and 
χ2-analysis). Each of these analyses made use of the raw frequency counts. Effect size 
estimates were determined with Cramer’s V. To minimize the possibility of a Type-I error α 
was set at .01. 

In order to facilitate interpretation of the data, the raw frequency counts were also 
normalized. Although the corpora and their subcorpora are of approximately similar size, it is 
necessary to adjust the raw frequency counts from the different corpora in order to make them 
accurately comparable, especially when comparing the two VULCAN subcorpora with 
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VUNSPRAC in its entirety. All raw frequencies were normalized (see Biber 1998: 263), to 
number of occurrences per 10,000 words. This means that the number of occurrences was 
divided by the total number of words of the corpus that these occurrences were from and 
subsequently multiplied by 10,000. To give an example, there are 321 occurrences of non-
finite clauses in VULCAN_1; VUNSPRAC has 793 non-finite clauses. Dividing 321 by the 
number of words in VULCAN_1 (73,914) and multiplying by 10,000 we have a normalized 
count of 43 occurrences per 10,000 words; dividing 793 by the number of words in VUNSPRAC 
(138,902) and multiplying by 10,000 the normalized count of non-finite clauses in VUNSPRAC 
is 57 occurrences per 10,000 words. The annotated features are of unequal length (from one 
word to multi-word units or even clauses). Presenting results as counts (N) and normalized 
counts (nc) is not intended to convey the proportion of these features in a text but merely to 
enable a comparison of their occurrence in the different corpora. 

The norm of 10,000 words was chosen for several reasons. First, it is the approximate 
length of most texts in both VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC and it is ten times the length of most 
texts in VULCAN_1, which are all approximately 1,000 words each. This makes comparison 
relatively easy and maintains a certain level of practical reality. Also, choosing 10,000 as a 
basis, instead of a lower number, such as 1,000, prevents certain low level occurrences from 
falling off the radar, as it were. All normalized counts have been rounded off to their closest 
integer, except if that meant that the normalized count would be rounded off to zero, in which 
case the normalized count is presented as a two-decimal number, so as not to lose too much 
information. 

The tables presented below all feature three numbers: first the raw frequency counts 
(N), which were used as a basis for the statistical analysis; second, the normalized count (nc) 
in bold, which facilitates comparison within and across corpora and helps identify overuse 
and underuse, the significance of which was calculated using N; and finally, each table also 
features the percentage (%) of the device as a proportion of the total number of instances 
under investigation found within the particular (sub) corpus, in order to facilitate the 
interpretation of proportions.  
 

4.2 Attention getting/focusing devices (A) 
The following three tables show the occurrence of the attention getting/focusing devices that 
were annotated in the corpus, preposing (A01), it–clefts (A02it), wh–clefts (A02wh), subject-
dependent inversion (A03), (object) postponement (A04) and focused by phrases (A05).  

It is clear from all three tables below that in all four subcorpora the occurrence of 
focusing devices is rare. Indeed, it is not possible to do an accurate χ2 analysis on the use of 
all the focusing devices separately, as there would have been too many cells with an expected 
N below 5. It seems that in order to accurately statistically analyse some of these categories 
for overuse and underuse larger corpora are needed. It is only possible to analyse statistically 
the total numbers of focusing devices.  
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Table 21 illustrates the use of focusing devices in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC. 

Table 21: Focusing devices in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

preposing 
N 5 1 
nc 0.32 0.07 
% 5.3% .0% 

it– cleft 
N 44 27 
nc 3 2 
% 31.6% 30.8% 

wh– cleft 
N 37 17 
nc 2 1 
% 26.3% 23.1% 

subject - 
dependent 
inversion 

N 10 15 
nc 1 1 
% 5.3% 15.4% 

postponement 
N 5 9 
nc 0.32 1 
% 5.3% 7.7% 

focused by– 
phrase 

N 41 21 
nc 3 2 
% 26.3% 23.1% 

Total 
N 142 90 
nc 9 7 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Table 21 shows that the learners use more focusing devices than the native speakers: 9 
(N=142) and 7 (N=90) times per 10,000 words respectively this difference in the total number 
of focusing devices is significant (χ2(1)=6.273, p=0.0123). 

Table 22 compares VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 with VUNSPRAC. 
 
Table 22: Focusing devices in VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

preposing 
N 1 4 1 
nc 0.14 0.48 0.07 
% 1.2% 6.9% 1.1% 

it– cleft 
N 26 18 27 
nc 4 2 2 
% 31.0% 31.0% 30.0% 

wh– cleft 
N 19 18 17 
nc  3 2 1 
% 22.6% 31.0% 18.9% 

subject - 
dependent 
inversion 

N 4 6 15 
nc  1 1 1 
% 4.8% 10.3% 16.7% 

postponement 
N 4 1 9 
nc  1 0.12 1 
% 4.8% 1.7% 10.0% 

focused by– 
phrase 

N 30 11 21 
nc  4 1 2 
% 35.7% 19.0% 23.3% 

Total 
N 84 58 90 
nc  13 6 7 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=15.726, p<0.01 
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Table 22 shows that VULCAN_1 exhibits a significant overuse (χ2(2)=15.726, p<0.01) of 
focusing devices when compared to VUNSPRAC; this overuse is not present in VULCAN_3.  

Table 23 shows the raw frequency, normalized count and relative frequency within the 
subcorpus of focusing devices found in the four subcorpora. 
 
Table 23: Focusing devices in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

preposing 
N 1 4 1 0 
nc 0.14 0.48 0.14 0 
% 1.2% 6.9% 2.9% 0.0% 

it– cleft 
N 26 18 9 18 
nc 4 2 1 3 
% 31.0% 31.0% 26.5% 32.1% 

wh– cleft 
N 19 18 4 13 
nc 3 2 1 2 
% 22.6% 31.0% 11.8% 23.2% 

subject - 
dependent 
inversion 

N 4 6 3 12 
nc 1 1 0.41 2 
% 4.8% 10.3% 8.8% 21.4% 

postponement 
N 4 1 1 8 
nc 1 0.12 0.14 1 
% 4.8% 1.7% 2.9% 14.3% 

focused by– 
phrase 

N 30 11 16 5 
nc 4 1 2 1 
% 35.7% 19.0% 47.1% 8.9% 

Total 
N 84 58 34 56 
nc 13 6 4 9 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(3)=22.814, p <0.01 
 
A χ2 analysis shows the distribution of the total numbers of focusing devices, i.e. 84 for 
VULCAN_1, 58 for VULCAN_3, 34 for VUNSPRAC_ling, and 56 for VUNSPRAC_lit, to be 
significant (χ2(3)=22.814, p <0.01) across the four subcorpora. Let us have a look at the 
individual focusing subcategories. 

The preposing (Birner and Ward 1998; Huddleston and Pullum 2002), or fronting 
(Biber 1999) category (A01) is very rare indeed: only 6 instances were found, four of which 
were in VULCAN_3 and one in VULCAN_1 and VUNSPRAC_ling. None were found in 
VUNSPRAC_lit. Biber et al. (1999: 909) states that fronting is a rare structural phenomenon in 
English and the data seems to corroborate that claim.  

Of all the focusing devices that were annotated it–clefts are the most frequent: 71 
instances were found in total. Taken together the learners provide 44 (nc=3) and the native 
speakers only 27 (nc=2), which constitutes overuse on the part of the learners. First year 
learners produce more it–clefts than third year students; VULCAN_3 yields the same number of 
it–clefts as VUNSPRAC_lit and twice as many as VUNSPRAC_ling. It–clefts are overused by the 
first year students, although the overuse is not highly significant (χ2(3)=8,688, p=0.034. The 
overuse is not present in VULCAN_3. 

 Wh–clefts are overused by both the first and third year students (χ2(3)=9,580, 
p=0.22). There is hardly any difference between the number of wh–clefts in VULCAN_1 
(N=19) and VULCAN_3 (N=18), but since VULCAN_3 is a slightly larger corpus proportionally, 
the decline is steeper. Taken together VULCAN has more than twice the number of wh–clefts 
(N=37) than VUNSPRAC (N=17). Again, VUNSPRAC_ling has far fewer clefts than 
VUNSPRAC_lit.  

VUNSPRAC_ling disfavours both types of clefts when compared to VUNSPRAC_lit. 
Analysis of other lexico-grammatical devices will show that in most cases texts from 
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VULCAN_1, but especially VULCAN_3, resemble texts from VUNSPRAC_ling more than 
VUNSPRAC_lit. Comparing the use of both it–clefts and wh–clefts by learners with just 
VUNSPRAC_ling, the overuse becomes more significant.  

Subject-dependent inversions (A03) are rare in all four subcorpora. Only 25 instances 
were found in the entire corpus. It is clear that VUNSPRAC_lit uses the construction more than 
the other three, i.e. 12 times (nc=2), but the numbers of occurrences are too low to draw any 
conclusions about the distribution.  

Postponement (A04) is even rarer than subject-dependent inversion; only 14 cases 
were found in all four corpora combined. As with subject-dependent inversion, it is 
VUNSPRAC_lit which utilizes this construction most often. Again, the numbers are so small 
that it is impossible to draw any firm conclusions about the distribution.  

Focused by–phrases (A05) are most used by first year students, i.e. between almost 
twice to six times as often as the other writers. If the use of focused by–phrases is compared to 
other focusing devices, the picture becomes rather different. The percentage of focused by–
phrases as a proportion of all annotated focusing devices is highest in VUNSPRAC_ling (47%), 
and lowest in lit (3.4%). For first year learners focused by–phrases also constitute the largest 
category of focusing devices.  

4.3 Backgrounding/clause combing devices: adverbial clauses 
(B06, B07, B08) 

The three types of adverbial clauses that were annotated for the purpose of this study are non-
finite adverbial clauses (B06, see section 3.4.3.4), verbless clauses (B07, see section 3.4.3.5), 
and finite adverbial clauses (B08, see section 3.4.3.6). Before looking at the different types of 
adverbial clauses separately, however, it is useful to compare the proportions and use of all 
three types of adverbial clauses in the corpus.  

Table 24 shows the raw frequency (N), normalized count (nc) and the proportion (in 
%) of the three types of adverbial clauses in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC. 
 

Table 24: Adverbial clauses in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

non-finite 
N 659 793 
nc 42 57 
% 31.7% 44.6% 

verbless 
N 97 109 
nc  6 8 
% 4.7% 6.1% 

finite 
N 1322 878 
nc  84 63 
% 63.6% 49.3% 

Total 
N 2078 1780 
nc 133 128 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(5)=80.133, p<0.01, V=.144 
 

It is clear from the total normalized counts of adverbial clauses used that there is not a great 
deal of difference: the learners use 133 adverbial clauses per 10,000 words and the native 
speakers 128. The difference is not statistically significant (χ2(1)=1.151, p=0.2833). The 
distribution of the types of adverbial clauses, however, is significantly different between the 
two main corpora. (χ2(5)=80.133, p<0.01, V=.144). The learners use a greater proportion of 
finite adverbial clauses than the native speakers: 63.3% of all adverbial clauses used by the 
learners are finite adverbial clauses; the native speakers only use them in less than half 
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(49.3%) of the cases. Learners use a smaller proportion of non-finite adverbial clauses 
(31.7%) than the professional writers.  

Table 25 reveals that the first year students significantly underuse verbless clauses. 
 

Table 25: Adverbial clauses in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

non-finite 
N 321 338 793 
nc 43 41 57 
% 30.7% 32.7% 44.6% 

verbless 
N 28 69 109 
nc 4 8 8 
% 2.7% 6.7% 6.1% 

finite 
N 695 627 878 
nc 94 76 63 
% 66.6% 60.6% 49.3% 

Total 
N 1044 1034 1780 
nc 141 125 128 
% 100% 100% 100% 

χ2(5)=80.133, p<0.01, V=.144 

 

Only 2.7% of all adverbial clauses in VULCAN_1 are of the verbless type. VULCAN_3 and 
VUNSPRAC both have a normalized count of 8 occurrences per 10,000 words (6.7% and 6.1% 
of their total number of adverbial clauses respectively), whereas VULCAN_1 shows 
significantly fewer verbless clauses, with nc=4, even though the total normalized count of 
VULCAN_1 is much higher (nc=141) than either VULCAN_3 or VUNSPRAC. This constitutes a 
significant difference (χ2(4)=99.357, p<0.01, V=.113). 

VULCAN_1 significantly overuses finite adverbial clauses, so much so that despite the 
underuse of verbless clauses it results in an overall overuse of adverbial clauses on the part of 
the 1st year learners. VULCAN_3 also overuses finite adverbial clauses, albeit to a lesser 
degree. 

In sum, the number of non-finite clauses and verbless clauses increases from 
VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3, while the use of finite adverbial clauses decreases. In other words, 
an increase from VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3 constitutes a move away from finite clauses 
towards non-finite ones. 

Table 26, finally, shows the distribution of the different types of adverbial clauses in 
all four corpora. 
Table 26: Adverbial clauses in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

non-finite 
N 321 338 337 456 
nc 43 41 46 70 
% 30.7% 32.7% 40.9% 47.6% 

verbless 
N 28 69 60 49 
nc 4 8 8 7 
% 2.7% 6.7% 7.3% 5.1% 

finite 
N 695 627 426 452 
nc 94 76 58 69 
% 66.6% 60.6% 51.8% 47.2% 

Total 
N 1044 1034 823 957 
nc 141 125 112 146 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=1.101E2, p<0.01, V=.119 
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It is important to note that Table 26 shows that the total normalized count (nc) of VULCAN_1 
is very similar to VUNSPRAC_lit, and that VULCAN_3 is closer to vunsprac_ling. Hence, when 
the total normalized counts of linking adverbials in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC were compared in 
Table 24, they appeared very similar. This underlines the caution that must be taken when 
interpreting results based on corpora comprising heterogeneous groups of learners, and 
academic disciplines, for that matter. 

However, even looking at the four corpora in detail, the fact remains that a) verbless 
clauses are underused in VULCAN_1, b) non-finite clauses are underused in both VULCAN_1 
and VULCAN_3 when compared to both VUNSPRAC corpora, although more in relation to 
VUNSPRAC_lit than to VUNSPRAC_ling, and c) both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 overuse finite 
adverbial clauses, VULCAN_1 more so than VULCAN_3. 

4.3.1 Semantic categories of adverbial clauses 
The next three tables show the occurrence of the different semantic categories of the adverbial 
clauses found in the corpus. First, Table 27 shows the different semantic categories in the two 
main corpora. 
 
Table 27: Semantic categories of adverbial clauses in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

comparison 
N 54 88 
nc 3 6 
% 2.6% 4.9% 

concession 
N 291 311 
nc 19 21 
% 14.0% 17.5% 

condconc 
N 20 26 
nc 1 2 
% 1.0% 1.5% 

condition 
N 247 146 
nc 16 11 
% 11.9% 8.2% 

place 
N 1 6 
nc 0 0 
% 0.0% 0.3% 

purpose 
N 205 151 
nc 13 11 
% 9.9% 8.5% 

time 
N 327 163 
nc 22 12 
% 15.8% 9.2% 

reason 
N 456 231 
nc 29 17 
% 22.0% 13.0% 

unspec 
N 381 520 
nc 24 37 
% 18.4% 29.2% 

prep 
N 94 138 
nc 6 10 
% 4.5% 7.8% 

Total 
N 2076 1780 
nc 132 128 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(9)=1.840E2, p<0.01, V=.218 
 

Table 27 shows a significant underuse of the comparison, concession, unspec, and 
prep categories and an overuse of clauses of condition, time, and reason (χ2(9)=1.840E2, 
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p<0.01, V=.218). The underuse of the unspec and prep categories is not surprising, as these 
only occur in combination with non-finite adverbial clauses, of which it was established that 
they are underused by the learners. The unspec category includes all non-finite and verbless 
clauses that lack any kind of subordination, as in (167); the prep category includes non-finite 
and verbless clauses that start with a conjunctive preposition, as in (168). 

 
(167) <LC_E_409.1.4><s><B06_indeterm_ini_ing>Growing up in a neighbourhood mainly populated 

by foreigners</B06_indeterm_ini_ing>, I have first hand experience with the negative effects 
of black schools.</s> 
 

(168) <NS_lit_03.26.4><s><B06_prep_ini_ing>In using the form</B06_prep_ini_ing>, I reduced the 
procedure to repeating a word or phrase from the first line in the ninth and last lines 
and to keeping the poem, usually, to fifteen lines or units.</s> 
 
The next table (Table 28) will show, however, that there are some important 

differences between VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 . 
Table 28: Semantic categories of adverbial clauses in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

comparison 
N 18 36 88 
nc 2 4 6 
% 1.7% 3.5% 4.9% 

concession 
N 117 174 311 
nc 16 21 22 
% 11.2% 16.9% 17.5% 

condconc 
N 11 9 26 
nc 1 1 2 
% 1.1% 0.9% 1.5% 

condition 
N 163 84 146 
nc 22 10 11 
% 15.6% 8.1% 8.2% 

place 
N 1 0 6 
nc 0.14 0 0.43 
% 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 

purpose 
N 130 75 151 
nc 18 9 11 
% 12.5% 7.3% 8.5% 

time 
N 177 150 163 
nc 24 18 12 
% 17.0% 14.5% 9.2% 

reason 
N 240 216 231 
nc 32 26 17 
% 23.0% 20.9% 13.0% 

unspec 
N 142 239 520 
nc 19 29 37 
% 13.6% 23.2% 29.2% 

prep 
N 45 49 138 
nc 6 6 10 
% 4.3% 4.7% 7.8% 

Total 
N 1044 1032 1780 
nc 140 124 128 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(18)=2.671E2, p<0.01, V=.186 
 
Table 28 reveals that VULCAN_3 is much more similar to VUNSPRAC in terms of the 
distribution of semantic categories than VULCAN_1: only the time and reason categories are 
overused by the 3rd year students. In other words, the overuse found in Table 27 is mainly due 
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to the first year learners. Taking the two learner corpora together in Table 27 has also 
obscured the fact that the purpose category is overused in VULCAN_1 (but not in VULCAN_3).  

A comparison of all four subcorpora in Table 29 subsequently shows that 
VUNSPRAC_ling uses significantly more clauses of comparison and concession than 
VUNSPRAC_lit and fewer conditional clauses. 
Table 29: Semantic categories of adverbial clauses in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

comparison 
N 18 36 54 34 
nc 2 4 7 5 
% 1.7% 3.5% 6.6% 3.6% 

concession 
N 117 174 185 126 
nc 16 21 25 19 
% 11.2% 16.9% 22.5% 13.2% 

condconc 
N 11 9 12 14 
nc 1 1 2 2 
% 1.1% 0.9% 1.5% 1.5% 

condition 
N 163 84 58 88 
nc 22 10 8 13 
% 15.6% 8.1% 7.0% 9.2% 

place 
N 1 0 4 2 
nc 0.14 0 1 0.30 
% 0.1% 0.0% 0.5% 0.2% 

purpose 
N 130 75 72 79 
nc 18 9 10 12 
% 12.5% 7.3% 8.7% 8.3% 

time 
N 177 150 71 92 
nc 24 18 10 14 
% 17.0% 14.5% 8.6% 9.6% 

reason 
N 240 216 100 131 
nc 32 26 14 20 
% 23.0% 20.9% 12.2% 13.7% 

unspec 
N 142 239 223 297 
nc 19 29 30 45 
% 13.6% 23.2% 27.1% 31.0% 

prep 
N 45 49 44 94 
nc 6 6 6 14 
% 4.3% 4.7% 5.3% 9.8% 

Total 
N 1044 1032 823 957 
nc 140 124 113 144 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(27)=3.251E2, p<0.01, V=.168 
 

The fact that the prep and unspec categories are greater in VUNSPRAC_lit is not surprising, as 
Table 26 showed that VUNSPRAC_lit uses more non-finite adverbial clauses and these two 
categories only occur in combination with non-finite clauses. 

 

4.3.2 Subordinators 
 
All finite adverbial clauses (B08) and many, though not all, non-finite (B06) and verbless 
clauses (B07) are introduced by a subordinator. Remember that for the purpose of this study 
prepositions which introduce a non-finite clause, but could also introduce a finite adverbial 
clause, e.g. after, were labelled as subordinators, whereas if they could only introduce non-
finite clauses, e.g. in, they were not (see section 3.4.3.2 above).  

It is useful to look at subordinators in terms of most frequent use within the subcorpus, 
i.e. a classification of most popular, to least popular, so to speak, as the raw frequencies are 
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influenced to a small degree by corpus size, and to a greater degree by which semantic type of 
adverbial clause is most used and, indeed, which type. For instance, as stated above, the 
learners overuse finite adverbial clauses to the detriment of non-finite ones. The next tables 
deal with the ten most used subordinators in the different corpora under investigation. Table 
30 compares the ten most frequently used subordinators in both finite and non-finite and 
verbless adverbial clauses in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC. Table 31 shows the top ten 
subordinators used in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 and does the same for VUNSPRAC_ling and 
VUNSPRAC_lit.  
 

Table 30: Top-ten subordinators used in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

VULCAN VUNSPRAC 
rank item N nc  rank item N nc  

1 because 227 15  1 while 126 9  
2 when 212 14  2 if 114 8  
3 If 191 12  3 although 100 7  
4 As 121 8  4 as 84 6  
5 since 110 7  5 when 75 5  
6 while 104 7  6 because 74 5  
7 although 92 6  7 though 51 4  
8 even though 44 3  8 since 49 4  
9 So 38 2  9 so 21 2  

10 though 25 2  10 for 19 1  
 

There are some noteworthy differences between VULCAN and VUNSPRAC with regard to 
the ranking of their respective subordinators. The most noteworthy are the semantic categories 
of the top ranking subordinators, reason for VULCAN and concession for VUNSPRAC40, and the 
fact that the five most frequently used subordinators in VULCAN include no subordinators of 
concession, but three of reason (because, as, since), while the VUNSPRAC top five contains 
only one subordinator of reason (as) and two subordinators of concession (while, although). A 
more detailed breakdown is given below, after the next table, which shows the ten most 
frequently used subordinators per subcorpus. 

 
Table 31: Top 10 of subordinators used in all four subcorpora 

VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 
rank item N nc  rank item N nc  

1 because 149 20.2  1 when 110 13.3  
2 if 127 17.2  2/3 because 78 9.4  
3 when 102 13.8  2/3 since 78 9.4  
4 as 62 8.4  4 while 74 9.0  
5 although 45 6.1  5 if 64 7.7  
6 since 32 4.3  6 as 59 7.1  
7 while 30 4.1  7 although 47 5.7  
8 so 29 3.9  8 even though 20 2.4  
9 even though 24 3.2  9 though 16 1.9  

10 after 12 1.6  10 whereas 13 1.6  

                                                
40 While can also be used as a subordinator of time, but in VUNSPRAC the vast majority was used as subordinator 
of concession, see Table 33 below. 
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VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

rank item N nc  rank item N nc  
1/2 although 75 10.2  1 if 68 10.4  
1/2 while 75 10.2  2 while 51 7.8  
3 if 46 6.3  3 as 42 6.4  
4 as 42 5.7  4 because 39 5.9  
5 when 38 5.2  5 when 37 5.6  
6 because 35 4.8  6 though 32 4.9  
7 since 23 3.1  7 since 26 4.0  
8 though 19 2.6  8 although 25 3.8  

9/10 whereas  11 1.5  9 for 18 2.7  
9/10 so 11 1.5  10 so 10 1.5  

 
First year students use the subordinator because more than any other group and this 

corresponds with the overuse of the finite adverbial clause of reason in learners generally and 
in VULCAN_1 specifically (see section 4.3.5). The subordinator because occurs 20.2 times per 
10.000 words (N=149) in VULCAN_1, only 9.4 (N=78) times per 10,000 words in VULCAN_3 
and only 4.8 (N=35) times and 5.9 (N=39) times in VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit 
respectively. More importantly, because is the number one subordinator in VULCAN_1 and the 
second-most used subordinator in VULCAN_3, whereas it occupies only sixth and fourth place 
in the two VUNSPRAC subcorpora. 

The overuse of because is not just due to the overuse of adverbial clauses of reason in 
the learner corpora, but also to the overuse of the subordinator because within that category. 
In fact, in VULCAN 50% of all adverbial clauses of reason start with the subordinator because, 
whereas in VUNSPRAC it is only 32%. This means that NS not only use adverbial clauses of 
reason less frequently, but when they do so, they also use a greater variety of subordinators to 
introduce them.  

Table 32 shows for each of the four subcorpora the number of adverbial clauses of 
reason, the number of these clauses introduced by the subordinator because and what 
percentage of adverbial clauses of reason is introduced by the subordinator because. 
Table 32: proportion of because as subordinator in adverbial clauses of reason in all four subcorpora 

  VULCAN_1  VULCAN_3  VUNSPRAC_ling  VUNSPRAC_lit  
because N 153 83 40 50 

 nc 20.8 10 5.5 7.6 
 % 64 38 40 52 

as41 N 43 25 14 15 
 nc 8.4 3 1.9 2.3 
 % 18 12 14 11 

since N 27 78 23 26 
 nc 4.3 9.4 3.1 4.0 
 % 11 39 23 20 

other N 15 35 23 40 
 nc 2 4.2 3.1 6.1 
 % 7 11 23 17 

total N 240 216 100 131 
 nc 32 26 14 20 
 % 100 100 100 100 

 
Looking more closely at the subcorpora of VULCAN we see that it is VULCAN_1 that is 

responsible for the overuse of adverbial clauses of reason, but also for the overuse of the 
subordinator because within that category. As is clear from Table 32, first-year learners use 

                                                
41 As is also used as a subordinator for clauses of comparison, but here only those that introduce a reason clause 
were counted here. 
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because much more often to introduce an adverbial clause of reason than third-year learners 
or the native-speaker writers. Third-year learners use almost the same proportion of because 
as the professional writers do when using an adverbial clause of reason.  

Third year students significantly overuse the subordinator since (χ2(3)=36.052, 
p<0.01). Interestingly, all instances found were subordinators of reason and none were used as 
subordinators of time. This corresponds to the use of since in VUNSPRAC, i.e. all reason and no 
time uses of the subordinator. In VULCAN_1 since is most used as a subordinator of reason 
(N=27), although it is also sometimes used as a subordinator of time (N=5). 

It is noteworthy that for42 as a subordinator is favoured by writers in the VUNSPRAC_lit 
(N=18) and disfavoured by VUNSPRAC_ling (N=1). In VULCAN_1 it can only be found three 
times and in VULCAN_3 six times, which makes it a very unpopular choice for adverbial 
clauses for reason, compared to because. 

Table 30 already showed that even though is a subordinator which is favoured more 
often by the learners than the native writers. Table 31 shows that VULCAN_1 contains 24 
(nc=3.2) instances and VULCAN_3 20 (nc=2.4), whereas ling only features 2 (nc=0.3) and lit 4 
(nc=0.6). This overuse is significant (χ2(3)=26.426, p<0.01). 

Another subordinator that stands out in Table 31 is while. It is the most frequently 
used subordinator together with although in VUNSPRAC_ling and second most used 
subordinator in VUNSPRAC_lit, but takes seventh place in VULCAN_1 and fourth in VULCAN_3. 
Also, VULCAN_1 stands out because while is used as a subordinator to introduce an adverbial 
clause of time (N=16) more often than as a subordinator of concession (N=14), whereas in 
VULCAN_3 and both VUNSPRAC subcorpora it is used mainly to introduce adverbial clauses of 
concession; in VUNSPRAC_ling it is used almost exclusively for that purpose. So VULCAN_1 
usage of while differs considerably from native-speaker usage: while is much rarer and, when 
used, serves a different purpose. Biber et al. (1999: 849) find that in academic prose while is 
only occasionally used to show a time relationship, while over 80 per cent of cases express 
contrast/concession (this seems to concur with the current data of VUNSPRAC), whereas in 
conversation almost all occurrences of while express a time relationship. Arguably, the use of 
while in VULCAN_1 is closer to conversational English than to academic English usage. 
VULCAN_3 use while much in the same way as the native writers do, as can be seen in Table 
33. In other words, there seems to be a development towards native speaker academic usage. 
Table 33: Uses of while as subordinator 

subcorpus while (N) concession (%) time (%) 
VULCAN_1 30 47 (N=14) 53 (N=16) 
VULCAN_3 74 78 (N=58) 22 (N=16) 

VUNSPRAC_ling 75 95 (N=71) 5 (N=4) 
VUNSPRAC_lit 51 76 (N=39) 24 (N=12) 

 
Comparing the most used subordinators in all four subcorpora seems to confirm what 

was found earlier in this section, namely that the native speaker writers prefer a different type 
of argumentation to learners; whereas learners overuse time, conditional and reason meaning 
relations (when, if, because, since), they underuse concessional meaning relations (although, 
while); and when they do use an adverbial clause of concession, they tend to use a 
subordinator that is disfavoured by the native speakers (even though). 

4.3.3 Non-finite adverbial clauses (B06) 
Non-finite adverbial clauses (non-finite) were not only annotated for semantic category (see 
above), but also for clause type (i.e. –ing, –ed, or to infinitive clause), and position (i.e. initial, 

                                                
42 Remember that the reason category includes all causal meaning relations, see Chapter 4. 
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medial, or final). First, all three types are analysed together. Subsequently, each of the 
different subtypes will be treated separately. 

Looking at all non-finite clauses together, the loglinear analysis only reached 
significance for a three-way interaction between main corpus, type of non-finite clause, and 
position (χ2 (4)=9.613, p=0.047). This warrants analysing the interaction between corpus and 
position for each of the non-finite clause types separately, and this will be done in the next 
three sections.  

The loglinear analysis failed to reach significance for the three-way interaction 
between subcorpus, type of non-finite clause, and position (χ2(12)=19.402, p=0.079), i.e. 
when any of the corpora were split up into their respective subcorpora. It did, however, show 
a significant two-way interaction between subcorpus and position (χ2(6)=15.542, p<0.01, 
V=.103), and between subcorpus and clause type (χ2(6)=52,837, p <.001, V=.135). The 
following three tables deal with position, after which I will look at the different clause types. 

Table 34 looks at the distribution of initial, medial and final position in the two main 
corpora. It shows that, as the normalized numbers of non-finite clauses in initial position are 
almost the same for both VULCAN and VUNSPRAC, namely 16 and 17 occurrences per 10,000 
words, the total underuse of non-finite clauses is mainly due to the underuse of non-finite 
clauses in medial and final position. 
 

Table 34: Position of non-finite clauses in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 256 236 
nc 16 17 
% 38.8% 29.8% 

med 
N 47 84 
nc 3 6 
% 7.1% 10.6% 

final 
N 356 473 
nc 23 34 
% 54% 59.6% 

Total 
N 659 793 
nc 42 57 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2 (6)=15.542, p<0.01, V=.103 
 

The table shows an underuse of medial position, both in absolute terms (nc=3 in VULCAN; 
nc=6 in VUNSPRAC) and in relative terms (see percentages). The table furthermore shows an 
underuse of final position, both in absolute terms (nc=23 in VULCAN; nc=34 in VUNSPRAC) 
and in relative terms (see percentages). χ2 analysis shows this underuse to be significant (χ2 

(6)=15.542, p<0.01, V=.103). The learners place 38.8% of all the non-finite clauses they use 
in initial position, whereas the native speakers only do this in 29.8% of the time. In other 
words, when learners use non-finite clauses, which they do less often than the expert writers, 
they tend to use initial position more often, relatively speaking.  

A similar pattern emerges when the two VULCAN subcorpora are taken separately, as 
can be seen in the next table. 
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Table 35: Position of non-finite clauses in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 127 129 236 
nc 17 16 17 
% 39.6% 38.2% 29.8% 

med 
N 19 28 84 
nc 3 3 6 
% 5.9% 8.3% 10.6% 

final 
N 175 181 473 
nc 24 22 34 
% 54.5% 53.6 59.6% 

Total 
N 321 338 793 
nc 44 40 56 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=16.685, p<0.01, V=.076 
 
Table 35 shows this relative overuse for initial position in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3, if we 
look at the relative frequencies, i.e. almost 40% in both learner corpora, while VUNSPRAC is 
below 30%. It also shows the underuse of medial position in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. In 
absolute terms, the underuse is the same in both learner corpora, but in relative terms, 
VULCAN_3 is closer to VUNSPRAC than VULCAN_1 is.  

Finally, Table 36 shows that VUNSPRAC_lit uses far more non-finite clauses (nc=70) 
than VUNSPRAC_ling (nc=46), which is much closer to the normalized counts of the two 
learner corpora. Also, in relative terms, VUNSPRAC_lit underuses initial position. That is, of all 
four subcorpora the percentage of non-finite clauses in initial position of all non-finite clauses 
is lowest in VUNSPRAC_lit. 
Table 36: Position of non-finite clauses in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

initial 
N 127 129 110 126 
nc 17 16 15 19 
% 39.6% 38.2% 32.6% 27.6% 

med 
N 19 28 34 50 
nc 3 3 5 8 
% 5.9% 8.3% 10.1% 11.0% 

final 
N 175 181 193 280 
nc 24 22 26 43 
% 54.5% 53.6% 57.3% 61.4% 

Total 
N 321 338 337 456 
nc 44 41 46 70 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=18.865, p<0.01, V=.081 
 

 Apart from a significant two-way interaction between (sub)corpora and position, there 
was also a significant two-way interaction between the different corpora and clause types, as 
mentioned above. The following three tables show the two-way interaction between the 
choices of the three types of non-finite adverbial clauses according to (sub) corpus.  

Table 37 shows a number of noteworthy outcomes with regard to the distribution of 
different types of non-finite clauses in the two main corpora. 
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Table 37: Types of non-finite clauses in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
type  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

ing 
N 379 542 
nc 24 39 
% 57.1% 68.4% 

ed 
N 139 149 
nc 9 11 
% 21.4% 19.3% 

to 
N 139 101 
nc 9 7 
% 21.4% 12.3% 

Total 
N 657 792 
nc 42 57 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2 (2)=22.832, p<0.01, V=.126 
 
There is a significant (χ2 (2)=22.832, p<0.01, V=.126) underuse of all non-finite clauses taken 
together. Within the three categories of non-finite clauses learners underuse –ing clauses and 
tend to overuse to infinitive clauses. 

Table 38 shows that first year learners underuse both –ing clauses and –ed clauses, and 
that the latter is obscured in Table 37, or compensated, as it were, by an overuse of –ed 
clauses by the third year learners. 
Table 38: Types of non-finite clauses in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
type  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

ing 
N 176 203 542 
nc 24 25 39 
% 55.0% 60.2% 68.4% 

ed 
N 54 85 149 
nc 7 10 11 
% 16.9% 25.2% 18.8% 

to 
N 90 49 101 
nc 12 6 7 
% 28.1% 14.5% 12.8% 

Total 
N 320 337 792 
nc 43 41 57 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2 (4)=47.584, p<0.01, V=.128 
 
Notably, Table 38 also shows that VULCAN_3 underuses –ing clauses in much the same way 
VULCAN_1 does. 

Looking at the total normalized counts of non-finite clauses in Table 39 we can see 
that VUNSPRAC_lit has the highest number of non-finite adverbial clauses per 10,000 words 
and VULCAN_3 the lowest. 
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Table 39: Types of non-finite clauses in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
type  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

ing 
N 176 203 219 323 
nc 24 25 30 49 
% 55.0% 60.2% 65.0% 71.0% 

ed 
N 54 85 76 73 
nc 7 10 10 11 
% 16.9% 25.2% 22.6% 16.0% 

to 
N 90 49 42 59 
nc 12 6 6 9 
% 28.1% 14.5% 12.5% 13.0% 

Total 
N 320 337 337 455 
nc 43 41 46 69 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=52,837, p <0.001, V=.135 
 
The category of –ing clauses is by far the largest of the three non-finite adverbial clause 
category in all four subcorpora, as can be clearly seen from the proportional distribution: 55% 
of all non-finite clauses in VULCAN_1 are –ing clauses, more than 60% of all non-finite 
clauses in VULCAN_3 are of that type, in VUNSPRAC_ling 65% of all non-finite clauses is an –
ing clause and in VUNSPRAC_lit 71% of all non-finite clauses is an –ing clause. 

Apart from VUNSPRAC_lit, all subcorpora have roughly the same number of non-finite 
adverbial clauses. However, the distribution of the three subtypes is not the same. VULCAN_1 
significantly overuse the to– infinitive type compared to the three other subcorpora, using it 
proportionally more often than the –ed clause. All other subcorpora favour first –ing, then –ed 
and finally to– infinitive. Conversely, VULCAN_1 shows underuse of the –ing type non-finite 
adverbial clause, compared to the other subcorpora. A χ2 analysis shows this interaction to be 
significant (χ2(6)=52,837, p <.001, V=.135). 

4.3.3.1 –ing clauses 
As mentioned above, the category of –ing clauses is by far the largest of the three non-finite 
adverbial clause categories in all four subcorpora (see Table 39). There are a number of 
important similarities between the four subcorpora as regards –ing clauses. A loglinear 
analysis showed no significant three-way interaction between subcorpus, semantic category, 
and position (χ2(24)=30.833, p=0.159), neither did the two-way interaction between 
subcorpus and position, which is shown in Table 40 below. It did, however, show a 
significant two-way interaction between subcorpus and semantic category, which will be dealt 
with later (see Table 43). 

Table 40 shows the positional distribution of –ing clauses in the two main corpora. 
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Table 40: –ing clauses according to position in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 142 170 
nc 9 12 
% 37.5% 31.4% 

medial 
N 19 43 
nc 1 3 
% 5.0% 7.9% 

final 
N 218 329 
nc 14 24 
% 57.5% 60.7% 

Total 
N 379 542 
nc 24 39 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=5.657, p=0.059, V=.059 
 
It was already established (see Table 37) that –ing clauses are significantly underused by the 
learners. Table 40 shows that this underuse is most manifest in medial and final positions. For 
instance, the total normalized number of –ing clauses in VULCAN equals the total normalized 
number of –ing clauses in final position in VUNSPRAC (nc=24). As the learners underuse –ing 
clauses regardless of their position (total numbers), it is important to look at the relative 
frequency of instances. Looking at initial position, the normalized count is lower in VULCAN 
(nc=9) than in VUNSPRAC (nc=12), but it constitutes a higher proportion of the total. In other 
words, learners underuse –ing clauses, but when they use them they tend to place them 
initially more often than one would expect based on the total number of –ing clauses used.  

Looking at Table 41, the positional distribution of –ing clauses in VULCAN_3 is 
slightly closer to VUNSPRAC than VULCAN_1 is. 

 
Table 41: –ing clauses according to position in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 70 72 170 
nc 9 9 12 
% 39.8% 35.5% 31.4% 

medial 
N 8 11 43 
nc 1 1 3 
% 4.5% 5.4% 7.9% 

final 
N 98 120 329 
nc 13 15 24 
% 55.7% 59.1% 60.7% 

Total 
N 176 203 542 
nc 23 25 39 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=6.466, p=0.167, V=.059 
 
When the two learner corpora are analysed separately, either against VUNSPRAC as a whole 
(Table 41), or against the two VUNSPRAC subcorpora separately (see Table 42 below), the χ2 
analysis fails to reach significance (χ2(6)=6.841, p=0.336, V=.061), which means that it is 
difficult to draw any firm conclusions as to the distribution. 

It is clear from Table 42, however, that there is little difference between the four 
subcorpora in the positional distribution. 
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Table 42: –ing clauses according to position in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

initial 
N 70 72 72 98 
nc 9 9 10 15 
% 39.8% 35.5% 32.9% 30.3% 

medial 
N 8 11 17 26 
nc 1 1 2 4 
% 4.5% 5.4% 7.8% 8.0% 

final 
N 98 120 130 199 
nc 13 15 18 30 
% 55.7% 59.1% 59.4% 61.6% 

Total 
N 176 203 219 323 
nc 23 25 30 49 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=6.841, p=0.336, V=.061 
 

Although there are far more –ing clauses in final position in VUNSPRAC_lit than in VULCAN_1, 
these differences are due to the overall higher number of –ing clauses in the former and χ2 

analysis shows them not to be significant. 
There is, on the other hand, a significant two-way interaction between (sub)corpus and 

semantic category, as can be seen in the next three tables (Table 43, Table 44 and Table 45). 
First, let us look at the different semantic categories of –ing clauses in the two main corpora 
in Table 43. 
 
Table 43: –ing clauses according to semantic category in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
Category  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

unspecified 
N 216 376 
nc 14 27 
% 57.0% 69.4% 

preposition 
N 92 104 
nc 6 7 
% 24.3% 19.2% 

time 
N 53 36 
nc 3 3 
% 14.0% 6.6% 

purpose 
N 12 17 
nc 1 1 
% 3.2% 3.1% 

other 
N 6 9 
nc 0.4 0.7 
% 1.6% 1.7% 

Total 
N 379 542 
nc 24 39 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=20.481, p<0.01, V=.149 
 
Most adverbial –ing clauses are not introduced by a subordinator. When an –ing clause is not 
preceded by a subordinator or conjunctive preposition the meaning relation to the main clause 
is unspecified, or indeterminate (Downing and Locke (2006: 288), and therefore receives the 
_unspec, or unspecified, label, as in: 
 
(169) <LC_E_403.4.4><s><B06_unspec_ini_ing>Leaving out obvious reasons </B06_unspec_ini_ing>, the 

film creates an empty feeling with the viewer and <C11_res_ini1>thus</C11_res_ini1> adds 
emotion.</s> 
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Although the unspecified category is the largest category in both corpora, it is significantly 
underused by the learners. 

The preposition category, the second largest category, includes all non-finite –ing 
clauses that are introduced by conjunctive prepositions, i.e. prepositions that are not 
considered subordinators, because they cannot introduce a finite adverbial clause (see also 
section 3.4.3.2), as in: 

 
(170) <LC_diss_04.53.3><s>Unlike Blair and Hague, Brown immediately gets to the point 

<B06_prep_fin_ing>without extensively thanking his audience or other involved 
parties</B06_prep_fin_ing>.</s> 
 

Although this category is underused in absolute terms (VULCAN: nc=6; VUNSPRAC: nc=7) in 
relative terms it is, in fact, overused. That is to say, if we look at the proportion of clauses 
introduced by a preposition, within the whole group of –ing clauses the learners use a greater 
proportion of them (24.3%) than the expert writers (19.2%). 

Conversely, looking at the third largest category, non-finite –ing clauses of time, both 
corpora have the same normalized number of occurrences (nc=3), but as the learners use far 
fewer non-finite –ing clauses than the native speaker writers nc=24 and 39, respectively), the 
same normalized count constitutes a much higher (more than twice as high) proportion 
(VULCAN 14.0% vs VUNSPRAC 6.6%).  

For the purpose of the statistical analysis the categories which had only a very small 
number of occurrences or, in some corpora, none were grouped together and renamed other.43 
The use of this other category did not display any significant differences; neither did the 
purpose category.  

Table 44 looks at the semantic categories of –ing clauses in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 
separately. 
 

Table 44: –ing clauses according to semantic category in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

unspecified 
N 93 123 376 
nc 13 15 27 
% 52.8% 60.6% 69.4% 

preposition 
N 44 48 104 
nc 6 6 7 
% 25.0% 23.6% 19.2% 

time 
N 32 21 36 
nc 4 3 3 
% 18.2% 10.3% 6.6% 

purpose 
N 5 7 17 
nc 1 1 1 
% 2.8% 3.4% 3.1% 

other 
N 2 4 9 
nc 0.3 0.5 1.2 
% 1.1% 2.0% 1.7% 

Total 
N 176 203 542 
nc 24 25 39 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2 (8)=27.948, p<0.01, V=.123 
 

                                                
43 These include: comparison, condition, concession, conditional concessive, place and reason/cause; see  
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Table 44 shows that both the first year students and the third year students contribute to the 
underuse of the unspecified category. In other words, this does not change when moving from 
VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3. The proportion of non-finite –ing clauses that are introduced by a 
conjunctive preposition is larger in VULCAN_1 (25%) and VULCAN_3 (23.6%) than in 
VUNSPRAC (19.2%). Table 44 also shows that the overuse of –ing clauses of time is mainly 
due to VULCAN_1. The overuse is not present in VULCAN_3.  

Finally, all four subcorpora are compared in Table 45. 
 

Table 45: –ing clauses according to semantic category in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

unspecified 
N 93 123 148 228 
nc 13 15 20 35 
% 52.8% 60.6% 67.6% 70.6% 

preposition 
N 44 48 34 70 
nc 6 6 5 11 
% 25.0% 23.6% 15.5% 21.7% 

time 
N 32 21 22 14 
nc 4 3 3 2 
% 18.2% 10.3% 10.0% 4.3% 

purpose 
N 5 7 13 4 
nc 1 1 2 1 
% 2.8% 3.4% 5.9% 1.2% 

other 
N 2 4 2 7 
nc 0.3 0.5 0.3 1 
% 1.1% 2.0% .9% 2.2% 

Total 
N 176 203 219 323 
nc 24 25 30 50 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(12)=45.261, p<0.001, V=.128 
 

The unspecified category is underused by both groups of learners, when compared to 
VUNSPRAC as a whole (see Table 44) or VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit separately (Table 
45), both in absolute terms and proportionally within the type of non-finite adverbial clause (–
ing). The proportion of non-finite –ing clauses that are introduced by a conjunctive 
preposition is larger in VULCAN_1 (25%) and VULCAN_3 (23.6%) than in VUNSPRAC_ling 
(15.5%) or VUNSPRAC_lit (21.7%), but the normalized count is higher than in VUNSPRAC_ling 
but lower than in VUNSPRAC_lit; so, also looking at the two VUNSPRAC subcorpora separately 
we see overuse of non-finite adverbial –ing clauses introduced by a conjunctive preposition, 
when we compare the learners with VUNSPRAC_ling , but underuse if we compare them to 
VUNSPRAC_lit. The considerable variation between VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit as 
regards the use of non-finite –ing clauses that are introduced by a conjunctive preposition 
makes it difficult to draw firm conclusions. However, the underuse in both learner corpora of 
the largest category, –ing clauses without any subordination, is clear regardless of which 
VUNSPRAC subcorpus they are compared against. 
 

4.3.3.2 –ed clauses 
It was not possible to do a loglinear analysis of a three-way interaction between subcorpus, 
position, and semantic category, as not all cells in the contingency table had an expected 
count that was >1. Because of the low frequency of occurrence of some of the semantic 
categories it was also not possible to perform chi-square tests on all different two-way 
interactions, e.g. cross-tabulating subcorpus and semantic category for each of the three 
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positions (initial, medial and final) or, keeping the semantic category constant, cross-
tabulating subcorpus and position, with one exception, which I will come back to later. 

It was possible, however, to do a chi-square analysis of the distribution of the different 
semantic categories of –ed clauses in the different (sub)corpora. Table 46 shows the 
distribution of semantic categories not to be significant (χ2(3)=6.658, p=0.084, V=.153) when 
the two main corpora, VULCAN and VUNSPRAC, are compared. 

 
 
 

Table 46: –ed clauses by semantic category in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

unspecified 
N 107 122 
nc 7 9 
% 78.1% 81.9% 

time 
N 16 7 
nc 1 0.50 
% 11.7% 4.7% 

comparison 
N 6 13 
nc 0.38 1 
% 4.4% 8.7% 

other 
N 8 7 
nc 0.51 0.50 
% 5.8% 4.7% 

Total 
N 137 149 
nc 9 11 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(3)=6.658, p=0.084, V=.153 
 

It is noteworthy, nonetheless, that VULCAN has more than twice as many, both in absolute 
numbers as proportionally, instances of adverbial –ed time clauses than VUNSPRAC, which is 
reminiscent of the overuse of –ing clauses of time, as described in section 4.3.3.1 above. 

Unfortunately, no reliable χ2 analysis could be performed for a three-group (Table 47) 
or four-corpora comparison (Table 48), as the contingency tables have too many cells with an 
expected count of <5 (33% and 43.8% respectively). The tables have been included 
nonetheless, to paint a more complete picture. The outcome should be treated with caution, 
however. 
Table 47: –ed clauses by semantic category in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  three corpora 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

unspecified 
N 37 70 122 
nc 5 9 9 
% 68.5% 84.3% 81.9% 

time 
N 10 6 7 
nc 1 1 0.50 
% 18.5% 7.2% 4.7% 

comparison 
N 3 3 13 
nc 0.41 0.36 1 
% 5.6% 3.6% 8.7% 

other 
N 4 4 7 
nc 0.54 0.48 0.50 
% 7.4% 4.8% 4.7% 

Total 
N 54 83 149 
nc 7 10 11 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=13.469, p=0.36, V=.153 (not reliable, because too many cells expected value of <5) 
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Table 48: –ed clauses by semantic category in all four subcorpora 

  subcorpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

unspecified 
N 37 70 58 64 
nc 5 9 8 10 
% 68.5% 84.3% 76.3% 87.7% 

time 
N 10 6 6 1 
nc 1 1 1 0.15 
% 18.5% 7.2% 7.9% 1.4% 

comparison 
N 3 3 11 2 
nc 0.41 0.36 2 0.30 
% 5.6% 3.6% 14.5% 2.7% 

other 
N 4 4 1 6 
nc 0.24 0.48 0.14 1 
% 7.4% 4.8% 1.3% 8.2% 

Total 
N 54 83 76 73 
nc 7 10 10 11 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(9)=27.140, p=0.01, V=.178 (not reliable, because too many cells expected value of <5) 
 
For the most part the four subcorpora are remarkably similar with regard to adverbial –

ed use, with the notable exception of the time category, which is overused by VULCAN_1. 
Although the normalized counts do not differ very much between the four subcorpora, the 
proportion of –ed clauses of time in VULCAN_1 as a percentage of all –ed clauses in that 
corpus (18.5%) is much higher than in VULCAN_3 (7.2%) and VUNSPRAC_ling (7.9%). 
VUNSPRAC_lit only has one occurrence. Moreover, all six occurrences of the time –ed clauses 
in VUNSPRAC_ling were from the same text, whereas the ten occurrences found in VULCAN_1 
were from nine different texts. This overuse is especially noteworthy, as the time category 
was also overused by VULCAN_1 in the –ing clauses (see Table 44). 

All four subcorpora show that adverbial –ed clauses are generally used without a 
subordinator; there are relatively few instances in all four subcorpora in which the clause is 
introduced by a subordinator. The unspecified category, i.e. clauses without a subordinator, is 
ten times larger than any of the other categories. 

The following three tables show the positional features of –ed clauses in the different 
corpora. First, Table 49 compares the two main corpora. 
Table 49: Adverbial –ed clauses according to position for VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 54 28 
nc 3 2 
%  38.8% 18.8% 

medial 
N 27 37 
nc 2 3 
%  19.4% 24.8% 

final 
N 58 84 
nc 4 6 
%  41.7% 56.4% 

Total 
N 139 149 
nc 9 11 
%  100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=14.237, p<0.01, V=.222 
 
There is a significant two-way interaction between subcorpus and the positional features of –
ed clauses (χ2(2)=14.237, p=0.01, V=.222), when VULCAN and VUNSPRAC are compared. It is 
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clear that the learners overuse initial position, while they underuse medial and final position. 
This is a pattern very similar to the overuse of initial –ing clauses, as described in 4.3.3.1 
above. 

Next, let us see how the positional features of –ed clauses of VULCAN_1 and 
VULCAN_3 compare when we look at them separately in Table 50. 
Table 50: Adverbial –ed clauses according to position for VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 22 32 28 
nc 3 4 2 
%  40.7% 37.6% 18.8% 

medial 
N 11 16 37 
nc 1 2 3 
%  20.4% 18.8% 24.8% 

final 
N 21 37 84 
nc 3 4 6 
%  38.9% 43.5% 56.4% 

Total 
N 54 85 149 
nc 7 10 11 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=14.285, p<0.01, V=.159 
 

Table 50 shows that this pattern of overuse of initial position paired with the underuse 
of medial and final position holds true for both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. In other words, 
there is no significant shift between 1st year learners and 3rd year learners. 

Finally, all four subcorpora are compared in Table 51. 
Table 51: Adverbial –ed clauses according to position in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

initial 
N 22 32 18 10 
nc 3 4 2 2 
%  40.7% 37.6% 23.7% 13.7% 

medial 
N 11 16 15 22 
nc 1 2 2 3 
%  20.4% 18.8% 19.7% 30.1% 

final 
N 21 37 43 41 
nc 3 4 6 6 
%  38.9% 43.5% 56.6% 56.2% 

Total 
N 54 85 76 73 
nc 7 10 10 11 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=17.645, p=0.007, V=.175 
 

Table 51 shows that VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit do not differ from each other 
significantly, when it comes to the use of final position of non-finite adverbial –ed clauses, 
but they do differ for the other two positions with VUNSPRAC_ling preferring initial to medial 
and VUNSPRAC_lit preferring medial over initial position. They both differ from both 
VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. In terms of use of initial and final position VULCAN_3 is closest to 
VUNSPRAC_ling, but both learner corpora overuse initial position when compared to both 
VUNSPRAC subcorpora.  

The overuse of –ed clauses in initial position becomes even more apparent if we take a 
look at only the largest category of –ed clauses, unspecified, i.e. –ed clauses without as 
subordinator, as in: 
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(171) <LC_E_516.4.6><s><B06_unspec_ini_ed>Based on the lack of face to face communication in 
chat rooms</B06_unspec_ini_ed> users can easily get the illusion that they are free to 
express themselves more liberally and lose their inhibitions.</s> 

 
Now consider the positional distribution of these clauses in Table 52. 

Table 52: Adverbial –ed clauses without subordinator according to position in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

initial 
N 15 26 8 8 
nc 2 3 1 1 
%  40.5% 37.1% 13.8% 12.5% 

medial 
N 10 15 13 18 
nc 1 2 2 3 
%  27.0% 21.4% 22.4% 28.1% 

final 
N 12 29 37 38 
nc 2 4 5 6 
%  32.4% 41.4% 63.8% 59.4% 

Total 
N 37 70 58 64 
nc 5 8 8 10 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=22.032, p=0.001, V=.219 
 

Table 52 shows that both the significance and the effect increase (χ2(6)=22.032, 
p=0.001, V=.219), compared to Table 51, when only the unspecified category is taken 
separately and subcorpus and position are cross-tabulated. 

 Figure 5 provides a visual representation of the distribution patterns, which should 
make the difference between the distribution patterns of the four subcorpora even clearer. 

 

 
Figure 5: Positional features of adverbial –ed clauses with no subordinator in the four subcorpora 
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It is clear that both learner groups overuse the initial positions when using non-finite –
ed adverbial clauses with no subordinator. The pattern of distribution in both native speaker 
corpora is initial<medial<final. Both learner corpora deviate from this pattern, with 
VULCAN_1 showing initial to be larger than either medial or final and VULCAN_3 having initial 
substantially bigger than medial and only slightly smaller than final. Both native speaker 
corpora clearly have initial as their smallest category, when it comes to non-finite –ed clauses 
with no subordinator. 
 

4.3.3.3 to– infinitive clauses 
Table 53 below shows the distribution of to– infinitive clauses according to their positional 
features in the two main corpora. It illustrates how rare medial position is, with only one 
occurrence in VULCAN and six occurrences in VUNSPRAC.  
 
Table 53: to– infinitive clauses according to position in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 60 38 
nc 4 3 
%  43.2% 37.6% 

medial 
N 0 4 
nc 0 0.29 
%  0% 4.0% 

final 
N 79 59 
nc 5 4 
%  56.8% 58.4% 

Total 
N 139 101 
nc 9 7 
%  100.0% 100.0% 

 
Because the extreme rarity of to–infinitive clauses in medial position in both the learner and 
native speaker corpora resulted in cells with an expected count below 5 in the resulting 
contingency tables, it was not possible to do a χ2-analysis of the two way interaction of 
position and (sub)corpus. 

In order to make a statistical analysis possible, the occurrences in medial position were 
added to the other two positions: to final (most cases) or initial (one case of a post-subject 
medial clause44). The resulting categories were named theme (for initial and post-subject 
position) and rheme (for medial and final position), as can be seen in Table 54 below. This 
two-way distinction in position is justified, because it involves a choice on the part of the 
writer to use the to– infinitive clause sentence either initially or not (Thompson 1985).  

                                                
44 This was done because an adverbial clause in post-subject position falls within the ‘theme zone’ (Hannay 
1994, 2007, and 2008). See 3.4.4.1 on page 98 for a more detailed explanation. 
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Table 54: to–infinitive clauses according to position in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

theme 
N 35 25 20 19 
nc 5 3 3 3 
%  38.9% 51.0% 47.6% 32.2% 

rheme 
N 55 24 22 40 
nc 7 3 3 6 
%  61.1% 49.0% 52.4% 67.8% 

Total 
N 90 49 42 59 
nc 12 6 6 9 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(3)=4.833, p=0.184, V=.142 
 
Nonetheless, there was no significant two-way interaction found between (sub)corpus and 
position in this new situation (χ2(3)=4.833, p=0.184, V=.142). 

This means that when learners use to–infinitive clauses they do not significantly differ 
from the native-speaker writer with regard to the position in the sentence they choose for this 
type of clause. All corpora show that the medial position is very rare indeed for to–infinitive 
clauses; initial and final positions are preferred in similar proportions.  

As was mentioned in section 4.3.3, to–infinitive clauses are clearly overused in 
VULCAN_1, as can be seen when looking at the normalized counts of the total number of to–
infinitive clauses: VULCAN_1 has a normalized count of 12 occurrences per 10,000 words, 
whereas both VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC_ling have only an nc of 6 and VUNSPRAC_lit has an 
nc of 9. However, when they (over)use to– infinitive clauses, the 1st year learners distribute 
them positionally much in the same way as the expert writers. 
 

4.3.4 Verbless adverbial clauses (B07) 
Section 4.3 showed that within the category of adverbial clauses the verbless adverbial clause 
was underused in VULCAN_1. Table 55 below shows the total number of observed counts and 
its normalized equivalents.  

 
Table 55: Verbless adverbial clauses in all four subcorpora 

 corpus 
 VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

N 28 69 60 49 
nc 4 8 8 7 

χ2(3)=14.647, p<0.01 
 

The chi-square analysis based on the expected values shows a significant (χ2(3)=14.647, 
p=0.002) underuse of verbless clauses in VULCAN_1 (N=28; nc=4), whereas VULCAN_3 
(N=69; nc=8) is similar to both VUNSPRAC subcorpora. VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit 
have 60 and 49 occurrences respectively. The null-hypothesis is that occurrences are equally 
distributed across the four corpora, in which case there is no overuse or underuse. Based on 
the number of words in each of the subcorpora the distribution, given the null-hypothesis, 
would be 25%-28%-25%-22% (based on 3.3.3, Table 13) of the total number of verbless 
clauses.  

The small number of occurrences of verbless clauses makes any firm analysis of three-
way or even two-way interactions between corpus and semantic category or corpus and 
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positional features impossible. As with the focusing devices in section 4.2, the numbers are 
too small to draw any firm conclusions about the distribution.45 

Nonetheless, it is worthwhile to take a look at what is happening in the four 
subcorpora as regards the different semantic categories of verbless clauses in Table 56. 
Table 56: Verbless clauses according to semantic category in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

comparison 
N 2 3 17 3 
nc 0.27 0.36 2.32 0.46 
%  7.1% 4.3% 28.3% 6.1% 

concession 
N 3 12 7 6 
nc 0.41 1 1 1 
%  10.7% 17.4% 11.7% 12.2% 

condconc 
N 2 2 6 7 
nc 0.27 0.24 1 1 
%  7.1% 2.9% 10.0% 14.3% 

condition 
N 4 0 0 2 
nc .54 0 0 0.30 
%  14.3% .0% .0% 4.1% 

place 
N 0 0 2 0 
nc 0 0 0.27 0 
%  .0% .0% 3.3% .0% 

time 
N 3 3 1 1 
nc 0.41 0.36 0.14 0.15 
% 10.7% 4.3% 1.7% 2.0% 

reason 
N 1 2 0 1 
nc 0.14 0.24 0 0.15 
%  3.6% 2.9% .0% 2.0% 

unspec 
N 13 47 27 29 
nc 2 6 4 4 
%  46.4% 68.1% 45.0% 59.2% 

Total 
N 28 69 60 49 
nc 4 8 8 7 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Although significance cannot be verified using a χ2-analysis, there are some 

noteworthy observations to be made in Table 56. First, as with the non-finite –ing clauses (see 
4.3.3.1), the unspecified category, i.e. no subordinator present, is the largest category of 
verbless clauses in all four corpora. Indeed, VULCAN_3 uses it in 68.1% of all cases. This 
represents overuse on the part of third year students, as VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit 
have much lower percentages (45.0% and 59.2, respectively). Moreover, in absolute terms 
VULCAN_3 has a higher normalized count (nc=6) than either VUNSPRAC_ling or VUNSPRAC_lit 
(both nc=4). 

4.3.5 Finite adverbial clauses (B08) 
As became clear from Table 24, finite adverbial clauses are the largest category of adverbial 
clauses in both VULCAN (63.6% of all adverbial clauses in VULCAN) and VUNSPRAC (49.3% of 
all adverbial clauses in VUNSPRAC)  

Despite the large number of occurrences in both (1322 and 878, respectively) it was 
not possible to perform a loglinear analysis of a three-way interaction between subcorpus, 
position, and semantic category, as not all cells in the contingency table had an expected 
                                                
45 If the different semantic categories and/or positional features are looked at separately, it results in tables that 
feature too many cells that have an expected count of <5 or cells that have an expected value of <1. If too many 
categories are taken together in order to prevent this, the result becomes difficult to determine at best and 
meaningless at worst. Moreover, lumping categories and/or subcorpora together also rendered results that were 
not statistically significant. 
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count that was >1. Taking position out of the equation, it was possible, however, to measure a 
significant two-way interaction between (sub)corpus and semantic categories of finite 
adverbial clauses, as can be seen in the following three tables. Table 57 presents the 
distribution of semantic categories in the two main corpora. 
 
Table 57: Finite adverbial clauses according to semantic category in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

comparison 
N 42 52 
nc 3 4 
%  3.2% 5.9% 

concession 
N 273 289 
nc 17 21 
%  20.7% 32.9% 

condconc 
N 13 10 
nc 1 1 
%  1.0% 1.1% 

condition 
N 237 144 
nc 15 10 
%  17.9% 16.4% 

place 
N 1 4 
nc 0.06 0.29 
%  .1% .5% 

purpose 
N 54 33 
nc 3 2 
%  4.1% 3.8% 

time 
N 250 117 
nc 16 8 
%  18.9% 13.3% 

reason 
N 452 229 
nc 29 16 
%  34.2% 26.1% 

Total 
N 1322 878 
nc 84 62 
% 100% 100% 

χ2(7)=65.775, p<0.01, V=.173 
 

Table 57 shows there to be a significant underuse of the comparison and concession 
categories. An example of each is provided below: 
 
(172) <LC_E_604.8.6><s><B08_comparison_ini><sub_comparison>Just as</sub_comparison> television can be 

used as a communicative device for political or social means</B08_comparison_ini>, it is 
also used for economical means.</s> 

(173) <NS_lit_03.16.4><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Though</sub_concession> I'll focus on 
Moriarty's relationships to Blake and formal matters</B08_concession_ini>, I by no means 
wish to imply that her poetics reduce to them.</s> 

 
Conversely, there is a significant overuse of the time and reason categories. Again, an 
example of each is provided below:  

 
(174) <LC_E_410.1.5><s><B08_time_ini><sub_time>After</sub_time> the agreement was 

established</B08_time_ini> the reconstruction of Liberia could start.</s> 
(175) <LC_E_425.7.5><s>They will decide not to follow other language courses 

<B08_reason_fin><sub_reason>as</sub_reason> these will be too expensive</B08_reason_fin>.</s> 
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The overuse of these two categories was also present in the non-finite adverbial clauses; as 
can be seen in Table 27. 

Table 58 reveals that the underuse of the comparison and concession categories is 
mainly due to the 1st year learners: although there is still some underuse in VULCAN_3 this is 
much less present than in VULCAN_1. 
Table 58: Finite adverbial clauses according to semantic category in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

comparison 
N 13 29 52 
nc 2 4 4 
%  1.9% 4.6% 5.9% 

concession 
N 113 160 289 
nc 15 19 21 
%  16.3% 25.5% 32.9% 

condconc 
N 9 4 10 
nc 1 0.48 1 
%  1.3% .6% 1.1% 

condition 
N 155 82 144 
nc 21 10 10 
%  22.3% 13.1% 16.4% 

place 
N 1 0 4 
nc 0.14 0 0.29 
%  .1% .0% .5% 

purpose 
N 35 19 33 
nc 5 2 2 
%  5.0% 3.0% 3.8% 

time 
N 131 119 117 
nc 18 14 8 
%  18.8% 19.0% 13.3% 

reason 
N 238 214 229 
nc 32 26 16 
%  34.2% 34.1% 26.1% 

Total 
N 695 627 878 
nc 94 75 62 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(14)=1.039E2, p<0.01, V=.154 
 
The overuse of the time and reason categories on the other hand is clearly still present in 
VULCAN_3. Finally, this table also reveals an overuse that could not be detected when looking 
at all the learners together, a significant overuse of conditional clauses in VULCAN_1, such as: 

 
(176) <LC_E_413.4.6><s><B08_condition_ini><sub_condition>If</sub_condition> television stations warn 

people beforehand</B08_condition_ini>, there is no reason to cut back on sex and 
violence.</s> 

 
Table 59 reveals some important differences between VUNSPRAC_ling and 

VUNSPRAC_lit. For instance, it shows that the proportion of clauses of concession is much 
higher in VUNSPRAC_ling (41.5%), than in VUNSPRAC_lit (24.8%), the latter being very close 
to VULCAN_3 (25.5%). Furthermore, when looking at the occurrence of conditional clauses, it 
becomes apparent that the proportional use of conditional clauses in VUNSPRAC_ling is much 
closer to VULCAN_3 than VUNSPRAC_lit. 
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Table 59: Finite adverbial clauses according to semantic category in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

comparison 
N 13 29 25 27 
nc 2 4 3 4 
%  1.9% 4.6% 5.9% 6.0% 

concession 
N 113 160 177 112 
nc 15 19 24 17 
%  16.3% 25.5% 41.5% 24.8% 

condconc 
N 9 4 5 5 
nc 1 0.48 1 1 
%  1.3% .6% 1.2% 1.1% 

condition 
N 155 82 58 86 
nc 21 10 8 13 
%  22.3% 13.1% 13.6% 19.0% 

place 
N 1 0 2 2 
nc 0.14 0 0.27 0.30 
%  .1% .0% .5% .4% 

purpose 
N 35 19 17 16 
nc 5 2 2 2 
%  5.0% 3.0% 4.0% 3.5% 

time 
N 131 119 42 75 
nc 18 14 6 11 
%  18.8% 19.0% 9.9% 16.6% 

reason 
N 238 214 100 129 
nc 32 26 14 20 
%  34.2% 34.1% 23.5% 28.5% 

Total 
N 695 627 426 452 
nc 94 75 58 69 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(21)=1.397E2, p<0.01, V=.145 
 
Finally, although the overuse of clauses of time in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 is still 
present when they are compared to either VUNSPRAC subcorpus, the overuse is much more 
substantial compared to VUNSPRAC_ling than VUNSPRAC_lit. 

The two-way interaction between position and (sub) corpus did not yield any 
significant results, as can be seen in Table 60, which shows the positional distribution of all 
finite adverbial clauses in all four corpora. 

 
Table 60: Finite adverbial clauses according to position in all four subcorpora 

  `subcorpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

initial 
N 339 284 211 206 
nc 46 34 29 31 
%  48.8% 45.3% 49.6% 45.6% 

medial 
N 8 12 3 18 
nc 1.1 1.5 0.4 2.7 
%  1.2% 1.9% .7% 4.0% 

final 
N 348 331 211 228 
nc 47 40 29 35 
%  50.1% 52.8% 49.6% 50.4% 

Total 
N 695 627 426 452 
nc 94 75 58 69 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=18.154, p<0.006, V=.064 
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Looking at the percentages it is clear that the differences in distribution between the corpora 
are very small indeed.46 The only reason why the χ2 analysis reached significance is the 
relatively high number of medial finite adverbial clauses in VUNSPRAC_lit. All four 
subcorpora strongly disfavour medial position and have an almost equal preference for initial 
and final position.  

This similarity in positional distribution is different from the results of the analysis of 
the positional features of non-finite –ing and –ed clauses, where there was an overuse of 
initial position in both learner corpora (see 4.3.3.1 and 4.3.3.2 above).  
 

4.4 Backgrounding/clause combining devices: supplementives 
(B09, B10, NCDU) 

The next three clause types under investigation that were annotated for the purpose of this 
study are non-restrictive relative clauses (B09, see section 3.4.4.1), non-restrictive nominal 
appositions (B10, see section 3.4.4.2), and non-clausal discourse units (NCDU, see section 
3.4.4.3). They are treated here under the umbrella term supplementives (c.f. Huddleston, 
Payne and Peterson 2002; Downing and Locke 2006: 446) because they are closely related in 
terms of discourse function, as the following examples will demonstrate: 
 
(177)  <NS_lit_01.21.2><s>In this sense it is a characteristic form of postmodernity--far more so 

than the "philosophical novel," <B09_fin>which is an archetypally modern 
form</B09_fin>.</s> 

(178) <LC_diss_03.51.3><s>Three subjects had family in Upington, <B10_fin>a city in the Northern 
Cape</B10_fin>.</s> 

(179) <LC_diss_02.38.3><s>The actor's face sports an unambiguous, almost naive smile and the 
lines he delivers express Drew's initial enjoyment of the trip, <NCDU_fin>a combination 
that conveys his sincere, unambiguous friendliness</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

 
Before looking at the different types of supplementives separately, however, it is useful to 
compare the proportions and use of all three types of supplementives in the corpus. It was not 
possible to perform a loglinear analysis of a three-way interaction between (sub)corpus, 
position, and type of supplementive, as NCDUs were only annotated in medial and final 
position. It was possible to investigate the two-way interaction between (sub)corpus and type 
of supplementive, which will be reported next, and perform an analysis of the two-way 
interaction between position and (sub)corpus for each of the types of supplementives 
separately, which will be looked at subsequently.  

                                                
46 Since the differences are so small at this detailed level of comparing the four subcorpora, it was deemed 
unnecessary to show the tables comparing the two main corpora, or the three-group comparison, as these only 
show even more similarities and, moreover, do not show any statistically significant results. 
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First, Table 61 shows the distribution of the different supplementives in the two main 

corpora. 
 
Table 61: Supplementives according to type in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
type  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 
Non-

restrictive 
relative clause 

N 536 385 
nc 34 28 
% 43.7% 31.7% 

Non-
restrictive 
apposition 

N 518 645 
nc 33 46 
% 42.2% 53.1% 

Non-clausal 
discourse unit 

N 173 184 
nc 11 13 
% 14.1% 15.2% 

Total 
N 1227 1214 
nc 78 87 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=38.896, p<0.01, V=.126 
 

Table 61 shows that both the number of non-clausal discourse units within the category of 
supplementives and the total number of supplementives are very similar in both corpora. It 
also shows that there is an overuse of non-restrictive relative clauses and an underuse of non-
restrictive nominal appositions. In VULCAN the proportion of non-restrictive relative clauses 
and non-restrictive nominal appositions is almost the same, whereas in VUNSPRAC the 
proportion of non-restrictive relative clauses is much smaller than that of the non-restrictive 
nominal appositions. 

Table 62 reveals that the above holds true for both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. 
Table 62: Supplementives according to type in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

Non-
restrictive 

relative clause 

N 217 319 385 
nc 29 39 28 
% 41.7% 45.1% 31.7% 

Non-
restrictive 
apposition 

N 229 289 645 
nc 31 35 46 
% 44.0% 40.9% 53.1% 

Non-clausal 
discourse unit 

N 74 99 184 
nc 10 12 13 
% 14.2% 14.0% 15.2% 

Total 
N 520 707 1214 
nc 70 86 87 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=40.448, p<0.01, V=.091 
 
If anything, both the underuse and overuse increase slightly, going from 1st to 3rd year 
learners. 
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Table 63, finally, shows that the two VUNSPRAC corpora are very similar indeed in 

terms of numbers and proportions of supplementives. 
Table 63: Supplementives according to type in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

Non-
restrictive 

relative clause 

N 217 319 197 188 
nc 29 39 27 29 
% 41.7% 45.1% 30.7% 32.8% 

Non-
restrictive 
apposition 

N 229 289 359 286 
nc 31 35 49 44 
% 44.0% 40.9% 56.0% 49.9% 

Non-clausal 
discourse unit 

N 74 99 85 99 
nc 10 12 12 15 
% 14.2% 14.0% 13.3% 17.3% 

Total 
N 520 707 641 573 
nc 70 86 88 88 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=46.489, p<0.01, V=.098 
 
In other words, the conclusions drawn do not differ from those based on Table 62, where 
VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit were taken together. 

Next, an analysis follows of the three types of supplementives, non-restrictive relative 
clauses, non-restrictive appositions, and non-clausal discourse units, and their positional 
features. 

4.4.1 Non-restrictive relative clauses (B09) 
Table 64 provides a cross-tabulation of the positional features of non-restrictive relative 
clauses in the two main corpora. 
Table 64: Non-restrictive relative clauses according to position in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  main corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

theme 
zone 

N 92 53 
nc 6 4 
% 17.2% 13.8% 

medial 
N 36 36 
nc 2 3 
% 6.7% 9.4% 

final 
N 408 296 
nc 26 21 
% 76.1% 76.9% 

Total 
N 536 385 
nc 34 28 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=3.649, p=0.161, V=.063 
 

A χ2 analysis failed to reach significance for the two-way interaction between corpus 
and position. As was mentioned above, the learners use non-restrictive relative clauses more 
frequently than the expert writers. But it is clear from Table 64 that as regards the distribution 
of positional features within that category the difference between VULCAN and VUNSPRAC is 
very small. 

Table 65 provides a cross-tabulation of the positional features of non-restrictive 
relative clauses in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC. 
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Table 65: Non-restrictive relative clauses according to position in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  three corpora 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

theme 
zone 

N 41 51 53 
nc 6 6 4 
% 18.9% 16.0% 13.8% 

medial 
N 3 33 36 
nc 0 4 3 
% 1.4% 10.3% 9.4% 

final 
N 173 235 296 
nc 23 28 21 
% 79.7% 73.7% 76.9% 

Total 
N 217 319 385 
nc 29 38 28 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=18.231, p=0.01, V=.099 
 

Taking the two VULCAN corpora separately does result in significant findings. Table 65 
reveals that VULCAN_1 shows an overuse of the theme zone to the detriment of the medial 
position, which is significantly underused. This underuse is not present in VULCAN_3. 

Table 66 presents the positional features of non-restrictive relative clauses in all four 
subcorpora. 
Table 66: Non-restrictive relative clauses according to position in all four subcorpora 

  subcorpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

theme 
zone 

N 41 51 22 31 
nc 6 6 3 5 
% 18.9% 16.0% 11.2% 16.5% 

medial 
N 3 33 16 20 
nc 0.41 4 2 3 
% 1.4% 10.3% 8.1% 10.6% 

final 
N 173 235 159 137 
nc  23 28 22 21 
% 79.7% 73.7% 80.7% 72.9% 

Total 
N 217 319 197 188 
nc 29 38 27 29 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=21.514, p=0.01, V=.108 
 

 
Table 66 again shows that VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit are very similar. Taking them 
together and treating them as one corpus, as has been done in Table 65, thus seems warranted 
in this case.  

4.4.2 Non-restrictive nominal appositions (B10) 
This section deals with the positional distribution of non-restrictive nominal appositions in the 
corpora under investigation and the apposition markers that are used to introduce appositions. 
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First, Table 67 shows the positional features of non-restrictive nominal appositions in 

the two main corpora. 
 
Table 67: Non-restrictive nominal apposition according to position in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

theme 
zone 

N 195 147 
nc 12 11 
% 37.6% 22.8% 

medial 
N 63 156 
nc 4 11 
% 12.2% 24.2% 

final 
N 260 342 
nc 17 25 
% 50.2% 53.0% 

Total 
N 518 645 
nc 33 47 
%  100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=44.056, p<0.01, V=.195 
 

Table 67 shows a significant overuse of the theme zone and significant underuse of 
medial position (χ2(2)=44.056, p<0.01, V=.195): in VUNSPRAC about half of the appositions 
can be found in final position with the rest equally distributed between theme zone and medial 
position. VULCAN also realizes about half of its appositions in final positions, but more than 
three times as many appositions occur in the theme zone as in medial position. 

Table 68 shows significant overuse and underuse in the same areas (χ2(4)=46.320, 
p<0.01, V=.141). 
Table 68: Non-restrictive apposition according to position in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

theme 
zone 

N 93 102 147 
nc 13 12 11 
% 40.6% 35.3% 22.8% 

medial 
N 23 40 156 
nc 3 5 11 
% 10.0% 13.8% 24.2% 

final 
N 113 147 342 
nc 15 18 25 
% 49.3% 50.9% 53.0% 

Total 
N 229 289 645 
nc 31 35 47 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=46.320, p<0.01, V=.141 
 
Both 1st year and 3rd year learners overuse the theme zone and underuse medial position, 
although both the overuse and underuse have decreased somewhat in VULCAN_3. 
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Finally, let us look at all four subcorpora separately in Table 69. 

 
Table 69: Non-restrictive apposition according to position in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

theme 
zone 

N 93 102 84 63 
nc 13 12 11 10 
% 40.6% 35.3% 23.4% 22.0% 

medial 
N 23 40 96 60 
nc 3 5 13 9 
% 10.0% 13.8% 26.7% 21.0% 

final 
N 113 147 179 163 
nc 15 18 24 25 
% 49.3% 50.9% 49.9% 57.0% 

Total 
N 229 289 359 286 
nc 31 35 48 44 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=50.793, p<0.01, V=.148 
 
Looking at the percentages in Table 69 again shows that VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit 
are very similar with regard to their positional distribution of non-restrictive nominal 
appositions. Taking them together and treating them as one corpus, as was done in Table 68, 
thus seems warranted in this case. 

It is also clear that if we look at the total normalized number of occurrences that non-
restrictive nominal appositions are underused in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 when 
compared to either VUNSPRAC_ling or VUNSPRAC_lit. Although still significant, the underuse 
in VULCAN_3 is smaller than in VULCAN_1. 
 
Apposition markers (appmarker) 
Appositions can be introduced by ‘explicit indicators of apposition’ (Quirk et al. 1985: 1307), 
apposition markers such as like, such as, i.e., for example, and including and others. The 
following tables look at the percentages of appositions with and without apposition markers in 
the corpora under investigation.  

First, let us look at the use of apposition markers in the two main corpora in Table 70. 
Table 70: Non-restrictive appositions with and without apposition marker in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
marker  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

yes 
N 165 216 
nc 11 16 
% 31.9% 33.5% 

no 
N 353 429 
nc 23 31 
% 68.1% 66.5% 

Total 
N 518 645 
nc 33 46 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(1)=0,349, p=0.55, V=.170 
 
Remember that we established already in Table 61 that non-restrictive appositions are 
underused by the learners (total nc=33, against nc=46 in VUNSPRAC). So, to establish the 
relative over/underuse of apposition markers we have to look at the percentages of 
appositions with and without an apposition marker. Comparing VULCAN and VUNSPRAC, the 
percentages of appositions with or without apposition markers are virtually identical in the 
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two corpora, as can be seen in Table 70. Unsurprisingly, the χ2 analysis failed to reach 
significance. In other words, one is less likely to find non-restrictive nominal appositions in 
VULCAN than in VUNSPRAC, but when one does, it is almost equally (un)likely to be introduced 
by an apposition marker. 

Table 71 also does not show a significant difference when VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 
are analysed separately (χ2(2)=7.369, p=0.25, V=.080).  
 
Table 71: Non-restrictive appositions with and without apposition marker in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and 
VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
marker  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

yes 
N 87 78 216 
nc 12 9 16 
% 38.0% 27.0% 33.5% 

no 
N 142 211 429 
nc 19 26 31 
% 62.0% 73.0% 66.5% 

Total 
N 229 289 645 
nc 31 35 46 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=7.369, p=0.25, V=.080 
 

However, surprisingly, the differences do become significant when the two VUNSPRAC 
corpora are taken separately, as presented in Table 72. 
Table 72: Non-restrictive appositions with and without apposition marker in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
marker  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

yes 
N 87 78 163 53 
nc 12 9 22 8 
% 38.0% 27.0% 45.4% 18.5% 

no 
N 142 211 196 233 
nc 19 26 27 36 
% 62.0% 73.0% 54.6% 81.5% 

Total 
N 229 289 359 286 
nc 31 35 49 44 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(3)=59.553, p<0.01, V=.226 
 

Table 72 shows that the proportion of appositions that include a distinct marker is highest in 
VUNSPRAC_ling and lowest in VUNSPRAC_lit. In other words, when writers in VUNSPRAC_lit 
use appositions, they are least likely to mark them as such. Writers in VUNSPRAC_ling, on the 
other hand, are most likely to use apposition markers when using appositions, even more so 
than the learners. Consider the following examples: 

 
(180) <NS_ling_07.6.3><s><C11_ela_ini1>Thus</C11_ela_ini1> they are not translations, but they do 

share certain features <B10_fin><appmarker>such as</appmarker> topic, date of publication, 
text-type, etc</B10_fin>.</s> 

(181) <NS_lit_03.30.4><s>Missile form does not claim to offer formal literary objectification of 
the thing--<B10_med>the weapon</B10_med>--itself.</s> 

 
This difference is significant (χ2(3)=59.553, p<.001, V=.226). This difference in apposition 
markers use would have been lost if VULCAN and VUNSPRAC had only been analysed as they 
were in Table 70. On the other hand, because the differences between VUNSPRAC_ling and 
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VUNSPRAC_lit are so substantial, it is very difficult indeed to draw any conclusion regarding 
underuse or overuse in the learner corpora. 

 

4.4.3 Non-clausal discourse units (NCDU) 
Non-clausal discourse units (NCDU) are those stretches of discourse that constitute a separate 
discourse unit but do not constitute a clause. They include, but are not limited to, what is 
traditionally often denoted as appended clauses (Quirk et al. 1985; Biber et al. 1999), as in: 
 
(182) <LC_E_410.3.3><s>During their combat time the boys and girls have been severely 

damaged, <NCDU_fin>physically as well as mentally</NCDU_fin>.</s> 
 
and ascriptive NPs of which the anchor is not another NP (cf. Huddleston et al. 2002: 1358), 
as in:  

 
(183) <LC_diss_02.38.3><s>The actor's face sports an unambiguous, almost naive smile and the 

lines he delivers express Drew's initial enjoyment of the trip, <NCDU_fin>a combination 
that conveys his sincere, unambiguous friendliness</NCDU_fin>.</s> 
 
The next three tables look at the positional distribution of non-clausal discourse units. 

Table 73: Non-clausal discourse units according to position in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

med 
N 52 57 
nc 3 4 
% 30.1% 31.0% 

final 
N 121 127 
nc 8 9 
% 69.9% 69.0% 

Total 
N 173 184 
nc 11 13 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(1)=0.36, p=0.85, V=.010 
 
Table 74: Non-clausal discourse units according to position in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

med 
N 27 25 57 
nc 4 3 4 
% 36.5% 25.3% 31.0% 

final 
N 47 74 127 
nc 6 9 9 
% 63.5% 74.7% 69.0% 

Total 
N 74 99 184 
nc 10 12 13 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=2.555, p=0.279, V=.085 
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Table 75: Non-clausal discourse units according to position in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

med 
N 27 25 32 25 
nc 4 3 4 4 
% 36.5% 25.3% 37.6% 25.3% 

final 
N 47 74 53 74 
nc 6 9 7 11 
% 63.5% 74.7% 62.4% 74.7% 

Total 
N 74 99 85 99 
nc 10 12 11 15 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(3)=5.868, p=0.118, V=.128 
 
Statistical analysis shows that there is no significant difference between the learner corpora 
and the native speaker corpora as regards the quantitative distribution of non-clausal discourse 
units (NCDU), regardless of whether all the learners were taken together (see Table 73 above) 
or looked at separately (Table 74 and Table 75). In all three cases the χ2 analysis fails to reach 
significance. There are, however, differences in the types of NCDUs used, which will be 
discussed in the next chapter, which contains a qualitative analysis of selected lexico-
grammatical categories (see section 5.4.4).  
 

4.5 Backgrounding/clause combing devices: parenthetical clauses 
(parentcl) 

Grammatically independent clauses between brackets or dashes received the <parentcl> label, 
as in: 

 
(184) <NS_lit_03.25.3><s>The relentless formalism (<parentcl>the term is inescapable</parentcl>) of 

this form-creation and form-adjustment may provoke charges of myopia.</s> 
 
Table 76 presents the number of instances of parenthetical clauses in all four subcorpora. 
 
Table 76: Parenthetical clauses in all four corpora 

 corpus 
 VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

N 6 19 46 33 
nc 1 2 6 5 

χ2(3)=5.709, p<0.0147 
 
Table 76 clearly shows a significant underuse of parenthetical clauses. VUNSPRAC_ling and 
VUNSPRAC_lit are very close together with 5 and 6 occurrences per 10,000 words, 
respectively, whereas the observed normalized count (nc) is only 1 in VULCAN_1 and 2 in 
VULCAN_3. In other words, both learner groups significantly underuse parenthetical clauses, 
but progressing from 1st to 3rd year learners the underuse becomes less pronounced. 

                                                
47 As with Table 55 on page 157 the null-hypothesis is that occurrences are equally distributed across the four 
corpora, in which case there is no overuse or underuse. Based on the number of words in each of the subcorpora 
the distribution, given the null-hypothesis would be 25%-28%-25%-22% of the total number of parenthetical 
clauses; see also 3.3.3, Table 13. 
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4.6 Cohesive devices: linking adverbials (C11)  
Linking adverbials can have many syntactic forms, e.g. single adverbs (however, furthermore, 
firstly), prepositional phrases (for example, on the contrary), and, less commonly, clauses 
(that is, what is more, to conclude).  

Due to too many cells in the contingency table having an expected count of <1 it was 
not possible to do a three-way loglinear analysis of (sub)corpus, semantic category and 
position. It was, however, possible to do a two-way χ2 analysis of semantic features and 
(sub)corpus, which will be discussed first, and of (sub)corpus and position, which will be 
discussed afterwards.  

Table 77 presents linking adverbials according to their semantic category in the two 
main corpora. 
Table 77: Linking adverbials according to semantic category in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
semantic 
category  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

addition/ 
enumeration 

N 263 190 
nc 17 14 
% 20.3% 15.9% 

contrast/ 
concessive 

N 395 391 
nc 25 28 
% 30.5% 32.7% 

elaboration 
N 148 237 
nc 9 17 
% 11.4% 19.8% 

matter/ 
respect 

N 43 49 
nc 3 4 
% 3.3% 4.1% 

result/ 
inference/ 
purpose 

N 408 291 
nc 26 21 
% 31.5% 24.4% 

summation 
N 29 25 
nc 2 2 
% 2.2% 2.1% 

transition 
N 9 12 
nc 1 1 
% .7% 1.0% 

Total 
N 1295 1195 
nc 83 87 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=49.121, p<0.01, V=.140 
 

Table 77 shows a significant (χ2(6)=49.121, p<0.01, V=.140) overuse of the 
addition/enumeration category (add) and the result/inference/purpose category (res). An 
example of each is provided below: 
 
(185) <LC_E_403.6.2><s><C11_add_ini1>Firstly</C11_add_ini1>, they can be seen as a reminder of a 

tragedy like the Columbine shooting.</s> 
(186) <LC_E_401.4.5><s><C11_res_ini1>Thus</C11_res_ini1> no distinction may be made on that 

ground.</s> 
 

Even more apparent is the underuse of the elaboration category. Linking adverbials of 
elaboration show that the following piece of text is an elaboration of, equivalent to, a 
clarification of, or included in, the point made in the preceding discourse, as in: 
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(187) <LC_E_414.5.4><s><C11_ela_ini1>In other words</C11_ela_ini1>, there is no freedom of press 

and no freedom of opinion.</s> 
 

The normalized counts (nc) show that VULCAN and VUNSPRAC have roughly the same total 
number of occurrences of linking adverbials (83 and 87, respectively). A χ2 analysis of the 
raw frequencies confirms that this difference is not statistically significant (χ2(1)=0.984, 
p=0.3213). 

Table 78 reveals that the overuse of the addition/enumeration category and the 
underuse of the elaboration category are present in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. 
Table 78: Linking adverbials according to semantic category in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
semantic 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

addition/ 
enumeration 

N 140 123 190 
nc 19 15 14 
% 20.5% 20.1% 15.9% 

 
contrast/ 

concessive 

N 181 214 391 
nc 24 26 28 
% 26.5% 34.9% 32.7% 

 
elaboration 

N 78 70 237 
nc 11 8 17 
% 11.4% 11.4% 19.8% 

 
matter/ 
respect 

N 24 19 49 
nc 3 2 4 
% 3.5% 3.1% 4.1% 

result/ 
inference/ 
purpose 

N 236 172 291 
nc 32 21 21 
% 34.6% 28.1% 24.4% 

 
summation 

N 20 9 25 
nc 3 1 2 
% 2.9% 1.5% 2.1% 

 
transition 

N 3 6 12 
nc .41 .73 1 
% .4% 1.0% 1.0% 

Total 
N 682 613 1195 
nc 92 74 87 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(12)=65.710, p<0.01, V=.112 
 
However, the overuse of the result/inference/purpose category is only present in VULCAN_1. 
Furthermore, it shows that the contrastive/concessive category is underused in VULCAN_1, but 
not in VULCAN_3. All instances are statistically significant (χ2(12)=65.710, p<0.01, V=.112). 
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Table 79, finally, brings to light some differences between VUNSPRAC_ling and 

VUNSPRAC_lit with regard to the use of linking adverbials. 
 
Table 79: Linking adverbials according to semantic category in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
semantic 
category  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

addition/ 
enumeration 

N 140 123 127 63 
nc 19 15 17 10 
% 20.5% 20.1% 17.8% 13.0% 

contrast/ 
concessive 

N 181 214 226 165 
nc 24 26 31 25 
% 26.5% 34.9% 31.7% 34.2% 

elaboration 
N 78 70 159 78 
nc 11 8 22 12 
% 11.4% 11.4% 22.3% 16.1% 

matter/ 
respect 

N 24 19 31 18 
nc 3 2 4 3 
% 3.5% 3.1% 4.4% 3.7% 

result/ 
inference/ 
purpose 

N 236 172 149 142 
nc 32 21 20 22 
% 34.6% 28.1% 20.9% 29.4% 

summation 
N 20 9 13 12 
nc 3 1 2 2 
% 2.9% 1.5% 1.8% 2.5% 

transition 
N 3 6 7 5 
nc .41 .73 1 1 
% .4% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 

Total 
N 682 613 712 483 
nc 92 74 97 75 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(18)=85.243, p<0.01, V=.107 
 
The proportion of the result/inference/purpose category is much larger in VUNSPRAC_lit 
(29.4%) than in VUNSPRAC_ling (20.9%). However, this does not undermine the general 
picture that 1st year learners overuse this category and 3rd year learners do not. Conversely, 
looking at the addition/enumeration category, it is VUNSPRAC_ling which has the higher 
proportion (17.8% vs 13.0% in VUNSPRAC_lit). The same applies to the elaboration category: 
22.3% of all linking adverbials in VUNSPRAC_ling fall into that category, whereas only 16.1% 
of all linking adverbials in VUNSPRAC_lit do.  

It is also important to note that Table 79 shows that the total normalized count (nc) of 
VULCAN_1 is very similar to VUNSPRAC_ling, and that VULCAN_3 is very similar to 
VUNSPRAC_lit. Hence, when the total normalized counts of linking adverbials in VULCAN and 
VUNSPRAC were taken together and compared in Table 77, they appeared very similar. This 
underlines the caution that must be taken when interpreting results based on corpora 
comprising heterogeneous groups of learners, or academic disciplines for that matter. 

We now come to the positional features of linking adverbials. Table 80 shows the 
distribution of positional features of linking adverbials in the two main corpora. 
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Table 80: Linking adverbials according to position in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 927 836 
nc 59 60 
% 71.5% 70.0% 

second 
N 172 182 
nc 11 13 
% 13.3% 15.2% 

third 
N 95 95 
nc 6 7 
% 7.3% 7.9% 

Other pos 
N 61 46 
nc 4 3 
% 4.7% 3.8% 

final 
N 41 36 
nc 3 3 
% 3.2% 3.0% 

Total 
N 1296 1195 
nc 83 86 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=3.317, p=0.506, V=.036 
 

A χ2 analysis of the distribution of possible positional features of linking adverbials in 
VULCAN and VUNSPRAC fails to reach significance (χ2(4)=3.317, p=0.506, V=.036). In other 
words, in both corpora the proportion of linking adverbials across the annotated positions is 
very similar. This seems to contradict Gilquin et al.’s (2007a: 328) suggestion that overuse of 
initial position of connectors is a universal feature of learner language. The other possible 
explanation might be that Dutch advanced learners have mastered this particular lexico-
grammatical feature better that the typical L2 learner. 

The same applies to Table 81 (below). There are no significant differences in the 
distribution of positional features (χ2(8)=13.650, p=0.91, V=.52).  
Table 81: Linking adverbials according to position in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 511 416 836 
nc 69 50 60 
% 74.8% 67.9% 70.0% 

second 
N 84 88 182 
nc 11 11 13 
% 12.3% 14.4% 15.2% 

third 
N 38 57 95 
nc 5 7 7 
% 5.6% 9.3% 7.9% 

Other pos 
N 28 33 46 
nc 4 4 3 
% 4.1% 5.4% 3.8% 

final 
N 22 19 36 
nc 3 2 3 
% 3.2% 3.1% 3.0% 

Total 
N 683 613 1195 
nc 92 74 86 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(8)=13.650, p=0.91, V=.52 
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Finally, let us look at the positional features of linking adverbials in all four 
subcorpora in Table 82. 
 
Table 82: Linking adverbials according to position in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

initial 
N 511 416 550 286 
nc 69 50 75 44 
% 74.8% 67.9% 77.2% 59.2% 

second 
N 84 88 79 103 
nc 11 11 11 16 
% 12.3% 14.4% 11.1% 21.3% 

third 
N 38 57 41 54 
nc 5 7 6 8 
% 5.6% 9.3% 5.8% 11.2% 

Other pos 
N 28 33 28 18 
nc 4 4 4 3 
% 4.1% 5.4% 3.9% 3.7% 

final 
N 22 19 14 22 
nc 3 2 2 3 
% 3.2% 3.1% 2.0% 4.6% 

Total 
N 683 613 712 483 
nc 92 74 98 74 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(12)=65.421, p<0.01, V=.094 
 
A χ2 analysis of Table 82 does show a significant difference in distribution of positional 
features (χ2(12)=65.421, p<0.01, V=.94), as this is due to significant differences between 
VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit. VUNSPRAC_ling uses initial position in a much greater 
proportion (77.2%) than VUNSPRAC_lit (59.2%), whereas VUNSPRAC_lit proportionally uses 
second, third and final position much more than VUNSPRAC_ling. All other positions are used 
almost equally. Again, this shows that it is important to be cautious when treating a corpus 
consisting of different, in this case two, academic disciplines as homogeneous. 

4.7 Cohesive devices: sentence initial and and but (SIA and SIB) 
Despite prescriptivists’ objections and common teaching wisdom, sentence-initial and (SIA) 
and sentence-initial but (SIB) are also important linking devices in academic writing as the 
number of occurrences in VUNSPRAC in Table 83 will show. 
Table 83: SIA and SIB in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

SIA N 47 46 
nc 3 3 

SIB N 101 82 
nc 6 6 

Total N 148 128 
nc 9 9 

 
The normalized counts are the same in the two main corpora for SIA (3) and SIB (6). 
Interestingly, both the learners and the expert writers use SIB twice as often as SIA. As SIA and 
SIB belong to different semantic categories (additional and contrastive, respectively), they 
should not be considered alternatives and will therefore be treated separately below. 
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Let us first look at SIA in all four subcorpora in Table 84. The lack of difference 
between learners and expert writers with regard to their use of SIA disappears when all four 
subcorpora are looked at separately. 
Table 84: SIA in all four subcorpora 

 corpus 
 VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

N 43 4 15 31 
nc 6 0.48 2 5 

χ2(3)=47.788, p<0.0148 
 
Table 84 makes clear that both VULCAN and VUNSPRAC are not at all homogeneous when it 
comes to the use of SIA. VULCAN_1 overuses (nc=6), whereas VULCAN_3 underuses SIA to a 
considerable degree (nc=0.48). Also, SIA is much more common in VUNSPRAC_lit (nc=5) than 
in VUNSPRAC_ling (nc=2).  

A very similar thing happens when we look at SIB in all four subcorpora in Table 85. 
Table 85: SIB in all four subcorpora 

 corpus 
 VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

N 75 26 32 50 
nc 10 3 4 8 

χ2(3)=37.623, p<0.0148 
 
VULCAN_1 overuses SIB (nc=10), VULCAN_3 underuses SIB, and VUNSPRAC_lit uses SIB twice 
as often as VUNSPRAC_ling. All corpora feature more instances of SIB than of SIA. 

 

4.8 Cohesive devices: advance/retrospective labels (C12) 
Advance and retrospective labels are powerful cohesive devices, as they serve to indicate to 
the reader that more specific information about a general noun is coming, which is the case 
with advance labels (example 188 below), or to summarize or package a stretch of preceding 
discourse, which is the case with retrospective labels (example 189 below).  

 
(188) <LC_diss_03.26.1><s>There are <C12_adv>multiple factors</C12_adv> involved in the process 

of transfer.</s> 
(189) <LC_diss_02.67.10><s><C12_ret>All these clues</C12_ret> give the viewer a solid basis for the 

assumption that Ed's character gradually but fundamentally provides the point of view 
for the film.</s> 

 
Table 86 provides an overview of the number of instances of advance and retrospective labels 
in the two main corpora. 
Table 86: Advance/retrospective labels according to type in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
type  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

adv N 49 25 
nc 3 2 

ret N 112 84 
nc 7 6 

Total N 161 109 
nc 10 8 

                                                
48 Based on the 25%-28%-25%-22% ratio of total number of words. See also Table 13 on page 64. 
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Table 86 shows that both advance and retrospective labels are overused by the learners. 
Furthermore, it seems to confirm Flowerdew’s (2003) and Francis’ (1994) observation that 
advance labels are generally rarer than retrospective labels. 

First, Table 87 looks at the number of instances of advance labels in more detail. 
Table 87: Advance labels in all four subcorpora 

 corpus 
 VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

N 32 17 12 13 
nc 4 2 2 2 

χ2(3)=13.464, p<0.0148 
 
Table 87 reveals that the overuse of advance labels in VULCAN is only due to the 1st year 
learners: VULCAN_1 has 4 instances per 10.000 words, whereas VULCAN_3 only has 2 per 
10.000 words, same as both VUNSPRAC subcorpora. This overuse is significant. 

Table 88 shows the number of instances of retrospective labels in all four subcorpora. 
Table 88: Retrospective labels in all four subcorpora 

 corpus 
 VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

N 82 30 39 45 
nc 11 4 5 7 

χ2(3)=35.627, p<0.0148 
 
Retrospective labels are significantly overused by VULCAN_1 (nc=11), but, surprisingly, 
significantly underused by VULCAN_3 (nc=4), both against an nc of 6 for VUNSPRAC as a 
whole (see Table 86) and when VUNSPRAC_ling (nc=5) and VUNSPRAC_lit (nc=7) are taken 
separately. Section 5.3.4 will look at the cause of the overuse of retrospective labels in 
VULCAN_1 and the underuse in VULCAN_3 in more detail. 

 

4.9 Stance (S) 
Stance was annotated using three different subcategories, namely non-linking stance 
adverbials, non-finite stance clauses, and finite stance clauses. For the purpose of the analysis 
it was deemed pertinent to take the ‘source of information’-type stance adverbials (see 
example 190) out of the group of stance adverbials, and analyse them together with the non-
finite (example 191) and finite stance clauses (example 192), which are all reporting clauses 
and therefore also provide ‘reporting’-type information. The following examples will 
illustrate their similarity.  
 
(190) <NS_ling_08.21.2><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>According to Swales et al. (1998: 

106)</stance_adverbial_ini1> such imperatives are used to formulate hypotheses, to begin 
the establishment of a model, to start the definition of a process, or to begin the 
statement of a theorem.</s> 

(191) <LC_E_422.5.2><s><stance_nonfincl_ini>As mentioned by pop artist Marilyn 
Manson</stance_nonfincl_ini> it must be fear and especially fear created by the media.</s> 

(192) <LC_diss_03.19.3><s>The fact that Afrikaners were proud of their language set them apart 
from English speakers, <stance_finitecl_fin>Lanham (1996) notes</stance_finitecl_fin>.</s> 

 
Thus, the remaining stance adverbials form their own category. I will first look at these stance 
adverbials, before returning to the ‘reporting’-type adverbials and clauses in 4.9.2. 
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4.9.1 Stance adverbials 
Stance adverbials are adverbials that overtly mark a writer’s attitude to a clause or a comment 
about its content. For reasons explained above, stance adverbials that identify a source of 
knowledge (e.g. according to X) have been excluded from the analysis and analysed together 
with reporting clauses. The remaining adverbials include stance adverbials that express 
certainty and doubt (e.g. undoubtedly), actuality and reality (e.g. actually), limitation (e.g. 
typically), viewpoint (in our view), and imprecision (so to speak), give an evaluation (e.g. 
fortunately), or comment on the manner of conveying the message (e.g. simply put). Only 
stance adverbials that function as clause disjuncts were annotated. Examples (193) and (194) 
illustrate which types of adverbials are meant. 
 
(193) <LC_diss_02.13.6><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Significantly</stance_adverbial_ini1>, this narrator is 

not inside the story itself.</s> 
(194) <NS_ling_08.6.2><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Certainly</stance_adverbial_ini1>, the process of 

grammaticalisation undergone by imperative let appears to have advanced further for 
some speakers than others.</s> 

 
Although stance adverbials were annotated with a fine-grained distinction for 

positional features in the same way as the linking adverbials (see Table 80), it was necessary 
to group them together for the analysis, so as not to get a cross tabulation with too many 
empty cells. Final position, for instance, is very rare, with only 3 instances in VULCAN and 1 
in VUNSPRAC. Therefore, the following table only looks at whether stance adverbials were 
used in first or second position (ini1, or ini2: theme), or any other position (rheme). Table 89 
shows the positional distribution of stance adverbials in all four subcorpora.  
 
Table 89: Stance adverbials according to position in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

theme 
N 88 77 94 53 
nc 12 9 13 8 
%  77.2% 76.2% 84.7% 68.8% 

rheme 
N 26 24 17 24 
nc 4 3 2 4 
%  22.8% 23.8% 15.3% 31.2% 

Total 
N 114 101 111 77 
nc 13 12 15 12 
%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(3)=6.684, p=0.83, V=.129 
 

Due to the lack of significant differences between the corpora, with regard to the 
positional features of stance adverbials, only the most detailed table is displayed here, i.e. 
showing all four subcorpora. However, even this table does not yield any significant 
differences, neither in the positional distribution (χ2(3)=6.684, p=0.830), nor in the total 
number of occurrences in each of the corpora (χ2(3)=5.561, p=0.135). In other words, all four 
subcorpora are very similar in the number of stance adverbials they use and where they are 
found in the sentence.  

To find differences between learners and expert writers in the use of stance adverbials 
we shall have to look in more detail at their lexical realizations, which will be done in the next 
chapter. 
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4.9.2 Reporting adverbials and clauses 
Reporting adverbials and reporting clauses provide the reader with the source of information. 
This might be text-internal (as explained above) or text-external (according to X, , as X points 
out, X notes). Table 90 shows the distribution of reporting adverbials, non-finite reporting 
clauses and finite reporting clauses in the two main corpora. 
 
Table 90: Reporting adverbials, non-finite clauses and finite clauses in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
type  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

adverbial 
N 63 22 
nc 4 2 
% 33.3% 10.1% 

nonfincl 
N 51 56 
nc 3 4 
% 27.0% 25.7% 

finitecl 
N 75 140 
nc 5 10 
% 39.7% 64.2% 

Total 
N 189 218 
nc 12 16 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)37.787, p<0.01, V=.305 
 
It is very clear from Table 90 that the learners significantly overuse reporting adverbials and 
significantly underuse finite clauses to report the source of information.  

Table 91 looks at the two VULCAN subcorpora separately in relation to VUNSPRAC. 
Table 91: Reporting adverbials, non-finite clauses and finite clauses in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and 
VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
type  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

adverbial 
N 29 34 22 
nc 4 4 2 
% 43.9% 27.6% 10.1% 

nonfincl 
N 14 37 56 
nc 2 4 4 
% 21.2% 30.1% 25.7% 

finitecl 
N 23 52 140 
nc 3 6 10 
% 34.8% 42.3% 64.2% 

Total 
N 66 123 218 
nc 9 14 16 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=44.983, p<0.01,V=.235 
 
Table 91 reveals that both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 use reporting adverbials twice as often 
as VUNSPRAC (per 10.000 words); this overuse is significant. They also both underuse finite 
reporting clauses, but VULCAN_1 to a much larger degree than VULCAN_3. Also, and this 
could not be seen in the previous table, while the 1st year learners underuse non-finite 
reporting clauses (nc=2), the 3rd year learners use them as often as the expert writers (nc=4). 

Finally, Table 92 looks at the use of reporting adverbials and clauses in all four 
subcorpora in more detail. 
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Table 92: Reporting adverbials, non-finite clauses and finite clauses in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
type  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

adverbial 
N 29 34 7 15 
nc 4 4 1 2 
% 43.9% 27.6% 7.6% 11.9% 

nonfincl 
N 14 37 50 6 
nc 2 4 7 1 
% 21.2% 30.1% 54.3% 4.8% 

finitecl 
N 23 52 35 105 
nc 3 6 5 16 
% 34.8% 42.3% 38.0% 83.3% 

Total 
N 66 123 92 126 
nc 9 14 13 19 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=1.158E2, p=<0.01, V=.377  
 
When VUNSPRAC is split into its subcorpora, the picture becomes less clear. While it is still 
possible to see that reporting adverbials are overused by the learners, determining underuse or 
overuse of reporting clauses is much more difficult, as their use is very different in both 
VUNSPRAC subcorpora. VUNSPRAC_ling uses non-finite reporting clauses much more often 
than VUNSPRAC_lit, whereas VUNSPRAC_lit uses finite clauses much more often than 
VUNSPRAC_ling. This makes it very difficult indeed to compare them to VULCAN. However, 
two conclusions can still be drawn: reporting adverbials are significantly overused by 
VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3, and finite reporting clauses are significantly underused by 
VULCAN_1.  

 Table 93 shows the positional features of the finite reporting clauses used in VULCAN 
and VUNSPRAC.  
Table 93: Positional features of finite reporting clauses in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 41 63 
nc 3 5 
% 54.7% 45.0% 

medial 
N 13 63 
nc 1 5 
% 17.3% 45.0% 

final 
N 21 14 
nc 1 1 
% 28.0% 10.0% 

Total 
N 75 140 
nc 5 11 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(2)=21.239, p<0.01, V=.314 
 

It is clear that finite reporting clauses are underused by the learners, with the total normalized 
count being less than half of that in VUNSPRAC. The biggest difference is found in medial 
position, which in VUNSPRAC_lit is exactly equal to initial position (N=63; nc=5), whereas in 
VULCAN medial position is less than a third of initial position (nc=1 and nc=3, respectively).  

Table 94 looks at the positional features of the finite reporting in VULCAN_1 and 
VULCAN_3 separately. 
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Table 94: Positional features of finite reporting clauses in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 14 27 63 
nc 2 3 5 
% 60.9% 51.9% 45.0% 

medial 
N 2 11 63 
nc 0.27 1 5 
% 8.7% 21.2% 45.0% 

final 
N 7 14 14 
nc 1 2 1 
% 30.4% 26.9% 10.0% 

Total 
N 23 52 140 
nc 3 6 11 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(4)=22.323, p<0.01, V=.228 
 

The total normalized counts clearly show that both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 underuse finite 
reporting clauses, when compared to VUNSPRAC, although the underuse is less prominent in 
VULCAN_3, which uses them twice as often as VULCAN_1. The table furthermore shows that 
initial position and, even more so, medial position are underused in both learner subcorpora. 
VULCAN_3 overuses final position, when compared to VUNSPRAC as a whole. 

However, if we look at the next table, Table 95, we see that VULCAN_3 is on a par with 
VUNSPRAC_lit, but VUNSPRAC_ling uses finite reporting clauses in final position much less 
frequently. This, we shall see, is an exception, however. Table 95 shows the positional 
features of the finite stance clauses used in all four subcorpora. 
Table 95: Positional features of finite reporting clauses in all four corpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

initial 
N 14 27 24 39 
nc 2 3 3 6 
% 60.9% 51.9% 68.6% 37.1% 

medial 
N 2 11 8 55 
nc 0.27 1 1 8 
% 8.7% 21.2% 22.9% 52.4% 

final 
N 7 14 3 11 
nc 1 2 0.41 2 
% 30.4% 26.9% 8.6% 10.5% 

Total 
N 23 52 35 105 
nc 3 6 5 16 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=34.215, p<0.01, V=.282 
 

Again, as we saw in Table 92, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC_ling are most similar – apart from 
final position, as was just mentioned. VUNSPRAC_lit deviates from the other three subcorpora, 
having such a strong preference for finite stance clauses in medial position: more than half of 
all finite stance clauses are in medial position (52.4%), whereas VULCAN_3 and 
VUNSPRAC_ling are both just over 20% and VULCAN_1 only has 2 instances in medial 
position. This table shows that treating VUNSPRAC as a unified whole, as was done in Table 
94, can sometimes overgeneralize. In most cases the differences between VUNSPRAC_ling and 
VUNSPRAC_lit pose no problems, as the conclusion of underuse or overuse still applies. In this 
case, however, analysing VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 against VUNSPRAC as a whole obscures 
the fact that VULCAN_3 is actually very similar to VUNSPRAC_ling and does not underuse finite 
reporting clause, but if anything, slightly overuses them. 
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4.10  Other findings 

4.10.1 Position 
If we look at all the lexico-grammatical devices that were annotated for at least three different 
positions in the sentence, we can also discover some important trends. However, in order to 
make the comparison accurate the different lexico-grammatical discourse devices have to be 
aligned for position, as it were. This alignment is necessary because adverbial connectors 
were labelled for 5 different positions, initial, second, third, other and final, whereas adverbial 
clauses and stance clauses are only labelled for three: initial, medial and final. In the manual 
analysis, a further subdivision was made, with a distinction made within the medial category 
between post-subject medial (195) and other medial (196), and within the final category 
between final (but) sentence medial (197) and absolute final (198). 

 
(195) <LC_diss_08.11.4><s>Detective novels, <B06_indeterm_med_ing>owing at least part of their 

existence to Edgar Allan Poe</B06_indeterm_med_ing>, can be said to be Gothic.</s> 
(196) <LC_E_408.4.4><s>This is, <B06_indeterm_med_ed>compared to 26.2 million people in 

Southern Africa</B06_indeterm_med_ed> not much, but the numbers are growing.</s> 
(197) <NS_lit_07.25.4><s>It frames the narrative, <B06_indeterm_fin_ing>shifting from place in the 

beginning to the person of the ninja at the end</B06_indeterm_fin_ing>, and strategically 
enables the Euramerican protagonists to be marked as outsiders, marginalized.</s> 

(198) <NS_ling_04.4.3><s>These were all corpora that were available to us 
<B08_time_fin><sub_time>when</sub_time> this work began in the early 
1990s</B08_time_fin>.</s> 
 
Also remember that non-restrictive relative clauses and appositions can never be truly 

initial, as they always modify a preceding element. Furthermore, non-restrictive relative 
clauses and appositions received the label _fin if they were placed sentence-finally and _med 
if they were neither in the theme zone, nor at the end of a sentence. The following table will 
illustrate the alignment schematically, after which the table will be explained: 
Table 96: Alignment of positional features of lexico-grammatical devices annotated for position 

lexico-
grammatical 

device 
position 

adverbial clauses/  
stance clauses 

original 
annotation 

initial 
 
 

  

final medial 

  

    
subcategory 

based on 
qualitative 
analysis 

initial post-subject 
medial 

other 
medial 

final 
sentence- 

medial 
final 

relative clauses / 
appositions  

original 
annotation 

Ø theme zone medial final 

linking adverbials 
original 

annotation 
initial second third other final 

Tables below initial second medial final 

 theme rheme 
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As can be seen in the last row (in bold), all lexico-grammatical devices annotated for 
position have been aligned to fit into four positional categories, initial, second, medial, and 
final, in order to make an analysis possible of all positional features taken together, in the 
(sub)corpora. In what follows, the initial category represents all adverbial clauses and linking 
adverbials that are truly initial. The second category represents all finite, non-finite, and 
verbless adverbial and stance clauses which occur immediately after the subject, before the 
verb. This means that they are still within the theme zone, just like the relative clauses and 
appositions marked theme zone and linking adverbials in the second available slot (ini2), also 
in the second column. The medial category now contains all medial adverbial and stance 
clauses and clauses that are final (in that they modify that which precedes them), but 
orthographically occur sentence-medially, relative clauses and apposition that occur sentence-
medially and linking adverbials that occur sentence-medially.49 Finally, the final category 
here represents all of the lexico-grammatical devices labelled for position which are sentence-
final.  

The following three tables present the overall positional features of the (sub)corpora in 
the present study. It is a compilation of all the lexico-grammatical discourse devices that were 
annotated for position and realigned according to the criteria laid out above. First, Table 97 
looks at the positional features in the two main corpora. 

 

Table 97: Total positional features in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 2112 1778 
nc 135 128 
% 42.2% 38.7% 

second 
N 535 493 
nc 34 35 
% 10.7% 10.7% 

medial 
N 472 612 
nc 30 44 
% 9.4% 13.3% 

final 
N 1886 1711 
nc 120 123 
% 37.7% 37.2% 

Total 
N 5005 4594 
nc 319 330 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(3)=39.463, p<0.01, V=.064 
 
Table 97 shows a significant overuse of initial position and a significant underuse of medial 
position.  

                                                
49 I found two exceptions, one in VUNSPRAC_lit and one in VUNSPRAC_ling, which have three elements occurring 
before the subject. As there was nothing in the annotation system to account for this, the third element (however 
and regarding men in Canada) received the _med3 tag despite occurring before the subject:  
  
<NS_lit_05.36.8><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Crucially</stance_adverbial_ini1> <C11_add_ini2>in 
addition</C11_add_ini2>, <C11_con_med3>however</C11_con_med3>, Bourdieu focuses on a separate dimension 
… pertaining to "the structure of their capital, that is .... the relative weight of the different kinds of capital, 
economic and cultural, in the total volume of their capital" (Bourdieu, 1990b: 128).</s> 
 
<NS_ling_01.71.9><s><C11_add_ini1>Furthermore</C11_add_ini1>, <stance_adverbial_ini2>and of equal 
significance</stance_adverbial_ini2>, <C11_mat_med3>regarding men in Canada</C11_mat_med3>, it is hard to 
explain why men are shifting toward the use of a ROUNDED variant of MOUTH.</s> 
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Table 98 looks at the two learner corpora in more detail. 
Table 98: Total positional features in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 

initial 
N 1119 993 1778 
nc 151 120 128 
% 46.1% 38.5% 38.7% 

second 
N 241 294 493 
nc 33 36 35 
% 9.9% 11.4% 10.7% 

medial 
N 189 283 612 
nc 26 34 44 
% 7.8% 11.0% 13.3% 

final 
N 878 1008 1711 
nc 119 122 123 
% 36.2% 39.1% 37.2% 

Total 
N 2427 2578 4594 
nc 329 312 330 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(6)=73.880, p<0.01, V=.062 
 
Table 98 reveals that the overuse of initial position and the underuse of medial position are 
mainly due to the positional features of VULCAN_1.  

Table 99, finally, show the two VUNSPRAC corpora separately. 
 
Table 99: Total positional features in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
position  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

initial 
N 1119 993 1047 731 
nc 151 120 143 111 
% 46.1% 38.5% 44.0% 33.0% 

second 
N 241 294 228 265 
nc 33 36 31 40 
% 9.9% 11.4% 9.6% 12.0% 

medial 
N 189 283 297 315 
nc 26 34 41 48 
% 7.8% 11.0% 12.5% 14.2% 

final 
N 878 1008 806 905 
nc 119 122 110 138 
% 36.2% 39.1% 33.9% 40.8% 

Total 
N 2427 2578 2378 2216 
nc 329 312 325 337 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

χ2(9)=1.322E2 , p<0.01, V=.068 
 
It becomes clear that the two VUNSPRAC corpora are quite different when it comes to the 
distribution of the positional features: initial position is the only position which is bigger in 
VUNSPRAC_ling than in VUNSPRAC_lit all other positions have larger numbers in VUNSPRAC_lit 
(N, nc and %). It is therefore difficult to draw any firm conclusions about overuse and 
underuse when these two subcorpora are taken separately. What can be said, however, is that 
medial position is underused by the learners, regardless of which VUNSPRAC subcorpus they 
are compared to and that mediality of lexico-grammatical means increases if we move from 
VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3 to VUNSPRAC_ling to VUNSPRAC_lit, as the following chart will 
illustrate: 
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Figure 6: Positional features of lexico-grammatical discourse devices in all four subcorpora 

 

4.10.2 Complexity 
Mean sentence length and mean clause length are often used as instruments to measure 
syntactic or grammatical complexity (See Lu (2010), Ortega (2003) and Wolfe-Quintero et al. 
(1998) for an overview of studies in which these measurements are used). For a more detailed 
picture of how learner texts compare to those of expert writers a comparison was made of the 
mean length of sentences, clauses and appositions.  
The following graph (Figure 7) presents the mean lengths of all the sentences, finite adverbial 
clauses (B08), relative clauses (B09), non-finite adverbial clauses (B06), and appositions 
(B10). All the lines in the graph show an increase from VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3 to 
VUNSPRAC_ling to VUNSPRAC_lit. One-way ANOVA tests show these differences to be 
significant at the 0.05 level.  

 
 

0	  

20	  

40	  

60	  

80	  

100	  

120	  

140	  

160	  

ini7al	   second	   medial	   final	  

Positional	  features–normalised count (nc) 

VULCAN_1	  

VULCAN_3	  

VUNSPRAC_ling	  

VUNSPRAC_lit	  



 157 

 
Figure 7: Mean lengths for sentences and selected discourse feature types in all four subcorpora 

 
Another way to measure complexity is to look at how many sentences have some kind 

of backgrounding/clause combining incorporated in them (cf. Cosme (2007: 218) and Lu 
(2010: 479)). The next table (Table 100) gives a very brief overview of the number of 
sentences which include at least one (1 tag or more) of the following: adverbial clause (non-
finite, finite, or verbless), non-restrictive relative clause, non-restrictive nominal apposition, 
non-clausal discourse unit, stance clause (finite, or non-finite), or parenthetical clause and the 
number of sentences that include three or more of these devices (3 tags or more), as a 
proportion of the total number of sentences in that subcorpus.  

 
Table 100: Proportion of sentences with backgrounding/clause combining devices 

 corpus 
Sentences with  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 
1 tag or more 38% (N=1332) 41% (N=1425) 43% (N=1147) 54% (N=1146) 
3 tags or more 1% (N=34) 2% (N=71) 3% (N=82) 5% (N=115) 

 
In VULCAN_1 38% of all sentences have at least one form of annotation, which means that 
62% of all the sentences in the corpus are ‘simple sentences’ with no adverbial clauses, non-
restrictive relative clauses, non-restrictive nominal appositions, non-clausal discourse units, 
stance clauses, or parenthetical clauses.50 In VULCAN_3, 41% of all sentences have at least one 
form of annotation, so 59% do not. In VUNSPRAC_ling the percentage is slightly higher (43%) 
and in VUNSPRAC_lit considerably higher (54%). 

When we look at the more ‘complex’ side of the spectrum, only 1% of all the 
sentences in VULCAN_1 have 3 tags or more and 2% of all the sentences in VULCAN_3, 
whereas in VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit it is 3% and 5% respectively. Going from left 

                                                
50 This does not mean they did not receive any kind of annotation. Simple sentences with no annotation 
whatsoever (so no linking adverbials, focusing devices, or adverbial clauses) constitute 43% of all clauses in 
VULCAN and 36% of all clauses in VUNSPRAC. 
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to right the complexity increases from VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3 to VUNSPRAC_ling to 
VUNSPRAC_lit.  
 

4.11  Summary of results 
This chapter presented the results of the quantitative analysis of all annotated categories and 
their subcategories in the four subcorpora under investigation.  

In most cases, a comparison was first made between the learners as a group (VULCAN) 
and the expert writers as a group (VUNSPRAC). This was done for two reasons. First, it offers 
the opportunity to compare relatively large corpora, which is useful when the item under 
investigation is relatively rare; second, it provides a good comparison with other studies in 
which either no specific distinction is made within the learner group as to their education 
level,51 or no detailed distinction is made between the different academic subdisciplines.52 
Subsequently, in order to determine how first-year students compare to the native speaker 
writers and how third-year students compare to the native speaker writers and to track any 
possible development, the two learner corpora, VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3, were compared to 
VUNSPRAC. Finally, in order to determine whether there are any important differences between 
VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit, when compared to the learner writers, all four subcorpora 
were compared.  

First, however, let us take a look at the underuse and overuse found in the present 
study. Table 101 provides a schematic summary of all underuse and overuse in VULCAN_1 
and VULCAN_3 in the order in which the lexico-grammatical features were discussed in 
Chapters Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. As VUNSPRAC is taken as the norm, any mention of 
overuse or underuse should always be interpreted as meaning underused or overused by the 
learners in comparison to the native speaker writers. 

 
Table 101: Summary of underuse and overuse in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 

  underuse  overuse 
  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 

Fo
cu

si
ng

 
de

vi
ce

s 

focusing devices overall    X  

It–clefts    X  

Wh–clefts    X X 

focused by–phrases    X  

B
ac

kg
ro

un
di

ng
/c

la
us

e 
co

m
bi

ni
ng

 d
ev

ic
es

 to
ta

l 
se

m
an

tic
 

clauses of comparison X X    

clauses of concession X     

clauses of condition    X  

clauses of time    X X 

clauses of purpose    X  

clauses of reason    X X 

subordinator because    X x 

                                                
51 For instance, the ICLE corpus (Granger 2002b) does not specify the year of university education the learners 
contributing to the corpus were in at the time of writing of their essays. 
52 Biber et al. (1999), for example, analyse academic English as a whole without distinguishing academic 
subdisciplines.  
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subordinator since     X 

subordinator even though    X X 

subordinator while 
(concessive) X X    

subordinator while (time)    X X 

N
on

-fi
ni

te
 

ov
er

al
l 

non-finite adverbial clauses 
overall X X    

non-finite adverbial clauses in 
medial position X x    

non-finite adverbial clauses in 
final position X X    

–i
ng

 c
la

us
es

 

non-finite –ing clauses X     
non-finite –ing clauses 

in medial position  X X    

non-finite –ing clauses 
in final position  X X    

non-finite –ing clauses 
without subordinator X X    

non-finite –ing clauses  
of time    X  

–e
d 

cl
au

se
s 

non-finite –ed clauses X     
non-finite –ed clauses  

of time    X X 

non-finite –ed clauses in initial 
position    X X 

non-finite –ed clauses in 
medial position X X    

non-finite –ed clauses in final 
position X X    

to– non-finite to– clauses    X  

verbless verbless clauses X     

Fi
ni

te
 a

dv
er

bi
al

 
cl

au
se

s 

finite adverbial clauses    X X 
finite adverbial clauses  

of comparison X     

finite adverbial clauses  
of concession X     

finite adverbial clauses  
of time    X X 

finite adverbial clauses  
of reason    X X 

 
 

N
on

-r
es

tr
ic

tiv
e 

re
la

tiv
e 

cl
au

se
s non-restrictive relative 

clauses    X X 

non-restrictive relative 
clauses in initial position    X  

non-restrictive relative 
clauses in medial position X     

non-restrictive relative 
clauses in final position    X X 

ap
po

si
tio

ns
 a

nd
 

ap
pm

ar
ke

rs
 

non-restrictive appositions X X  
   

non-restrictive  
apposition in initial position    X X 

non-restrictive  
apposition in medial position X X    

non-restrictive  
apposition in final position X X    

apposition marker like    X  
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apposition marker e.g. X X    

parenth Parenthetical clauses X X    

 linking 
adverbial

s 

— of addition    X X 
— of contrast/concession X     

— of elaboration X X    
— of result/inference/purpose    X  

other 

sentence initial and  X  X  
sentence initial but  X  X  

Advance nouns    X  
Retrospective nouns  X  X  

Stance 
Reporting adverbials    X X 

non-finite reporting clauses X     
Finite reporting clauses X X    

 
 

totals 
 

26 20  30 17 

 
Looking at the total numbers of instances of underuse and overuse found in the lexico-

grammatical devices under investigation we can see that moving from 1st year learners to 3rd 
year learners approximately a quarter of the documented underuse disappears (6 of 26) and an 
even bigger proportion (13 of 30) of overuse disappears when moving from year 1 to year 3. 
There is thus clearly a noticeable change occurring between year 1 and year 3. Surprisingly, 
two instances of underuse appear in VULCAN_3 that are present as overuse in VULCAN_1: the 
underuse of sentence initial and (SIA) and sentence initial but (SIB). Also appearing for the 
first time in VULCAN_3 are the underuse of retrospective nouns and the overuse of the 
subordinator since. 

Note that those lexico-grammatical devices that are neither underused nor overused 
have not been included in this table. For instance, the positional features of finite adverbial 
clauses were distributed in a very similar way across the sentence in both learner corpora, 
when compared to VUNSPRAC. Furthermore, the use of non-clausal discourse units (NCDUs) 
and stance adverbials did also not constitute overuse or underuse. In the next chapter we will 
have a look at the lexicalization of the latter two categories to see if there are any differences 
in usage to be identified. 

Another category that requires a more detailed look is that of focusing devices. Due to 
their rarity, it is very difficult to do a reliable statistical analysis. The quantitative analysis will 
have to be supplemented with a qualitative analysis in Chapter 5. The outcome of the 
quantitative analysis was that Wh– clefts are overused in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3, 
whereas it– clefts and focused by– phrases are overused only in VULCAN_1. 

Also overused in VULCAN_1 are to– infinitive clauses. This overuse goes against the 
overall view that learners prefer finite clauses to non-finite ones. This preference for 
finiteness also seems to be exemplified by the overuse of non-restrictive relative clauses and 
the underuse of non-restrictive nominal appositions. However, when going from VULCAN_1 to 
VULCAN_3 to VUNSPRAC_ling to VUNSPRAC_lit we see a trend of moving away from finiteness 
in adverbial clauses. Finite adverbial clauses are overused in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 
and non-finite –ing clauses are underused in both learner corpora. However, non-finite –ed 
clauses and verbless clauses are only underused in VULCAN_1. Similarly, non-finite reporting 
clauses are also only underused in VULCAN_1, but not in VULCAN_3. 

Both non-finite and finite reporting clauses are underused in VULCAN_1; VULCAN_3 
only underuses finite reporting clauses. Conversely, reporting adverbials are overused in both 
learner corpora. 

Looking at the different semantic categories there are also some trends to be identified. 
The reason category is overused in finite clauses, non-finite clauses (VULCAN) and linking 
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adverbials53 (VULCAN_1 only). Also, the subordinators because and since are overused in both 
learner corpora. Conversely, the concession category is underused in finite adverbial clauses 
in VULCAN_1, as are the contrastive/concessive linking adverbials and the subordinator while 
(although the more informal even though is overused). Clauses of comparison are also 
underused in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. The time category is overused in finite 
adverbial clauses and non-finite –ed clauses (both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3) and in non-
finite –ing clauses (VULCAN_1 only). Related to this is the overuse of the addition category of 
linking adverbials in both VULCAN corpora, as these are indicators of sequence much as the 
time clauses are. Conditional clauses are overused, but only in VULCAN_1. Finally, linking 
adverbials of elaboration, i.e. adverbials that indicate an appositional relationship between 
the preceding and following discourse, are underused both in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. 

The quantitative analysis also yielded some noteworthy results with regard to 
positional features. In many cases, learners favour the beginning of the sentence. This is 
exemplified by the clear overuse of non-restrictive relative clauses and non-restrictive 
nominal appositions in the theme zone and the relative overuse of initial position of non-finite 
clauses (meaning non-finite clauses are less underused in initial position than in medial or 
final position) in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. Medial position is underused overall in 
VULCAN. This dispreference for interrupting the flow of discourse using additional, 
parenthetical comments is also reflected in the underuse of parenthetical clauses, i.e. full main 
clauses that have been placed either between brackets (), or dashes – –, and are a separate 
information unit that is integrated into the sentence, in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3.  

Finally, there are some important differences to be observed between the learners and 
expert writers with regard to sentence complexity. Sentences in VUNSPRAC tend to be both 
longer and more complex than those in VULCAN. Moving from VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3 to 
VUNSPRAC_ling to VUNSPRAC_lit, the mean clause length for all the annotated clause types 
increases, and with it the mean sentence length. Conversely, the same route sees a decrease in 
the number of simple clauses, i.e. sentences that contain none of the lexico-grammatical 
backgrounding/clause combining devices, such as adverbial clauses and appositions, and an 
increase of sentences that contain three or more of these backgrounding devices. This trend of 
VULCAN_1<VULCAN_3<VUNSPRAC_ling<VUNSPRAC_lit, or 
VULCAN_1>VULCAN_3>VUNSPRAC_ling>VUNSPRAC_lit is visible in many of the lexico-
grammatical devices under investigation.  

For the purpose of clarity, I have grouped all underuse and all overuse in two separate 
tables. Following that I will provide a list of all features that were neither underused nor 
overused, and finally, I will list similarities and differences between the two VUNSPRAC 
corpora. These tables will subsequently be used as a framework for the next chapter, in which 
some of these results will be discussed in more detail. 

The following two tables provide a grouping of the all the lexico-grammatical devices 
that were underused (Table 102) and overused (Table 103).  

 

                                                
53 Although named result/inference, it is semantically close to the reason category in clauses.  
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Table 102: Summary of underuse in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 

Category underused (if marked X) VULCAN_1  VULCAN_3 
adverbial clauses  

- of comparison  
- of concession 

o subordinator while (concessive) 

- 
X 
X 
X 

- 
X 
- 
X 

non-finite adverbial clauses overall 
- in medial position 
- in final position 
- –ing clauses 

o in medial position 
o in final position 
o without a subordinator 

- –ed clauses 
o in medial position 
o in final position 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
- 
X 
X 

verbless clauses X - 
finite adverbial clauses 

- of comparison 
- of concession 

- 
X 
X 

- 
- 
- 

non-restrictive relative clauses 
- in medial position 

- 
X 

- 
- 

non-restrictive nominal appositions overall 
- in medial position 
- in final position 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

parenthetical independent clauses X X 
linking adverbials 

- of contrast/concession 
- of elaboration 

- 
X 
X 

- 
- 
X 

sentence initial and - X 
sentence initial but - X 
retrospective nouns - X 
non-finite reporting clauses X - 
finite reporting clauses X X 

 
A selection of these will be dealt with in more detail in the next chapter. 
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Table 103: Summary of overuse VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 

Category overused VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 
focusing devices overall 

- it–clefts 
- wh–clefts 
- focused by–phrases 

X 
X 
X 
X 

- 
- 
X 
- 

adverbial clauses 
- of condition 
- of time 

o subordinator while (time) 
- of purpose 
- of reason 

o subordinator because 
o subordinator since 

- 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
- 

- 
- 
X 
X 
- 
X 
X 
X 

concessive subordinator even though X X 
non-finite adverbial clauses 

- –ing clauses of time 
- –ed clauses of time 
- –ed clauses in initial position 
- to– clauses 

- 
X 
X 
X 
X 

- 
- 
X 
X 
- 

finite adverbial clauses overall 
- of time 
- of reason 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

non-restrictive relative clauses overall 
- in initial position 
- in final position 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

non-restrictive nominal apposition 
- in initial position 

- 
X 

- 
X 

linking adverbials 
- of addition 
- of result/inference/purpose 

- 
X 
X 

- 
X 
- 

sentence initial and X - 
sentence initial but X - 
advance nouns X - 
retrospective nouns X - 
reporting adverbials X X 

 
A selection of overused lexico-grammatical devices will be dealt with in more detail in the 
next chapter. 

As mentioned above, there were also lexico-grammatical features which in the 
quantitative analysis did not show a significant difference between the learners and the expert 
writers. The following table lists them.  

 
Table 104: Lexico-grammatical features with no significant underuse or overuse in VULCAN 

 
 
Although quantitatively learner usage of the items listed in Table 104 does not differ 

significantly from that of the expert writers, it does not mean that these results are 
inconsequential. For instance, the fact that non-finite clauses in initial position are neither 

- positional features of finite adverbial 
clauses 

- NCDUs  
o total numbers 
o positional distribution  

- distribution of presence/absence of 
apposition markers in non-restrictive 
nominal appositions 

- stance adverbials 
o total numbers 
o positional distribution 

- non-finite clauses in initial position - linking adverbials’ positional distribution 
- positional distribution of to– infinitive 

clauses 
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underused nor overused is noteworthy, as non-finites are underused overall and in any other 
position, and indicative of an overall trend of the learners preferring initial position when it 
comes to adding information to the main clause. Similarly, in the quantitative analysis there 
seems to be no difference in the positional distribution of finite adverbial clauses. Closer 
qualitative inspection shows, however, that in VULCAN_1 initial position has a special feature 
not shared by VUNSPRAC, more on which in the next chapter. We shall also see in the next 
chapter that although the quantitative analysis showed that the learners use stance adverbials 
as often and in the same positions as the expert writers, the lexicalization differs between 
VULCAN and VUNSPRAC.  

 Finally, Table 105 provides a list of all clear cases in which the two VUNSPRAC 
corpora are very similar (VUNSPRAC_ling ≈ VUNSPRAC_lit), VUNSPRAC_ling has a much larger 
normalized count of occurrences (VUNSPRAC_ling > VUNSPRAC_lit), and where VUNSPRAC_lit 
has a much higher number of occurrences (VUNSPRAC_lit > VUNSPRAC_ling). 
Table 105: Similarities and differences between VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit 

 
VUNSPRAC_ling ≈ VUNSPRAC_lit 

 
- positional features of all types non-finite 

clauses 
- NCDUs 
- linking adverbials  

- distribution of types of non-finite clauses o total number 
- verbless clauses o semantic categories 
- positional features of finite adverbial clauses - advance and retrospective nouns 

non-restrictive relative clauses - stance adverbials 
- non-restrictive nominal appositions  

  
  

VUNSPRAC_ling > VUNSPRAC_lit 
 

- finite adverbial clauses of concession - linking adverbials in initial position 
- non-restrictive nominal appositions with 

apposition markers 
- non-finite reporting clauses 

 
  
  

VUNSPRAC_lit > VUNSPRAC_ling 
 

- focusing devices - linking adverbials in second position 
- non-finite adverbial clauses - sentence initial and and but 
- finite adverbial clauses overall 

o of time  
o of condition 

- finite reporting clauses 
o especially in medial position 

 
 

 
The outcome of this last analysis underscores the caution that should be taken when 

treating academic writing as a homogeneous entity. Although many lexico-grammatical 
devices were used in much the same way in both VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit, for 
instance the use of non-finite adverbial clauses and the number and types of supplementives 
used, there were some (sub)categories which differed substantially, sometimes significantly 
between the two VUNSPRAC corpora. These differences might be problematic when analysing 
or even identifying underuse or overuse in the learner corpora. A case in point is the analysis 
of the total number and distribution of semantic categories of linking adverbials: when the 
normalized counts of VULCAN and VUNSPRAC were compared, they appeared very similar. On 
closer inspection, when comparing all four subcorpora, it transpired that, in fact, VULCAN_1 
was similar to VUNSPRAC_ling and VULCAN_3 to VUNSPRAC_lit, obscuring the fact that there 
were in fact important differences between the learners and expert writers. Having said that, 
however, in most other cases the differences between the two VUNSPRAC corpora did not 
constitute any problems: the difference in underuse or overuse is often a matter of degree, 
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when comparing the learner corpora to either of the VUNSPRAC subcorpora. In other words, 
the overuse or underuse is clear, but may be more or less distinct depending on which 
VUNSPRAC subcorpus the learner subcorpus is compared to.  

A case in point is the use of sentence initial and (SIA) and but (SIB). When VULCAN 
was compared to VUNSPRAC, the normalized counts were exactly the same for both corpora. 
However, when taken separately it becomes apparent that VUNSPRAC_lit uses SIA and SIB 
more than twice as often as VUNSPRAC_ling. Still, this significant difference does not change 
the analysis of overuse of SIA and SIB in VULCAN_1 and underuse of SIA and SIB in VULCAN_3, 
as VULCAN_1 uses them more often than either VUNSPRAC_ling or VUNSPRAC_lit and 
VULCAN_3 uses them less than either VUNSPRAC_ling or VUNSPRAC_lit.  

Although it is important to note that VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit differ 
significantly in some respects (enough to always bear in mind that these are two different sub-
genres of academic writing), these differences did not constitute a fundamental problem in the 
quantitative analysis of underuse or overuse by the learners.  
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Chapter 5 Discussion of selected results 

5.1 Introduction 
The previous chapter presented the results of the quantitative analysis of the four subcorpora 
under investigation. This chapter follows directly from the summary of results presented at 
the end of the previous chapter, providing a discussion of selected results, as well as in some 
cases a more detailed, qualitative analysis.  

Section 5.2 deals with selected instances of underuse. Section 5.3 highlights some 
examples of overuse. In section 5.4 I look at a few examples of lexico-grammatical features 
with no significant underuse or overuse in VULCAN. Although these are quantitatively similar, 
which in some cases represents a remarkable result in itself, they are interesting from a 
qualitative point of view. The qualitative analysis reveals some important differences between 
the learners and native speakers, which could not be spotted by merely analysing the 
frequencies of occurrence.  

Finally, section 5.5 discusses patterns that might be discerned in the writing of 
Advanced Dutch learners of English. I will look briefly at the role that language transfer 
might play in some of the findings in the analysis. Moreover, the findings of the quantitative 
and qualitative analysis will be grouped into four dimensions of discourse competence 
development. These four dimensions are axes along which the learners’ linguistic competence 
development might be tracked on their way to attaining the discourse competence of native 
professional writers.  

5.2  Underuse 
This section will look in more detail at selected cases of underuse, including non-finite 
clauses, adverbial clauses of comparison and reporting clauses, adverbial clauses of 
concession, parenthetical clauses, and appositional relationships, as exemplified by linking 
adverbials of elaboration and non-restrictive nominal appositions. 

5.2.1 Non-finite adverbial clauses 
The underuse of non-finite –ing and –ed clauses as mentioned in 4.3.3 is in itself not 
surprising (cf. Aarts & Wekker (1993); Cosme (2008); Granger (1997); Hannay (1997); 
Hannay & Mackenzie (2002); Tavecchio (2010)). Nonetheless, there are a few noteworthy 
observations to be made. Firstly, the underuse occurs mainly in medial and final position, 
which is consistent with the underuse of many other lexico-grammatical discourse feature 
types under investigation. Looked at from a more positive angle, the learners know how to 
start their sentences with a non-finite clause, but are less inclined to employ this device in 
other parts of the sentence. Another important observation is that the learners, when they use 
non-finite clauses, prefer to start them with a preposition (here in bold), as in: 

 
(199) <LC_E_506.7.4><s><B06_prep_ini_ing>Despite being one of the most apposed music genres in 

music history</B06_prep_ini_ing>, it has been one of the most successful music genres.</s> 
 
They are less inclined to use the semantically more ambiguous bare non-finite clauses, which 
are introduced by neither a subordinator nor a conjunctive preposition, as in (200): 
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(200) <NS_ling_07.23.4><s><B06_indeterm_ini_ing>Using a combination of real world knowledge and 
conceptual association</B06_indeterm_ini_ing>, a translator may deduce something along 
the following lines: … .</s> 
 

Finally, the underuse persists when moving from first-year students to third-year students. 
This means that both teaching and greater exposure to (academic) English texts have not 
resulted in the disappearance of this type of underuse. Employing non-finite clauses, with 
their potential semantic ambiguity, their compactness and their potential for combining into 
larger complex sentences, is an important step towards expanding the learners’ discourse 
competence. Not using non-finite clauses to their full potential constitutes a missed discourse 
opportunity in the learners’ writing, or as Granger (1997: 194) puts it, using non-finite clauses 
is ‘a very flexible way of structuring information and learners would benefit from increased 
mastery of this technique’.  

5.2.2 Adverbial clauses of comparison and reporting clauses 
The underuse of adverbial clauses of comparison (see Table 27) might be explained if we look 
at this phenomenon together with the underuse of reporting clauses (see Table 91), as they 
tend to fulfil similar functions, as we shall see below. 

The most frequently used subordinator –in all four subcorpora– for clauses of 
comparison is as. The difficulty with adverbial clauses of comparison that start with the 
subordinator as is that they might constitute a comparison (201), exemplification (202), or the 
identification of a text-internal source (203), inviting the reader to compare the information 
provided with a table given in the same text, or a combination of these functions. Consider the 
following examples. 
 
(201) <LC_diss_02.68.11><s>The distance between Ed and the reader is therefore not physical, 

<B08_comparison_med><sub_comparison>as</sub_comparison> it is in the film</B08_comparison_med>, 
but psychological.</s> 

(202) <NS_lit_07.23.6><s><B08_time_ini>Even when this realist geography is breached, 
<B08_comparison_fin>as when the setting shifts to an archipelago of space 
stations</B08_comparison_fin></B08_time_ini>, the imaginary remains rooted in corporate 
organizations of power and the same politicized divisions between first and third 
worlds.</s> 

(203) <NS_ling_08.28.2><s><B08_comparison_ini><sub_comparison>As</sub_comparison> Table 2 
confirms</B08_comparison_ini>, this is <stance_adverbial_ini1>in fact</stance_adverbial_ini1> what we 
do find […].</s> 

(204) <LC_E_411.1.3><s><C11_con_ini1>However</C11_con_ini1>, not every country in the world 
supports the idea of free communication, <B08_comparison_fin> 
<sub_comparison>as</sub_comparison> is the case in communist China</B08_comparison_fin>.</s>  

 
All of these possibilities were annotated using the label comparison. A qualitative analysis 
shows that the vast majority of comparative clauses in VUNSPRAC are of the last type, namely, 
of the “as we see in Table X”-type, whereas the learners hardly use that type of clause. The 
learners use clauses of comparison to draw actual comparisons between ideas and situations, 
as in (204), not to refer text-internally to specific examples or tables as in (203).  

The underuse of this referring function is congruent with the underuse of reporting 
clauses that was also reported earlier in 4.9.2. This underuse of both these types of clauses, 
i.e. reporting clauses and the “as we see in Table X”-type clauses, might be explained both by 
the difference in text-type between the texts produced by learners and native speakers and the 
amount of authority they attribute to themselves, consciously or otherwise. A writer needs to 
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have mastered the material in such a way that s/he can afford to take a meta-standpoint from 
which s/he is confident about using an expression such as we find in (204).  

The relatively short texts that the first year learners write do not lend themselves to 
either incorporating tables or figures to which they might refer using as clauses or incorporate 
extensive quotation for which reporting clauses might be needed. The text-type argument is 
less strong when we compare the third year learners’ texts with the texts from VUNSPRAC, as 
the texts in VULCAN_3 resemble those in VUNSPRAC more, in that as research reports they 
present more opportunities to present tables, refer to external sources and introduce citations. 
Unsurprisingly, the underuse is less pronounced in VULCAN_3 than in VULCAN_1, but it is still 
significant. A possible explanation might be that the learners feel less confident interrupting 
the flow of their discourse and lead the reader to text internal information and referring them 
to outside sources. As Hyland (1999) observes:  

 
Effective academic writing depends on rhetorical decisions about interpersonal intrusion 
and involves writers’ selecting and deploying community-sensitive linguistic resources 
to represent themselves, their positions and their readers. (1999: 120, my emphasis) 

 
The learners might not yet have the sophistication as writers to appreciate the effect that these 
types of stance clauses and as–clauses yield or perhaps lack the confidence to use them. 

5.2.3 Parenthetical clauses 
Qualitative analysis shows that although the learners use parenthetical clauses less frequently, 
they do use them appropriately. The most important differences, apart from the difference in 
frequencies (see Table 76), are the length and level of sophistication of the parentheticals. 
Looking at the mean length of parentheticals, we again see the familiar pattern of 
VULCAN_1<VULCAN_3<VUNSPRAC_ling<VUNSPRAC_lit. Also noteworthy is the fact that the 
maximum length of parentheticals in VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit is 34 and 54, 
respectively, whereas the maximum length in VULCAN_1 is 10 and in VULCAN_3 is 27. 
Perhaps more interestingly, the parentheticals that learners use are more ‘simple’. In 
VULCAN_1 all the parentheticals are simple clauses, with no subordination, adverbial 
connectors, or any other kind of lexico-grammatical feature that required tagging, as in 
example (205). In VULCAN_3 4 out of 19 do (nc=0.21), whereas in VUNSPRAC_ling it is 13 out 
of 46 (nc=0.28) and in VUNSPRAC_lit 10 out of 33 nc=(0.33). An example of such a complex 
parenthetical can be found in (206) (parentheticals are shown in bold for the sake of clarity 
here). 

 
(205) <LC_diss_05.6.5><s>The seven Germanic kingdoms that formed England, 

<B06_indeterm_ini_ed>together also known as the Anglo-Saxon 
Heptarchy</B06_indeterm_ini_ed>, were Mercia and Northumbria (<parentcl>together they 
were called Anglia</parentcl>), East Anglia, Wessex, Sussex, Essex and Kent.</s> 

(206) <NS_lit_08.26.3><s>Like Waverley in Scotland, Valerius is encountering Trajan's Rome for 
the first time, as a "historical sightseer" (<parentcl>note that Waverley's father and 
uncle first consider sending him abroad, <B06_indeterm_fin_ing>before settling on a post 
in the army</B06_indeterm_fin_ing></parentcl>).</s> 

 
This less sophisticated use of parentheticals in the learner corpora, i.e. shorter and less 
complex clauses, might indicate a lower level of assertion of authority on the part of the 
learners, or a lower linguistic confidence when interrupting the flow of discourse. It might 
also be the case that they have not yet fully mastered all backgrounding and foregrounding 
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techniques and are not fully aware as to where to put information that needs to be 
backgrounded. 

5.2.4 Adverbial clauses of concession 
Another case of underuse where the degree of cognitive sophistication may play a part is the 
underuse of finite adverbial clauses of concession (see Table 58). Arguably, clauses of 
concession are more sophisticated, due to their more intricate role in discourse and text 
cohesion, than clauses of time and reason (cf. Hinkel 2002: 138), which are overused by the 
learners; see section 5.3. Bloom et al. (1980) summarize the order of acquisition of coherence 
relations as follows: 

Additive < Temporal < Causal < Adversative 
 

Spooren & Sanders (2008) point out that ‘Contrastive Cause-Consequence’, or CCC, 
coherence relations (Sanders et al. 1992), which is what contrastive/concessive clauses 
express, are the most complex (2008: 2020). They are ‘notoriously difficult to learn’ (2008: 
2016), which may be due to several factors. A contrastive/concessive clause may be difficult 
to acquire due to  

• its syntactic complexity, i.e. it is a subordinate construction;  
• its lexical unfamiliarity, i.e. the associated conjunctions, such as although, might be 

unfamiliar;  
• its semantic complexity, because of the negation involved;  
• ‘reasons of discourse coherence (the complexity of the relation itself)’ (2008: 2016).  

 
Spooren & Sanders (2008: 2020) make clear that for L1 learners it is ‘the complexity of the 
coherence relation that creates the complexity’. In other words, it is the cognitive complexity 
of the discourse that is the decisive factor in the relatively late acquisition of this coherence 
relation. Arguably, for L2 learners the other factors, i.e. syntactic, lexical and semantic, might 
also play a part.  

 
The underuse of concessive clauses does not just contribute to the ‘non-nativeness’ of 

the learners’ texts, but also makes their discourse less effective. Hinkel (2002: 138) sees the 
function of concession clauses as a means to “present ideational content in a balanced fashion 
to provide evidence of the writer’s credibility.” If the learners lack the discourse competence 
to achieve this, it makes their text less effective. 

 The underuse of adverbial clauses of concession is clearest in VULCAN_1, but still 
present in VULCAN_3. Moreover, the significant overuse of the subordinator even though 
present in VULCAN_1 persists in VULCAN_3. On closer inspection, there are more differences 
between VULCAN and VUNSPRAC in terms of the functions of adverbial clauses of concession 
and the subordinators used. 

The most commonly used subordinators in all four subcorpora are although, while, 
though, even though, and whereas. While and the more emphatic whereas are used to signal a 
contrast, with while being used more often when the subordinate clause precedes the main 
clause and whereas if it follows the main clause. Although and (even) though can also signal a 
contrast if they are used in the subordinate clause preceding the main clause, as in (207), with 
the added meaning of presenting the information of the main clause as surprising, or 
unexpected. They can also function to background the information and present it as less 
important than that of the main clause, as in (208). When these subordinators are used after 
the main clause, the subordinate clause functions to limit or reduce the claims made in the 
main clause; see for example, (209). 
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(207) <NS_ling_04.27.2><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Although</sub_concession> the three 
corpora mirror each other to a large extent in terms of feature distribution, and all three 
corpora contain the same number of words</B08_concession_ini>, the Hansard sample 
contains a disproportionate number of demonstratives.</s> 

(208) <NS_ling_03.6.4><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Although</sub_concession> he concluded 
with a rather pessimistic assessment of the language classroom as an environment for 
the development of pragmatic competence</B08_concession_ini>, Ellis's study did produce 
some interesting findings.</s> 

(209) <NS_ling_05.4.1><s>In some ways the scheme is indebted to speech act theory, 
<B08_concession_fin><sub_concession>although</sub_concession> it is most directly indebted to 
Halliday (1994)</B08_concession_fin>.</s> 

 
Though and even though are often taken together and described as being the informal 

equivalent of although (cf. Biber et al. 1999: 842; Mittwoch, Huddleston & Collins 2002: 
736). If there was a simple informal-formal dichotomy, it might be expected that learners 
overuse though and even though to a similar degree. However, this is not the case. Consider 
the following table:  

 
Table 106: Occurence of although, though and even though compared in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

  VULCAN VUNSPRAC 
although N 92 99 
 nc 6 7 
 % 57 63 
though N 25 51 
 nc 2 4 
 % 16 32 
even though N 44 8 
 nc 3 0.6 
 % 27 5 
total N 161 158 
 nc 11 12 
 % 100 100 

 
It is clear that even though is overused by the learners, while though is underused: even 
though only has 8 occurrences in VUNSPRAC; though has 51 (against 99 occurrences of 
although). VULCAN has 44 occurrences of even though and only 25 of though (against 92 
occurrences of although). Taking though and even though together would have obscured this 
idiosyncrasy of the learners. Also, it sheds some doubt on taking though and even though as 
one category, as is done in the literature. It seems that learners are unfamiliar with the use of 
the subordinator though and prefer to use the more emphatic even though, often with 
correlative emphatic structures in the main clause, underlined in the following examples:  
 
(210) <LC_E_622.5.2><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Even though</sub_concession> the gap 

between races is not as large as it was fifty years ago</B08_concession_ini>, instances of 
racism and discrimination still abound.</s> 

(211) <LC_E_602.6.2><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Even though</sub_concession> volunteers 
do not live in the community of an Ecovillage</B08_concession_ini>, they do get into 
contact with the people of the community.</s> 

 
This emphaticalness might also be due, in the case of VULCAN_1 at least, to the text-type the 
learners are asked to write: an argumentative essay demands a more emphatic style of writing. 
It also happens that learners use the familiar subordinator even though when a different 
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structure would be more felicitous. Consider the authentic examples (212) and (214), found in 
VULCAN_1 and their alternatives (213) and (215). 

 
(212) ??<LC_E_422.6.2><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Even though</sub_concession> teenagers 

often try to imitate their idol</B08_concession_ini>, it mostly stays at innocent actions such 
as having silly haircuts.</s> 

(213) Teenagers often try to imitate their idol, but mostly it is limited to something as 
innocent as getting a silly haircut. 

(214) <LC_diss_04.53.5><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Obviously</stance_adverbial_ini1>, Brown tried to 
persuade his audience with convincing arguments as much as the other two important 
actors in the Euro debate, <B08_concession_fin><sub_concession>even though</sub_concession> 
his style is less dramatic than Hague's or less ambitious than 
Blair's</B08_concession_fin>.</s> 

(215) Obviously, Brown tried to persuade his audience with convincing arguments as much 
as the other two important actors in the Euro debate, but his style is less dramatic than 
Hague's or less ambitious than Blair's. 

 
Qualitative analysis shows that the clauses introduced by the subordinator even though 

are almost exclusively clauses of emphatic contrast, rather than limiting the strength of the 
claim in the main clause or backgrounding the information in the subordinate clause; they also 
typically precede the main clause. To appreciate the overuse of even though consider the 
following table in the light of the underuse of the concession/contrast semantic category of 
finite adverbial clauses overall: 
Table 107: Even though used as subordinator in all four subcorpora 

subcorpus N nc 
VULCAN_1 24 3.2 
VULCAN_3 20 2.4 
VUNSPRAC_ling 2 0.3 
VUNSPRAC_lit 6 0.9 
χ2(3)=23.235, p<0.01 
 
The normalized counts show that VULCAN_1 uses even though more than three times more 
often than VUNSPRAC_lit and more than ten times more often than VUNSPRAC_ling. VULCAN_3 
still overuses even though to a significant degree: more than 2.6 times more often than 
VUNSPRAC_lit and 8 times more often than VUNSPRAC_ling. This means that not only do the 
learners underuse the concession/contrast category as a whole, but they also use fewer real 
concessive clauses within that category, making the actual underuse of concessive clauses 
even greater on closer inspection.  

5.2.5 Appositive relationships 
Linking adverbials of elaboration and non-restrictive nominal appositions serve similar 
functions, as they indicate appositive relationships between stretches of discourse. 
Interestingly, both are underused. Linking adverbials of elaboration operate across clauses, as 
can be seen in (216) and (217) whereas non-restrictive appositions operate within a clause, as 
can be seen in (218) and (219).  

 
(216) <NS_ling_03.38.4><s>Table 16 displays compliment-response adjuncts by item for P-6 

(…), and there appear to be no patterns that would link use of adjuncts to contextual 
variables.</s><NS_ling_03.38.5><s><C11_ela_ini1>That is</C11_ela_ini1>, all values for social 
status relations and compliment topic type appear at either end of the spectrum for 
adjunct frequency.</s> 
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(217) <NS_ling_03.21.4><s>The percentage of conventionally indirect requests is not constant 
across groups.</s> 
<NS_ling_03.21.5><s><C11_ela_ini1>In fact</C11_ela_ini1>, there is a rather wide gap in the use 
of this strategy between …, toward the higher end of this range.</s> 

(218) <NS_lit_02.10.4><s>The ungraspable liquidity of psychoanalysis, <B10_ini>its watery 
invisibility and omnipresence</B10_ini>, would <C11_res_med3>thus</C11_res_med3> be the 
element in which this history is formed.</s> 

(219) <NS_lit_03.30.4><s>Missile form does not claim to offer formal literary objectification of 
the thing--<B10_med>the weapon</B10_med>--itself.</s> 

 
 

Linking adverbials of elaboration show that the following piece of text is an 
elaboration of, equivalent to, a clarification of, or included in, the point made in the preceding 
discourse. In other words, they indicate an appositional relationship between the preceding 
and following discourse. This device is arguably also one that requires higher cognitive 
processing than some of the linking adverbials that are overused by the learners, i.e. result and 
addition, in that using it involves restating or reformulating the preceding discourse, which in 
turn involves both the cognitive development and the lexico-grammatical knowledge to do 
that successfully. The underuse of linking adverbials of elaboration not only persists from 
year 1 to year 3, but strangely enough, it increases from VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3, whereas 
one would expect it to decrease, due to the cognitive development of the learners. 

The underuse of non-restrictive nominal appositions in both VULCAN subcorpora, 
finally, is interesting in that it combines different elements of the previous underuses 
described. For example, it shares the appositive relation with the linking adverbials of 
elaboration; it shares its compactness with non-finite and verbless clauses and the fact that 
they are underused as a category, except in initial position. It also has in common with 
parenthetical clauses that appositions are shortest in VULCAN_1 and longest in VUNSPRAC_lit. 

5.3 Overuse 
This section will look in more detail at selected cases of overuse, including the overuse of 
clefts, finite adverbial clauses of time and reason, and the shift from overuse of sentence 
initial and (SIA) and sentence initial but (SIB) in VULCAN_1 to underuse of these devices in 
VULCAN_3. Finally, the difference in use of advance and retrospective labels will be 
discussed. 

5.3.1 Clefts 

5.3.1.1 It–clefts 
Studies focusing on the use of it–clefts by advanced learners suggest that overuse and 
underuse of this focusing device is language specific: some learners underuse it–clefts, e.g. 
Spanish advanced learners (Doval Suárez & González Álvarez: forthcoming), other learners 
overuse them considerably, e.g. Swedish advanced learners (Bostöm Aronsson: 2003) and 
still others overuse them, but to a lesser degree, e.g. German advanced learners (Callies 2006). 
The overuse of cleft constructions by Dutch learners (in VULCAN) is surprising, as both 
Hannay & Mackenzie (2002: 139) and Aarts and Wekker (1993: 298) claim that cleft 
constructions are less frequent in Dutch than in English. Nonetheless, Section 4.2 showed the 
overuse of it–clefts in VULCAN_1 and the overuse of wh–clefts in both learner subcorpora. 

The overuse of it-clefts in VULCAN_1, although significant¸ is not considerable and 
does not persist in VULCAN_3. This is in accordance with the findings of Callies (2006), who 
also found a ‘marginally significant’ overuse of it–clefts by advanced German learners of 
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English (2006: 263). On closer inspection, we find that in VULCAN_1, although most of the it–
clefts used are acceptable, there are also some that are at least problematic in terms of style, or 
discourse functions, as the following examples will show: 

 
(220) ??<LC_E_412.5.7><s><A02it>It is like this</A02it> that most of the paedophiles act 

<B06_time_fin_ing><sub_time>when</sub_time>picking up children on the 
internet</B06_time_fin_ing>.</s> 

(221) ??<LC_E_419.1.3><s><A02it>It was in the year 2000</A02it> when the first of a series so-
called reality programmes began by the name of Big Brother.</s> 

 
Example (220) seems at least stylistically inappropriate: a plausible alternative might have 
been ‘This is how most of the …’. Example (221) does not look ‘wrong’ when considered out 
of context. However, if we look more closely at the context, it will become apparent that there 
is no need for the cleft to be there. Reprinted below is the opening paragraph of the essay that 
contains the example; the example is underlined: 
 
Real-life soaps: Should they be banned? 
Television stations always try to be as original as possible. This is the case all over the world and 
Holland forms no exception to this rule. It was in the year 2000 when the first of a series so-called 
reality programmes began by the name of Big Brother. A group of people were locked inside a house 
for a couple of months and they were constantly being observed by cameras. In 2004 people still have 
not seen enough of those 'reality shows' and the somewhat altered versions of Big Brother are 
dominating the television screen. This time celebrities are taking part in these programmes. Although 
there are people who still like these soaps, there is an increasing number of people who have had 
enough of them. They are dominating the television screen. Should these soaps, therefore, be banned 
from television? 
 
What makes this use of the it–cleft infelicitous is that it is not used for purposes of contrast (In 
the year 2000, not 1999), or intensification (I mentioned the year 2000 in the preceding 
discourse, and now I’m going to say something specific about it), but simply to introduce a 
new topic, so ‘In the year 2000 …’ might have been more appropriate. It would also form a 
more parallel structure with the sentence that starts with In 2004….  

Interestingly, when the inappropriate uses are taken out of the group of clefts produced 
by 1st year learners, the overuse disappears, as can be seen in the totals row of Table 108. The 
3rd year learners did not make mistakes using it–clefts, bar the following one, which contains 
a grammatical mistake (underlined in the example): 

 
(222) <LC_diss_08.26.10><s><C11_ela_ini1>Indeed</C11_ela_ini1>, <A02it>it are most frequently the 

most civilized people, the ones with the highest education and the most refined and 
delicate personalities</A02it> who form the staple of gothic horror protagonists.</s> 
 
Looking at the discourse functions of it–clefts, we see a great deal of similarity 

between the learners and the professional writers. Following Callies (2006, 2009) and Doval 
Suárez & González Álvarez (forthcoming), I distinguished two types of focus in the use of it–
clefts, intensification (see example 223) and contrast (see example 224): 

 
(223) <LC_E_508.3.5><s>Especially youngsters use the internet mostly for chatting and <A02it>it 

is in this group of chatters</A02it> that most addictions occur.</s> 
(224) <LC_E_604.2.5><s><C11_sum_ini1>In short</C11_sum_ini1>, television does not necessarily 

have a bad effect on young children; <A02it>it is how you incorporate the television into 
their lives</A02it> that determines the consequences.</s> 
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The following table presents the distribution of these two discourse functions in all four 
subcorpora: 
Table 108: discourse function of it–clefts in all four subcorpora 

  corpus 
discourse 
function  VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 

intensification N 9 9 4 11 
nc 1 1 0.5 1.7 

contrast N 8 9 5 8 
nc 1 1 0.5 1.2 

total N 17 18 9 19 
nc 2 2 1 3 

 
It is clear from the table that not only is the number of occurrences very similar between 
VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC_lit (VUNSPRAC_ling has a much lower number of it–
clefts), but the distribution of the two discourse functions, i.e. intensification and contrast, is 
very similar in all four subcorpora, with both functions being almost equally distributed in 
each subcorpus. Doval Suárez & González Álvarez (forthcoming) found a similar distribution 
in the native speaker corpus they used for their study of clefts (LOCNESS) and, based on that, 
argue that the view of it–clefts as being mainly markers of contrastiveness (Biber et al. 1999: 
962; Downing & Locke 2006: 250; Ward, Birner and Huddleston 2002: 1426) needs revising. 
The findings of the current study further strengthen their argument, because unlike 
LOCNESS, which is a corpus of native speaker essays written by students, the writers in 
VUNSPRAC are all professional writers, so the distribution found in Doval Suárez & González 
Álvarez (forthcoming) should not be attributed to the writers’ relative inexperience or 
cognitive development or the text-type under investigation. Rather, this seems to be a 
phenomenon that is more widespread in formal written English than is generally 
acknowledged. 

A more detailed look at the element in focus (EIF), i.e. the element that follows it + 
[BE] and precedes that, reveals no notable differences, in terms of the syntactic categories or 
functions in focus. The mean length of element in focus shows a similar pattern as other 
categories that the mean lengths were calculated for (see section 4.10.2), namely VULCAN_1 
being shortest, VULCAN_3 longer than VULCAN_1 and VUNSPRAC_lit the longest. 
VUNSPRAC_ling is the odd one out here, as next to having the smallest number of it–clefts of 
all four subcorpora, it also has the shortest mean length of the element in focus. The following 
table summarizes these results: 

 
Table 109: EIF of it–clefts mean length in number of words in all four subcorpora 

 corpus 
discourse function VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit 
EIF mean sentence 
length 5.41 5.56 4.11 8.79 

Standard deviation 3.39 4.8 3.1 7.53 
 
 

5.3.1.2 Wh–clefts 
Wh–clefts are overused in both VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3, although the overuse is smaller in 
VULCAN_3. In his study of the use of focusing devices in German Learner English Callies 
(2006) found no overuse of wh–clefts. However, Boström Aronsson (2003) and Herriman & 
Boström Aronsson (2009), using the Swedish component of ICLE and comparing it to 
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LOCNESS, found an overuse of both it–clefts and wh–clefts by advanced Swedish learners of 
English. Herriman & Boström Aronsson (2009: 116ff) offer a number of explanations for this 
overuse. The first is transfer: cleft constructions are less marked in Swedish under certain 
circumstances and might therefore be overused by the learners. This type of transfer does not 
apply to the Dutch learners, as cleft constructions are less frequent in Dutch than in English. 
However, they also propose another type of transfer that might be involved, that of cultural 
differences. For example, there might be differences in politeness strategies, or a difference in 
how assertive a writer must position him/herself in relation to the reader, resulting in overuse 
of emphatic expressions by the learners. This explanation might also be applied to the Dutch 
learners, as hedging and politeness strategies are different in Dutch than English. The overuse 
of the subordinator even though (not though) might also be categorized as such (see 5.2.4).  

The overuse of some emphatic expressions in VULCAN_1, in this case overusing 
focusing devices, might also be due to the text-type produced in year 1, i.e. argumentative 
essays. Collins (1991: 179ff) shows that it–clefts are used frequently in persuasive discourse, 
such as editorials, so it stands to reason that they may be overused in argumentative essays 
when compared to academic journal articles. In other words, it might be attributed to a 
difference in text-type. This argument does not hold true for the Swedish learners, however, 
as their writing was compared to essays of their native-speaker peers, i.e. LOCNESS.  

Another explanation that Herriman & Boström Aronsson (2009) offer is what they call 
the influence of different types of learner strategies (2009: 116). Learners use these strategies 
to compensate for gaps in their knowledge of the L2 (Ädel 2006: 151). In this case, they 
might feel confident about using a formulaic expression to put their argument forward. This 
might explain why, although the texts included in VULCAN_3 are closer to the articles in 
VUNSPRAC, the learners still overuse wh–clefts. To underline this argument, consider the 
following. Another formula that the learners rely on and also overuse54 is a type of passive 
construction that although used, albeit less frequently, by the native speaker writers as a 
means of hedging is almost exclusively used by the learners as a focusing device. It takes the 
following form: 

 
IT + [modal] + BE + past participle + THAT55 
 

as in:  
(225) <NS_ling_04.32.3><s>It can also be hypothesized that the Hansard Corpus contains a 

more narrow set of possible antecedents than is the case with the other corpora…  
(226) <LC_E_414.6.1><s><C11_sum_ini1>All in all</C11_sum_ini1> it can be concluded 

that it is of great importance that soon something is done to prevent the AIDS-problem 
in China of becoming an epidemic.</s> 

 
Example (225), from VUNSPRAC_ling, has a hedging function, as will become clear if we look 
a the context (the example sentence is underlined): 
 

These patterns lead one to hypothesize that the Hansard Corpus, as far as DARMN 
demonstratives are concerned, displays far less lexical variety in terms of head nouns modified by 
demonstratives than is the case in the other corpora. This allows us to partially explain the 
disproportionately large number of DARMN cases in the Hansard sample. It can also be hypothesized 
that the Hansard Corpus contains a more narrow set of possible antecedents than is the case with the 
other corpora, containing as they do stories concerning a wider variety of topics. 

 
                                                
54 The overuse is significant χ2(3)=11.930, p=0.0076.  
55 This construction was not annotated in the corpus, but could easily be retrieved by performing a search using a 
complex regular expression in WinGrep. 
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The paragraph, arguably, contains a number of hedges of which It can be hypothesized that is 
but one. Conversely, in (226), from VULCAN_1, the ‘passive construction’ functions as a 
focusing device. Consider the following excerpt, which is the final paragraph of an essay 
titled Antidote for HIV/AIDS in China (again, the example is underlined in the text): 
 

All in all it can be concluded that it is of great importance that soon something is done to 
prevent the AIDS-problem in China of becoming an epidemic. The sooner an HIV-infected person 
receives treatement, the longer they are able to live. Indeed it will be very difficult to make the Chinese 
government aware of the severeness of the AIDS-problem, but as the lives of millions are at stake, the 
government has no other choice than to acknowledge the severeness of the disease. But simply 
taking measures is not the solution to counter HIV, as the problem is fuelled by the wide range of 
human rights violations. They increase the speed with which HIV is spreading among the population 
and make the problem worse every day. If it cannot be made sure that human rights will no longer be 
violated in China, the country will have to face one of the largest epidemics in history. 
 
Together with the summative all in all the ‘passive construction’ it can be concluded that is 
used as a formula to round off the argument in the topic sentence of the final paragraph. It 
functions as a paraphrase of “I have come to a conclusion and you cannot but agree with me, 
and here it is:”, as the rest of the paragraph clearly shows. It is not used as a hedging device, 
but rather as a means to draw the reader’s attention to the fact that a conclusion is imminent 
and unavoidable. For the learner it has the added bonus of also helping the writer to avoid 
using a first person pronoun. Overusing this construction can give a text a typical ‘learner 
flavour’. 

Another explanation for the overuse of wh-clefts might be found in the fact that they 
are more typically a feature of spoken English rather than written academic English (Collins 
1991: 178-179; Biber et al.: 96156). It has been well attested that one of the features of even 
advanced learner writing is the inclusion of lexico-grammar that is more frequent in informal 
spoken registers than formal written ones (e.g. De Haan 2007; Hinkel 2002, 2003; 
Hoogesteger 1998; Wiktorsson 2003: 110, 121). Wh–clefts are still overused in VULCAN_3, 
but less so than in VULCAN_1. This dimension of the development of discourse competence of 
growing, as it were, from using less formal lexico-grammar to more formal lexico-grammar is 
consistent with other findings in the current study, more on which in section 5.5.2. 

5.3.2 Reason and cause 
One of the clearest outcomes of this study is that learners overuse a number of lexico-
grammatical devices that express a causal relationship, namely adverbial clauses of reason 
and linking adverbials of result/inference, such as therefore and because of X. Additionally, 
lexical formulae with a similar function, such as this means that and NCDUs (see 5.4.4 below) 
starting with because of are overused by the learners. To illustrate this, these devices have 
been grouped together in the following table. It shows the normalized counts (occurrence per 
10.00 words) of each of these devices for VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC. 

 
 

                                                
56 After examining the LOB and LL corpora Collins (1991: 178) concludes that “[wh–clefts] greatly outnumber 
[it–clefts] in speech …, while [it–clefts] outnumber [wh–clefts] in writing and Biber et al (1999: 961) point out 
that in “It–clefts are relatively common in all registers but most frequent in academic prose” and “[o]rdinary wh–
clefts are most frequent in conversation. Curiously, Gómez González (2004: 128) claims the opposite, namely 
that “it–clefts are typically associated with conditions of informality, or more precisely, with spontaneous 
discourse in the spoken mode … and with non-academic and non-professional writing”.  
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Table 110: Normalized counts (per 10.000 words) of causal devices in VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and 
VUNSPRAC  

 corpus 
 VULCAN_1  VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC 
Adverbial clauses of reason 32 26 17 
Therefore 12 5 4 
Because of X 3 1 0.14 
This means that 2 1 0.29 

 
Therefore is only overused in VULCAN_1, as is the entire category of linking adverbials 

of result/inference/purpose. Table 78 showed that the 3rd year learners are aligned with the 
professional writers. However, they do still overuse because of X and this means that as a 
means to signal a causal relationship, although to a lesser degree than the 1st year learners. 

While the aforementioned devices are mainly overused in VULCAN_1, the overuse of 
adverbial clauses of reason remains quite strong in VULCAN_3. Section 4.3.2 also showed that 
the subordinators because (in both VULCAN subcorpora) and since (mainly VULCAN_3) made 
the overuse of this type of adverbial clause stand out even more.  

Hinkel (2002) also found a significant overuse of cause clauses in the texts written by 
ESL writers. She offers the following explanation: 

 
Cause clauses represent the most direct means of indicating causal 
relationships between actions and events in context, in addition to those 
referred to by resultative nouns (result, outcome). As has been noted, in many 
cases, NNS writers often relied on restricted syntactic, semantic, and lexical 
means of conveying their ideas in written text and, for this reason, the 
preponderance of causal clauses, as well as resultative nouns, in their text 
points to their shortage of accessible linguistic repertoire. (2002: 138) 

 
In other words, the overuse of causal relationships is due to two factors. Firstly, there is a 
cognitive component, that is to say using cause clauses successfully is conceptually easier 
than, for instance, using concessive clauses. Secondly, the overuse may be due to a limited 
linguistic repertoire. This corresponds with the finding that even within the overused category 
of cause clauses some subordinators, i.e. because and since, are overused.  

Another reason that Hinkel alludes to is the fact that reason/cause clauses are a 
common feature of spoken English (see also Biber et al. 1999: 821) and therefore overused by 
the ESL writers. This explanation corresponds with the one given above for the overuse of 
wh–clefts. 

Finally, there is also a text-type component at play here as well, at least for VULCAN_1. 
Cause-and-effect structures are popular and encouraged for persuasive discourse writing tasks 
such as argumentative essays. This might explain the overuse in VULCAN_1 to a certain 
degree, but does not seem to explain the prevalent overuse in VULCAN_3. 

5.3.3 Sentence-initial and (SIA) and sentence-initial but (SIB) 
Despite prescriptivist rule and popular wisdom SIA and SIB have not only been gaining 
acceptability for some time now (cf. Chang & Swales 1999), but are actually used very 
frequently in academic writing, especially in the social sciences and humanities (Bell 2007: 
183), with SIB being much more frequent than SIA. In fact, the current data confirms Bell’s 
(2007) findings that “in academic writing, SIA and SIB are amongst the most frequently 
occurring sentence-initial connectives within their respective semantic groups of additives and 
contrastives.” When SIA and SIB in VUNSPRAC are compared to their corresponding semantic 
categories of linking adverbial in initial position (i.e. with the label _ini1) it becomes clear 
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that they take second place in terms of number of occurrences in VUNSPRAC_ling (SIA 15 
occurrences, finally 20 occurrences; SIB 32 occurrences, however 100 occurrences) and even 
first place in VUNSPRAC_lit (SIA 43 occurrences, moreover 10 occurrences; SIB 50 
occurrences, however). It is clear that NS writers in linguistics, and even more in literature, do 
not shy away from using SIA and SIB.  

The relative popularity of SIA and SIB notwithstanding, they are both overused in 
VULCAN_1, as we saw in section 4.7. Even when compared to just VUNSPRAC_lit, VULCAN_1 
overuses both. There are a number of possible explanations for this. SIA and SIB are associated 
with a more informal register and a feature of spoken English (Biber et al. 1999: 83-84 and 
1070). The following example from VULCAN_1 has a very distinct informal, even 
conversational flavour to it: 

 
(227) <LC_E_415.1.5><s>Children <C11_add_ini2>as well</C11_add_ini2> are fond of the possibilities 

of chatting, and they use chat boxes to find friends with similar interests.</s> 
<LC_E_415.1.6><s><and>And</and> what is the harm in that? <stance_adverbial_ini1>After 
all</stance_adverbial_ini1>, it is just a form of talking.</s> 
<LC_E_415.1.7><s><but>But</but> the reality is different.</s> 
 
Also, 1st year students might not be aware of the proscriptive rule of not using these 

coordinators as sentence initial connectives. Finally, they might be aware of it, but lack the 
lexico-grammatical repertoire to choose an alternative. 

Strikingly, the 3rd year students do not overuse SIA and SIB, but underuse them, 
spectacularly so. This sudden underuse cannot be explained by more extensive exposure to 
NS academic text, because as we have just seen SIA and SIB are an integral part of current 
academic writing. Rather, this sudden decrease in usage might be due to a teaching effect. 
Perhaps between year one and year three the notion that one should not start a sentence with 
and or but might have taken hold. This might not have been taught explicitly, but could have 
been picked up by reading one of many commercial stylebooks available, or one of the 
numerous websites57 offering well meant, but ultimately misinformed, advice on ‘good 
writing’. 

This overcorrection by 3rd year learners constitutes a missed discourse opportunity, as 
Bell (2007:199) concludes that starting sentences with but instead of however, or and instead 
of moreover or furthermore, is not just a question of a colloquial style or an increased 
informality in academic writing, but the result of a complex ‘interplay between [the] semantic, 
syntactic and prosodic features and the discourse context in which they appear’.  

That is to say, one important feature of SIA and SIB is the phonological reduction 
compared to their corresponding linking adverbials moreover of furthermore and however. 
These require a slight pause after them, whereas SIA and SIB can attach themselves 
phonologically, as it were, to the following structure. The following example illustrates this 
(using furthermore here would arguably result in a less smoothly-flowing sentence): 
 
(228) <NS_lit_02.9.10><s>Psychoanalysis would either be left out of account or be the medium 

in which the entire genealogy takes place, the conceptual frame that allows us to grasp 
what is really happening in the history of subjectivity, behind the stories that 
philosophy and literature would tell about themselves.</s> 
<NS_lit_02.9.11><s><and>And</and> since psychoanalysis is never simply ignored in 
Kristeva's work, we can only conclude that it serves as the general medium in which 
her account takes place.</s> 

                                                
57 E.g. http://www.wisegeek.com/are-you-really-not-allowed-to-start-a-sentence-with-and-but-or-because.htmc 
(consulted 30 March 2011) 
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There are also semantic reasons for using SIA: it can signal a wider set of relationships 

between sentences than in addition, furthermore and moreover. Conversely, it is narrower in 
the array of relationships it can signal when compared to asyndetic conjunction (Bell 2007: 
192). In other words, it can serve as the semantic middle road between explicitness (adverbial 
connectors) and opaqueness (“zero”). Note, for instance, in the example above that using 
asyndetic conjunction, i.e. using “zero” instead of SIA would make the relation between the 
first and last sentence open to different interpretations and therefore less clear. 

 And, finally, there is a rhetorical argument for using SIA. SIA is often used to indicate 
the last of a list of arguments, sometimes, but not necessarily together with ennumerative 
finally, as in the following example, which occurs at the end of a paragraph in which four 
examples are mentioned of studies discuss male influence on dialect change: 
 
(229) <NS_ling_01.67.5><s><and>And</and> <C11_add_ini2>finally</C11_add_ini2>, Trudgill (1972) 

reports on a male lead in the use of a rounded variant of /o/ in Norwich, <B09_fin>which 
he claims appears to be a feature only of Norfolk speech within East 
Anglia</B09_fin>.</s> 

 
Note that the combination with an adverbial connective such as finally only works with SIA 
and not with another adverbial connector. 

5.3.4 Advance and retrospective labels 
In section 4.8 we saw that both advance and retrospective labels are overused by the 1st year 
students. The 3rd year students do not overuse advance labels, but underuse retrospective 
labels. A qualitative analysis, i.e. an analysis of their lexical realizations, reveals some further 
differences in usage.  

At first glance it might be surprising that both advance and retrospective labels should 
be overused in VULCAN_1, as these types of noun groups are considered to be cognitively 
complex (cf. Flowerdew 2003: 330) and therefore potentially problematic. A qualitative 
analysis will show that the learners in VULCAN_1 tend to rely on a limited group of head 
nouns and that the general overuse might be text-type related, whereas the over-reliance on a 
limited group of nouns might have a cognitive component. Flowerdew (2010) observes a 
similar effect and suggests that the overuse might be not merely text-type related, but possibly 
also teaching induced, in that students may have been encouraged to use certain ‘signalling 
nouns’ and that therefore ‘the frequency data …may give an exaggerated impression of the 
learners’ ability to use across-clause SNs’(2010:50). 

Advance labels are generally rare, and the number of occurrences is indeed relatively 
low in all four subcorpora. Nonetheless, the normalized count of advance labels in VULCAN_1 
(nc=4)is twice as high as in VULCAN_3, VUNSPRAC_ling, or VUNSPRAC_lit (nc=2). Out of the 
32 occurrences in VULCAN_1 more than half had the same four nouns as head noun, namely 
reason(s) (N=9), (dis)advantages (N=6), example(s) (N=2), and problem(s) (N=2). The 
following examples are typical occurrences: 

 
(230) <LC_E_420.2.1><s>For <C12_adv>two reasons</C12_adv>, it is important that children learn 

how to deal with computers and the internet.</s> 
<LC_E_420.2.2><s><C11_add_ini1>In the first place</C11_add_ini1>, society becomes 
increasingly dependent on the use of the internet.</s> 
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(231) <LC_E_501.6.4><s>There are also <C12_adv>many reasons</C12_adv> in favour of nuclear 
power.</s> 
<LC_E_501.6.5><s>An important one is that shutting down plants may cost too much.</s> 
<LC_E_501.6.6><s><C11_add_ini1>Furthermore</C11_add_ini1>, the production of nuclear 
power is neutral, and it will become much cheaper than oil.</s> 

 
The other thirteen, arguments, causes, consequences, criteria, developments, events, 

factor, issue, points, questions, trend, wishes only had one occurrence. VULCAN_3 also has 
four nouns that occur more than once, but all occur only twice, i.e. categories, factors, 
point(s) and problems. The other ten only had one occurrence each: arguments, aspects, 
causes, parts, reasons, respects, shortcomings, speculations, and sub-categories.  

VUNSPRAC_ling only has one noun that serves as the head of an advance label, 
example(s), occurring twice, with the remaining ten only occurring once: categorization, 
disadvantages, features, headings, implication, principles, point, settings, theme, and uses. 
VUNSPRAC_lit has one head noun occurring three times, namely reasons, and one occurring 
twice, implications; the other ten only occur once: aspects, challenges, factors, implications, 
means, points, questions, respects, theorists. 

The discourse function of advance labels is to provide cohesion by signalling what the 
reader can expect and how to interpret it. The fact that the overwhelming majority of theses 
advance labels are plural noun phrases (the determiners include many, other, several, various 
and various numerals) also shows that they are often used to announce, more specifically, a 
list of items that are covered by or even interpreted by the abstract noun. The examples above 
illustrate this very aptly. Of course, as the lexical realizations of the head nouns of the 
advance labels in VULCAN_1 already indicate, this is very common practice in argumentative 
essay writing. So, the overuse can, at least in part, be attributed to the type of text the 1st year 
writers produce. This use of advance labels is not exclusive to VULCAN_1, however. The 
following example is from VULCAN_3. Again, a list is announced, this time of factors, after 
which the list is delivered.  
 
(232) <LC_diss_03.26.1><s>There are <C12_adv>multiple factors</C12_adv> involved in the process 

of transfer.</s> 
<LC_diss_03.26.2><s>The age of the learner is of importance, as well as the level of 
literacy, the number of learners in the community and the way of learning.</s> 

 
Note that, as in the examples from VULCAN_1, the list is delivered immediately in the next 
sentence. In VUNSPRAC the announcement function of advance labels also works across 
sentence boundaries, as the next example will illustrate: 
 
(233) <NS_ling_10.67.5><s>This aspect of discourse analysis has <C12_adv>important practical 

implications for how discourse analysis can impact people’s lives beyond classroom 
settings</C12_adv>.</s></p>  
[…] 
<p><NS_ling_10.68.1><s>A good example of this is the recent work by Hyland (…) </s>. 
[…] 
<p><NS_ling_10.69.1><s>A second good example of discourse analysis in professional 

settings is its application in forensic situations.</s> 
 
The last sentence of paragraph 67 (</p> is the code for paragraph ending) announces practical 
implications, after which paragraphs 68 and 69 discuss one of these practical implications 
each (<p> is the code for the start of a paragraph). 
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Let us now turn to retrospective labels, which are also overused in VULCAN_1. Again, 
the head nouns are different in VULCAN_1 than in VUNSPRAC and most likely related to the 
text-type and subject matter of the texts written by the 1st year learners. The following nouns 
were used more than once: problem(s) (N=12), reason(s) (N=5), issue(s) (N=4), argument(s) 
(N=3), matter(N=2), and reasoning (N=2).  

Interestingly, as a head known of a retrospective label problem does not occur in 
VUNSPRAC_ling and only once in VUNSPRAC_lit; the same is true for reason. Issues can be 
found once in both VUNSPRAC subcorpora. VUNSPRAC_ling has different nouns that occur 
more than once as head of a retrospective label: view (N=5), analysis (N=4), distinction 
(N=3), and VUNSPRAC_lit has criterion (N=2), nouns that, regardless of their context are less 
frequent in the learner texts than in the native-speaker texts. Other retrospective labels only 
occur once in VUNSPRAC, as this type of labelling is very context-dependent. 

Another striking difference between the learners and the native speakers is the use of 
the determiner in the retrospective label. This is the most used determiner in all four 
subcorpora and its plural counterpart these is also widely used in all four subcorpora. 
However, VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3 both also prominently feature another as a determiner, 
with 11 and 4 occurrences respectively, whereas only one can be found in VUNSPRAC_ling and 
none in VUNSPRAC_lit. This is, of course, also partly a result of the type of text the learners 
write, in which they illustrate a set of problems or stack arguments to make a point and this 
corresponds to the overuse of linking adverbials of addition/enumeration, as seen in section 
4.6. The following example is from an essay in which the writer tries to convince his audience 
that ‘the needs satisfied by being part of a group can be satisfied better by virtual groups then 
(sic) by traditional groups’ (last sentence of the second paragraph). The next two paragraphs 
present two important differences between traditional and virtual groups. These differences 
are to be understood as advantages, as becomes clear by the use of the retrospective label in 
the third sentence of the example (in bold). Then, a fourth argument is introduced with the 
enumerative linking adverbial in addition, after which the first sentence of the concluding 
paragraph restates that these differences are to be understood as advantages. All of the 
sentences in the example below are the first sentences of the following paragraphs, as is 
indicated by the <p> label. 
 
(234) <p><LC_E_503.3.1><s>An important difference between traditional and virtual 

communities is that virtual communities provide their members with the ability to 
remain completely anonymous.</s> 
[…] 
<p><LC_E_503.4.1><s>Another difference is the fact that virtual groups can be available t
 twenty-four hours a day.</s> 
[…] 
<p><LC_E_503.5.1><s><C12_ret>Another advantage of virtual groups</C12_ret> can be 
found in the absence of social cues apart from the actual communication between 
group members.</s> 
[…] 
<p><LC_E_503.6.1><s><C11_add_ini1>In addition</C11_add_ini1> it is easier to control 
interaction and the pace at which relationships form in virtual groups.</s> 
[…] 
<p><LC_E_503.7.1><s>It is clear that virtual groups are different from traditional groups 
and that these differences may prove to be advantages of virtual groups.</s> 

 
Conversely, both VUNSPRAC subcorpora feature such as a determiner (5 instances 

each), as in example (235), whereas VULCAN_1 has none and VULCAN_3 has only one. In 
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other words, VULCAN_1 overuses retrospective labels, particularly certain head nouns that are 
hardly used in VUNSPRAC and they also overuse certain specific determiners and underuse 
others. 
 
(235) <NS_ling_10.16.5><s>Sentence-based studies of language, like Chomsky’s, have 

commonly employed invented sentences and intuitive judgments of their 
grammaticality.</s> 
<NS_ling_10.16.6><s><C12_ret>Such a procedure</C12_ret> is more questionable when 
applied to discourse; inventing whole texts and judging their acceptability has not 
found widespread application.</s> 
 
In VULCAN_3 the formulae that are used in VULCAN_1 are gone, but the cognitive 

capability and/or the lexical knowledge to summarize and interpret for the reader the previous 
stretch of discourse is not yet up to par with the NS professional writer. The result of this is 
that in VULCAN_3 retrospective labels are underused. 

In sum, the type of cohesion provided by advance and retrospective labels is common 
in any kind of discourse of an argumentative nature (Francis 1994: 100). It is therefore not 
surprising that advance and retrospective labels are overused in VULCAN_1. However, the 
limited range of lexical realizations, i.e. relying on a limited number of ‘safe’ formulae, also 
shows a relative lack of sophistication with regard to the lexico-grammatical repertoire (cf. 
Hinkel 2002: 81-82). When, in VULCAN_3, the text-type does not call for the same formulae, 
they are not replaced by the ones that are prevalent in professional academic writing.  

The following table, which shows all the head nouns of advance and retrospective 
labels in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC, will illustrate this (head nouns that occur more than once are 
printed in bold). 

 
Table 111: Head nouns of advance and retrospective labels in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

label corpus 
 VULCAN VUNSPRAC 

Advance label 

advantages, arguments, aspects, 
categories, causes, consequences, criteria, 
disadvantages, events, example(s), 
factor(s), issue, parts, point(s), problems, 
questions, reasons, reasons, respects, 
shortcomings, speculations, sub-categories, 
trend, wishes. 

 

categorization, challenges, disadvantages, 
example(s), factors, headings, implications, 
means, methods, paths, point(s), principles 
and features, questions, reasons, respects, 
theme, theory, uses.  

 

Retrospective 
label 

accusation, advantage, approach, 
argument(s), aspect(s), attitude, 
breakthrough, case(s), claims, clues, concept, 
concern, consequence, criterion, criticism, 
stereotypes, decision, difference, 
disadvantage, disappearance, discrepancy, 
discussion, drawback, fact, factor, figures, 
findings, freedom, growth, hostility, idea(s), 
inaccuracies, information, initiative, 
innovations, innovations, involvement, 
issue(s), judgements, matter, 
measurements, objections, opinions, 
phenomenon, point(s), practice, pressures, 
problem(s), reason(s), reasoning, situation, 
stage, system, tendency, view, willingness. 

 

aggregation, ambiguity, analysis, approach, 
arguments, aspect, avenue of research, 
change, claim, close, considerations, 
constraints, convergence, criterion, criticism, 
details, dichotomy, differences, difficulties, 
distinction, evidence, finding, focus, 
geography, incompatibility, information 
structuring, insight, interpretation, issues, 
lack, measures, movement, narrative 
structure, observation(s), perspective, plot, 
point, potentiality, problem, procedure, 
question, reasons, results, revelation, shift, 
strategies, tendencies, testimony, theory, 
thought, tradition, understanding, view. 

 

 
Most of the nouns used in advance and retrospective labels in VULCAN were not found in, 
VUNSPRAC and vice versa. Argument(s) is used more than once in VULCAN in both advance 
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and retrospective labels, but only once as a retrospective label in VUNSPRAC. Conversely, 
analysis, approach, criterion, distinction, implications and perspective are all used more than 
once in VUNSPRAC advance and retrospective labels, but are absent from VULCAN. 

 

5.4 Quantitatively similar  
This section will look in more detail at four cases in which the quantitative analysis yielded 
no significant result (see also Table 104). In other words, numerically the learners did not 
under- or overuse these lexico-grammatical features. The fact that a quantitative analysis 
shows similar results for both learners and native speaker writers is in itself interesting, as it 
might indicate that learners seem to have mastered this particular discourse feature. An 
important conclusion could then be that the perceived ‘foreign-soundingness’ and 
comparative lack of effectiveness is at least not a result of the use of those particular lexico-
grammatical features. Qualitative analyses will in some cases show that there is, indeed, little 
difference between NS and NNS usage, which we will see when we will have a look at the 
similarities in linking adverbial usage. On the other hand, studying the lexical realization of 
other discourse feature types will also uncover differences that cannot be identified by 
quantitative analysis alone, as is the case with stance adverbials, apposition markers and 
NCDUs.  
 

5.4.1 Lexical realization of linking adverbials 
Table 78 on page 143 showed that some semantic categories of linking adverbials are 
overused and others are underused. More specifically, the addition/enumeration category is 
overused by all learners and the elaboration category is underused. Table 80 on page 145 
showed that there is a remarkable similarity between the NNS and NS writers with regard to 
the positional features of linking adverbials. A closer analysis of the four main semantic 
categories of linking adverbials reveals another striking similarity. Consider the following 
table:  

 
Table 112: Main lexicalization of the four major categories of linking adverbials in all four subcorpora 

 subcorpus 
category VULCAN_1  VULCAN_3 VUNSPRAC_ling VUNSPRAC_lit  

addition/ 
enumeration furthermore furthermore furthermore moreover 

contrast/ 
concessive however however however however 

elaboration for example for instance for example for example 

result/ 
inference/ 
purpose 

therefore thus thus thus 

 
When we look at which specific linking adverbial is used most frequently in the four largest 
semantic categories of linking adverbials we find that the lexicalization is very similar in all 
four subcorpora. This means that the learners do seem to use the most important linking 
adverbials appropriately, in terms of numbers of occurrences. 
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5.4.2 Lexical realization of stance adverbials 
Stance adverbials are another area in which we saw a great similarity numerically between the 
learners and expert writers: all four subcorpora are very similar in the number of stance 
adverbials they use and where they are found in the sentence, as could be seen in Table 89. 

The next step is to look at the lexical realization of stance adverbials in the corpora. 
Consider the following table:  
Table 113: Top 10 of stance adverbials used in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

VULCAN VUNSPRAC 
rank lexical item N nc  rank lexical item N nc  

1 of course 28 2  1 indeed 26 2  
2 indeed  20 1  2 of course 24 2  
3 in fact 20 1  3 in fact 20 1  
4 again 14 .89  4 no doubt 9 .65  
5 after all 12 .77  5 unfortunately 8 .58  
6 unfortunately 12 .77  6 again 7 .50  
7 in general 9 .57  7/8 clearly, significantly 6 .43  
8 undoubtedly 6 .38  9/10/11 after all 4 .29  
9 fortunately 5 .32  9/10/11 arguably 4 .29  

10 apparently 4 .26  9/10/11 in general 4 .29  

 
The top three of both VULCAN and VUNSPRAC features the same three adverbials, of course, 
indeed, and in fact, albeit in a slightly different order. It seems that the learners have mastered 
the most common ones. However, interestingly, of the 28 occurrences 22 come from 
VULCAN_1 (nc=3) and only 6 come from VULCAN_358 (nc=0.73), which means that of course 
is overused by 1st year learners and underused by 3rd year learners. Interestingly, Hasselgård 
(2009: 135) also found of course to be overused in NICLE and SWICLE, the Norwegian and 
Swedish components of ICLE, respectively.  

Unfortunately, below the top three it is difficult to make distinctions based on number 
of occurrences, as they become very small. A number of adverbials stand out, nonetheless. 
VULCAN_1 has 12 occurrences of the rather informal stance adverbial after all, making it the 
fifth most common stance adverbial in VULCAN_1, while in VUNSPRAC there are only four 
occurrences of this particular adverbial. Conversely, VUNSPRAC has as its most common 
stance adverbial after the top three no doubt, which is largely absent from VULCAN_1, with 
only two occurrences in VULCAN_3 and none in VULCAN_1, whereas its more formal 
counterpart, undoubtedly, is only present in VULCAN_1 and in none of the three other 
subcorpora. Possibly, the learners do not recognize after all as being colloquial and therefore 
overuse it in a formal written academic context, but they do recognize no doubt as being 
informal and feel uneasy about breaching formality by using it (cf. Chang & Swales 1999: 
166).  

5.4.3 Lexical realization of apposition markers 
Regarding non-restrictive appositions it was concluded in Chapter 5 that although they are 
underused by the learners, the distribution of the presence or absence of apposition markers in 
non-restrictive nominal appositions was the same for VULCAN_1, VULCAN_3 and VUNSPRAC. 

When we look at the different lexical realizations of apposition markers across the 
four subcorpora, however, there are a number of noteworthy differences. First, let us have a 
look at the ten most used apposition markers in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC. 

                                                
58 Since the numbers of occurrences become very small after the top three, I have not included the four separate 
tables of the top ranking stance adverbials in all four subcorpora separately. 
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Table 114: Top 10 of apposition markers used in VULCAN and VUNSPRAC 

VULCAN VUNSPRAC 
rank lexical item N nc  rank lexical item N nc  

1 such as 50 3.2  1 e.g. 51 3.7  
2 like 29 1.9  2 such as 34 2.5  
3 namely 16 1.0  3 i.e. 30 2.2  
4 or 13 .83  4 that is 19 1.4  
5 including 10 .64  5 including 15 1.1  
6 for example 9 .57  6 or 11 .79  

7/8 for instance 8 .51  7 namely 8 .58  
7/8 i.e. 8 .51  8 for example 7 .50  
9 especially 5 .32  9 specifically 6 .42  

10 and thus 2 .13  10 like 4 .29  

 
Number 1 in VULCAN, such as (N=50; nc=3.2), is number 2 (N=34; nc=2.5) in 

VUNSPRAC. The number 1 in VUNSPRAC, e.g. (N=51), is not only not featured in the top ten of 
VULCAN, but there is only one occurrence in the entire VULCAN corpus. Number 2 in VULCAN, 
like (n=29), is only number 10 in NS, with only 4 occurrences (all of which are from the 
VUNSPRAC_LIT subcorpus; three of which are from the same text).  

The next table compares the use of apposition markers in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3. 
  
Table 115: Top 10 of apposition markers used in VULCAN_1 and VULCAN_3  

VULCAN_1 VULCAN_3 
rank lexical item N nc  rank lexical item N nc  

1 like 26 3.5  1 such as 29 3.5  
2 such as 21 2.8  2/3 namely 11 1.3  
3 including 8 1.1  2/3 or 11 1.3  
4 for instance 7 .95  4 for example 5 .61  
5 namely 5 .68  5 i.e. 4 .48  

6/7 for example 4 .54  6 like 3 .36  
6/7 i.e. 4 .54  7-10 and thus 2 .24  
8 especially 3 .41  7-10 especially 2 .24  

9/10 from 2 .27  7-10 in this case 2 .24  
9/10 or 2 .27  7-10 including 2 .24  

 
Going from first to third year we see like go from first place (N=26; nc=3.5), to sixth 

(N=3; nc=.36), its place then taken by the synonymous, but distinctly more formal such as. 
Apart from that, there is not a great deal of difference between the first year and third year 
students’ use of apposition markers.  

An important observation is that there is a greater variety of apposition markers in 
VUNSPRAC (31 different types) than in VULCAN (22 different types) and there are more 
apposition markers that have been used more than once (more tokens per type).  

Another important conclusion is that the great overuse of like, especially in VULCAN_1, 
the underuse of i.e. and absence of e.g. as apposition markers seem to be indicative of a 
development along the dimension of formality, going from less formal to more formal when 
moving from VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3 to VUNSPRAC.  

5.4.4 Non-clausal discourse units (NCDUs) 
Table 75 on page 141 showed that there is no significant difference between the learner 
corpora and the native speaker corpora as regards the quantitative distribution of non-clausal 
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discourse units. This is surprising, as it is a compact way of packaging information, which is 
associated with a well-developed discourse competence. On closer inspection, it becomes 
apparent that when we look at the NCDUs in final positions there are a number of noteworthy 
observations to be made. First, final NCDUs are significantly underused in VULCAN_1 
(χ2(3)=12.161, p=0.0069). Second, there is a difference between the learners and the expert 
writers with regard to the types of NCDUs used. 

Most NCDUs in both VULCAN and VUNSPRAC are used to specify, or limit the 
information in the preceding discourse. They start with a preposition or with an adverb such 
as especially or particularly followed by a preposition, as in the following examples: 

 
(236) <NS_lit_06.22.1><s>The first indication of structuralism is that this descriptive system does 

make an algebra, <NCDU_fin>in the mathematical sense</NCDU_fin>.</s> 
(237) <LC_diss_03.26.3><s>Oldin (1989) gives a overview of research that has been done on 

transfer and explains that it has been debated whether one has to start at a young age in 
order to master a language at near native level, <NCDU_fin>especially in 
pronunciation</NCDU_fin>.</s> 
 
A smaller portion of final NCDUs are ascriptive NPs with an anchor which is not 

another NP (cf. Huddleston et al. 2002: 1358). They start with a(n), a numeral, or less often 
with the definite article the, as in the following examples:  

 
(238) <NS_ling_08.5.6><s>For others it is an auxiliary …, <NCDU_fin>an analysis which fails to 

explain the use of operator do in negatives such as Don't let's fight</NCDU_fin>.</s> 
(239) <NS_ling_11.6.2><s><C11_ela_ini1>For instance</C11_ela_ini1>, … Singler (1991) reports that 

Liberian Settler English speakers display high rates of copula absence and that they 
also allow copula absence with past tense verbs, <NCDU_fin>two properties of the copula 
in creoles</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

(240) <NS_lit_06.7.10><s>We can gain precision and facilitate narration by separating element x 
into objects and actions, <NCDU_fin>the linguistic equivalent of distinguishing nouns 
from verbs</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

 
This type of NCDU is underused by the learners. VULCAN only has 11 occurrences (nc=0.7), 
whereas VUNSPRAC has 23 (nc=1.66), which is more than twice as much. It is this type of 
NCDU that, arguably, poses the biggest cognitive challenge, as it is used to summarize, 
interpret, and reformulate the preceding discourse. It shares some features with nominal 
appositions, in that both are appositive ascriptive NPs. However, this type of non-final NCDU 
does not have another NP as its anchor, as is the case in nominal appositions, but a longer 
stretch of discourse, a feature it shares with retrospective labels. 

The underuse of this device is in line with the underuse of other ‘appositive 
constructions’ such as non-restrictive nominal appositions and linking adverbials of 
elaboration, i.e. linking adverbials that indicate an appositive relationship between the 
preceding and following discourse (see Table 105). The underuse of these ‘appositive 
constructions’ is, arguably, representative of the cognitive dimension of discourse competence 
development. 

5.5 Patterns and conclusions 

5.5.1 The possible role of transfer  
Some instances of overuse and underuse in the current study seem to be the result of transfer 
from Dutch. In her corpus-based quantitative contrastive study of English and Dutch 
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sentencing patterns, Tavecchio (2010) recently showed that non-finite clauses and adverbial 
clauses of concession are used significantly more in written English than in written Dutch; 
both are underused in VULCAN. Conversely, non-restrictive relative clauses and adverbial 
clauses of time and reason are more frequent in written Dutch than in written English; both 
are overused in VULCAN_1. Tavecchio (2010: 394ff) also confirms Cosme’s (2007) and 
Hannay’s (1997) finding that written Dutch has shorter and less complex sentences than 
written English (not so much due to linguistic factors as to what she calls ‘language culture’); 
the current study has also shown that learner sentences are shorter and less complex than the 
sentences in NS texts. Finally, Tavecchio’s (2010) study also shows that written English has a 
higher frequency of ‘interruptive structures’ (ibid. 402ff), which interrupt the flow of the 
sentence by inserting discourse units sentence-medially. Again, it is clear from the results 
presented in the previous chapter that medial position is underused by learners. So, all of these 
differences between written Dutch and English seem to correspond to instances of overuse 
and underuse in the advanced learner writing of Dutch learners in the current study.  

It is too simplistic, however, to conclude that for all of these examples transfer is the 
sole reason for these results. With regard to the overuse of adverbial clauses of reason, for 
instance, it might be argued that this is the result of transfer from Dutch, but Hinkel (2002: 
138) also found significant overuse of adverbial clauses of reason in learner writing produced 
by learners with very different L1 backgrounds, which sheds some doubt on a straightforward 
transfer-related cause. Similarly, Deliers (2006, quoted in Granger 2009) found that Spanish 
and French learners also overuse non-restrictive relative clauses, just like the Dutch learners. 
Even the underuse of non-finite clauses, which seems a straightforward example due to the 
considerable infrequency of the construction in Dutch, could be the result of other influences. 
Granger (1997: 188) offers two other possible explanations –apart from transfer– for the 
underuse of non-finite clauses by Dutch advanced learners, namely the lack of attention paid 
to them in EFL grammars and avoidance due to the ‘spectre of the dangling participle’59. On 
the other hand, although Ellis (1994) in his standard work on SLA admits it is very difficult to 
measure transfer (1994: 317), he argues that ‘over-use of linguistic and discourse features as a 
result of L1 influence is probably more common than generally acknowledged. … it can only 
be detected by comparing groups of learners with different L1s’ (1994: 306). Cosme (2008) 
does exactly that, using contrastive interlanguage analysis (as explained in Chapter 1) to 
establish the role transfer plays in the underuse of non-finite clauses by Dutch learners, and 
she concludes that ‘transfer is by no means the only explanation’ (2008: 193).  

It is clear that determining the exact cause of underuse and overuse is a rather complex 
matter, the thorough investigation of which falls outside the scope of this study. As Granger 
(2004: 135) aptly puts it, it is ‘the result of a very complex interplay of factors: 
developmental, teaching-induced and transfer-related, some shared by several learner 
populations, others more specific’. Rather than trying to elucidate the way in which and the 
frequency with which Dutch advanced learner writing differs from expert NS writing, let us 
try to establish the dimensions which play a part in the further development of the discourse 
competence of advanced learner writers. 

5.5.2 Four dimensions of discourse competence 
In my discussion of different instances of underuse and overuse in this chapter and the 
previous one I mentioned in passing the dimensions which could be identified as playing a 
central role in grouping the differences between advanced Dutch learner writing and 
published academic writing written by native speakers. It is useful, from a pedagogical point 

                                                
59 It is my experience, however, that most students do not fear the dangling participle, as they have no idea what 
it is. 
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of view, to think of them as dimensions along which a learner might move to extend and 
expand his or her linguistic repertoire to give expression to a certain cognitive development 
and, by doing so, improving his or her discourse competence. These dimensions are 
concision, authorial confidence and involvement, sophistication, and degree of 
formality/register appropriateness. They go from a lower degree to a higher degree –not from 
low to high– to emphasise both the fact that the starting point for advanced learners is not a 
low level of formality, for example, but simply lower than that of professional native speaker 
writers, and that there is not a fixed high level, simply one that is higher than that which the 
learners are currently at. The following table shows this schematically: 

 
Table 116: Four dimensions of discourse competence  

1) Concision:  wordy   syntactically efficient 
2) Authorial confidence: modest confident 
3) Sophistication: ‘simple’ sophisticated 
4) Degree of formality: speech-like/ informal written academic register 

 
1) Concision 
The first dimension, concision, pertains to the ability to write effective texts without needing 
to spell everything out or to disambiguate everything entirely. The most immediate example is 
the ability to use compact structures to package information in the discourse instead of their 
longer, wordier equivalents. The trajectory along this dimension is from an overuse of full 
structures to a balance between full and compact structures. Learners tend to overuse longer 
structures to the detriment of their compact equivalents. For instance, finite adverbial clauses 
are overused, while non-finite and verbless clauses are underused. Moreover, when learners 
do use non-finite –ing clauses they prefer to start them with a conjunctive preposition, thus 
disambiguating the semantic properties of the clause, whereas the NS writers prefer to leave it 
more up to the reader to determine the potentially multiple layers of semantic content. This 
implicitness is a consequence of the writer’s ability to be syntactically efficient. Learners do 
not use these compact structures to their full potential and tend to spell out exactly what is 
meant, which may result in a less effective text. 

Similarly, non-restrictive relative clauses are overused by the learners, while non-
restrictive nominal appositions –in many cases the more compact alternative– are underused. 
Using more compact constructions enables the writer to combine more of them into one 
clause complex and packaging more information into one sentence, thereby increasing its 
informational density. Having these types of compact structures as part of his or her linguistic 
repertoire also enables a writer to cut in, as it were, mid sentence to interrupt the discourse 
with relevant information. 
 
2) Authorial confidence and involvement 
The second dimension, authorial confidence, is the confidence to assert oneself as the writer 
of the text and expert in the field, to such a degree that one ‘dares’ to show involvement in the 
text by interacting with the reader, adding detail and otherwise interrupt the flow of discourse 
using particular discourse devices. Importantly, I am not referring here to the use of first 
person pronouns or the use of stance adverbs. Rather, it is the underuse of interrupting 
structures and the underuse of elaboration on the part of the learners that reveals a certain lack 
of authorial confidence. The trajectory along this dimension is from modest to confident. 
More specifically, as a writer becomes more confident s/he is able to exert more authority 
which may result in a more interactive text, one that is more often ‘interrupted’ by the author 
to give interpretations or to specify. This leads to more complexity syntactically and more 
specificity in terms of content.  
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We have seen that initial position is overused by learners, or, in some cases, least 
underused of all positions, whereas medial and final positions, which are pre-eminently used 
for interrupting the discourse and adding specificity, respectively, are often underused by the 
learners. Concrete examples of the above are the underuse of medial non-restrictive relative 
clauses in the context of an overall overuse of that construction; the underuse of only medial 
and final non-finite clauses and non-restrictive apposition, not initial; and the underuse of 
parentheticals and less sophisticated use of parentheticals (only simple clauses are put 
between brackets by learners). Finally, the underuse of other elaborative/appositive devices, 
such as adverbial connectors of elaboration, non-restrictive appositions and ascriptive NP 
NCDUs also fall within this dimension. 

By using medial position, a writer can add detail (241), interact with the reader (242) 
or assert his authority (243), by interrupting the discourse. The writer can use final position to 
specify (244), elaborate (245), and otherwise add to the discourse, for instance by providing 
an evaluation (246). Not using these devices in their respective position to their fullest 
potential may result in less effective, more general texts.  
 
(241) <NS_ling_08.33.2><s>It may be that the increasing popularity of let's generally is being 

driven, <NCDU_med>at least in part</NCDU_med>, by its popularity in American English.</s> 
(242) <NS_lit_05.9.4><s>My purpose is not to assert that one analyst is more encompassing than 

the other, but to raise a series of questions, <B09_med>some of which I find troubling 
and some promising</B09_med>, about the tools resting in a practice theorist's kit.</s> 

(243) <NS_lit_04.13.4><s>Emancipation and independence become the ideals around which the 
critics' perspective is organized, and they see affinity, 
<B08_reason_med><sub_reason>because</sub_reason> it depends upon personally felt 
interests and desires</B08_reason_med>, as a legitimate counter to a patriarchal authority 
based on such justifications as blood ties and a blind respect for tradition.</s> 

(244) <NS_ling_07.24.2><s>On the basis of this comparison, KeyWords produces a list of words 
which characterize the I2O corpus <B08_reason_med><sub_reason>because</sub_reason> they 
appear more frequently than would be expected in relation to the reference 
list</B08_reason_med>, <B09_fin>which in this case was a list generated from a corpus 
containing 95 million words taken from The Guardian newspaper</B09_fin>.</s> 

(245) <NS_ling_04.36.2><s>These are far from being rare and marginal cases in the corpora, 
<B08_concession_fin><sub_concession>though</sub_concession> again the Hansard Corpus has 
the majority of cases of nonphoric/deictic uses of 
demonstratives</B08_concession_fin>.</s> 

(246) <NS_ling_03.25.4><s>There are a number of possible explanations for this, 
<B06_indeterm_fin_ing>two obvious ones being that these participants have yet to develop 
the pragmatic competence in English to exhibit such situational variation-
<parentcl><C11_ela_ini1>that is</C11_ela_ini1>, they have neither the sociopragmatic savvy 
nor the pragmalinguistic tools to make and execute contextually appropriate 
requests</parentcl>-or that the scenarios and variable designations do not adequately 
capture the relevant contextual features the participants are attending to (<NCDU_fin>a 
distinct possibility given the absence of empirical validation of variables and their 
values</NCDU_fin>)</B06_indeterm_fin_ing>.</s> 

 
3) Sophistication 
Sophistication, the third dimension, consists of two different components: cognitive 
sophistication and sophistication with regard to text-type and subject matter. They have been 
taken together, as they might overlap or be indivisible: in some cases it is very difficult to 
determine whether a certain underuse is caused by a lower level of sophistication in the 
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writing or because the text-type produced by the writer offers fewer opportunities to use a 
certain discourse feature. Writers at the sophisticated end of this dimension use a greater array 
of semantic relations –and therefore achieve a greater degree of semantic precision– than 
learners who are at the ‘simple’ end of the same dimension. Features of text that reside on the 
lower end of this dimension include the underuse of adverbial clauses of concession and 
comparison and the overuse of time, condition and purpose. Also, the overuse of different 
devices of reason and cause, as laid out in in 5.3.2, belongs to this dimension. The overuse of 
advance and retrospective labels seems to be the exception, as it is a device deemed to be 
cognitively complex, but nonetheless overused by –particularly 1st year– learners. On closer 
inspection we saw in 5.3.4 that not only are many of these labels text-type specific, i.e. typical 
of an argumentative text, but the head nouns used by the learners show less variation, and a 
greater proportion of vague nouns, rather than sophisticated abstract terms. Moreover, 
learners use the determiner another within these labels, which correspond to their overuse of 
linking adverbials of enumeration/addition. Other, more clearly text-type related, underuse 
and overuse of lexico-grammatical devices within this dimension include the underuse of 
reporting clauses, i.e. identifying a source of information, and the overuse of linking 
adverbials of addition, which in the learner texts are typically used to add cohesion to a list of 
arguments. Finally, the use of fewer complex sentences (see section 4.10.2) also falls within 
this dimension. 
 
4) Degree of formality 
Finally, closely related to the dimension of sophistication is the fourth dimension, degree of 
formality. The trajectory along this line from low to high is from informal/speech-like to 
appropriate in a formal written academic context. Although it was not a prime focus of this 
study, the similarity of learner academic writing to spoken or at least informal written 
language is a much commented on feature of learner language (e.g. De Haan 2007; Hinkel 
2002, 2003; Hoogesteger 1998; Wiktorsson 2003: 110, 121). The ability to structure and 
manage discourse in terms of style and register is also listed by the CEFR as one of the 
components of discourse competence (Council of Europe 2001: 123 and 2.3 above) and it was 
also included in the definition of discourse competence on page 50. 

On the whole, the learner texts did not exhibit features of spoken language to a large 
degree, but these were not absent. Examples of lexico-grammatical devices include the 
overuse of wh–clefts; the overuse of the informal appositional marker like and the underuse of 
appositional markers e.g. and i.e., overuse of sentence initial and (SIA) and sentence initial but 
(SIB), and the overuse of subordinator even though. Also, the use of subordinator while as 
mainly a subordinator of time, rather than concession, is typical feature of spoken English 
(Biber et al. 1999: 849).60  

 
These different dimensions of possible improvement of the discourse competence of 

the advanced Dutch learners under investigation might overlap and intersect at certain points. 
For example, learning how to use structures that are more compact might also effect an 
increase of using medial position to interact more with the reader. Moving along any of these 
four dimensions results in a widening of the lexico-grammatical repertoire of the learner. The 
following page (Table 117) presents an overview of the four dimensions of discourse 
competence and the overuse and underuse of specific lexico-grammatical feature types 
associated with them provided in below. 
                                                
60 Another good example, which was not annotated for, but easily retrieved using the n-gram function of 
Wordsmith Tools, was that the 3-gram a lot of, the informal synonym of many or much, appears 52 times (most 
frequent 3-gram, together with the fact that) in VULCAN_1, only 9 times in VULCAN_3 whereas no instances were 
found in either VUNSPRAC_ling or VUNSPRAC_lit. 
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Table 117: Four dimensions of discourse competence overview 

 
Dimension 1: Concision 
From full to compact forms 
 

⇒  underuse non-finite and verbless clauses 
⇒ overuse of finite adverbial clauses 
⇒ underuse of non-restrictive nominal appositions 
⇒ overuse of non-restrictive relative clauses 
⇒ underuse of ascriptive NP NCDUs 

 
 
Dimension 2: Authorial confidence and involvement  
from initial position to medial and final 
 

⇒ no underuse non-finite clauses in initial position (preference for initial position to the detriment 
of medial and final) 

⇒ underuse of medial position overall 
⇒ underuse non-restrictive relative clauses in medial position 
⇒ underuse parentheticals 
⇒ underuse of as clauses 
⇒ underuse of reporting clauses 
⇒ underuse of elaboration 
⇒ underuse ascriptive NP NCDUs 

 
 
Dimension 3: Sophistication 
from simple to sophisticated, both cognitively and as regards text-type/subject matter  
 

⇒ underuse finite adverbial clauses of comparison and concession 
⇒ overuse finite adverbial clauses of condition, purpose 
⇒ overuse of adverbial clauses of time 
⇒ overuse of to– infinitive clauses (in VULCAN_1) 
⇒ overuse even though (=contrast, not concession) 
⇒ underuse linking adverbials of contrast/concession 
⇒ overuse linking adverbials of addition and linking adverbials of result 
⇒ underuse reporting clauses 
⇒ overuse focusing devices overall  
⇒ overuse of devices indicating a reason or cause meaning relation in many forms  
⇒ overuse of vague nouns  
⇒ limited range of lexicalization of stance adverbials 
 

 
Dimension 4: Degree of formality 
from informal/speech-like to appropriate in a formal written context  
 

⇒ overuse apposition marker like 
⇒ underuse of appmarker e.g. and i.e. 
⇒ overuse of sentence initial and and but  
⇒ overuse of informal phrases such as a lot of/lots of 
⇒ overuse of (even) though  
⇒ overuse of Wh–clefts 
⇒ overuse of causal meaning relationships 
⇒ use of while mainly as subordinator of time, not concession 
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On page 45 I proposed a visual representation of an integrated model of 
communicative competence to highlight the focus of this study, namely linguistic competence 
and discourse competence and their relationship. Figure 4 emphasized the central role of 
discourse competence as well as linguistic competence. Acquiring discourse competence is 
the central aim, but acquiring linguistic competence is the central starting point. A learner’s 
linguistic competence influences the level of discourse competence directly. In addition, by 
influencing, for instance, sociolinguistic competence, the level of linguistic competence also 
influences discourse competence indirectly. For example, a learner can improve his or her 
discourse competence directly by acquiring the linguistic competence to use, for instance, 
non-restrictive nominal appositions effectively; indirectly, a learner can improve his or her 
level of discourse competence by acquiring the lexico-syntactical means to use the 
appropriate register (which is a part of sociolinguistic competence), thereby making his or her 
discourse more effective through a raised level of sociolinguistic competence. 

Figure 8 shows schematically how acquiring a higher linguistic competence feeds into 
the discourse competence of the learners, both directly and indirectly. 

 
Figure 8: Expanding discourse competence 

 Linguistic competence  
Broadening of 
repertoire along 4 
dimensions 

 
 

 

 Linguistic competence Sociolinguistic competence 
  

 
 

       DISCOURSE COMPETENCE 
 
Regardless of which route is followed, i.e. from using full to compact structures (dimension 
1), from modest to confident authorial involvement (dimension 2), from simple to 
sophisticated (dimension 3) or from informal to formal (dimension 4), the lexico-grammatical 
repertoire is broadened. This feeds into discourse competence, either directly or through an 
enhancement of the sociolinguistic competence, and thereby improves the overall discourse 
competence, which I defined in 2.3 as ‘the knowledge of and the skill to use the lexico-
syntactic means available in a language to produce a smoothly flowing, cohesive and coherent 
text in a given genre by logically structuring sentences and the use of appropriate cohesive 
devices’. 

5.6 Summary 
This chapter has discussed selected results in more detail and has offered a qualitative 
analysis of some of the findings. It is tempting to attribute many of the results found in the 
current study to transfer. However, findings from studies involving advanced learners with 
L1s other than Dutch are cause for caution. Even a contrastive interlanguage analysis, such as 
Cosme (2008), cannot rule out other factors. 

The overuse of expressing reason/causal relationships in the texts of learners is one of 
the clearest results of the current study. This overuse is due to lower level of sophistication, 
linguistic and cognitive, and a further example of learners incorporating features more 
preponderate in spoken discourse. For VULCAN_1, where the overuse is heaviest, an additional 
reason might be sought in the fact that many argumentative essays have a cause–effect 
structure, thus stimulating the expression of causality in the discourse. In other words, it might 
to a certain degree also be text-type related.  

 



194 

To group this and other findings logically into categories, or dimensions, along which 
we can map the pedagogically desired development toward a well-developed, target-like 
discourse competence, the following four dimensions were introduced: concision (from an 
overuse of full forms, which spell out explicitly what the writer means, to a balance between 
full and compact forms, which leave room for a more layered semantic interpretation), 
authorial confidence (from generality to interactivity and specificity), sophistication (from 
less to more sophisticated, both cognitively and textually), and degree of formality (from 
speech-like to formal written). These dimensions might to some degree overlap and intersect, 
i.e. certain features of learner language can be the starting point of more than one dimension, 
but they are useful concepts, because they capture the features of the advanced learners’ 
linguistic competence into logical groups and moving away from their starting points toward 
professional usage constitutes a broadening of the linguistic repertoire needed for the 
enhancement of the discourse competence of the learner.  

The next chapter will look into whether and, if so, how textbooks on academic writing 
help advanced learners to achieve the widening of their linguistic repertoire along these four 
dimensions. 
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Chapter 6 Four dimensions of discourse competence in 
academic writing textbooks 

 

6.1 Introduction 
The previous chapter postulated four dimensions of discourse competence, namely concision, 
authorial confidence and involvement, sophistication, and degree of formality. This chapter 
will investigate the degree to which recent textbooks on academic writing treat the lexico-
grammatical discourse devices, the underuse and overuse of which are instrumental in these 
dimensions and if so, how they are treated in these textbooks. Section 6.2 will give a brief 
overview of the academic writing textbooks under discussion as well as a rationale for their 
inclusion in this study. Section 6.3 will look at each of the four dimensions in turn and discuss 
what can be found in the textbooks with regard to those dimensions. 

Many studies have confirmed the effectiveness of explicit instruction in SLA (see for 
instance Ellis (1994: 613-614) and Hinkel (2004: 13-14) for overviews of such studies. 
Moreover, Norris & Ortega (2000) conducted a quantitative meta-analysis, standardizing the 
results of 49 studies on L2 learning, acquisition and grammar teaching, and concluded that 
‘focused instructional treatment of whatever sort far surpass non- or minimally focused 
exposure to L2’ (2000: 463). In other words, there is not much reason to doubt that it is useful 
to instruct learners explicitly in order to steer their discourse competence development 
towards the proficiency level.  

Many have argued that writers of textbooks on EAP in general or academic writing 
specifically rely too much on intuition and introspection, rather than on empirical research 
(e.g. Bruton 1997; Hyland 2006; Lockett 1999; Richards 1993). Hyland (1998) and Williams 
(1988) conclude that textbook writers fail to consult either appropriate corpora or appropriate 
applied linguistic literature when they design teaching materials. Paltridge (2002) analyses the 
published advice and actual practice of thesis and dissertation writing and concludes that very 
little analysis was done on actual texts and still less is included in the textbooks. Another 
often-uttered criticism is that many of the EAP materials do not take into account the variation 
that exists in academic writing practices across the academy (e.g. Bhatia 2002; Hyland 2000; 
Swales et al. 1998). 

Many of these shortcomings can, arguably, be attributed to the fact that textbooks are 
commercial products. It is cheaper and commercially sound for publishers to publish new 
editions of popular titles, without changing the winning formula, as it were. In other words, 
the pedagogical soundness may be made subordinate to commercial considerations. The 
problem is that many of these titles were written in a time where corpora were not widely 
available. Another commercial consideration is making the product, i.e. the academic writing 
textbook, relevant to as wide an audience as possible. This one-size-fits-all approach is, again, 
understandable from a commercial point of view, but results in two pedagogical 
shortcomings: textbooks tend to ignore or de-emphasise differences between academic 
disciplines and different academic texts and assume that learners from different L1s have the 
same needs, both of which are only true to a certain extent. Many studies cited throughout the 
current study have shown that there are similarities between learner language from learners 
with different L1s as well as significant differences. 

Ideally, then, a textbook would take into account the differences between learners 
from different L1 backgrounds and between different academic disciplines and base their 
advice on analyses of actual learner language and expert writing, either conducted by the 
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author or obtained through consulting relevant applied linguistics literature. However, the 
following analysis is not meant as a search for the ideal textbook, nor does it serve as a critical 
review of the textbooks under discussion. Its aim is to determine whether and how current 
textbooks on academic writing cater to the needs of advanced Dutch learners of English with 
regard to the development of the four dimensions of discourse competence that were set out in 
the previous chapter, so that recommendations can be made with regard to academic writing 
curricula for those learners in the next chapter. 

6.2 Academic Writing Textbooks 
The pedagogical material consists of published academic writing textbooks from different 
authors published in the last decade, by different publishers, and aimed primarily at L2 
learners. All the textbooks discussed below were published in or after 2000. This ensures that 
the authors could have access to corpora and/ or a great body of corpus studies to base their 
recommendations on, whereas authors of older titles might not have had the same 
opportunities. Table 118 on the next page provides an overview of the textbooks under 
discussion. 

Only textbooks were included, as they have a very clearly delimited purpose and target 
audience. This means that other works, such as corpus-based pedagogical grammars (e.g. 
Biber et al. 1999; Carter & McCarthy 2006), were not included. This is despite the fact that 
they have much to offer the advanced learner, in terms of real language data. Biber et al. 
(1999: 886-887), for instance, provide an overview of the most common linking adverbials in 
conversation and academic prose, mentioning that academic prose has a greater diversity. 
However, their primary aim is not to teach learners how to write, but to ‘offer a descriptive 
and explanatory account of English grammar …[including] the actual use of each major 
feature’ (1999: 5). Also not included were academic writing sections in learner dictionaries. 
That is not to say that they might not be valuable to the advanced learner. On the contrary, the 
writing section in the latest edition of the MacMillan English Dictionary of Advanced 
Learners (Gilquin et al. 2007b), for instance, not only uses results from ICLE and compares it 
to expert writing, but issues advice based on frequencies and attested overuse and underuse. It 
also comes to some of the same conclusions regarding learner language as the current study, 
e.g. the overuse of sentence initial and and the overuse of because. It further includes many 
useful sections on academic lexis and collocations and advice on how to avoid typical learner 
mistakes, all of which have been established using learner corpus data, not intuition. 
However, this writing section mainly focuses on lexis and collocations and not syntax. 

The textbooks included in the analysis below have to be intended as guides or course 
books for academic writing and mainly aimed at L2 writers. This means that a textbook such 
as Grammar and Writing (Stott & Chapman 2001) was not included in the final analysis, for 
two reasons: it is not specifically aimed at L2 writers and it is not intended to improve 
academic writing skills. Its intended readership is ‘writers of all kinds who want to improve 
their knowledge of language in order to develop and improve their writing skills” (back 
cover). Similarly, The Basics of Essay Writing (Warburton 2006), seems to be targeted at L1 
learners and was disregarded for that reason. 



 

Table 118: Academic Writing Textbooks sorted alphabetically by author(s) 

abbreviation61 title author(s) year target group62 publisher 

AWHIS 
Academic Writing: a 
Handbook for 
International Students 

Bailey 2006 
international students, of all subjects and of all 
levels, from foundation to PhD, who have to write 
coursework and exams in English 

Routledge 

SW 
Study Writing: a course in 
writing skills for Academic 
purposes (2nd edition) 

Hamp-Lyons & Heasley 2006 

Upper intermediate level or above who need to 
develop their writing skills and write better academic 
essays, projects, research articles or theses … in 
order to become more reflective and effective 
writers 

Cambridge 

EWE Effective Writing in 
English: a sourcebook Hannay & Mackenzie 2002 Dutch advanced learners of English Coutinho 

WAE Writing Academic English 
(fourth edition) Oshima & Hogue 2006 High-intermediate and advanced college bound 

English language learners  Longman 

WEGAL 
Writing in English: a 
Guide for Advanced 
Learners 

Siepmann, Gallagher, 
Hannay & Mackenzie 2008 German speaking undergraduates and academics 

who aspire to write in English  
Narr Attempto 
Verlag 

EAW Effective Academic 
Writing 1: the paragraph Savage & Shafiei 2007 High beginning to low-intermediate level learners 

who are new to academic writing.  Oxford 

AWGS 
Academic Writing for 
Graduate Students 
(second edition) 

Swales & Feak 2004 
(under)graduate students . Targeted primarily, but 
not exclusively, at those whose first language is 
other than English. 

University of 
Michigan 

ETRW English in Today’s 
Research World Swales & Feak 2000 NNS graduate students. University of 

Michigan 
 
 

                                                
61 Throughout the text these abbreviations will be used, for the sake of brevity, when referring to the different textbooks instead of the normal (author, year) reference. 
62 Based on the information provided by the authors in the blurb and/or the introduction of the textbook in question.  
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After applying the restrictions above, the textbooks were further selected in such a 
way that at least one title of each major British publishing house was included (Oxford, 
Cambridge, Longman, Oxford, Routledge), as these tend to have a worldwide readership and 
therefore have to serve learners with many different L1 backgrounds. Added to these were 
two titles that have a specific L1 readership, i.e. Dutch advanced learners and German 
advanced learners, and two titles by Swales & Feak (2000, 2004) as these were specifically 
mentioned in the literature as being examples of research-based textbooks (Coles 2008; 
Harwood 2005; Hyland 2009). I will now discuss each of the books featured in Table 118 in 
turn.  

Academic Writing: a Handbook for International Students (Bailey 2006), henceforth 
AWHIS, is a task-based textbook, consisting of four parts. Part 1, the writing process, deals 
with exactly that, focusing on writing foundations, i.e. what kinds of texts will one be asked to 
write in academia, how to avoid plagiarism and composing an outline; reading and note-
making, paraphrasing and summarizing; and the different writing stages. Part 4 provides 
models of some of the texts that were dealt with in part 1, e.g. formal letters and different 
types of essays. Parts 2 and 3 deal with writing difficulties. Part 2, ‘Elements of Writing’ 
deals –in alphabetical order– with, for example, the skills needed for describing cause and 
effect, comparison, and language of definitions, providing a limited list of example language 
and exercises to practise usage. Part 3, accuracy in writing, provides remedial practice in 
those areas that, according to the author, students find confusing or difficult, ranging from the 
use of abbreviations to confusing pairs (accept – except) to phrasal verbs. It also offers advice 
on academic vocabulary and conjunctions. The book covers a lot of ground (there are sixty-
one units in all); consequently, none of the subjects are treated in depth. There is no mention 
of any references to other works or research and the choice of subjects and problem areas 
seems to be solely based on the author’s extensive experience as an EAP teacher, not (learner) 
corpus data or applied linguistics research. Moreover, it is not clear if the example texts are 
authentic and, if so, where they originate from. Undoubtedly a very useful book for those 
learners with a limited English language background, AWHIS is, arguably, too basic in terms 
of lexico-grammar and discourse description to be of any real use for the needs of advanced 
learners of English.  

Study Writing: A Course in Writing Skills for Academic Purposes (Hamp-Lyons & 
Heasley 2006), henceforth SW, is the second edition of a textbook that first came out in 1987. 
It is intended ‘for students whose English level is between intermediate and early advanced 
level … who need to develop their writing skills and write better academic essays, projects, 
research articles or theses … in order to become more reflective and effective writers’ (2006: 
11). Cotton (2008: 133) remarks that it seems most suitable for post-graduate students, as 
most of its material is devoted to their needs. Although SW makes claims about certain verbs, 
adverbs and formulaic phrases being frequent in academic writing (p 109), it does not seem to 
be based on corpus research and no sources are mentioned for this information. The context 
for some of the lexico-grammar introduced seems rather limited. For instance, on page 143 a 
number of verbs are presented to refer to citations, e.g. suggests, shows, indicates, lends 
weight to, implies, without explaining what these different verbs indicate. SW seems to avoid 
using linguistic terminology as much as possible. It is almost entirely task-based and includes 
a key and teaching notes at the back of the book. SW seeks to emphasize the discoursal and 
cognitive aspects of writing and highlights the discoursal and text-structural aspects of 
particular academic genres and the process the writer needs to undertake. 

Effective Writing in English: a sourcebook (Hannay & Mackenzie 2002), henceforth 
EWE, was written specifically for the advanced Dutch learner of English. EWE is a very 
different type of textbook from the previous, in that it does not contain any tasks (these can be 
found on an accompanying website). Instead, it offers both practical advice on writing skills 
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and an explanation of the reasons behind the advice given. The text-type dealt with in EWE is 
the 1000-word argued text. The book is organised in four parts, going from a ‘macro to 
micro’, dealing with the writing process (planning, writing, editing), text organization 
(beginning, middle and end), constructing effective sentences (clause combining, ordering of 
information in the clause, textual cohesion, and punctuation), and accuracy (many different 
sections including e.g. advice on use of passives, personal pronouns, repetition, interrupting 
the flow of discourse, and spelling). The advice dispensed is based on an analysis of an 
‘extensive corpus of essays written by [Dutch] students’ (p. 14), which the authors have used 
in their effort to both ‘eradicate errors and draw attention to underused constructions’ writing 
(p. 14). Of course, to identify typical (Dutch) learner errors it is necessary to use a corpus of 
authentic learner writing. However, to identify which types of constructions are underused, or 
overused, one needs to use a control corpus of native speaker writing. It seems, however, that 
EWE relies on the authors’ intuition and experience rather than corpus research where 
identifying underuse is concerned.63  

Writing Academic English (Oshima & Hogue 2006), henceforth WAE is, like EWE 
mainly focused on essay writing skills. It consists of three main parts, which are subdivided 
into separate chapters, namely Writing a Paragraph, Writing an Essay, and Sentence 
Structure. Most topics are very briefly introduced and then followed by student exercises. It is 
not clear if any of the examples used originate from authentic sources and what the selection 
criteria were for including certain linguistic items and excluding others. In other words, no 
research is mentioned on which the content is based. Many lists are provided, for example of 
subordinators, but these are presented in alphabetical order, without mention of their 
frequency or context of use. Advice is given on lexico-grammatical and syntactic matters, but 
some of it is incomplete, confusing or inaccurate; some examples of this will be discussed 
below.  

Effective Academic Writing 1: the Paragraph (Savage & Shafiei 2007), henceforth 
EAW, is meant to ‘usher students into the world of academic writing’ (p. vii). The level is 
high beginning to low-intermediate, which for the purposes of this study is, in fact, too low. 
Language focus sections deal with issues such as subject–verb agreement, and simple 
sentence structure. There is some advice given on punctuation, sentence fragments and the use 
of adjectives, but mostly the book consists of gap-filling exercises in which different types of 
paragraphs are highlighted (e.g. descriptive paragraphs, process paragraphs, etc.). Although it 
will be mentioned in passing in the treatment of the different dimensions of discourse 
competence development, on the whole it is too simplistic for the current analysis. 

Writing in English: a Guide for Advanced Learners (Siepmann, Gallagher, Hannay & 
Mackenzie 2008), henceforth WEGAL, is specifically written for the German advanced 
learner. It shares two of its authors with EWE, discussed above, and many of its features. 
However, it is also more up-to-date and more extensive in many ways. WEGAL is the only 
textbook under discussion that explicitly mentions the CEFR (p. 9), the reference levels and 
the notion of discourse competence. It is the most ‘academic’ of all the textbooks, in that it 
provides the sources and references to other works in a bibliography and suggestions for more 
in-depth treatment of some of the lexico-grammar discussed in footnotes. WEGAL is 
organised into four ‘modules’ (with each module consisting of several chapters): on text 
organization, building effective sentences, lexis and grammar, and style. It provides a great 

                                                
63 In Chapter 9 on textual cohesion, for instance, ‘using sentence-medial connective also sentence-initially’ is 
identified as a major problem that learners have with connectives. It is identified as one of two additive 
connectives (the other being too) that ‘cannot appear in sentence initial position’ (p. 169). However, the current 
study shows that in VUNSPRAC_ling Also, as a sentence-initial connective, is the third most used connective of 
addition (n=10), after finally (n=21) and furthermore (n=15) and used more often than in either VULCAN_1(n=7) 
or VULCAN_3 (n=8). 
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many authentic examples of English patterns, formulaic expressions and collocations. It does 
not, however, seem to use (relative) frequency as an organizing principle. In other words, it 
becomes clear to the learner what possibilities there are, but not which ones are more likely to 
be encountered in native speaker academic writing than others. 

Academic Writing for Graduate Students: Essential Tasks and Skills (Swales & Feak 
2004), henceforth AWGS, is the second edition, the first of which was published in 1994.64 It 
consists of eight units, with unit one dealing with an approach to academic writing in terms of 
audience, presentation and positioning, units two and three with general–specific and 
problem–solution texts, four with discussion of data, five and six with writing summaries and 
critiques, and finally, units seven and eight with constructing a research paper that makes an 
original contribution to knowledge. It is mostly task-based, but also the most ‘linguistic’ of all 
the task-based textbooks: each unit is interspersed with very short, but useful, ‘language 
focus’ sections, ranging from the use of modals for hedging to citation and tense, from 
nominal that–clauses to the language of referring to lines in a graph. The language focus 
sections also feature many of the lexico-grammatical devices that were annotated in the 
corpora of the current study, including non-finite clauses, passives, subject–dependent 
inversion, as–clauses, adverbial connectors and retrospective nouns65. The authors state that 
AWGS ‘has evolved out of both research and teaching experience’ and that ‘[t]hroughout, 
new findings from discourse analysis have been incorporated, perhaps especially in the final 
two units’ (pp. 2-3). It is unclear whether the more lexico-grammatically-oriented sections 
have been based on, or informed by, corpus research, and if so how. For instance, in a 
language focus section dealing with showing similarities and differences (pp. 177-179) 
however is only the fifth expression to be mentioned after In contrast, Unlike X, Y, In contrast 
to and on the other hand, whereas it is clear from my data, as well as, for example, Biber et 
al.’s (1999: 886-887) that however is not only the most frequently used linking adverbial for 
expressing contrast, but the most frequent linking adverbial overall. 66  

Written by the same authors, English in Today’s Research World (Swales & Feak 
2000), henceforth ETRW, was written as a follow-up text to the first edition of AWGS. 
Whereas AWGS is targeted at graduate students in the first two years of their studies, ETRW 
is clearly aimed at students at the end of their university work or at the beginning of their 
careers in research or academia, which is reflected by the focus on positioning oneself as a 
research writer and the key research genres and part genres that are dealt with in the eight 
units that the book consists of, such as writing dissertation sections, conference abstracts, 
literature reviews and conference posters. Each unit also includes one or more short ‘language 
focus sections’, which deal with topics as diverse as ambiguity in citations to dangling 
modifiers. The genres are taken as the organizing principle of the book, so for instance tense 
and reporting verbs appear in the unit which deals with the literature review (p. 157). Just like 
AWGS, it has reserved much room for hands-on tasks and encourages learners to conduct 
their own ‘mini-analyses’ of the research language in their field (p. vi). The authors use ‘a 
genre-based approach with a strong focus on rhetorical consciousness raising’ (p. vi). ETRW 
uses authentic examples and applied linguistics research findings to illustrate the points made 
in the different units. It is for this reason that both Harwood (2008) and Hyland (2009) hail 
ETRW as an example for all EAP textbook writers. It is certainly the most clearly research-
based of all the academic writing textbooks under discussion here and from a discourse 

                                                
64 For a full overview of what was updated in comparison to the first edition, see Coles (2008). 
65 They are not called retrospective nouns in AWGS, but this + Summary Word (p 32ff.) 
66 It is also presented using a less than typical example in which however follows a semi-colon: however occurs 
134 times in VUNSPRAC_ling; only 24 of these (18%) follow a semi-colon. This is not a major issue, but to help 
learners use lexico-grammatical devices it makes sense to provide them first with prototypical examples and 
present less frequent ones later, indicating that they are, indeed, less frequent. 
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analysis point of view very useful to the advanced learner. However, in terms of developing 
and improving discourse by means of expanding the lexico-grammatical repertoire it is less 
useful. This is not a flaw; it is simply a consequence of the decision to subordinate lexico-
grammar and syntax to the genre-based approach. 
 

6.3 Four dimensions of discourse competence in textbooks 

6.3.1 Dimension 1: Concision 
The dimension of concision, as explained in the previous chapter, pertains to the ability to 
write effective texts without needing to spell everything out or to disambiguate everything 
entirely. It is exemplified by the ability to use compact structures to package information in 
the discourse instead of using their longer, wordier equivalents. More specifically, in the 
current study I found that the relative lack of syntactic efficiency reveals itself in learners’ 
underuse of non-finite clauses, underuse of verbless clauses, underuse of non-restrictive 
nominal appositions, overuse of non-restrictive relative clauses, and underuse of ascriptive NP 
NCDUs. 

Non-finite clauses are not treated in all of the textbooks under discussion. AWHIS, 
EAW, and SW67 do not mention or treat the use of non-finite clauses. Looking at the level of 
difficulty of most items that are included, one may assume that it was deemed too advanced.  

Non-finite adverbial clauses are treated, more or less extensively, in EWE, WAE, 
WEGAL, AWGS, and ETRW. ETWR only mentions non-finite clauses in relation to dangling 
modifiers (2000: 209). WAE also warns against dangling modifiers, albeit without actually 
calling them that (2006: 252). EWE and WEGAL also warn against some types of dangling 
modifiers, but differentiate between unintentionally hilarious or confusing instances and those 
that are perfectly acceptable in academic prose, such as when the understood subject of the 
non-finite clause is the writer, as in (247).  
 
(247) <NS_ling_01.31.1><s><B06_indeterm_ini_ing>Using a method similar to that employed by 

Trudgill (1974)</B06_indeterm_ini_ing>, each speaker's index is calculated by finding the 
average score and multiplying by 100.</s> 
 
All textbooks under discussion that mention non-finite clauses warn learners about 

dangling modifiers, with the exception of AWGS. AWGS only mentions non-finite –ing 
clauses of result as an alternative to using linking adverbials such as therefore and as a result 
in the context of problem–solution texts (2004: 102-103). One of the examples given is as 
follows: 

 
A current is sent through the material. As a result, the electrons are polarized.  
A current is sent through the material, polarizing the electrons. 
 
WAE features a whole chapter on ‘Participial Phrases’, chapter 15, which introduces 

both –ing and –ed participles. Both are treated as reduced forms of relative clauses and 
adverbial clauses (the latter only being mentioned once and not supported by any examples. 
Ultimately, using ‘participle phrases’ is reduced to a question of style. The following advice is 

                                                
67 Only on page 53 is a post-modifying non-finite –ed clause shown as a possibility to reduce restrictive relative 
clauses, as ‘[I]n academic writing, it is common to use reduced relative clauses’. It is, however, not identified as 
a non-finite clause and no mention is made of adverbial non-finite clauses. Curiously, the follow-up task, writing 
reduced relative clauses, involves rewriting a sentence containing a non-restrictive apposition (i.e. not a relative 
clause). Surprisingly, the suggested answer contains a restrictive relative clause! 
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given (2006: 257): ‘[i]f you write sentences with a lot of which’s, who’s and that’s, consider 
reducing some adjectives (sic) clauses to participial phrases; [if] you write short choppy 
sentences, consider combining them by using participial phrases; [v]ary your sentence 
openings by occasionally starting a sentence with a participial phrase’. A kind of paint-by-
numbers-approach is suggested (2006: 252): ‘You can reduce a subject pattern adjective 
clause as follows. 1. Delete the relative pronoun (who, which or that). 2. Change the verb to a 
participle. 3 Keep the same punctuation (commas or no commas). 4. Put the word not at the 
beginning of the participial phrase to make it negative. This is, of course, a rather simplistic, 
and indeed confusing, way of considering non-finite clauses. Also confusing is the treatment 
of clauses in WAE: on page 162 it is claimed that to protect the environment and after 
working all day are simply not clauses and these non-finite clauses are further ignored. 

Conversely, the most extensive discussion of non-finite clauses is provided by EWE 
and WEGAL. Both are very similar, with the WEGAL section clearly being the updated 
version of the treatment in EWE. Non-finite clauses are infrequent in both Dutch and German 
and frequent in formal English writing, which makes it ‘an important clause type to master’, 
according to the authors. They name compactness as the main advantage of non-finite clauses 
(2006: 152) All three basic types of non-finite adverbial clauses, i.e. –ing clauses, –ed clauses 
and to–infinitive are discussed and many examples provided. Although it is not clear whether 
these examples are invented or authentic, they provide a clear overview of the possibilities of 
these types of constructions. It is also not clear if corpus data was used to determine the 
frequency68 with which certain constructions occur. For example, it is mentioned that 
participle clauses that are introduced by a subordinator ‘tend to occur before, and not after, the 
host clause’. The data from the current study seems to suggest that this might not be as clear-
cut. Taking non-finite clauses introduced by a subordinator of time (e.g. when, before, after, 
while, since), the data from VUNSPRAC_ling supports the claim made by Hannay & Mackenzie 
(2002) and Siepmann et al. (2006), with 20 clauses preceding the host clause and only 5 
following it, but the data from VUNSPRAC_lit seems to contradict the same claim, with only 3 
non-finite time clauses preceding the host clause and 11 following it. Nevertheless, both EWE 
and WEGAL provide the most comprehensive treatment of non-finite clauses, emphasizing 
not only the stylistic aspects of compactness, but also the discourse opportunities that the use 
of non-finite clauses offers. 

Of all the textbooks under discussion EWE and WEGAL are also the only ones to 
discuss, albeit briefly, verbless clauses. It is true, and the current data has confirmed this, that 
verbless clauses are a relatively rare phenomenon, but the current data has also shown that 
they are underused by the learners. EWE cites the  near non-existence of the construction in 
Dutch and WEGAL the actual non-existence in German as reasons for bringing this type of 
lexico-grammatical discourse device to the learners’ attention. WEGAL provides examples of 
all four subtypes of verbless clauses, as they were identified in section 3.4.3.5 on page 80 of 
the current study. EWE gives examples of three subtypes. Both EWE and WEGAL mention 
that both non-finite and verbless clauses expand the learner’s grammatical repertoire in a 
useful way, as they are concise and are a source of stylistic variation. The current study 
suggests that learners will have to be made even more aware of the functions and possibilities 
of these types of clauses to ensure a frequency of usage that more closely resembles that of 
expert writers.  

Non-restrictive appositions are only mentioned as such in EWE and WEGAL. EWE 
mentions it in passing in a section on insertions, when the use of commas is discussed in the 
chapter on punctuation (p182). In WEGAL non-restrictive appositions are mentioned in 
relation to paratactic clause combining, as they are seen as ‘an important means of linking 
                                                
68 It is worth mentioning that the authors are tentative when it comes to mentioning frequencies. Of verbless 
clauses they only mention that they occur occasionally (my emphasis).  
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supportive information to the communicative core in a compact fashion’ (p.145; my 
emphasis). Furthermore, a separate, albeit short, section provides examples of the different 
functions of appositions, namely ‘naming’, ‘reformulating’, ‘characterizing’, and 
‘exemplifying’.  

SW does not include appositions, save for one example. In a section on the language 
of definition there is one example of an apposition, but it is not identified as such. In one task 
(p. 53), which is aimed at practising writing reduced relative clauses, the learner is asked to 
reduce the following definition without losing clarity:  

 
Hair, a dense growth of fibrous substances on certain parts of the body, helps to prevent heat 
loss. 

 
Confusingly, the answer found in the key at the back of the book (p. 171) is: 

 
Hair is a dense growth of fibrous substances on certain parts of the body that helps to prevent 
heat loss. 
 
 

Granted, this version is an improvement on the former, but it is not a reduced form, as the task 
requires, and in the context of practising using reduced relative clauses it seems rather 
confusing.  

It is surprising to find so few textbooks dealing with appositions and those that do so 
to do it so briefly. The current study, as well as others (e.g. Biber et al. 1999: 639) has shown 
that nominal appositions are common in academic writing, both in terms of absolute 
frequency and proportionally. The current study has also shown that appositions are 
underused by advanced learners and their positional distribution also differs from the native 
speaker model (see Table 69 on page 138). It seems that their mere high frequency in 
academic texts does not guarantee that learners will notice their use sufficiently to imitate it 
perfectly. A focus on this form might therefore be useful in textbooks on academic writing.  

Non-restrictive relative clauses are discussed in SW, EWE, WAE, and WEGAL. All 
focus on the distinction between restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses in terms of 
meaning and punctuation. WAE promotes the use of relative clauses as a means to improve 
one’s writing style, as using ‘subordination, rather than coordination … is the mark of a 
mature writing style’. WEGAL emphasises that ‘non-restrictive relative clauses provide a 
very flexible means of clause combining’ that is not available in the same way in German. A 
similar argument is made in EWE in relation to Dutch. It is suggested that this may be one of 
the reasons that non-restrictive relative clauses are relatively underused by Dutch learners (pp. 
93, 102). However, the current study shows that they are, in fact, overused by Dutch learners. 
Also, none of the textbooks take account of the fact that in academic prose restrictive relative 
clauses are much more common than non-restrictive relative clauses (Biber et al. 1999: 603) 
and that full non-restrictive relative clauses rare in comparison with prepositional 
postmodifiers (Biber et al. 637). The emphasis on clause combining by means of using non-
restrictive relative clauses seems to draw away attention from more compact means, such as 
the use of appositions and NCDUs. 

Indeed, as far as I can tell, only one of the academic writing textbooks under 
discussion mentions ascriptive NP NCDUs (not by that name, of course). NCDUs that consist of 
an ascriptive noun phrase with an anchor which is not another NP (cf. Huddleston et al. 2002: 
1358) are a compact means of summarizing, interpreting, or reformulating the preceding 
discourse, two examples of which can be found below: 
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(248) <NS_lit_06.7.10><s>We can gain precision and facilitate narration by separating element x 
into objects and actions, <NCDU_fin>the linguistic equivalent of distinguishing nouns 
from verbs</NCDU_fin>.</s> 

(249) <NS_ling_03.6.5><s><C11_ela_ini1>For example</C11_ela_ini1>, over time his participants' use 
of direct requests decreased, <B08_concession_fin>whereas conventionally indirect requests 
increased, <NCDU_fin>a pattern also found in L1 pragmatic 
development</NCDU_fin></B08_concession_fin>.</s> 

 
This type of NCDU is underused by the learners and it constitutes a means to increase the 
informational density of sentences. It seems relevant therefore to raise learners’ awareness in 
academic writing textbooks as to the existence and function of this discourse device. WEGAL 
does provide a few examples in the context of elaboration techniques (p. 177), calling it ‘a 
kind of “retrospective label”, and referencing Francis (1994), who coined the term. There is a 
slight problem with that, however, as Francis’ definition does not seem to include NCDUs and 
very clearly states that ‘it is not a repetition or synonym of any preceding element’ (Francis 
1994: 85), whereas one of the examples WEGAL uses does exactly that: 

 
Another interesting fact was the debate on the Berlin problem, a debate which 
allowed people to realise how difficult things were. (p178). 
 

Nevertheless, WEGAL is the only textbook to mention this discourse device. 

6.3.2 Dimension 2: Authorial confidence and involvement 
The dimension of authorial confidence pertains to the ability and confidence to assert oneself 
as the writer of the text and expert in the field, to such a degree that one ‘dares’ to show 
involvement in the text by interacting with the reader, adding detail and otherwise interrupting 
the flow of discourse using particular discourse devices. More specifically, the current study 
found a number of instances of underuse that leave room for improvement in this area, 
namely underuse of medial and final position, underuse and less complex use of 
parentheticals, underuse of as-clauses and reporting clauses, and underuse of 
elaborative/appositive devices, such as non-restrictive appositions, ascriptive NP NCDUs and 
linking adverbials of elaboration. 

Most textbooks do not discuss position and its discourse potential. If they do then 
mere mention is made of the possibility of placing clauses or phrases in initial, medial, or 
final position, without commenting on the effect the use of these different positions has. 
WAE, for instance, simply tells the learner that linking adverbials can ‘appear at the 
beginning, in the middle, or at the end of one independent clause and are usually separated by 
commas’ (p. 26). With regard to adverbial clauses WAE offers the following advice:  

 
Place an adverb clause either before or after an independent clause. If an 
adverb clause comes before a dependent clause, put a comma after it. If it 
comes after an independent clause, do not use a comma. (Exception: Always 
use a comma with while and whereas. Also, many writers use a comma with 
although, though, and even though.) (p227) 

 
This advice does not seem to correspond with the data found in VUNSPRAC: in VUNSPRAC_ling 
78 out of 125 finite adverbial clauses in final position are preceded by a comma (54%) and in 
VUNSPRAC_lit 134 out of 223 finite adverbial clauses in final position are preceded by a 
comma (62%). In other words, placing a comma before an adverbial clause that follows the 
main clause, as in (250) is rather more common than the authors suggest.  
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(250) <NS_ling_04.4.3><s>These were all corpora that were available to us 

<B08_time_fin><sub_time>when</sub_time> this work began in the early 
1990s</B08_time_fin>.</s> 

 
However, the current data also shows, for example, that the learners place a comma before 
final because clauses much more often than the NS writers do.69 If anything, this shows that 
the use of commas between main clauses and finite adverbial clauses in final position is not as 
straightforward as the advice suggests. Finally, no advice is given on when to place the 
dependent clause in which position and why. Indeed, it is suggested earlier (p. 222) that there 
is no difference and that initial and final position are interchangeable. 

The only two textbooks under analysis that discuss the different functions of different 
syntactic positions are EWE and WEGAL. In EWE one of the sections of the chapter on 
clause combining is devoted to position. Regarding the use of different positions of dependent 
clauses the following is said:  

 
[T]he grammatical dependency that is achieved through clause combining can 
interact with another linguistic feature, namely position, to create even greater 
subtlety of expression. (p. 99) 

 
The section then explores the ideas that initial position is mainly used for orientation, medial 
position for explanation, and final position for elaboration. WEGAL takes a similar approach, 
distinguishing a framing function for initial position, a specifying and commenting function 
for an element that interrupts the host clause at different points (corresponding to the current 
study’s second and medial positions, as illustrated in Table 96 on page 153) and elaborating 
function for final position (p. 146). WEGAL furthermore distinguishes three ‘sentence 
shapes’, “framed, ‘interrupted, and ‘elaborated,” (p.147) based on where the combining 
element is placed relative to the host clause. The authors concede that many sentences will be 
a mixture of theses types, but provide examples of ‘powerfully framed’ and ‘powerfully 
elaborated’ sentences to make their point. Unfortunately, these, and the example they give of 
an interrupted sentence, are all from literary –not academic– texts. The only academic 
example is that of a sentence which is an example of a mixed pattern, combining framing and 
elaboration. However, framing, interrupting, and elaborating each receive extensive separate 
sections later on (pp. 162-167, 168-175, 175-180, respectively), which contain both examples 
from academic texts and clear explanations of their discourse functions. 

Both EWE and WEGAL mention the use of parentheticals in the context of 
punctuation. However, neither of them discusses the use of full main clauses between brackets 
or dashes, which is how parentheticals were defined and annotated, and found to be 
underused, in this study. None of the other textbooks discuss the use of parenthetical clauses 
either. 

Reporting clauses and the closely related as–clauses (see section 5.2.2) are discussed 
in ETRW, SW, EWE, WEGAL, and AWGS, albeit in varying degrees of depth and accuracy. 
ETRW provides a table of high frequency reporting verbs, based on recent research, sorted by 
academic discipline (p. 131) and a ‘language focus’ section on reporting verbs and tense (p. 
157). SW and EWE also provide lists of reporting verbs and offer some brief 
recommendations as regards the appropriate tense of these reporting verbs. However, in both 
cases it is not clear how these lists were compiled, i.e. what the criteria for inclusion were or 
                                                
69 In VULCAN_1 62% of all final because clauses is preceded by a comma and in VULCAN_3 it is 41%, compared 
to 20% in VUNSPRAC_ling and 29% in VUNSPRAC_lit. 
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how the supposed relevance or high frequency was established. WEGAL provides ‘a list of 
the most common reporting verbs,’ (p. 298) but it is unclear what the source of that claim is. 
Moreover, by presenting an alphabetically sorted list, as opposed to a list determined by 
descending relative frequency, some of the frequency information is lost to the learner. 
WEGAL is the only textbook under discussion that gives prominence to the idea that ‘the 
choice of verb will depend on the stance you are adopting’ (p.298), providing the learner with 
separate lists and advice on which verbs to use when one wants to endorse or disagree with a 
quotation (p. 37). WEGAL also offers ‘citation patterns that occur with particular frequency’, 
which have been reprinted here (from p. 299): 

 
1. Landau (2001: 208) says/notes/suggests/argues/points out/… that NP + V 
2. As Landau (2001: 208) notes/suggests/observes/remarks/ …, NP + V 
3. For/according to Landau (2001: 208), NP + V 
4. In Landau’s view/understanding/analysis, NP + V 

 
Patterns 1 and 2 are the two patterns underused by the learners in the current study, whereas 
pattern 3 is overused (Pattern 4 was not annotated for). The different patterns for as–clauses 
that refer text-internally, e.g. as argued above, are treated separately (p. 300). As–clauses that 
refer to text-external sources (pattern 2, above) are also briefly mentioned in EWE (p. 265) 
with the observation that it is a particularly useful means of introducing a quote, if one wants 
to show agreement with the quote. Conversely, it is not possible to use it while disagreeing 
with the source. Finally, AWGS does not provide a list of reporting verbs, but does devote a 
‘language focus’ section to ‘linking as–clauses’ (pp. 122-123), i.e. as–clauses that refer text-
internally, stating that it is a more common structure for introducing informative statements 
than using a locative subject (i.e. As can be seen in Figure 3, … is more common than Figure 
3 illustrates …). It also points out that as a rule these clauses do not have a subject. 

The last category of underuse in dimension 2 includes appositive devices such as non-
restrictive nominal appositions, ascriptive NP NCDUs, and linking adverbials of elaboration. 
The treatment of the first two was done in the context of dimension 1, in which they also play 
an important role. The latter will be discussed here. Linking adverbials of elaboration, or 
appositional linking adverbials (Biber et al. 1999: 881), are used to connect the next clause to 
the previous in order to elaborate on, exemplify, or specify the more general statement that 
preceded it. Examples of linking adverbials of elaboration include in other words, for 
example, that is, namely, and more precisely. 

With the exception of SW and ETRW all textbooks under discussion present linking 
adverbials in one way or another. However, most do not devote much space to linking 
adverbials of elaboration. AWHIS only mentions for instance without any explanation 
(p.138). SW presents a table of ‘useful connectives for the Discussion section’ (p.115), which 
includes many linking adverbials of addition (e.g. firstly, furthermore, finally), one of 
contrast, (however), result (thus), and summation (to conclude), but surprisingly does not 
include a single linking adverbial of elaboration. EWE offers an annotated alphabetical list, 
which includes many linking adverbials, but only for example/for instance are mentioned 
(only to explain that there is no difference in meaning or stylistic effect). WAE presents a 
table with ‘transition signals’ (p. 27) and ‘conjunctive adverbs’ (p. 169), both also include for 
example and for instance ‘to introduce an example’. The table with ‘transition signals’ also 
includes in fact, indeed, and that is ‘to introduce a restatement or explanation’. None of these 
are explained or exemplified. AWGS has a ‘language focus’ section on linking words and 
phrases (p. 27). It includes a table that shows a few subordinators, sentence connectors and 
phrase linkers according to their semantic category. Under ‘clarification’ one finds in other 
words and that is (i.e.). No explanation is offered as to their use. The table is followed by an 
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explanation of how to punctuate linking words (pp. 28-29) and an exercise in which the 
learner must ‘supply linking words or phrases to enhance the flow’ of the gapped text (p. 31). 
WEGAL has a table showing the lexical realization of ‘exemplificatory moves,’ which 
includes all kinds of patterns, not just adverbial connectors (pp. 322-327). Linking adverbials 
of elaboration, in other words, put another way, that is, are briefly mentioned in the context of 
reporting, summarizing and paraphrasing (p.300), together with apposition markers. It is 
surprising that textbooks on academic writing should devote so little attention to a type of 
connective that is ‘by far the most common in academic prose,’70 according to Biber (1999: 
881). 

6.3.3 Dimension 3: Sophistication 
Sophistication, the third dimension, consists of two different components: cognitive 
sophistication and sophistication with regard to text-type and subject matter. These two are 
closely linked, as certain text-types offer fewer opportunities to use certain ‘sophisticated’ 
discourse features, but not all underuse and overuse that falls within this dimension can be 
solely attributed to text-type. Writers at the sophisticated end of this dimension use a greater 
array of semantic relations than learners who are at the ‘simple’ end of the same dimension 
and therefore achieve a greater degree of semantic precision. The last chapter identified a 
number of linguistic realizations of this dimension, namely the underuse of adverbial clauses 
of concession and comparison and the overuse of adverbial clauses of time, condition, and 
purpose; an overuse of different devices that denote a causal meaning relation; an overuse of 
vague nouns within the category of retrospective labels; an underuse of reporting clauses (see 
also dimension 2); and an overuse of linking adverbials of addition. Overall, learners also use 
fewer complex sentences than the native speaker writers. 

AWHIS, SW, EAW, AWGS and ETRW do not discuss clause combining or adverbial 
clauses, so of course no mention is made of the semantic categories that are underused or 
overused by the learners within dimension 3. EWE, WAE and WEGAL do discuss clause 
combining. WAE devotes an entire chapter (pp. 210-229) to adverb clauses, providing the 
reader with examples of each of the semantic categories and an overview of subordinators 
used (p.228). However, there is no mention made of potential difficulties with regard to 
underuse or overuse of certain semantic categories; the advice given is limited to the formal 
aspects of the adverb clauses. Moreover, in the section on contrast and concession clauses (pp. 
222-223) it is noted that ‘while and whereas have the same meaning and are interchangeable,’ 
which ignores the fact that while is much more frequently used as a subordinator of contrast 
than whereas and later it is stated that ‘[a]lthough, even though and though have almost the 
same meaning’, though being less formal and even though a little stronger than although, 
which simplifies matters beyond accuracy. EWE and WEGAL have a chapter on clause 
combining, in which one subsection deals with adverbial clauses. The treatment is virtually 
identical: first a number of examples of adverbial clauses are presented, after which there 
follows a list of semantic categories and the most common71 subordinators within those 
categories. 

None of the textbooks devote any special attention to any specific semantic category 
of adverbial clauses. Interestingly, EAW, which does not discuss clause combining in general 
or adverbial clauses specifically, has a ‘language focus’ section and exercises on ‘Using 
Because of and Because’ (pp. 114-116). It gives the following advice, ‘use because or 
because of to give a reason. Because of is followed by a noun phrase …Because is followed 
                                                
70 Compared to the other three ‘registers’ described in Biber et al. (1999), conversation, fiction, and newspaper 
language. 
71 Although it is not clear how this assessment was made, it does correspond to the corpus data in the current 
study. 
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by a complete sentence (sic) with its own subject and verb’. Furthermore, the reader is told 
that both can appear either before or after a statement. After this there is a gap exercise in 
which the learner has to fill in either because of in the gaps, or because. Essentially, it tests 
whether the learner can tell a noun phrase from a clause. But what is more unfortunate is that 
a textbook on academic writing that essentially does not discuss adverbial clauses only 
highlights the because clause, the semantic category of adverbial clauses that is not just 
overused by Dutch advanced learners, but also by advanced learners with a different 
European L1 background (Gilquin et al. 2007b) and ESL learners with non-European L1 
backgrounds (Hinkel 2002: 138). Moreover, no mention is made of any of the other possible 
subordinators for cause meaning relations (since, as, for), which is unfortunate as it was 
shown in section 4.3.2 that because as a subordinator is overused within that semantic 
category. 

Retrospective labels, as defined by Francis (1994), are not mentioned in any of the 
textbooks, with the exception of AWGS. In a ‘language focus’ section regarding ‘this + 
Summary Word’ it is presented as a means of maintaining ‘flow’, by joining ideas together. 
Two examples are presented, one including this understanding and one this situation, with the 
explanation that these phrases summarize the previous discourse and ‘pick up where the 
previous sentence has left off’. Finally, the learner is advised to err on the side of caution with 
regard to using “unsupported” this (i.e. without a summarizing noun) and always use a noun. 
No distinction is made between vague nouns and specific ones, however. 

The treatment of reporting clause and linking adverbials has been discussed in the 
context of dimension 2 above. All textbooks that discuss linking adverbials also discuss 
linking adverbials of addition (e.g. first(ly), finally, furthermore, also). In fact, most textbooks 
give these linking adverbials some (unintentional) prominence, as they are usually presented 
first. In WEGAL the topic is introduced by stating that of the many ways of composing a text 
enumerating a number of objects, ideas, or topics is probably the easiest. This seems to be 
true, as the learners overuse these types of linking adverbials. It might be beneficial to 
learners for the textbooks to give more prominence to other semantic categories of linking 
adverbials than addition, as the learners seem to have mastered them to the point of overuse, 
whereas they underuse others. Of course, much is also due to the text-type that the learners 
are required to learn and produce, with the academic essay being a text-type that calls for a 
systematic sequencing of ideas, for which linking adverbials of addition are suitable. 

In relation to text-type, there is a clear distinction to be made with regard to the 
objectives of the textbooks under discussion. EAW’s ambitions do not extend beyond the 
paragraph. AW, EWE and WAE aim to teach the learner how to write an academic essay and 
WEGAL aims to prepare students for writing a term paper either in the form of an essay or a 
mini article (p. 34). SW and AWGS are mainly concerned with the skills needed for writing a 
research paper, while ETRW features different academic genres, ranging from conference 
abstracts and conference posters to dissertations. It is clear that the focus on ‘sophisticated’ 
language skills of these different textbooks will vary. Nevertheless, all were included in the 
analysis above.  

6.3.4 Dimension 4: Degree of formality 
The trajectory along the line of Dimension 4, degree of formality, from low to high is from 
informal/speech-like to appropriate in a formal written academic context. The ability to 
structure and manage discourse in terms of style and register is listed in the CEFR as one of 
the components of discourse competence (Council of Europe 2001: 123 and section 2.3 
above) and it was also included in the definition of discourse competence on page 50. 
Examples of lexico-grammatical manifestations of this dimension include the overuse of wh–
clefts (a feature of spoken discourse); the overuse of the informal appositional marker like and 
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the underuse of formal appositional markers e.g. and i.e., overuse of sentence initial and (SIA) 
and sentence initial but (SIB), and the overuse of the subordinator even though. Also, the use 
of the subordinator while as mainly a subordinator of time rather than concession is typical 
feature of spoken English (Biber et al. 1999: 849). Anyone teaching EAP knows that 
developing a sense of awareness for formal written language is often the first hurdle to take. 
Unsurprisingly, all textbooks, with the exception of EAW, pay attention to the formal 
character of academic writing.  

AWHIS has a section titled Style (p. 105), which discusses some of the characteristics 
of formal written academic English. It says that ‘[a]cademic writing attempts to be precise, 
semi-formal, impersonal and objective … it differs from normal (sic) speech and writing, 
which is more personal and uses more lively idioms and phrases’. It also admits that it is 
difficult to generalize about what is appropriate in all subject areas and advises learners to 
note what is acceptable when reading books and articles in their area. What follows is a list of 
twelve dos and don’ts, some of which deal with points of accuracy or the advice to use 
tentative language in conclusions and avoiding using question forms. Only those guidelines 
that are relevant to the findings of the current study will be discussed in more detail here. 
There are a number of guidelines that deal with informal language that is inappropriate in a 
formal written academic context. In guideline a) learners are advised not to use idiomatic or 
colloquial vocabulary (dad, guy), but to use Standard English (father, man). Guideline f) 
offers more vocabulary for learners to avoid, most notably like (use such as or for instance) 
and lots of (use a significant/considerable number72). The apposition marker like is greatly 
overused in VULCAN_1 and the use of lots of also seems to be limited to the learners. A lot of 
is even more clearly overused (see note 60 on page 191), but curiously, a lot of is not 
mentioned in the guidelines. The last guideline advises avoiding two-word verbs such as go 
on and bring up if there is a suitable one-word synonym, such as continue and raise. It also 
cross-references to a section that includes an alphabetical list of formal verbs. 

SW offers learners a number of exercises to help them distinguish between academic 
and personal styles of writing in terms of readership (academics vs family and friends), 
content (serious thought vs conversational), style (complex sentences showing considerable 
variety in construction vs mostly simple and compound sentences joined by conjunctions such 
as and and but), organisation (clear and well-planned vs less likely to be clear and 
organised), grammar (likely to be error-free vs may not use complete sentences73), and 
vocabulary (technical and academic language used accurately vs use of short forms, idioms 
and slang). What is named style (constructing complex sentences) and in the current study is 
part of Dimension 3 is not developed in SW, as was made clear above when sophistication 
was discussed. Academic vocabulary and how it relates to informal vocabulary is mentioned, 
but not exemplified. 

EWE devotes an entire chapter (pp. 33-42) to the differences between the spoken and 
written modes, dealing with depersonalization (avoidance of first and second-person 
pronouns), the appropriateness of limiting the use of questions, orders and exclamations, the 
need for sentences to be grammatically complete and ordered in such a way as to overcome 
the absence of intonational patterns. Also interesting in the context of Dimension 4 is the 
short section that discusses starting sentences with and (p. 211). Sentence initial and (SIA) is 
overused in VULCAN_1 and underused in VULCAN_3. EWE states that the prescription that one 
should not start a sentence with and, which exists in both Dutch and English, ‘clearly 
overshoots the mark in both languages,’ arguing that the apparent clash between the linking 
function of and and the separating function of a full stop offers the writer the possibility of 
adding a potentially very subtle effect. The section ends, however, with the advice to use SIA 
                                                
72The use of significant might also be problematic. 
73 Suggesting that using incomplete sentences is erroneous seems odd. 
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sparingly, as it draws attention to itself and is ‘most appropriate in a highly persuasive 
discourse environment’. Finally, EWE also discusses the discourse function of Wh–clefts (pp. 
141-144), which are overused, but does not mention the fact that Wh–clefts are more typically 
a feature of spoken English rather than written academic English (Collins 1991: 178-179; 
Biber et al.: 961).  

WAE does not examine the differences between spoken and written language or 
between informal and formal written language. The only exception is the following note (p. 
215): ‘In informal spoken English, people often use like in place of as if and as though. Like is 
not correct in formal written English, so use only as if and as though in your writing’. The 
example included is It looks as if it is going to rain (formal) – It looks like it is going to rain 
(informal). Apart from the fact that it is rather difficult to imagine a formal written context in 
which either of these sentences would be found, it is rather odd to use the term incorrect in 
this context, instead of inappropriate, if that is what it is. Also noteworthy is that the 
offending like is not mentioned in the context of the overuse that the current study found, 
namely as a marker of apposition. 

WEGAL devotes the last of its four modules to style. Producing a stylistically 
acceptable text depends, according to WEGAL, ‘on general discourse competence, 
observance of shifting linguistic trends and the use of various devices for achieving reader 
appeal’. One section deals specifically with the differences between academic and non-
academic style (pp. 393-402), discussing nominal features (i.e. nominalization), verbal 
features (passives and certain impersonal constructions), and lexical features (technical and 
highly formal vocabulary). The vocabulary of academic texts is characterized as being 
technical and highly formal. Whereas most textbooks take informal spoken discourse as their 
starting point, WEGAL rather atypically takes the opposite approach by presenting examples 
of texts which contain ‘words and expressions which would sound inappropriate in 
spontaneous informal conversation’ (p. 394). The section continues by warning against taking 
recommendations with regard to replacing phrasal verbs by their one-word formal equivalents 
(cf. the advice given by AWHIS, above) too literally. Although phrasal verbs are generally 
less formal than their one-word synonyms they are increasingly common in written English 
and used by professional academic writers. In a later section on personal style (403-407) this 
mixing of formal and informal elements is further explored. We shall see below that ETRW 
also pays attention to research suggesting a shift in this area. Finally, like EWE, WEGAL also 
discusses the discourse function of Wh–clefts (pp. 117-120), which are overused by the 
learners, but does not mention the fact that Wh–clefts are more typically a feature of spoken 
English than written academic English. The potential problem is that overusing this ‘informal’ 
information-packaging device might render a writer’s style more informal and less 
‘academic’. 

Although AWGS is very tentative in issuing advice on formal academic writing, as 
‘there are increasing challenges in describing academic writing style,’ (p18) it identifies as 
one of its distinctive features ‘choosing the more formal alternative when selecting a verb, a 
noun, or other part of speech’. Non-vocabulary-related recommendations include avoiding 
contractions, avoiding using second-person personal pronouns, and limiting the use of 
expressions such as and so forth and etc. None of the issues mentioned, however, could be 
directly related to the underuse and overuse that characterizes Dimension 4. 

ETRW takes a wholly different approach. Mentioning the typical features of a formal 
academic style very briefly –the avoidance of first and second person pronouns, contractions 
and colloquial expressions, and a preference for passive construction and vocabulary of Latin, 
Greek or French origin– it goes on to discuss informal elements in academic writing. Quoting 
Chang and Swales (1999), it highlights some of the informal features that –in spite of style 
guide prescriptions– seem to be slowly finding their way into academic writing, some 
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disciplines being more conservative than others. Learners are encouraged to look for these 
informal elements, more specifically imperatives, first person pronouns, SIA, SIB, direct 
questions and verb contractions in order to raise their rhetorical consciousness as regards their 
field. The study quoted, Chang and Swales (1999), and its result with regard to SIA and SIB, 
was discussed in section 5.3.3 and need not be here, but it is interesting, as well as rare, to 
introduce learners to new insights from applied linguistics research and to challenge them to 
investigate further as an awareness raising exercise. 

6.3.5  Discussion and conclusions 
It is a well-known fact that in any academic discipline research findings are slow to percolate 
down to pedagogical material. For this reason only textbooks published in the last decade 
were analysed, the rationale being that they will have had ample time to incorporate findings 
from corpus research. 

The eight textbooks that were included after the selection process have much to offer 
both learners who make their first forays into the world of academic writing as well as 
learners with some writing experience. While some of the textbooks focus on the writing 
process, others focus more on linguistic skills, still others on text organization. Which 
textbook is most suitable depends on the needs of the learners and the choices an instructor 
makes with regard to the writing curriculum. The textbooks were presented briefly, not with 
the intention of providing a review or evaluation, but to give an accurate description, before 
moving to the analysis of the lexico-grammatical feature types they treat. This chapter did not 
set out to be critical of existing academic writing textbooks, but rather simply to chart the 
extent to which the various linguistic devices associated with the four dimensions of discourse 
competence development were given specific treatment.  

Most textbooks do not discuss most of the lexico-grammatical realizations of 
Dimension 1, concision. Lexico-grammatical devices that might enhance the learners’ 
syntactic efficiency, such as verbless clauses, appositions and NCDUs are ignored by most 
textbooks. Non-finite clauses are mostly only discussed to warn learners against what Granger 
(1997: 188) has called ‘the spectre of the dangling participle’. 

Most textbooks under discussion also fail to explore the discourse potential of varying 
the position of lexico-syntactic features in the sentence. With regard to Dimension 2 it means 
that learners are not presented with the options for interrupting, specifying or elaborating the 
discourse by strategically placing subordinate structures in medial or final position, thereby 
asserting their authority and involvement. This is unfortunate, as middle and final position are 
underused by learners. Full parenthetical clauses, the underuse of which signals room for 
improvement within Dimension 2, are not discussed by any of the textbooks. Conversely, 
reporting clauses and the closely related as–clauses (see section 5.2.2) are discussed in most 
textbooks, albeit in varying degrees of depth and accuracy. Finally, within Dimension2, 
linking adverbials of elaboration are not treated extensively, despite the fact that linking 
adverbials are presented in most textbooks, albeit without much explanation or context. 

Dimension 3, sophistication, was investigated next. The majority of textbooks did not 
discuss clause combining, let alone the different semantic categories that are underused or 
overused by the learners. Those that do, do not seem to introduce any specific ordering with 
regard to frequency of occurrence in actual academic writing. Only one textbook discussed 
retrospective labels, of which the vague head nouns are overused by the learners, but makes 
no distinction with regard to head nouns. The overuse of linking adverbials of addition seems 
to be reinforced by the fact that not only have all textbooks lists of linking adverbials, usually 
without context or ordering according to frequency, but linking adverbials of addition are 
usually presented first, thereby receiving some unintentional prominence. 
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Dimension 4, degree of formality, is the only one that is identifiable as such in existing 
academic writing textbooks. As all the textbooks devote some attention to the characteristics 
of formal academic writing, all textbooks were discussed in the order in which they were 
presented and discussed at the start of the chapter. All of the textbooks note the formality of 
written academic English and provide examples to illustrate this. Two, not coincidentally the 
two most recently published, also explore the linguistic trend of informal elements sneaking 
into serious formal academic writing. 

It was clear from the outset that it was not possible to identify the four dimensions of 
discourse competence in the academic textbook under analysis, as these dimensions are a 
construct of the current study. However, it is clear from the analysis that with the exception of 
emphasizing the formal character of academic writing none of the textbooks under discussion 
cover all subjects relevant to the linguistic manifestations of the four dimensions that were 
identified in the last chapter. It is also clear that most textbooks might benefit from 
incorporating recent findings from applied linguistics research regarding, for example, 
frequency in order to paint a more realistic picture of academic writing, based on real 
language data. Studies such as Biber et al. (1999) can provide this type of corpus data in 
abundance. Learner corpus research, such as the current study, can be helpful in identifying 
which advanced language skills are problematic for most learners and which are specific to 
learners from a certain L1 background. 

It is surprising to find how little space is allotted in most textbooks to fundamental 
advanced language skills such as clause combining and the relevance of choosing the right 
position for the subordinate clause when doing so. Non-finite clauses are almost exclusively 
mentioned in relation to dangling modifiers and other compact structures such as non-
restrictive nominal appositions, verbless clauses and NCDUs are virtually absent. The only type 
of subordinate clause that is described in all of the textbooks that focus on improving the 
learners linguistic competence is the non-restrictive relative clause, but this is mostly done to 
explain how they are different from restrictive relative clauses and how the distinction 
between the two can be realized by using the right relativizer and punctuation.  

It is necessary that advanced learners be made aware not just of the formal aspects of 
lexico-grammatical features, but also of their relative frequency and their discourse functions. 
In these areas there is much to be gained from incorporating available findings from corpus 
research of NS academic writing, as well as learner corpora. The teaching experience and, in 
most cases native-speaker, intuitions of textbook writers are indispensable, but ideally they 
should be supplemented by corpus research findings.  

Slowly but surely, more textbooks are using corpora. They are mainly used to provide 
learners with authentic examples. The next step is to combine corpus findings from corpora of 
NS academic writing and learner corpora to cater more effectively for the needs of advanced 
learners. Large NS corpora are already readily available; learner corpora are much rarer. Still 
rarer are studies based on learner corpora. As they become more available, they will be able to 
inform textbooks on academic writing in an unprecedented way.  

6.4 Summary 
This chapter has taken the four dimensions of discourse competence that were postulated at 
the end of the previous chapter and used them as a starting point for a brief analysis of eight 
academic writing textbooks. The aim was not to impose this model on existing pedagogical 
material, but rather to explore which linguistic realizations of these dimensions are treated in 
recently published academic writing textbooks and how this is done. 

Not all four dimensions receive the same amount of attention. Dimension 4, which 
deals with the formal character of academic writing, is treated by all textbooks. However, 
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aspects of the other three dimensions, such as clause combining, non-finite clauses, and 
semantic categories of adverbial clauses, are treated much less consistently.  

It was concluded that most textbooks, although valuable in themselves, would benefit 
greatly from incorporating corpus research findings. It would improve the quality of the 
advice given, make learners aware of real language phenomena and ultimately help them even 
better on their way to becoming proficient writers. The four dimensions of discourse 
competence from this study provide the basis for a potential added value for organising 
pedagogic materials in academic writing textbooks. 
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Chapter 7 Conclusion 

7.1 Introduction 
This final chapter will first summarize and briefly discuss the main research findings of the 
current study in relation to the research aims as they were outlined in the Introduction (7.2). 
To encompass the whole width of the study, the section will first start with the study’s central 
research findings, the results of the corpus analysis (7.2.1). Next, these corpus research 
findings are related to the small-scale study of academic writing textbooks (7.2.2). The 
section ends by relating these findings to the CEFR, which was the starting point for the 
analysis of advanced learner writing (7.2.3). The chapter ends with formulating some 
methodological limitations of the current study and the interpretations based on it (7.3), as 
well as making suggestions for further research (7.4) and outlining some practical 
implications of the current research (7.5). 

7.2 Main Findings 
This study started with determining what the salient features of writing at the C1/C2 levels of 
the CEFR are. It was determined that what is asked of proficient learners is a well-developed 
discourse competence. Discourse competence was defined as ‘the knowledge of and the skill 
to use the lexico-syntactic means available in a language to produce a smoothly flowing, 
cohesive and coherent text in a given genre by logically structuring sentences and the use of 
appropriate cohesive devices’. It was further determined that in order to chart the discourse 
competence of the learners lexico-grammatical devices belonging to the following four 
categories be annotated in the learner corpus, attention getting /focusing devices, 
backgrounding /clause combining devices, cohesive devices, and stance.  

An important finding of this study is that the Dutch advanced learner writers, with 
regard to these categories, are in many respects very close to professional native speaker 
writers. For example, with regard to linking adverbials there is no significant difference 
between the learners and the NS writers in terms of relative frequency and positional features 
This sets them apart from many other L2 writers described in the literature who seem to 
overuse connectors in general and initial position specifically to the detriment of other 
possible positions in the sentence (cf. Granger 1996; Gilquin et al. 2007a). But also in other 
areas it was often necessary to do a thorough quantitative analysis, often paired with a 
qualitative analysis, before any differences between the learners and the professional writers 
came to light.  

7.2.1 Main corpus research findings 
The corpus analysis uncovered very different areas of overuse and underuse, some significant 
but quite subtle (e.g. overall learners underuse –ed clauses, but they overuse –ed clauses in 
initial position), others significant and very clear (e.g. the overuse of because clauses and 
other devices for indicating causal meaning relations). Chapter 4 presents all the quantitative 
findings of the corpus analysis and summarizes them in Table 101 on page 158. Some trends 
were identified with regard to semantic categories, position and syntactic complexity. Chapter 
5 subsequently provided a discussion of selected results, as well as a qualitative analysis of 
some of the findings. The outcome of that analysis provided a basis for a systematic grouping 
of instances of overuse and underuse in four dimensions. 

 One of the clearest outcomes of the quantitative analysis is that learners overuse a 
number of lexico-grammatical devices that express a causal relationship, namely adverbial 
clauses of reason and linking adverbials of result/inference, such as therefore and because of 
X. Additionally, lexical formulae with a similar function, such as this means that and NCDUs 
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(see 5.4.4 above) starting with because of are overused by the learners. Another clear overuse 
concerns indicators of sequence, such as linking adverbials of addition, adverbial clauses of 
time (both finite and non-finite) and the overuse of another as a determiner in retrospective 
labels.  

With regard to position, it is clear that in most cases learners have a preference for 
initial position when the choice presents itself where to put an additional constituent. This is 
exemplified by the clear overuse of non-restrictive relative clauses and non-restrictive 
nominal appositions in the theme zone and the relative overuse of initial position of non-finite 
clauses (meaning non-finite clauses are less underused in initial position than in medial or 
final position). Medial position is underused and this dispreference of interrupting the flow of 
discourse using additional, parenthetical comments is also reflected in the underuse of 
parenthetical clauses.  

There are also some important differences between the learners and expert writers with 
regard to sentence complexity. Sentences in VUNSPRAC tend to be both longer and more 
complex than those in VULCAN. Moving from VULCAN_1 to VULCAN_3 to VUNSPRAC_ling to 
VUNSPRAC_lit, the mean clause length for all the annotated clause types increases, and with it 
the mean sentence length. Conversely, the same route sees a increase in the number of simple 
clauses, i.e. clauses that contain none of the lexico-grammatical backgrounding/clause 
combining devices, such as adverbial clauses and appositions, and an increase of sentences 
that contain three or more of these backgrounding devices. This trend of VULCAN_1 < 
VULCAN_3 < VUNSPRAC_ling < VUNSPRAC_lit, or VULCAN_1 > VULCAN_3 > VUNSPRAC_ling 
>VUNSPRAC_lit is visible in many of the lexico-grammatical devices under investigation in 
terms of observed frequencies. This schematic also implies that there are differences between 
VUNSPRAC_ling and VUNSPRAC_lit. This is indeed the case. For example, VUNSPRAC_lit uses 
sentence initial and and sentence initial but more than twice as often as VUNSPRAC_ling. 
However, it was established that although it is important to note that VUNSPRAC_ling and 
VUNSPRAC_lit differ significantly in some respects (enough to always bear in mind that these 
are two different sub-genres of academic writing), these differences did not constitute a 
fundamental problem in the quantitative analysis of underuse or overuse by the learners. 

Chapter 5 postulated four dimensions which systematically grouped the instances of 
overuse and underuse in terms of discourse competence. They are  

 
1) concision: from an overuse of full forms, which spell out explicitly what the writer 

means, to a balance between full and compact forms, without losing clarity; 
2) authorial confidence and involvement: from generality to interactivity and specificity, 

by interrupting the discourse utilizing all possible positions in the clause; 
3) sophistication: from less to more sophisticated, both cognitively, i.e. writers at the 

sophisticated end of this dimension use a greater array of semantic relations –and 
therefore achieve a greater degree of semantic precision– than learners who are at the 
‘simple’ end of the same dimension, and textually, i.e. certain text-types offer more 
opportunities for using specific lexico-grammatical devices; 

4) degree of formality: from speech-like to appropriate in a formal written context.  
 

Dimension 1, concision, is typified by the overuse of finite adverbial clauses and the underuse 
of non-finite adverbial clauses as well as the overuse of non-restrictive relative clauses and 
underuse of non-restrictive nominal appositions and ascriptive NP NCDUs. Dimension 2, 
authorial confidence, is typified by the relative overuse of initial position of non-finite clauses 
and the underuse of medial position, parentheticals, reporting clauses, as clauses, elaboration, 
and ascriptive NP NCDUs. Dimension 3, sophistication, is typified by the underuse of 
concession (both finite adverbial clauses and linking adverbials), underuse of reporting 
clauses and a limited range of stance adverbials. The overuse associated with this dimension 
is apparent in the overuse of sequencing devices such as clauses of time and linking 
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adverbials of addition, the overuse of devices indicating cause or reason meaning relations, 
the overuse of focusing devices, the overuse of finite adverbial clauses of condition and 
purpose, and the overuse of vague nouns in retrospective labels. Dimension 4, degree of 
formality, finally, is typified by the underuse of apposition markers e.g. and i.e. and the 
overuse of the apposition marker like as well as the overuse of sentence initial and and but, 
(even) though, while as a subordinator of time (not concession), overuse of wh–clefts, 
indicators of causal meaning relations, and informal phrases such as a lot of and lots of.  

7.2.2 Relating research findings to writing material 
These four dimensions were subsequently used as a basis for the analysis of current 
pedagogical material for academic writing. Since some of these findings that identify the 
differences between advanced learner writing are so subtle that many teachers are not aware 
of them on a conscious level, it cannot be expected that learners simply pick these up from 
wide exposure to academic writing. In fact, it has been argued that learners will generally not 
pick up even more obvious characteristics of academic writing by mere exposure (Cobb 2003; 
Hinkel 2003, 2004). Explicit instruction is needed therefore. Many studies have confirmed the 
effectiveness of explicit instruction in SLA (Norris & Ortega 2000). This is where teaching 
material, more specifically the academic writing textbook, comes in.  

In general, writing textbooks have been judged quite harshly in the literature (e.g. 
Kaszubski 1998) and Gilquin et al. 2007a). Harwood (2005) provides an overview of what he 
calls the anti-textbook view. The main criticism is that very little, if any, of applied linguistics 
findings are included in the textbooks. Gilquin et al. (2007a) express it thus: 

 
While materials designed to help students improve their academic writing are 
legion (e.g. Bailey, 2006; Hamp Lyons & Heasley, 2006) few are corpus-
informed, relying instead on material writers’ perceptions of what good 
academic writing is or should be. Because of this lack of empirical support, 
many of these tools provide misleading information and unsound advice, as 
comparisons of published EAP materials and actual usage reveal (cf. Paltridge, 
2002). 

 
The next phase of the investigation therefore focused on the degree to which recent 

textbooks on academic writing treat the lexico-grammatical discourse devices, the underuse 
and overuse of which are instrumental in the four dimension of discourse competence, and if 
so, how they are treated in these textbooks.  

The four dimensions of discourse competence are, of course, a construct of this study 
and thus cannot be expected to be present as such in current EAP teaching material, but by 
making an inventory of which lexico-grammatical devices are treated in the textbook it is 
possible to link these to the different dimensions, thereby describing which are present and 
how. 

Unsurprisingly, the most ‘common-sensical’ of the four dimensions, Dimension 4 
(degree of formality), was the only one that was actually identifiable as such in the textbooks 
under analysis and all textbook devoted some space to it. I use the term ‘common sense’ here, 
as the formal character of academic writing is its most widely reported feature, as well as 
learners’ (both L2 and L1 novice writers) difficulty with acquiring this formal register. Of 
course, determining what the precise discrepancies between learner writing and expert writing 
in this area are is helped by corpus research. Most of the textbooks did not seem to use corpus 
research evidence for their claims, and if they did, they were mainly informed by L1 corpus 
research. Gilquin et al. (2007a) came to the same conclusion when investigating EAP writing 
material. So although all the textbooks highlighted the difference between spoken and written 
language, or formal and informal and mentioned relevant features of both, not all of them 
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mentioned the lexico-grammatical features that the current study found to be included in 
Dimension 4. 

Features of the other three dimensions were much less likely to be treated in the 
academic writing textbooks under investigation. With regard to Dimension 1, concision, 
lexico-grammatical devices that might enhance the learners’ syntactic efficiency, such as 
verbless clauses, appositions and NCDUs are ignored by most textbooks. Many of the 
textbooks do not discuss non-finite clauses, unless to warn learners against misuse in the form 
of ‘dangling participles’. With regard to Dimension 2, authorial confidence and involvement, 
learners are not presented with the options for interrupting, specifying or elaborating the 
discourse by strategically placing subordinate structures in medial or final position, thereby 
asserting their authority and involvement. In other words, most textbooks do not explore the 
discourse potential of varying the position of lexico-syntactic features in the sentence. Nor are 
parenthetical clauses (also an instrument to interrupt the discourse, or add additional 
information to it) discussed by any of the textbooks. Conversely, reporting clauses and the 
closely related as–clauses are discussed in most textbooks, albeit in varying degrees of depth 
and accuracy. Linking adverbials of elaboration are not treated extensively, despite the fact 
that linking adverbials are presented in most textbooks, albeit without much explanation or 
context. With regard to Dimension 3, sophistication, the majority of textbooks did not discuss 
clause combining, let alone the different semantic categories of clauses that are underused or 
overused by the learners. Textbooks that do discuss semantic categories do not seem to 
introduce any specific ordering with regard to frequency of occurrence in actual academic 
writing or pointers with regard to overuse or underuse by learners. Only one textbook 
discussed retrospective labels, but makes no distinction between technical and vague head 
nouns. The overuse of linking adverbials of addition, another feature of Dimension 3, seems 
to be potentially reinforced by the fact that linking adverbials of addition are usually 
presented first of all linking adverbials, usually without context or ordering according to 
frequency, thereby receiving unintentional prominence.  

Obviously, there are many important issues that are discussed in these textbooks and 
much useful advice given to the advanced learner. However, despite the present existence and 
accessibility of corpora, relatively little seems to have found its way into these types of 
textbooks. Learner corpus research, particularly, might make an important contribution to 
further enhance academic writing textbooks. Most, if not all, of the findings of the corpus 
research of the current study could be used to teach advanced Dutch writers of English to 
become even better writers (see also 7.5 below). It might not be financially feasible, or even 
desirable from a reader’s viewpoint, to revise current pedagogical in such a way as to 
incorporate all the different idiosyncrasies of different learner languages from different 
backgrounds. However, an important step would be to use native academic English corpora to 
describe accurately what the core of academic English looks like and, next, to use learner 
corpus research to describe how that differs from most learners’ interlanguage (cf. Gilquin et 
al. 2007b). For language-specific instruction, based on the learners’ L1, extra web-based 
material could be made available to supplement the written material that represents the core 
course. 

Finally, Leech (1998: xx) and Granger (2009: 22-23) contend that not every learner 
corpus research finding should necessarily feed into the development of teaching materials. 
Granger (2009: 22) states that ‘whether features are selected for pedagogical action or ignored 
depends on a variety of features, including learner needs, teaching objectives and 
teachability.’ However, it seems plausible that for any advanced learner trying to achieve 
near-native proficiency there are not many, if any, discrepancies between learner language 
and expert performance that can safely be ignored. It follows that the objective of EAP 
teaching material should be to address the needs of learners trying to achieve the highest 
possible proficiency in academic writing. In other words, there is not much that these learners 
do not have to learn, or that their teachers can choose to ignore, nor indeed the textbooks on 
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academic writing. Moreover, the starting point of this study was the determination of 
competences that very advanced learners should achieve, based on the description of the ‘can 
do’ statements in the CEFR. These descriptors are currently widely used as an ordering 
principle for newly developed teaching material. 

7.2.3  Relating research findings to the CEFR 
The CEFR states (Council of Europe 2001: 131) that 
 

in order to participate with full effectiveness in communicative events, learners 
must have learnt or acquired: 
• the necessary competences … 
• the ability to put these competences into action… 
• the ability to employ the strategies necessary to bring the competences into 
action. 

 
Of course, the focus of this study has been effective academic writing and in Chapter 2 of the 
current study two important conclusions were drawn with regard to the necessary 
competences: to write at the highest levels a learner has to have a well-developed discourse 
competence and, within the concept of communicative competence, linguistic competence is 
central and essentially feeds into discourse competence. The CEFR also states that ‘[t]he 
development of the learner’s linguistic competences is a central, indispensable aspect of 
language learning’ (Council of Europe 2001: 149) and ‘[g]rammatical competence, the ability 
to organise sentences to convey meaning, is clearly central to communicative competence’ 
(2001: 151).  

Linguistic competence, of which grammatical competence is a component, is central, 
as a learner needs to have acquired a broad lexico-grammatical repertoire with a great 
semantic depth in order to be able to ‘write clear, smoothly flowing, complex texts in an 
appropriate and effective style and a logical structure which helps the reader to find 
significant points’ (Council of Europe 2001: 61).  

It is possible to map the four dimensions of discourse competence onto this descriptor 
of overall written production at the C2 level, as it were, as can be seen in Table 119: 

 
Table 119: Mapping the four dimensions of discourse competence onto the CEFR 

   Dimension name CEFR C2 descriptor for overall written production in parts 

3 sophistication ‘Can write clear, smoothly flowing complex texts’ 

4 degree of 
formality ‘in an appropriate’ 

1 concision ‘and effective style 

2 authorial 
confidence 

‘and a logical structure which helps the reader find significant 
points.’ 

 
Arguably, Dimension 3, sophistication, is related to the ability to ‘write clear, smoothly 
flowing complex texts’. Dimension 4, degree of formality, deals with ‘an appropriate style’, 
while Dimension 1, concision, could be seen as the dimension that deals with ‘effective style’. 
The ‘logical structure which helps the reader find significant points’ falls under Dimension 2, 
which has as one of its defining characteristics the use of position to order information in the 
sentence.  

The corpus analysis of advanced learner language and the subsequent analysis of 
current textbooks on academic writing has shown that in order to facilitate learners to achieve 
the highest levels of proficiency in writing, as described by the CEFR, they might consider 
integrating some of the corpus findings from the current study as well as those of other learner 
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corpus studies in their teaching materials. Developers of pedagogical material should then 
consider which lexico-grammatical structures should be presented to the learners and 
ultimately be mastered by them, and are indeed encouraged by the CEFR to do so (2001: 
153), in order to broaden and deepen their linguistic repertoire in such a way that they are 
skilled enough linguistically to be highly effective textually.  

 

7.3 Limitations 
During the course of this study, which started with an analysis of the descriptors of language 
competence in the Common European Framework of Reference and ended with an analysis of 
academic writing textbooks –and a corpus study at its heart– a wide range of decisions had to 
be made. These decisions have inevitably led to a focus on certain aspects while disregarding 
others. This section will briefly describe the limitations of the central corpus study, starting 
with the methodological limitations and ending with the limitations in relation to the 
interpretation of the results. 

7.3.1 Methodological limitations 
Most of the methodological limitations are related to choices that were made as a result, 
directly or indirectly, of the sheer amount of time it takes to manually compile, annotate and 
analyse a corpus of almost 300,000 words. Time constraints did not permit the corpora used in 
the current study to exceed their current size or more lexico-grammatical devices to be 
analysed, nor sometimes at the ideal level of detail. 

Ideally, both VULCAN and VUNSPRAC would be larger than they are now. Although 
they are representative samples of the language varieties under investigation and larger than 
most corpora used in studies cited in this thesis, they turned out to be too small, nonetheless, 
for the accurate analysis of rarely occurring lexico-grammatical discourse devices, such as 
object postponement, subject–dependent inversion, or verbless clauses. These relatively rare 
devices require a much larger corpus. Furthermore, some of the more frequently occurring 
lexico-grammatical devices, such as finite adverbial clauses, could not be analysed 
statistically in more detail, for instance by statistically testing a three-way interaction between 
corpus, semantic category and position, because as subcategorization increased, the number of 
occurrences dropped very quickly, presenting a similar problem to the rare devices with 
regard to an accurate analysis. 

Looking at the learners’ discourse competence, as opposed to just analysing learners’ 
use of the passive, for instance, meant that the net had to be cast out wide, as it were. In other 
words, the study could not limit itself to the analysis of just one lexico-grammatical device. 
For each discourse feature type, attention getting / focusing devices, backgrounding / clause 
combining devices, and cohesive devices / lexical cohesion markers, choices had to be made, 
with regard to which lexico-grammatical devices to include and exclude in the analysis. 
Inevitably, due to time constraints, not all possibly relevant features were annotated. A 
notable example is the choice to exclude the annotation of the occurrence of embedded 
clauses. However, the lexico-grammatical features that were included, arguably, cover such a 
wide range that they make it possible to perform a relevant analysis of the discourse 
competence of Dutch advanced learners. 

Finally, the great number of lexico-grammatical devices, and their subcategorization, 
included in the analysis meant that it the current study had to limit itself –for the most part– to 
quantitative analyses. Only selected results were analysed qualitatively in more detail. Of 
course, the analysis of the corpora under investigation would have been even more thorough 
had time and resources permitted to supplement the extensive quantitative analysis with an 
even more detailed qualitative one of all the items under investigation.  
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7.3.2 Limitations in relation to the interpretation of results 
Apart from the methodological limitations there are also a number of limitations with regard 
to the interpretation of results that present themselves. These concern both the 
representativeness of the corpus and the statistical analysis.  

The learner corpus research described in this thesis has as its object of study texts 
produced by advanced Dutch learners of English from one Dutch university. It is important to 
always bear in mind which language variety a specialized corpus represents and restrict 
claims based on research of this to that variety and not make claims beyond that. For instance, 
findings from VULCAN might tentatively be extended to all advanced Dutch learners of 
English, but not to all advanced learners of English. We have seen throughout the study that 
there are at least as many differences as there are similarities between different varieties of 
advanced learner language. The findings of this study do, however, provide a valuable basis 
for the comparison of advanced Dutch learner English with other varieties of advanced learner 
English. 

The other limitation pertains to the statistical analysis of the observed frequencies of 
the lexico-grammatical devices under investigation. The quantitative analysis of the corpora 
always started with analysing VULCAN and VUNSPRAC as a whole and subsequently breaking 
the analysis down to their respective subcorpora. However, even when frequencies of 
subcorpora are analysed, one works with aggregated frequencies. The underlying assumption 
is that there is no great internal variation between the texts in the corpus, as they have been 
added using strict criteria for inclusion representing a particular language variety. Indeed, this 
is how the majority of corpus research is conducted. However, Flowerdew (2010), for 
instance, does not just look at the learner corpus as a whole, but also takes into account the 
differences between individual texts and concludes that the text-based frequencies give a 
more accurate and less favourable measure of learners’ ability to use signalling nouns than the 
overall frequencies (2010: 47). Based on this difference he concludes that 

 
[T]he different results of the aggregated and individual text-based frequencies 
may have methodological implications for corpus study in general, suggesting 
that aggregated statistics may mask internal variations in a corpus and even 
misrepresent the general tendency under the effect of outliers. Greater 
significance, it follows, should be attached to analysis on the individual text 
level within a corpus, especially when individual variations are assumed, as is 
often the case with learner corpora. (2010: 48) 

 
Arguably, the inclusion of many texts, each by different writers, decreases the influence of 
outliers in this respect. I have also tried to minimise this type of bias by checking, in the case 
of surprising or extreme results, if there seemed to be an individual text responsible for a 
particular outcome (using WinGrep), not just in VULCAN, but also in VUNSPRAC, as, arguably, 
individual variation is not just a feature of learner writers’ texts, but of any type of writing 
that allows for personal stylistic variation. Of course, ideally, preventing this type of bias 
should be done in a more objective way. Mulder (2008: 43-56) explains how Multilevel 
Modeling (MLM) might be used to test statistical assumptions regarding the comparability of 
individual texts within a corpus.  

As in most other corpus studies, the quantitative analysis used in the current study 
does not take the internal variations in the corpora into account statistically. MLM might be a 
useful methodological addition to future corpus research to ensure even greater 
representativeness of statistical outcomes of quantitative analyses of relative frequencies. 
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7.4 Suggestions for further research 
The outcomes of the current study as well as its limitations and, indeed, the corpora that were 
annotated for the purpose of this study provide a basis for further research. As the scope of 
this study is very wide, many interesting opportunities present themselves. 

The first extension of this research that comes to mind is replicating it using texts 
written by learners with a different L1, e.g. Spanish (or Norwegian, or Czech) advanced 
learners of English. By comparing the results with those of the current study more insight 
might be gained into the role of transfer as well as common features of learner language. This 
in turn might lead to more accurate advice being given to all advanced learners in those areas 
they have in common and a more targeted approach for those phenomena that occur due to the 
L1 background of learners. Similarly, the current research could be replicated using a corpus 
of texts written (under similar conditions) by NS student writers, in order to establish which 
differences with the professional writers’ texts are based on cognitive, or developmental 
differences, regardless of L1 background. 

Another way of extending the research would involve enlarging both VULCAN and 
VUNSPRAC. Some lexico-grammatical devices, most notably some of the rarer focusing 
devices, could not be investigated thoroughly due to their rarity combined with the size of the 
corpus. Using larger corpora might make it possible to analyse the relative frequency of even 
these relatively rare lexico-grammatical devices, as well as the infrequently occurring 
semantic categories of common devices, with much more accuracy. 

Investigating the overuse and underuse of lexico-grammatical devices is a quantitative 
exercise. The qualitative analysis may reveal further differences between NNS advanced 
writers and NS writers. Another suggestion for further research might therefore be a more 
thorough qualitative analysis of the occurrence of the lexico-grammatical devices under 
investigation. Chapter 5 presented a discussion and qualitative analysis of selected results, but 
of course other devices also merit further investigation. For example, it was shown that in 
terms of positioning and frequency the learners use linking adverbials almost exactly like the 
NS writers. It would be interesting to analyse whether the learners use them accurately in 
terms of their function and semantics. 

The current study has focused on the difference in discourse competence between 
advanced NNS learners and expert NS writers. However, there have been indications during 
the course of this study that suggest that the ‘foreign soundingness’ or the less than optimal 
effectiveness of learner texts might also be partly attributed to other factors, such as the use of 
collocations (e.g. Altenberg 2001; Barnbrook 1996; Howarth 1998), technical academic 
vocabulary (e.g. Coxhead & Byrd 2007; Gilquin et al. 2007b), and use of hedging devices 
(e.g. McEnery & Kiffle 2002). Investigating one or more of these factors using the corpora 
that were compiled for the current research might shed some light on why texts that are error-
free still might strike the reader as being written by a NNS writer. The use of collocations 
could be explored using the n-grams functionality in Wordsmith and analysing the relative 
frequencies in the corpora as well as their semantic functions. With regard to academic 
vocabulary, the keywords of all corpora could be compared to the academic wordlist 
(Coxhead 2000, 2004) and analysed.  

7.5 Practical implications  
In section 1.5 it was stated that the current research aims to inform writing theory, CLC 
research and EAP. Arguably, implications of the current study extend to all three of these 
disciplines.  

As regards writing theory, the main areas in which this thesis has attempted to make a 
contribution is with regard to the interpretation of the concept of discourse competence. So far 
studies that have used the term discourse competence (e.g. Alonso Belmonte & McCabe 
2004; Celce-Murcia, M., & Olshtain, E. 2001; Ehrlich 1988; Hannay 2007a; Mauranen 1996), 
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do not provide a clear definition of the term. They either adopt, usually implicitly, Canale’s 
rather broad definition, ‘mastery of how to combine grammatical forms and meanings to 
achieve a unified spoken or written text in different genres’ (1983: 9), assume that the reader 
knows what is meant by it, or provide a list of notions that all fall under the umbrella term 
discourse competence. A prime example of the latter is the description of discourse 
competence in the CEFR (Council of Europe 2001: 123). Building on the different 
descriptions of discourse competence found in the literature (mainly, it seems, Bachman 
(1990) and Canale (1983), but no reference is provided), this study has provided a new 
definition of discourse competence that is at the same time a more detailed update of Canale’s 
(1983) definition and line with the CEFR’s description. Furthermore, the notion of discourse 
competence was translated into specific discourse feature types and subsequently into a wide 
array of specific lexico-grammatical devices. By not looking at just one feature, such as 
thematic development (e.g. Mauranen 1996), or cohesive devices (e.g. Ehrlich 1988), but 
rather taking a whole range of features into account, a more complete picture emerges of how 
a theoretical concept such as discourse competence translates into real language, in this case 
English academic writing. Furthermore, by taking the omnipresent CEFR as its starting point 
and clarifying some of the concepts within it, this thesis may have helped clarify what the C1 
and C2 levels of writing might entail. This is useful for language professionals who struggle 
to align their pedagogical material with the CEFR’s descriptors. And, although this thesis has 
looked at the CEFR and at discourse competence primarily from a pedagogical angle, the 
analysis of the CEFR’s highest-level descriptors for writing may provide useful insights for 
the field of language assessment research. 

The contribution of this study to the field of CLC research is threefold. First, the 
current study has provided a model for investigating discourse competence in CLC and 
provided an annotation scheme. The corpus annotation was set up in such a way that it is 
readily applicable to any other learner corpus for the investigation of discourse competence. 
Many CLC studies focus on one specific lexico-grammatical element, whereas adopting the 
current methodology allows for a much broader picture. Of course, the annotation, as indeed 
the corpus compiled for this thesis, can also be used to investigate the occurrence of single 
items. Another contribution that this study has made is the uncovering of many instances of 
overuse and underuse in Dutch advanced learner English, which hitherto were unknown to the 
CLC research community. These results may benefit researchers working on other varieties of 
advanced learner language, as they can use the outcome of this study for their contrastive 
interlanguage analysis, comparing their L2 data with both L1 data and L2 data from the 
current study. Finally, CLC research aims to inform, among other things, research into second 
language acquisition and language pedagogy. By identifying –using learner corpus research– 
the four dimensions along which the progress of an advanced writer to a near-professional 
writer develops, the current study has, arguably, made a contribution to both SLA and 
language pedagogy. SLA research has only recently seen an increased interest in the 
development of advanced learners and studies that investigate advanced learners are few 
compared to those focusing on early or intermediate stages of development (Callies 2008). By 
describing the discourse competence of advanced Dutch learners of English this study has 
added new insights to this developing area of inquiry.  

As the study focused on advanced learners writing academic English texts, the results 
of this study naturally have implications for EAP. First and foremost the results of the study 
contributes to the understanding of differences between native-speaker academic English and 
learner academic English, specifically Dutch learner academic English. The corpus study has 
confirmed some notions of Dutch learner language that experienced teaching professionals 
already suspected, for instance the underuse of non-finite clauses, disproved others, such as 
the underuse of non-restrictive relative clauses, uncovered some that had so far not been 
described in the literature, for instance the underuse of non-restrictive nominal appositions, 
and still others that are undetectable to the naked eye, but can only be uncovered through 
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quantitative analysis, for example the fact that although non-finite clauses are underused by 
learners they are only underused in medial and final positions in the sentence, not sentence 
initially. Moreover, this study has also proposed that these instances of overuse and underuse, 
regardless of their syntactic realization, can be grouped in systematic categories, which can be 
seen as dimensions in terms of discourse competence development. This means that future 
EAP pedagogical material can focus on these areas to help bridge the gap between what 
learners are capable of and the intended proficiency.  

Other areas of EAP might also benefit from some of the insights gained from this 
study. The control corpus in the present study consists of writing from two academic 
disciplines, linguistics and literature. Many studies that look at academic writing use a corpus 
that consists of texts from many different academic disciplines, to discover features of 
academic writing that are common across academic disciplines (e.g. Coxhead 1998; Biber 
1999). However, there is a growing number of EAP researchers (cf. Johns: 1997; Candlin and 
Plum: 1999; Hill 2005; Hyland 2002b, 2010, and Hyland & Hamp-Lyons 2002) who 
recommend that apart from teaching core features of academic writing it is also necessary to 
prepare learners for the specific literacy required in their respective disciplines. Having used a 
specialised corpus of literary and linguistic academic writing, as opposed to a ‘generic’ corpus 
of academic writing and highlighting some of the differences between the writing of these two 
disciplines as well as their similarities, this study also informs EAP in terms of genre 
specificity and contributes to the discussion regarding the level of specialization that is needed 
in EAP pedagogy. 

Finally, Flowerdew (2001: 366) notes that very few findings of learner corpora 
research have been applied directly to pedagogy and seem to ‘remain at the level of 
implications’. If ten years on there are editors that dare take up the challenge of developing 
EAP materials that address the specific problems non-native writers encounter, using 
empirical support from both native, genre-specific corpora and incorporating learner corpus 
research findings, they will find the four dimensions of discourse competence, put forward in 
this study, a useful guiding principle for the selection and ordering of pedagogical materials. 
This study has shown that with regard to discourse competence development Dimension 1 
(concision), Dimension 2 (authorial confidence and involvement), and Dimension 3 
(sophistication) are at least as relevant to advanced learners as the often-featured Dimension 4 
(degree of formality). Using all four dimensions as a guide is a way of giving coherence to 
academic writing teaching methods. 
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands (Summary in Dutch) 
 

 
Inleiding en achtergrond 
Nederlandse studenten staan over het algemeen bekend om hun goede beheersing van het 
Engels en worden geacht om aan de universiteit een near-native niveau te halen tijdens hun 
opleiding. Tegelijkertijd groeit het besef dat op het gebied van academisch schrijven er nog 
een wereld te winnen is. Bovendien zijn er hoe langer hoe meer Nederlandse universiteiten 
die academisch schrijven in het Engels aanbieden, hetzij in de master opleiding, hetzij als 
onderdeel van de bachelor. Het is daarom van belang om uit te vinden wat Nederlandse 
leerders schrijven en hoe dat zich verhoudt tot teksten geschreven door moedertaalsprekers 
van het Engels om vervolgens uitspraken te kunnen doen met betrekking tot de implicaties 
voor het Nederlandse onderwijs in academisch Engels schrijven. 

Tot voor kort ging de aandacht in tweedetaalverwervingsonderzoek uit naar 
beginnende leerders. Sinds de introductie van computer leerdercorpora begin jaren 90, is er 
meer onderzoek gekomen naar vergevorderde leerders. Er is echter nog relatief weinig 
corpusonderzoek gedaan naar de taal van vergevorderde leerders van het Engels met 
Nederlands als eerste taal (L1).  

Het doel van het onderzoek zoals dit is beschreven in dit proefschrift is het  
achterhalen welke lexico-grammaticale middelen een schrijver zich eigen moet hebben 
gemaakt om op het hoogste niveau te schrijven en in welke mate studenten Engels deze 
middelen inzetten, al dan niet op juiste wijze, in verschillende stadia van hun studie, om 
vervolgens vast te kunnen stellen welke aanpassingen nodig zijn in de 
schrijfvaardigheidscurricula om de ontwikkeling van de discourse competentie van de 
leerders in de richting van het hoogst haalbare niveau te sturen. Hiervoor is een stapsgewijze 
aanpak nodig. Allereerst moet worden vastgesteld wat het betekent om een vergevorderde 
leerder te zijn. Met andere woorden, welke definitie van vergevorderd wordt er gehanteerd en 
welke competenties horen daar bij? De descriptoren voor de twee hoogste niveaus, C1 en C2, 
van het alomtegenwoordige en breed gedragen Gemeenschappelijk Europees Referentiekader 
voor Moderne Vreemde Talen: Leren, Onderwijzen, Beoordelen, kortweg Europees 
Referentiekader, (hierna: ERK) zijn gekozen als uitgangspunt voor deze omschrijving.  

Vervolgens moet er worden vastgesteld wat een vergevorderde leerder moet kunnen 
volgens het ERK met betrekking tot schrijfvaardigheid. Dit lijkt eenvoudiger dan het is. Het 
ERK is niet een eenvoudig en transparant document en bevat veel inconsistenties met 
betrekking tot terminologie en omschrijvingen. Het ERK formuleert taalvaardigheid in 
zogeheten ‘can-do statements’, zoals de volgende voor C2 schrijfvaardigheid: 

 
Kan heldere, soepel lopende complexe teksten schrijven in een gepaste en 
doelmatige stijl en met een logische structuur die de lezer helpt om belangrijke 
punten te herkennen. (Nederlandse Taalunie 2008: 59) 

 
Echter, het ERK geeft niet aan welke lexico-grammatica de leerder moet beheersen om dit 
voor elkaar te krijgen. Deze lacune maakt de volgende stap nodig, namelijk het vertalen van 
deze omschrijving naar specifieke lexico-grammaticale middelen om een systematische 
corpusanalyse mogelijk te maken van teksten geschreven door de Nederlandse leerders.  
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Methode 
Allereerst is er vastgesteld wat de hoofdkenmerken van het schrijven op C1/C2 niveau zijn en 
vervolgens werd geconstateerd dat hetgeen de C1/C2 niveaus onderscheidt van de 
lagergelegen niveaus een goed ontwikkelde discourse competentie is. Discoursecompetentie 
werd gedefinieerd als: ‘de kennis en kunde om de lexico-grammaticale middelen die 
beschikbaar zijn in een taal te gebruiken om soepel lopende, samenhangende (cohesive en 
coherent) tekst te produceren in een gegeven genre door zinnen logisch te ordenen en het 
gebruik van de juiste verbindingswoorden’. Om deze definitie te operationaliseren in het 
corpusonderzoek zijn er lexico-grammaticale constructies geannoteerd in de volgende vier 
hoofdcategorieën: attention getting / focusing devices (1), backgrounding /clause combining 
devices (2), cohesive devices (3), en stance (4). Die vervolgens weer uiteenvallen in vele 
subcategorieën. Uit elk van de vier hoofdcategorieën volgt hieronder een voorbeeld:  
 

1) On board were a doctor and two nurses. 
2) Although Peter Jackson made a very good trilogy, the time-limit does not allow 

the films to represent the novels fairly. 
3) Last but not least, television is a great thing to watch. 
4) The internet, undoubtedly, can have negative effects on children’s development. 

 
Alle geannoteerde categorieën zijn ook geannoteerd met betrekking tot hun positie in de zin, 
bijv. vooraan, in het midden, of aan het eind van de zin, en daar waar relevant ook 
onderverdeeld op basis van semantische kenmerken. Een volledig overzicht van alle annotatie 
is te vinden in Appendix IV.  

De corpusanalyse van leerderteksten en teksten geschreven door professionele 
moedertaalsprekers is het centrale en meest uitgebreide onderdeel van het onderzoek. Ten 
behoeve van het onderzoek zijn er twee corpora samengesteld en geannoteerd (van in totaal 
bijna 300.000 woorden). Alle teksten in de twee hoofdcorpora, VULCAN (VU Learner Corpus 
of AdvaNced writing) en VUNSPRAC (VU Native Speaker Published Research Article Corpus) 
zijn in zijn geheel toegevoegd (geen fragmenten) en handmatig geannoteerd. Vervolgens is 
alle annotatie gekwantificeerd en met behulp van de statistische software SPSS zijn deze 
resultaten geanalyseerd. Elk corpus bestaat uit twee subcorpora: het moedertaalsprekercorpus 
bestaat uit een taalkundig- en een letterkundig subcorpus; het leerdercorpus bestaat uit een 
eerstejaars- en een derdejaars subcorpus. Een uitgebreid overzicht van de opbouw van de 
corpora is te vinden in sectie 3.3.3. 

Het hoofddoel van het onderzoek is om op systematische wijze –met gebruik van 
authentieke taaldata uit representatieve corpora, niet op basis van intuïtie– te beschrijven 
waarin het Engels van Nederlandse vergevorderde leerders afwijkt van dat van professionele 
moedertaalsprekers.  

Aannemend dat vergevorderde leerders zich de regels van de Engelse morphosyntaxis 
eigen hebben gemaakt en het dus niet fouten zijn of idiosyncratisch gebruik van het Engels is 
dat problemen oplevert, wordt de analyse gemaakt op basis van het onder- en overgebruik van 
bepaalde lexico-grammaticale middelen van de leerders ten opzichte van de 
moedertaalsprekers. De analyse is dus voornamelijk kwantitatief van aard, maar ook, waar 
nodig, kwalitatief. Daarnaast bevat het proefschrift een vervolgonderzoek op basis van een 
analyse van bestaande leerboeken op het gebied van academisch Engels (Hoofdstuk 6). 
 
 
Bevindingen uit het corpusonderzoek 
Een belangrijke bevinding van dit onderzoek is dat Nederlandse leerders op veel fronten zich 
dicht in de buurt van de moedertaalsprekers bevinden. Bijvoorbeeld op het gebied van het 
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gebruik van adverbiale connectoren, zoals however, firstly, en for example, is er geen verschil 
wat betreft de relatieve frequentie en positie in de zin tussen de leerders en de 
moedertaalsprekers. Hierin onderscheiden de Nederlandse leerders zich van vergevorderde 
leerders met een andere eerste taal dan het Nederlands, blijkt uit de literatuur. Maar ook op 
andere gebieden was een grondige kwantitatieve analyse nodig –vaak gekoppeld met een 
kwalitatieve analyse– voordat er verschillen aan het licht kwamen.  

De corpusanalyse bracht verschillende gebieden van over- en ondergebruik aan het 
licht. Sommige subtiel, maar statistisch significant, zoals het feit dat de leerders over het 
algemeen voltooide niet-finiete bijwoordelijke bijzinnen (When consulted in their 
conventional printed form, parallel texts also present a number of pitfalls) over het geheel 
genomen ondergebruiken, maar daarentegen weer overgebruiken aan het begin van de zin. 
Andere verschillen zijn overduidelijk, zoals het overgebruik van bijzinnen die beginnen met 
het onderschikkend voegwoord because en het overgebruik van de causale betekenisrelatie in 
het algemeen. Hoofdstuk 4 geeft een uitgebreide kwantitatieve analyse van de corpusanalyse 
en deze wordt samengevat in Table 101 op bladzijde 158. Er worden een aantal trends 
geconstateerd met betrekking tot semantische categorieën, positie en syntactische 
complexiteit, waarvan hieronder een korte samenvatting.  

Een van de duidelijkste uitkomsten van de kwantitatieve analyse was dat de leerders 
een aantal lexico-grammaticale middelen overgebruiken die uitdrukking geven aan een 
causale betekenisrelatie, met name adverbiale bijzinnen van reden en oorzaak en adverbiale 
connectoren van reden of gevolg(trekking), zoals therefore en because of X. Ook andere 
constructies die beginnen met because of worden overgebruikt, net als lexicale formules met 
een vergelijkbare betekenis, zoals this means that. Een ander zeer duidelijk geval van 
overgebruik betreft indicatoren van opeenvolging, zoals bijvoorbeeld bijwoorden als firstly, 
finally, maar ook bijwoordelijke bijzinnen van tijd (zowel finiete als non-finiete) en het 
overgebruik van de determinator another, in terugverwijzende naamwoordgroepen, de 
zogenoemde retrospective labels.  

Met betrekking tot positie is het duidelijk dat de meeste leerders een voorkeur hebben 
voor het begin van de zin als de mogelijkheid zich aandient om een constituent toe te voegen 
aan de zin. Dit blijkt onder andere door het overduidelijke overgebruik van beperkende 
betrekkelijke bijzinnen en nominale apposities in het gedeelte van de zin voor de 
persoonsvorm en het overgebruik van non-finiete bijzinnen aan het begin van de zin, relatief 
gezien (hiermee wordt bedoeld dat deze minder ondergebruikt worden aan het begin van de 
zin dan in het midden of aan het eind van de zin). Het midden van de zin wordt door de 
leerders veel minder gebruikt en deze negatieve voorkeur om de zin te onderbreken om 
(achtergrond)informatie toe te voegen wordt weerspiegeld door het ondergebruik van 
parenthetische zinnen. 

Ook wat betreft zinscomplexiteit zijn er belangrijke verschillen te constateren tussen 
de leerders en de professionals. Zinnen in het moedertaalcorpus zijn over het algemeen langer 
en complexer dan de zinnen in het leerdercorpus. Van de eerstejaars naar de derdejaars naar 
het taalkundig subcorpus (VUNSPRAC_ling) naar het letterkundig subcorpus (VUNSPRAC_lit)  
neemt de gemiddelde lengte van de bijzinnen toe en daarmee de gemiddelde zinslengte. 
Dezelfde ‘route’ laat een toename zien van simpele zinnen, d.w.z. zinnen die geen bijzinnen 
of apposities bevatten en een toename van zinnen met drie of meer van deze lexico-
grammaticale constructies. Deze volgorde is zichtbaar in veel van de geobserveerde 
frequenties van de onderzochte lexico-grammaticale constructies. Dit houdt ook in dat er dus 
verschillen zijn tussen VUNSPRAC_ling en VUNSPRAC_lit. VUNSPRAC_lit bevat twee keer zo 
veel zinnen die met and of but beginnen dan VUNSPRAC_ling. Echter, het werd ook 
vastgesteld dat hoewel het belangrijk is om op te merken dat de twee subcorpora op 
belangrijke punten significant van elkaar verschillen (genoeg om niet uit het oog te verliezen 
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dat het hier om twee verschillende subgenres van academisch Engels gaat), dit verschil geen 
fundamenteel probleem vormde voor de kwantitatieve analyse van het over- en ondergebruik 
van de leerders. 

Hoofdstuk 5 biedt een bespreking van een selectie van de resultaten uit Hoofdstuk 4 
alsmede een kwalitatieve analyse. De uitkomsten van deze analyse vormen de basis voor een 
systematische groepering van het over- en ondergebruik in vier dimensies van 
discoursecompetentie. Deze vier dimensies zijn: 

 
1) Beknoptheid (concision): van een overgebruik van lange constructies die de 

bedoeling van de schrijver expliciteren, naar een balans tussen lange en compacte 
constructies zonder aan duidelijkheid in te boeten; 

2) Zelfvertrouwen (authorial confidence): van algemeenheid naar interactiviteit en 
specificiteit, door de discourse waar nodig te onderbreken en/of aan te vullen, 
daarbij gebruikmakend van alle mogelijke posities in de zin; 

3) Complexiteit (sophistication): van minder naar meer complex, zowel cognitief, 
d.w.z. dat schrijvers aan het complexere uiteinde van deze dimensie een groter 
bereik hebben van semantische betekenisrelaties –en daarmee een grotere mate van 
semantische precisie bereiken– dan leerders aan het ‘simpelere’ uiteinde van deze 
dimensie, als tekstueel, d.w.z. dat bepaalde teksttypen meer gelegenheden bieden 
tot het gebruik van specifieke lexico-grammaticale constructies;   

4) Mate van formaliteit (degree of formality): van Engels dat lijkt op (informele) 
spreektaal naar tekst die geschikt is in een formele geschreven context. 

 
Dimensie 1, beknoptheid, heeft betrekking op het vermogen van een schrijver om doelmatige 
teksten te schrijven zonder alles te expliciteren en wordt bij de leerders gekenmerkt door het 
overgebruik van finiete bijwoordelijke bijzinnen (de lange variant) gekoppeld aan het 
ondergebruik van non-finiete bijwoordelijke bijzinnen (de compacte variant), alsook het 
overgebruik van beperkende betrekkelijke bijzinnen (de lange variant) gekoppeld aan het 
ondergebruik van nominale apposities en ascriptieve naamwoordgroepen (ascriptive NP 
NCDUs) (de compacte variant).  

Dimensie 2, zelfvertrouwen, heeft betrekking op het vermogen van de schrijver zich te 
presenteren expert als de schrijver van zijn tekst op een zodanige wijze dat hij het ‘aandurft’ 
om blijk te geven van betrokkenheid bij de tekst door de interactie aan te gaan met de lezer 
door middel van het toevoegen van details en anderszins de stroom van de discourse te 
onderbreken met behulp van specifieke constructies. Deze dimensie wordt voor de leerders 
gekenmerkt door relatief overgebruik van non-finiete bijzinnen voorafgaand aan de hoofdzin 
en het ondergebruik van het midden van de zin, parenthetische zinnen, bijzinnen die 
verwijzen naar de bron van informatie (zowel inter- als intratekstueel), bijzinnen die met as 
beginnen (intratekstuele bronverwijzing), constructies die de mogelijkheid bieden om uit te 
weiden of informatie in andere bewoordingen te brengen, zoals in other words, en ascriptieve 
naamwoordgroepen (ascriptive NP NCDUs). 

Dimensie 3, complexiteit, heeft betrekking op twee verschillende (maar tot op zekere 
hoogte overlappende) componenten: cognitieve complexiteit en complexiteit van tekst type en 
onderwerp. In sommige gevallen is het vrijwel onmogelijk om vast te stellen of een bepaald 
geconstateerd ondergebruik te wijten is aan de relatief lage complexiteit van het schrijven of 
aan het feit dat het teksttype weinig aanleiding geeft tot het gebruik van deze constructie. 
Deze dimensie wordt voor de leerders gekenmerkt door het ondergebruik van toegevende 
bijzinnen (bijv. bijzinnen die beginnen met het het voegwoord although of whereas), en 
vergelijkbare adverbiale connectoren (bijv. though), het ondergebruik van bijzinnen die 
verwijzen naar de bron van informatie en een beperkt scala van stance bijwoorden. Het 
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overgebruik dat typerend is voor deze dimensie heeft betrekking op het overgebruik van 
indicatoren van opeenvolging, zoals bijzinnen van tijd en adverbiale connectoren van 
toevoeging (secondly, additionally, etc.) , constructies die een betekenisrelatie van oorzaak of 
reden aangeven, maar ook het overgebruik van focusing devices, het overgebruik van 
voorwaardelijke en doelaanwijzende bijzinnen en het overgebruik van vage zelfstandige 
naamwoorden in verwijzende naamwoordgroepen. 

Dimensie 4, mate van formaliteit, heeft betrekking op het vermogen van de schrijver 
om zich een formele stijl aan te meten die past bij het formele register waarin hij behoort 
schrijft. Hoewel het niet een hoofddoel was van het onderzoek en er ook niet bijzonder veel 
voorbeelden van te vinden waren, is het wel een kenmerk van leerdertaal waar in de literatuur 
vaak melding van wordt gemaakt (bijv. De Haan 2007; Hinkel 2002, 2003; Hoogesteger 
1998; Wiktorsson 2003: 110, 121) Het vermogen om tekst te hanteren in termen van stijl en 
register staat ook vermeld als onderdeel van discoursecompetentie74 in het ERK (Nederlandse 
Taalunie 2008: 114) en is ook opgenomen in de definitie van discoursecompetentie die 
hierboven gegeven is. Hoewel dus niet talrijk, zijn er wel degelijk kenmerken te vinden in 
deze dimensie die voor de leerders van belang zijn. Deze dimensie wordt voor de leerders 
gekenmerkt door het ondergebruik van de formele appositie signalerende afkortingen e.g. 
(bijv.) en i.e. (d.w.z.) gekoppeld aan het overgebruik van like in dezelfde functie. Ook het 
overgebruik van And en But aan het begin van de zin, het overgebruik van even though, while 
als voegwoord voor bijzinnen van tijd (niet voor toegevende bijzinnen), van wh–clefts 
(talrijker in gesproken Engels dan in geschreven academisch Engels), van indicatoren voor 
causale betekenisrelaties en informele woordgroepen zoals a lot of en lots of zijn kenmerkend 
voor deze dimensie. 

 
 

Bevindingen uit het vervolgonderzoek 
Aangezien veel van de gevonden verschillen tussen leerderteksten en teksten geschreven door 
moedertaalsprekers zo subtiel zijn dat ze alleen door corpusonderzoek aan het licht komen en 
door veel docenten niet bewust worden opgemerkt, kan er niet van leerders worden verwacht 
dat zij deze verschillen vanzelf oppikken door blootgesteld te worden aan grote hoeveelheden 
academische teksten. Sterker nog, onderzoeken tonen aan dat leerders zelfs veel meer in het 
oog springende kenmerken van academisch schrijven niet opmerken puur door middel van het 
lezen van deze teksten (Cobb 2003; Hinkel 2003, 2004). Expliciete instructie is derhalve 
nodig. Het is aangetoond dat expliciete instructie bij tweedetaalverwerving een positief effect 
heeft (zie o.a. Norris & Ortega 2000 voor een overzicht). Om die reden is het centrale 
corpusonderzoek uitgebreid met een analyse van gangbare leerboeken op het gebied van 
academisch schrijven in het Engels –om vast te stellen of en hoe deze voorzien in de 
behoeften van de leerders– op basis van de hierboven beschreven vier dimensies van 
discoursecompetentie. 

Deze vier dimensies zijn uiteraard een uitvloeisel van het huidige onderzoek en komen 
daarom natuurlijk ook niet als zodanig in de leerboeken voor. Maar door middel van het 
inventariseren van de lexico-grammaticale middelen die behandeld worden in deze 
leerboeken is het toch mogelijk een uitspraak te doen over welke dimensies behandeld worden 
en hoe dit gebeurt.  

Zoals verwacht is de meest voor de hand liggende dimensie, Dimensie 4 (formaliteit) 
de enige die als zodanig herkenbaar is in de geanalyseerde leerboeken. Alle leerboeken 
besteden er enige aandacht aan. Voor de hand liggend, omdat het feit dat academisch 
                                                
74 Vreemd genoeg wordt de oorspronkelijke term discourse competence op dezelfde pagina (114) en in dezelfde 
context eerst vertaald met discoursecompetentie en later met gesprekscompetentie. Ik houd de eerste vertaling 
aan daar deze hier van toepassing is. 
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schrijven formeel van aard is, alsook het feit dat beginnende schrijvers (zowel L1 als L2) hier 
moeite mee hebben, algemeen bekend en breed gedocumenteerd is. Maar ook hierbij kan de 
corpusanalyse relevante informatie toevoegen, als het gaat om het precies vaststellen van de 
verschillen tussen leerders en ervaren schrijvers. De meeste leerboeken lijken geen gebruik te 
hebben gemaakt van corpusonderzoek om hun beweringen te onderbouwen en in die gevallen 
waarin dat wel is gebeurd, is dat op basis van L1 corpora. Hoewel de meeste leerboeken dus 
aandacht besteden aan de verschillen tussen schrijftaal en spreektaal en/of tussen informeel en 
formeel taalgebruik en relevante kenmerken van beide noemen, behandelen zij niet allemaal 
alle lexico-grammaticale constructies in dit onderzoek aan het licht kwamen in het kader van 
Dimensie 4. 

De andere drie dimensies kwamen veel minder aan bod in de geanalyseerde 
leerboeken. Wat betreft Dimensie 1, beknoptheid, komen de lexico-grammaticale middelen 
die de syntactische efficiency van de leerders zouden kunnen bevorderen, zoals beknopte 
bijzinnen, apposities en andere werkwoordloze constructies (NCDUs) nauwelijks aan bod. De 
meeste leerboeken besteden geen aandacht aan non-finiete bijzinnen, hooguit om de leerders 
te waarschuwen tegen de zogeheten ‘dangling participle’.  

Wat betreft Dimensie 2, zelfvertrouwen, worden de leerders niet geattendeerd op de 
mogelijkheden die er bestaan om hun discourse te onderbreken, specificeren, of uit te breiden 
door middel van het strategisch benutten van posities in het midden en het eind van de zin om 
onderschikkende constructies te plaatsen, om daarmee hun autoriteit en betrokkenheid te 
bevestigen. M.a.w. de meeste leerboeken laten het discoursepotentieel van het variëren van de 
positie van lexico-grammaticale constructies in de zin onderbelicht. Ook het gebruik van 
parenthetische zinnen (die ook dienen als een instrument om een zin te onderbreken of er 
informatie aan toe te voegen) word door geen van de leerboeken behandeld. Bijzinnen die de 
bron van informatie vermelden (reporting clauses en as–clauses) daarentegen worden wel 
behandeld, hoewel niet overal even grondig of nauwkeurig. Adverbiale constructies die de 
mogelijkheid bieden om uit te weiden of informatie in andere bewoordingen te brengen, zoals 
in other words, worden niet uitgebreid behandeld, ondanks het feit dat adverbiale connectoren 
in alle leerboeken aan bod komen, ofschoon met weinig uitleg of context.  

Wat Dimensie 3, complexiteit, betreft blijken de meeste leerboeken samengestelde 
zinnen niet te behandelen, laat staan de verschillende semantische categorieën van bijzinnen 
die onder- of overgebruikt worden door de leerders. Die leerboeken die wel verschillende 
semantische categorieën behandelen doen dat zonder enige verwijzing naar de frequentie 
waarmee ze voorkomen in authentiek geschreven academisch Engels of adviezen op het 
gebied van over- en ondergebruik. Slechts één leerboek beschrijft terugverwijzende 
naamwoordgroepen (retrospective labels), maar zonder daarbij een onderscheid te maken 
tussen technische hoofdnaamwoorden (analysis, dichotomy, aggregation)  en vage 
hoofdnaamwoorden (problem, advantage, thing). Ten slotte, het overgebruik van adverbiale 
connectoren van toevoeging, een kenmerk van Dimensie 3, lijkt mogelijk versterkt te worden 
door de volgorde waarin adverbiale connectoren worden behandeld in de leerboeken: 
connectoren als firstly, secondly en finally worden vaak als eerste aangeboden, vaak zonder 
context en zonder dat de verschillende connectoren worden geordend naar frequentie, 
waardoor deze onbedoeld en onterecht aan belang winnen. 

 
 

Terugkoppeling naar het ERK 
Ten slotte wordt er een terugkoppeling gemaakt naar het beginpunt van dit onderzoek, 
namelijk het ERK. In het ERK vinden we dat: 
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leerders, om volledig doeltreffend te kunnen deelnemen aan communicatie-
gebeurtenissen, het volgende moeten hebben geleerd of verworven: 
• de noodzakelijke competenties, ... ; 
• het vermogen om deze competenties om te zetten in handelingen...; 
• het vermogen om de strategieën toe te passen die noodzakelijk zijn om de 
competenties om te zetten in handelingen.  (Nederlandse Taalunie 2008: 121) 

  
De focus van dit onderzoek is doeltreffend academisch schrijven en in hoofdstuk 2 

worden er twee belangrijke conclusies getrokken ten aanzien van de noodzakelijke 
competenties: om op het hoogste niveau te kunnen schrijven, moeten leerders een goed 
ontwikkelde discoursecompetentie bezitten en binnen het concept van communicatieve 
competentie is zijn de linguïstische competenties centraal en staan aan de basis van de 
discoursecompetentie. In het ERK staat ook: ‘[d]e ontwikkeling van de linguïstische 
competenties van de leerder is een centraal en onontbeerlijk aspect van het leren van talen’ 
(Nederlandse Taalunie 2008: 135) en ‘Grammaticale competentie, het vermogen om zinnen 
zo te ordenen dat zij een betekenis uitdragen, is natuurlijk een centraal aspect van 
communicatieve competentie’ (Nederlandse Taalunie 2008: 136). 

Linguïstische competentie, waarvan grammaticale competentie een onderdeel vormt, 
is de centrale competentie, daar leerders een breed repertoire aan lexico-grammaticale 
middelen met een grote mate van semantische diepgang nodig hebben om in staat te zijn 
‘heldere, soepel lopende, complexe teksten [te] schrijven in een gepaste en doelmatige stijl en 
met een logische structuur die de lezer helpt belangrijke punten te herkennen’ (Nederlandse 
Taalunie 2008: 59).  

Het is mogelijk om de vier dimensies van discoursecompetentie op één lijn te brengen 
met over de descriptor voor het C2 niveau van algemene schriftelijke productie heen te 
leggen. Zoals schematisch is weergegeven in Tabel 1: 

 
Tabel 1: De vier dimensies van discoursecompetentie en de C2 descriptor het ERK 

   Dimensie naam onderdeel omschrijving C2 niveau schrijven ERK 

3 complexiteit ‘Kan heldere, soepel lopende, complexe teksten schrijven’ 
4 formaliteit ‘in een gepaste’ 
1 beknoptheid ‘en doelmatige stijl’ 

2 zelfvertrouwen74 ‘men met een logische structuur die de lezer helpt belangrijke 
punten te herkennen’ 

   
Het is aan diegenen die onderwijsmateriaal ontwikkelen om in overweging te nemen welke 
lexico-grammatical middelen aan leerders aangeboden zouden moeten worden (en uiteindelijk 
door hen beheerst zouden moeten worden), opdat hun linguïstisch repertoire zodanig wordt 
verbreed en verdiept dat zij linguïstisch bekwaam genoeg zijn om tekstueel doeltreffend te 
zijn. De vier dimensies uit dit onderzoek zouden daarbij als een leidraad kunnen fungeren.  
 
 
Conclusie 
Het hoofddoel van deze studie was het in kaart brengen van de verschillen tussen teksten 
geschreven door Nederlandse vergevorderde leerders van het Engels en moedertaalsprekers 
om aanbevelingen te kunnen doen voor het schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs van het Engels op 
universitair niveau. Door zijn brede opzet heeft deze studie getracht bij te dragen aan de 

                                                
74 Een van de bepalende kenmerken van deze dimensie is het gebruiken van verschillende posities in de zin om 
informatie te ordenen. 
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onderzoeksvelden van schrijfvaardgheidstheorievorming (writing theory), leerdercorpus-
onderzoek (CLC), tweedetaalverwerving (SLA) en Engels voor Academische Doeleinden 
(EAP). 

Op het gebied van theorievorming heeft dit onderzoek getracht een bijdrage te leveren 
aan de interpretatie van het begrip discoursecompetentie. Deze studie heeft 
discoursecompetentie op zodanige wijze gedefinieerd dat het een gedetailleerdere en 
geactualiseerde versie is van die van Canale (1983) en tegelijkertijd in overeenstemming is 
met de beschrijving van het ERK. Bovendien is het concept vertaald naar verschillende typen 
van discourse kenmerken en daarna naar een grote reeks specifieke lexico-grammaticale 
constructies. Omdat dit corpusonderzoek zich niet beperkt tot één kenmerk, zoals vaak 
gebruikelijk, maar zich daarentegen richt op een reeks van kenmerken, ontstaat er een 
completer beeld van hoe een theoretisch concept als discoursecompetentie vertaald kan 
worden in daadwerkelijk taalgebruik, in dit geval geschreven academisch Engels. Door het 
alomtegenwoordige ERK als uitgangspunt te nemen en een aantal concepten ervan te 
verhelderen heeft dit onderzoek bijgedragen aan een beter begrip van wat het voor een leerder 
betekent om in staat te zijn op C1 en C2 niveaus te kunnen schrijven. Dit is nuttig voor 
taalprofessionals die zich inspannen om hun onderwijsmateriaal op één lijn te brengen met de 
descriptoren van het ERK. En hoewel het niet het uitgangspunt van deze studie was, zou deze 
informatie ook een toepassing kunnen vinden in toetsingsonderzoek. 

De bijdrage op het gebied van leerdercorpora-onderzoek is drieledig. Ten eerste heeft 
het onderzoek een model opgeleverd voor het onderzoeken van discoursecompetentie in CLC 
en een annotatieschema verschaft. Ten tweede zijn er veel gevallen van onder- en overgebruik 
in het Engels van Nederlandse vergevorderde leerders aan het licht gekomen die tot nu toe 
niet bekend waren in dit onderzoeksgebied. Dit kan ook van nut zijn voor onderzoekers die 
Engelse leerdertaal onderzoeken van leerders met een andere L1 dan het Nederlands, omdat 
dit mogelijkheden biedt tot een contrastieve intertaalanalyse. Tot slot, CLC onderzoek streeft 
er o.a. naar om inzichten te verschaffen die ten goede komen aan onderzoek op het gebied van 
tweedetaalverwerving en taalvaardigheidsonderwijs. Vooralsnog zijn er vooral studies 
geweest naar beginnende leerders en weinig naar vergevorderde leerders. Door de 
omschrijving van de discoursecompetentie van vergevorderde leerders levert dit onderzoek 
ook een bijdrage aan deze zich nog ontwikkelende tak van onderzoek naar leerdertaal. 

Op het gebied van onderzoek naar Engels voor academische doeleinden (EAP) heeft 
dit onderzoek vooral een bijdrage geleverd door inzichten te verschaffen in de verschillen 
tussen het academisch Engels van moedertaalsprekers en dat van vergevorderde leerders, in 
casu Nederlandse leerders. De corpusanalyse heeft een aantal vermoedens die er bestonden bij 
taalonderwijsprofessionals bevestigd, zoals o.a. het ondergebruik van niet-finiete bijzinnen, 
een aantal weerlegd, zoals o.a. het ondergebruik van beperkende betrekkelijke bijzinnen (ze 
blijken namelijk óvergebruikt te worden), en een aantal aan het licht gebracht dat tot op heden 
nog niet in de literatuur beschreven zijn, zoals o.a. het ondergebruik van nominale apposities. 
Ook zijn er door de corpusanalyse en de kwantitatieve analyse een aantal kenmerken aan het 
licht gebracht die met het blote oog niet te ontwaren zijn, zoals bijvoorbeeld het feit dat 
leerders weliswaar niet-finiete bijzinnen ondergebruiken, maar dat alleen doen in het midden 
en aan het eind van de zin, maar niet aan het begin van de zin. Bovendien is er een voorstel 
gedaan om al deze voorbeelden van onder- en overgebruik te groeperen in systematische 
categorieën, ongeacht hun syntactische verwezenlijking, die gezien kunnen worden als 
dimensies waarlangs de discourscompetentie van vergevorderde leerders zich ontwikkeld. Dat 
betekent dat toekomstig onderwijsmateriaal zich op deze gebieden zou kunnen richten om het 
verschil te overbruggen tussen wat dit type leerder al kan en de uiteindelijk beoogde 
bekwaamheid. 
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De inzichten die deze studie heeft opgeleverd kunnen, tot slot, ook hun toepassing 
vinden in andere deelgebieden van EAP. Veel corpusonderzoeken gebruiken academisch 
Engels corpora die zijn opgebouwd uit teksten afkomstig uit zeer veel verschillende 
academische disciplines, om uitspraken te kunnen doen over gemeenschappelijke kenmerken 
van academisch schrijven in het Engels (o.a. Coxhead 1998; Biber 1999). Het controlecorpus 
in het huidige onderzoek bestaat uit teksten van twee disciplines: taalkunde en letterkunde. 
Het gebruik van zo een gespecialiseerd corpus in plaats van een algemeen academisch corpus 
biedt de mogelijkheid om verschillen tussen het schrijven in deze twee disciplines voor het 
voetlicht te brengen. Op deze manier levert het onderzoek ook een bijdrage aan de inzichten 
die er bestaan over genre-specificiteit en de mate van specialisatie die er eventueel nodig is in 
het academisch schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs. 

Natuurlijk kennen het onderzoek en de conclusies die eraan verbonden kunnen worden 
ook hun beperkingen. De methodologische beperkingen zijn in feite allen direct of indirect 
terug te voeren op de tijdsintensieve aard van de samenstelling, handmatige annotatie, en 
analyse van de corpora. Idealiter zouden de corpora groter zijn dan ze nu zijn. Hoewel ze 
representatief zijn voor de onderzochte taalvariëteiten en groter dan de meeste corpora die 
gebruikt zijn in de in dit proefschrift aangehaalde onderzoeken, bleken zij toch te klein voor 
een accurate analyse van sommige laagfrequente lexico-grammaticale constructies. Ook zijn 
niet alle mogelijk relevante lexico-grammaticale middelen geannoteerd die een rol spelen in 
de discoursecompetentie van de leerder. Echter, die welke wel zijn geannoteerd 
vertegenwoordigen zo een breed spectrum, dat een relevante analyse van de 
discoursecompetentie van Nederlandse vergevorderde leerders goed mogelijk is. Het grote 
aantal verschillende lexico-grammaticale constructies dat geanalyseerd is heeft tot gevolg 
gehad dat dit onderzoek zich voornamelijk heeft gericht op kwantitatieve analyses; slechts een 
beperkt aantal resultaten is in meer detail –kwalitatief– geanalyseerd. Op het gebied van de 
interpretatie van de resultaten zijn ook nog twee opmerkingen te maken. Ten eerste is het van 
belang om voor ogen te houden welke taalvariëteit een corpus vertegenwoordigd en 
conclusies n.a.v. de bevindingen ook daartoe te beperken. Conclusies gebaseerd op resultaten 
uit het leerdercorpus zouden voorzichtig doorgetrokken kunnen worden naar alle Nederlandse 
leerders van het Engels, maar niet naar alle leerders van het Engels in het algemeen. Tot slot, 
zoals de meeste corpusstudies houdt het huidige onderzoek geen rekening, statistisch gezien, 
met de verschillen tussen teksten binnen het corpus. Hoewel dit geen probleem hoeft te zijn, 
aangezien het corpus is samengesteld op basis van zeer strenge objectieve selectiecriteria, zou 
er eventueel een grotere accuratesse behaald kunnen worden door het gebruik van 
bijvoorbeeld een Multilevel Modeling analyse (Mulder 2008: 43-56). 

 
Tot slot 
In 2001 verzuchtte Flowerdew (2001: 366) dat maar weinig bevindingen uit 
leerdercorpusonderzoek hun toepassing vinden in het taalonderwijs en blijven hangen op het 
niveau van aanbevelingen. Als er tien jaar na dato uitgevers zijn die de uitdaging aandurven 
om onderwijsmateriaal te ontwikkelen dat is toegesneden op leerders met een specifieke 
taalachtergrond en dat gebaseerd is op empirisch onderzoek van zowel genre-specifieke 
corpora van moedertaalsprekers als leerdercorpora, dan zullen zij de vier dimensies van 
discoursecompetentie die in dit onderzoek naar voren zijn gekomen als een nuttige leidraad 
kunnen gebruiken voor de selectie en ordening van hun onderwijsmateriaal. Dit onderzoek 
heeft laten zien dat Dimensie 1 (beknoptheid), Dimensie 2 (zelfvertrouwen en betrokkenheid) 
en Dimensie 3 (complexiteit) minstens zo relevant zijn voor vergevorderde leerders als de in 
leerboeken vaak genoemde Dimensie 4 (formaliteit). Het gebruik van alle vier de dimensies 
als richtsnoer is een manier om coherentie te verschaffen aan toekomstig onderwijsmateriaal 
op het gebied van academische schrijfvaardigheid in het Engels.  
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Appendix I: Student Questionnaire 
 

Essay title: 
Course: number of classes attended:  
 
Finished written part of AcVa?  yes / no (delete where necessary) 
 
What reference tools? (please specify) 
 bilingual dictionary: 
 monolingual dictionary: 
 grammar: 
 electronic tools: 
 other(s): 

 
surname: first name(s): 
age: male   / female 
student number:  

(your name is only used to link your essay with the data and will not be used in any other way) 
 
Nationality: 
Native language: 
father’s mother tongue: 
mother’s mother tongue: 
 
language(s) spoken at home: (if more than one, please give average % of use) 
 
 
 

Education: 
current studies: 
current year of study: 
 
years of English at school: 
years of English at university: 
 
Stay in an English-speaking country: 
where?  
when? how long? 
 
Other foreign languages in decreasing order of proficiency: 
 
 
  

I hereby give permission for my essay to be used 
anonymously for research purposes:  

yes/no 
(delete where necessary) 

 
 
Thank you very much for filling in this questionnaire!
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Appendix II: Example of an annotated essay 
 
<text dwc="0" genre="LC" len-p="10" len-s="67" name="LC_E_604" no="052" subgenre="essay" wc="1429"> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.1" i="1" len="9" n="1" wc="181"> 
<LC_E_604.1.1><s>For most people, a world without television is unthinkable these 
days.</s> 
<LC_E_604.1.2><s>Ever since its introduction world wide, and the Golden Age of 
Television that soon followed, television's popularity has only increased.</s> 
<LC_E_604.1.3><s>Every day, billions of people tune in to watch the news, their favourite 
TV show or one of the many home shopping channels.</s> 
<LC_E_604.1.4><s><C11_con_ini1>However</C11_con_ini1>, more people tend to think that 
television viewing does more harm than good.</s> 
<LC_E_604.1.5><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>According to them</stance_adverbial_ini1>, television 
has a negative effect on children's learning abilities, causes anti social behaviour and 
contributes to obesity.</s> 
<LC_E_604.1.6><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Although</sub_concession> it is true that 
there are both positive and negative aspects to television</B08_concession_ini>, the 
positive effects out certainly outweigh the negative.</s> 
<LC_E_604.1.7><s>There is no telling what the world would be like today 
<B08_condition_fin><sub_condition>if</sub_condition> it were not for the introduction of 
television</B08_condition_fin>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.1.8><s>Television gives us helpful information, various forms of education, 
and entertainment <B09_fin>which are all a part of the positive effects that television 
has on our society</B09_fin>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.1.9><s><C11_res_ini1>Therefore</C11_res_ini1>, it is important to remember that 
<C11_con_med4>despite its negative aspects</C11_con_med4>, television is a phenomenal 
invention and has benefited society in many ways.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.2" i="2" len="5" n="2" wc="148"> 
<LC_E_604.2.1><s>It is often said that television affects young children's learning ability 
and causes anti social behaviour, <B10_fin><appmarker>i.e.</appmarker> increased 
aggressive behaviour and desensitization</B10_fin>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.2.2><s>A 2005 study by Seattle researchers, <B06_indeterm_ini_ed>published in 
the Archives of Paediatrics and Adolescent Medicine</B06_indeterm_ini_ed>, suggests 
that television viewing by children younger than 3 can damage their reading 
comprehension and short-term memory.</s> 
<LC_E_604.2.3><s><but>But</but> <B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>even 
though</sub_concession> studies generally find a negative association between 
children's TV viewing and academic performance</B08_concession_ini>, the same Seattle 
research has also shown that exposure to educational TV has many positive 
outcomes.</s> 
<LC_E_604.2.4><s>The study encourages parents to include well-produced, age-
appropriate educational TV into their children's lives, <B06_indeterm_fin_ing>stating that it 
is a valuable tool for stimulating the children's intellectual 
development</B06_indeterm_fin_ing>.</s> 
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<LC_E_604.2.5><s><C11_sum_ini1>In short</C11_sum_ini1>, television does not necessarily 
have a bad effect on young children; <A02it>it is how you incorporate the television into 
their lives</A02it> that determines the consequences.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.3" i="3" len="9" n="3" wc="202"> 
<LC_E_604.3.1><s><B06_time_ini_ed>When exposed to violence on 
television</B06_time_ini_ed>, people, <B10_ini><appmarker>and specifically</appmarker> 
children</B10_ini>, learn that it is acceptable to use violence to resolve conflicts.</s> 
<LC_E_604.3.2><s><C11_res_ini1>Consequently</C11_res_ini1>, they become desensitized to 
real-world violence.</s> 
<LC_E_604.3.3><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>While</sub_concession> many studies 
have showed that people are exposed to an excessive amount of violence on 
television and that this does affect them in a negative manner</B08_concession_ini>, there 
has yet to be thought of a working solution.</s> 
<LC_E_604.3.4><s><B06_prep_ini_ing>Instead of continuing to investigate just how many 
people are affected by TV violence</B06_prep_ini_ing>, more effort should be put in 
limiting the violence on television.</s> 
<LC_E_604.3.5><s>The responsibility lies with both the network companies as well as the 
viewers.</s> 
<LC_E_604.3.6><s>Two ways of preventing the audience from viewing too much violence 
on TV are the V-chip, <B10_ini>a device that can block transmission of violent 
programs</B10_ini>, and a proper television ratings system.</s> 
<LC_E_604.3.7><s>It is also, <C11_con_med4>however</C11_con_med4>, a matter of (self) 
control.</s> 
<LC_E_604.3.8><s>People know what they are watching, just as parents should be aware 
of what their children are watching.</s> 
<LC_E_604.3.9><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Again</stance_adverbial_ini1>, the violence on television 
doesn't necessarily have a bad effect on you, it is simply a matter of how often you 
are exposed to it and this, <stance_nonfincl_ini>as mentioned before</stance_nonfincl_ini>, is 
something that we can control ourselves.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.4" i="4" len="9" n="4" wc="179"> 
<LC_E_604.4.1><s>Many people also claim that watching TV increases the chances of 
obesity.</s> 
<LC_E_604.4.2><s>Studies done by the Stanford University of Medicine, California, have 
shown that TV viewing is directly linked with mindless eating; 
<B08_time_ini><sub_time>when</sub_time> people watch television</B08_time_ini>, they snack 
more often on junk food.</s> 
<LC_E_604.4.3><s><C11_add_ini1>At the same time</C11_add_ini1>, they are more likely to 
gain weight spending their day in front of the television than those who lead an active 
life.</s> 
<LC_E_604.4.4><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Despite the fact that</sub_concession> 
television is indeed largely responsible for the lack of physical activity in 
families</B08_concession_ini>, this should not be used as an argument against 
television.</s> 
<LC_E_604.4.5><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>After all</stance_adverbial_ini1>, the television itself 
does not force people to stay inside and eat food.</s> 
<LC_E_604.4.6><s>It is a matter of self control.</s> 
<LC_E_604.4.7><s>One does not gain weight overnight, and the solution to <C12_ret>this 
problem</C12_ret> lies in a change of lifestyle.</s> 
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<LC_E_604.4.8><s><C11_ela_ini1>In other words</C11_ela_ini1>: turn of your television every 
once in a while and go for a walk.</s> 
<LC_E_604.4.9><s>The TV was never meant to be on twenty four hours a day, but some 
people do no know when to turn their TV set off.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.5" i="5" len="2" n="5" wc="36"> 
<LC_E_604.5.1><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Notwithstanding the fact 
that</sub_concession> television does have its negative side</B08_concession_ini>, the TV 
remains incredibly popular.</s> 
<LC_E_604.5.2><s>This is not surprising, <B08_reason_fin><sub_reason>as</sub_reason> it offers 
us many positive things</B08_reason_fin>, and it is hard to imagine our lives without 
them.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.6" i="6" len="5" n="6" wc="140"> 
<LC_E_604.6.1><s><C11_add_ini1>First of all</C11_add_ini1>, television is an incredible source 
of information; on a daily basis, the television keeps us informed with helpful 
information <B10_fin><appmarker>such as</appmarker> the latest news, the weather forecast 
and other information which may be important in our daily lives</B10_fin>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.6.2><s>The TV allows us to literally see the world from our living room, 
<B08_reason_fin><sub_reason>as</sub_reason> it informs us of the most recent happenings 
around the world within seconds</B08_reason_fin>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.6.3><s>Television has become one of our most basic resources for 
information.</s> 
<LC_E_604.6.4><s><B08_time_ini><sub_time>When</sub_time> Neil Armstrong walked on the 
moon in 1969</B08_time_ini>, the event was followed live by six hundred million people 
world wide.</s> 
<LC_E_604.6.5><s>To this day, every important event in the world, 
<B07_condconc_ini><sub_condconc>be it</sub_condconc> positive or negative</B07_condconc_ini>, 
is broadcasted live on international channels, <B06_indeterm_fin_ing>bringing the news to 
the people faster than a newspaper</B06_indeterm_fin_ing>, and 
<B06_indeterm_fin_ing>providing more information and images than any radio 
could</B06_indeterm_fin_ing>.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.7" i="7" len="8" n="7" wc="170"> 
<LC_E_604.7.1><s><B06_prep_ini_ing>Besides being a convenient source of 
information</B06_prep_ini_ing>, television has also proved to be an effective educational 
tool.</s> 
<LC_E_604.7.2><s>It is a great way of educating people throughout society with 
important issues, <B07_condconc_fin><sub_condconc>be it</sub_condconc> political, social, 
economical or medical</B07_condconc_fin>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.7.3><s><B06_prep_ini_ing>By watching any program on 
television</B06_prep_ini_ing>, you learn something new.</s> 
<LC_E_604.7.4><s><B07_indeterm_ini>As a viewer</B07_indeterm_ini>, you learn facts about 
many different topics, <B06_prep_fin_ing>even by watching TV shows that were originally 
meant for entertainment</B06_prep_fin_ing>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.7.5><s>Not only adults, but also children can also learn from watching 
television.</s> 
<LC_E_604.7.6><s>Programs such as Sesame Street have been developed specifically 
for preschoolers, <B06_purpose_fin_to>to to teach them the fundamentals of reading, 
mathematics, colours, and the concept of time as well as basic life 
skills</B06_purpose_fin_to>.</s> 
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<LC_E_604.7.7><s>Foreign people may even learn a new language, or improve a second 
language, <B10_med><appmarker>such as</appmarker> English</B10_med>, by watching 
television.</s> 
<LC_E_604.7.8><s><B08_concession_ini><sub_concession>Whereas</sub_concession> some 
countries translate English television shows into their own 
language</B08_concession_ini>, countries such as the Netherlands broadcast the original 
program, and <C11_res_ini1>as a result</C11_res_ini1>, the Dutch people may have a 
greater knowledge of the language, its vocabulary and pronunciation.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.8" i="8" len="9" n="8" wc="186"> 
<LC_E_604.8.1><s><C11_add_ini1>Along with informational and educational 
purposes</C11_add_ini1>, television serves a communicative purpose as well.</s> 
<LC_E_604.8.2><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Indeed</stance_adverbial_ini1>, the television is a very 
powerful communication tool, <B06_indeterm_fin_ed>used by companies, organizations 
and even governments to bring certain topics to people's 
attention</B06_indeterm_fin_ed>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.8.3><s>Television has played an important role in raising HIV/Aids 
awareness amongst people, <B10_fin><appmarker>and especially</appmarker> today's 
youth</B10_fin>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.8.4><s>During elections, it is through television that the public is informed of 
the candidates, their whereabouts, and the debates.</s> 
<LC_E_604.8.5><s>Natural disasters such as hurricanes or health threats such as SARS 
and the bird flu are announced to the public through television.</s> 
<LC_E_604.8.6><s><B08_comparison_ini><sub_comparison>Just as</sub_comparison> television can 
be used as a communicative device for political or social means</B08_comparison_ini>, it 
is also used for economical means.</s> 
<LC_E_604.8.7><s>Ever since their introduction, TV adverts have become one of the 
most effective, most pervasive, and most popular methods of selling products of 
many sorts, <B10_fin><appmarker>especially</appmarker> consumer goods</B10_fin>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.8.8><s>Companies pay millions of dollars to advertise on television, 
<B06_indeterm_fin_ing>reaching a world wide audience</B06_indeterm_fin_ing>.</s> 
<LC_E_604.8.9><s><C11_add_ini1>On top of this</C11_add_ini1>, there are entire home 
shopping channels, <B06_indeterm_fin_ed>meant exactly for what the name implies: 
shopping without leaving the comfort of your own home</B06_indeterm_fin_ed>.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.9" i="9" len="5" n="9" wc="67"> 
<LC_E_604.9.1><s><C11_add_ini1>Last but not least</C11_add_ini1>, television is a great thing 
to watch.</s> 
<LC_E_604.9.2><s>Initially, television was not meant to serve as an entertainer.</s> 
<LC_E_604.9.3><s>Through the years, <C11_con_ini2>however</C11_con_ini2>, entertainment 
on TV has become increasingly popular.</s> 
<LC_E_604.9.4><s>It is far more convenient than going to the cinema, a concert, or a 
football match.</s> 
<LC_E_604.9.5><s>You can watch a movie without getting dressed and leaving your 
house, and it is also a lot cheaper.</s> 
<p dwc="0" hn="LC_E_604.10" i="10" len="6" n="10" wc="114"> 
<LC_E_604.10.1><s><C11_sum_ini1>In conclusion</C11_sum_ini1>, television is undoubtedly a 
phenomenal invention that has enriched our lives.</s> 
<LC_E_604.10.2><s><B08_condconc_ini><sub_condconc>Whether</sub_condconc> we are aware of 
it or not</B08_condconc_ini>, we have come to rely on the television.</s> 
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<LC_E_604.10.3><s>With its multi-purposes it has positively affected our society by 
providing us with information, education and entertainment, not to mention serving as 
a convenient and effective communication tool.</s> 
<LC_E_604.10.4><s><stance_adverbial_ini1>Undoubtedly</stance_adverbial_ini1> there are both 
positive and negative aspects to television, but the positive effects of television 
clearly out weigh the negative.</s> 
<LC_E_604.10.5><s>It is also important to remember that the viewer can limit the 
negatives effects of television; we can decide ourselves whether we want to watch or 
not.</s> 
<LC_E_604.10.6><s><C11_ela_ini1>Simply put</C11_ela_ini1>: television is not bad at all.</s> 
</p> 
</text>



 

Appendix III: Overview of VUNSPRAC 
title doc. id in corpus journal author year volume/issue etc 

Internal and external dimensions of language change: the 
great divide? Evidence from New Zealand English NS_ling_01 Linguistics Woods, Nicola J. 2001 volume 39, issue 5 
Theorizing the Americanist tradition. Review NS_ling_02 Language Stanlaw, James 2001 volume77.1 March 
An exploratory cross-sectional study of 
interlanguage pragmatic development NS_ling_03 

Studies in second 
language acquisition Rose, Kenneth R. 2000 volume 22, issue 1 

Demonstratives in English A Corpus-Based Study NS_ling_04 
Journal of English 
Linguistics 

Botley, Simon and 
Tony McEnery 2001 

volume 29, No.1 
March 

What makes you think you exist?" A speech move 
schematic and its application to Pinter's The Birthday Party NS_ling_05 Journal of Pragmatics Toolan, Michael  2000 volume 32 
Grow your own linguistics? On some applied linguists’ views 
of the subject NS_ling_06 Lingua 

Borsley, Robert D. 
and Richard Ingham 2002 volume 112, issue 1 

Towards a Methodology for Exploiting Specialized Target 
Language Corpora as Translation Resources NS_ling_07 

International Journal of 
Corpus Linguistics Bowker, Lynne 2000 volume 5, number 1 

Let-imperatives in English* NS_ling_08 
International Journal of 
Corpus Linguistics Collins, Peter  2004 Volume 9, Number 2 

Developments in English for specific purposes: a multi-
disciplinary approach NS_ling_09 

English for Specific 
Purposes Hyland, Ken  2000 Volume 19, Issue 3 

A modern history of written discourse analysis NS_ling_10 
Journal of Second 
Language Writing 

Kaplan, Robert B. 
and William Grabe 2002 volume 11 

Research on African American English since 1998 Origins, 
Description, Theory, and Practice NS_ling_11 

Journal of English 
Linguistics Green, Lisa 2004 volume 32 

What Is “Philosophical Honesty” in Postmodern Literature?* NS_lit_01 New Literary History, Bewes, Timothy 2000 volune 31 
TELLING TALES OF LOVE PHILOSOPHY, LITERATURE, 
AND PSYCHOANALYSIS NS_lit_02 Diacritics 

Shepherdson, 
Charles 2000 spring 

Everybody Hates Kant: Blakean Formalism and the 
Symmetries of Laura Moriarty NS_lit_03 

Modern Language 
Quarterly Kaufman, Robert 2000 March 

The Persistence of Patriarchy in Franz Kafka’s ‘‘Judgment’’ NS_lit_04 Orbis Litterarum Pan, David 2000 volume 55 
A tool kit for practice theory NS_lit_05 Poetics Breiger, Ronald L. 2000 volume 27 

An expanded, narrative algebra for mythic spacetime NS_lit_06 
Journal of Literary 
Semantics Griffin, Michael 2001 volume 30 

Mapping the Real in Cyberfiction NS_lit_07 Poetics Today McCallum, E.L. 2000 summer 
A False Start for the Classical-Historical Novel: Lockhart's 
Valerius and the Limits of Scott's Historicism NS_lit_08 

Nineteenth Century 
Literature Walker, Stanwood S. 2002 volume 57, number 2 

The Distinction of Fiction (review) NS_lit_09 
Comparative Literature 
Studies 

Cravens, Craig 
Stephen  2000 volume 37, issue 1 

Standard English: The Widening Debate (review) NS_lit_10 Language and Literature Clark, Urszula  2000 Volume 9, Number 1 
Jeffrey Walker, Rhetoric and Poetics in Antiquity NS_lit_11 Rhetorica Graff, Richard  2001 Volume 19, number 1 
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Appendix IV:  full list of categories and labels 
 

Textual labels 
 
"Title" 
<title>____________</title> 
 
"subtitle" 
<subtitle>____________</subtitle> 
 
"Paragraph" 
<p>____________</p> 
 
"Sentence" 
<s>____________</s> 
 
"table" 
<table>____________</table> 
 
"quote" 
<quote>____________</quote> 

 

A – Focusing devices 
 
"A01 Preposing" 
<A01>____________</A01> 
 
"A02 cleft IT" 
<A02it>____________</A02it> 
 
"A02 cleft WH" 
<A02wh>____________</A02wh> 
 
"A03 subject–dependent inversion" 
<A03>____________</A03> 
 
"A04 object postponement" 
<A04>____________</A04> 
 
"A05 passive with focused -by- phrase" 
<A05>____________</A05> 
 

B – Backgrounding/clause combining devices  
 

subordinators 
"subordinator TIME " 
<sub_time>____________</sub_time> 
 
"subordinator PLACE " 
<sub_place>____________</sub_place> 
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"subordinator CONDITION" 
<sub_condition>____________</sub_condition> 
 
"subordinator CONCESSION" 
<sub_concession>____________</sub_concession> 
 
"subordinator REASON/CAUSE" 
<sub_reason>____________</sub_reason> 
 
"subordinator PURPOSE/RESULT" 
<sub_purpose>____________</sub_purpose> 
 
"subordinator COMPARISON" 
<sub_comparison>____________</sub_comparison> 
 
"subordinator CONDitional-CONCessive" 
<sub_condconc>____________</sub_condconc> 

 
 
B06 - non-finite adverbial clause 
"B06 non-finite TO infinitive clause initial" 
<B06_purpose_ini_to>____________</B06_purpose_ini_to> 
 
"B06 non-finite TO infinitive clause medial" 
<B06_purpose_med_to>____________</B06_purpose_med_to> 
 
"B06 non-finite TO infinitive clause final" 
<B06_purpose_fin_to>____________</B06_purpose_fin_to> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause (no subordinator) initial" 
<B06_indeterm_ini_ing>____________</B06_indeterm_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause (no subordinator) medial" 
<B06_indeterm_med_ing>____________</B06_indeterm_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause (no subordinator) final" 
<B06_indeterm_fin_ing>____________</B06_indeterm_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause TIME initial" 
<B06_time_ini_ing>____________</B06_time_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause TIME medial" 
<B06_time_med_ing>____________</B06_time_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause TIME final" 
<B06_time_fin_ing>____________</B06_time_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause PLACE initial" 
<B06_place_ini_ing>____________</B06_place_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause PLACE medial" 
<B06_place_med_ing>____________</B06_place_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause PLACE final" 
<B06_place_fin_ing>____________</B06_place_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONDITION initial" 
<B06_condition_ini_ing>____________</B06_condition_ini_ing> 
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"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONDITION medial" 
<B06_condition_med_ing>____________</B06_condition_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONDITION final" 
<B06_condition_fin_ing>____________</B06_condition_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONCESSION initial" 
<B06_concession_ini_ing>____________</B06_concession_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONCESSION medial" 
<B06_concession_med_ing>____________</B06_concession_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONCESSION final" 
<B06_concession_fin_ing>____________</B06_concession_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause REASON/CAUSE initial" 
<B06_reason_ini_ing>____________</B06_reason_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause REASON/CAUSE medial" 
<B06_reason_med_ing>____________</B06_reason_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause REASON/CAUSE final" 
<B06_reason_fin_ing>____________</B06_reason_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause PURPOSE/RESULT initial" 
<B06_purpose_ini_ing>____________</B06_purpose_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause PURPOSE/RESULT medial" 
<B06_purpose_med_ing>____________</B06_purpose_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause PURPOSE/RESULT final" 
<B06_purpose_fin_ing>____________</B06_purpose_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause COMPARISON initial" 
<B06_comparison_ini_ing>____________</B06_comparison_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause COMPARISON medial" 
<B06_comparison_med_ing>____________</B06_comparison_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause COMPARISON final" 
<B06_comparison_fin_ing>____________</B06_comparison_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONDitional-CONCessive initial" 
<B06_condconc_ini_ing>____________</B06_condconc_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONDitional-CONCessive medial" 
<B06_condconc_med_ing>____________</B06_condconc_med_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ING clause CONDitional-CONCessive final" 
<B06_condconc_fin_ing>____________</B06_condconc_fin_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause (no subordinator) initial" 
<B06_indeterm_ini_ing>____________</B06_indeterm_ini_ing> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause (no subordinator) medial" 
<B06_indeterm_med_ed>____________</B06_indeterm_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause (no subordinator) final" 
<B06_indeterm_fin_ed>____________</B06_indeterm_fin_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause TIME initial" 
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<B06_time_ini_ed>____________</B06_time_ini_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause TIME medial" 
<B06_time_med_ed>____________</B06_time_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause TIME final" 
<B06_time_fin_ed>____________</B06_time_fin_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause PLACE initial" 
<B06_place_ini_ed>____________</B06_place_ini_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause PLACE medial" 
<B06_place_med_ed>____________</B06_place_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause PLACE final" 
<B06_place_fin_ed>____________</B06_place_fin_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause CONDITION initial" 
<B06_condition_ini_ed>____________</B06_condition_ini_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause CONDITION medial" 
<B06_condition_med_ed>____________</B06_condition_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause CONDITION final" 
<B06_condition_fin_ed>____________</B06_condition_fin_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause CONCESSION initial" 
<B06_concession_ini_ed>____________</B06_concession_ini_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause CONCESSION medial" 
<B06_concession_med_ed>____________</B06_concession_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause CONCESSION final" 
<B06_concession_fin_ed>____________</B06_concession_fin_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause REASON/CAUSE initial" 
<B06_reason_ini_ed>____________</B06_reason_ini_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause REASON/CAUSE medial" 
<B06_reason_med_ed>____________</B06_reason_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause REASON/CAUSE final" 
<B06_reason_fin_ed>____________</B06_reason_fin_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause PURPOSE/RESULT initial" 
<B06_purpose_ini_ed>____________</B06_purpose_ini_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite -ED clause PURPOSE/RESULT medial" 
<B06_purpose_med_ed>____________</B06_purpose_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite –ED clause PURPOSE/RESULT final" 
<B06_purpose_fin_ed>____________</B06_purpose_fin_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite –ED clause COMPARISON initial" 
<B06_comparison_ini_ed>____________</B06_comparison_ini_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite –ED clause COMPARISON medial" 
<B06_comparison_med_ed>____________</B06_comparison_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite –ED clause COMPARISON final" 
<B06_comparison_fin_ed>____________</B06_comparison_fin_ed> 
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"B06 non-finite –ED clause CONDitional-CONCessive initial" 
<B06_condconc_ini_ed>____________</B06_condconc_ini_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite –ED clause CONDitional-CONCessive medial" 
<B06_condconc_med_ed>____________</B06_condconc_med_ed> 
 
"B06 non-finite –ED clause CONDitional-CONCessive final" 
<B06_condconc_fin_ed>____________</B06_condconc_fin> 
 
 

B07 – verbless clause 
"B07 verbless clause (no subordinator) initial" 
<B07_indeterm_ini>____________</B07_indeterm_ini> 
 
"B07 verbless clause (no subordinator) medial" 
<B07_indeterm_med>____________</B07_indeterm_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause (no subordinator) final" 
<B07_indeterm_fin>____________</B07_indeterm_fin> 
 
"B07 verbless clause TIME initial" 
<B07_time_ini>____________</B07_time_ini> 
 
 
"B07 verbless clause TIME medial" 
<B07_time_med>____________</B07_time_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause TIME fin" 
<B07_time_fin>____________</B07_time_fin> 
 
"B07 verbless clause PLACE initial" 
<B07_place_ini>____________</B07_place_ini> 
 
"B07 verbless clause PLACE medial" 
<B07_place_med>____________</B07_place_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause PLACE final" 
<B07_place_fin>____________</B07_place_fin> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONDITION initial" 
<B07_condition_ini>____________</B07_condition_ini> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONDITION medial" 
<B07_condition_med>____________</B07_condition_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONDITION final" 
<B07_condition_fin>____________</B07_condition_fin> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONCESSION initial" 
<B07_concession_ini>____________</B07_concession_ini> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONCESSION medial" 
<B07_concession_med>____________</B07_concession_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONCESSION final" 
<B07_concession_fin>____________</B07_concession_fin> 
 
"B07 verbless clause REASON/CAUSE initial" 
<B07_reason_ini>____________</B07_reason_ini> 
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"B07 verbless clause REASON/CAUSE medial" 
<B07_reason_med>____________</B07_reason_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause REASON/CAUSE final" 
<B07_reason_fin>____________</B07_reason_fin> 
 
"B07 verbless clause PURPOSE/RESULT initial" 
<B07_purpose_ini>____________</B07_purpose_ini> 
 
"B07 verbless clause PURPOSE/RESULT medial" 
<B07_purpose_med>____________</B07_purpose_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause PURPOSE/RESULT final" 
<B07_purpose_fin>____________</B07_purpose_fin> 
 
"B07 verbless clause COMPARISON initial" 
<B07_comparison_ini>____________</B07_comparison_ini> 
 
"B07 verbless clause COMPARISON medial" 
<B07_comparison_med>____________</B07_comparison_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause COMPARISON final" 
<B07_comparison_fin>____________</B07_comparison_fin> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONDitional-CONCessive initial" 
<B07_condconc_ini>____________</B07_condconc_ini> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONDitional-CONCessive medial" 
<B07_condconc_med>____________</B07_condconc_med> 
 
"B07 verbless clause CONDitional-CONCessive final" 
<B07_condconc_fin>____________</B07_condconc_fin> 
 
 

B08 – finite adverbial clause  
"B08 finite adverbial clause TIME initial" 
<B08_time_ini>____________</B08_time_ini> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause TIME medial" 
<B08_time_med>____________</B08_time_med> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause TIME final" 
<B08_time_fin>____________</B08_time_fin> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause PLACE initial" 
<B08_place_ini>____________</B08_place_ini> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause PLACE medial" 
<B08_place_med>____________</B08_place_med> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause PLACE final" 
<B08_place_fin>____________</B08_place_fin> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause CONDITION initial" 
<B08_condition_ini>____________</B08_condition_ini> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause CONDITION medial" 
<B08_condition_med>____________</B08_condition_med> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause CONDITION final" 
<B08_condition_fin>____________</B08_condition_fin> 
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"B08 finite adverbial clause CONCESSION initial" 
<B08_concession_ini>____________</B08_concession_ini> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause CONCESSION med" 
<B08_concession_med>____________</B08_concession_med> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause CONCESSION final" 
<B08_concession_fin>____________</B08_concession_fin> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause REASON/CAUSE initial" 
<B08_reason_ini>____________</B08_reason_ini> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause REASON/CAUSE medial" 
<B08_reason_med>____________</B08_reason_med> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause REASON/CAUSE final" 
<B08_reason_fin>____________</B08_reason_fin> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause PURPOSE/RESULT initial" 
<B08_purpose_ini>____________</B08_purpose_ini> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause PURPOSE/RESULT medial" 
<B08_purpose_med>____________</B08_purpose_med> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause PURPOSE/RESULT final" 
<B08_purpose_fin>____________</B08_purpose_fin> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause COMPARISON initial" 
<B08_comparison_ini>____________</B08_comparison_ini> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause COMPARISON medial" 
<B08_comparison_med>____________</B08_comparison_med> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause COMPARISON final" 
<B08_comparison_fin>____________</B08_comparison_fin> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause CONDitional-CONCessive initial" 
<B08_condconc_ini>____________</B08_condconc_ini> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause CONDitional-CONCessive medial" 
<B08_condconc_med>____________</B08_condconc_med> 
 
"B08 finite adverbial clause CONDitional-CONCessive final" 
<B08_condconc_fin>____________</B08_condconc_fin> 
 
 

B09 – Non-restrictive relative clause 
"B09 non-restrictive relative clause initial" 
<B09_ini>____________</B09_ini> 
 
 
"B09 non-restrictive relative clause medial" 
<B09_med>____________</B09_med> 
 
 
"B09 non-restrictive relative clause final" 
<B09_fin>____________</B09_fin> 
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B10 – Non-restrictive apposition 
"B10  non-restrictive apposition initial" 
<B10_ini>____________</B10_ini> 
 
"B10  non-restrictive apposition medial" 
<B10_ini>____________</B10_ini> 
 
"B10  non-restrictive apposition final" 
<B10_fin>____________</B10_fin> 
 
"apposition marker" 
<appmarker>____________</appmarker> 

 
 

NCDU – Non-clausal discourse unit 
 
"NCDU non-clausal discourse unit medial" 
<ncdu_med>____________</ncdu_med> 
 
"NCDU non-clausal discourse unit final" 
<ncdu_fin>____________</ncdu_fin> 
 

C – Cohesive devices 
C11 – linking adverbials 
"C11 enumeration/addition initial" 
<C11_add_ini1>____________</C11_add_ini1> 
 
"C11 enumeration/addition second" 
<C11_add_ini2>____________</C11_add_ini2> 
 
"C11 enumeration/addition third" 
<C11_add_med3>____________</C11_add_med3> 
 
"C11 enumeration/addition medial rest" 
<C11_add_med4>____________</C11_add_med4> 
 
"C11 enumeration/addition final" 
<C11_add_fin>____________</C11_add_fin> 
 
"C11 summation initial" 
<C11_sum_ini1>____________</C11_sum_ini1> 
 
"C11 summation second" 
<C11_sum_ini2>____________</C11_sum_ini2> 
 
"C11 summation third" 
<C11_sum_med3>____________</C11_sum_med3> 
 
"C11 summation medial rest" 
<C11_sum_med4>____________</C11_sum_med4> 
 
"C11 summation final" 
<C11_sum_fin>____________</C11_sum_fin> 
 
"C11 elaboration initial" 
<C11_ela_ini1>____________</C11_ela_ini1> 
 
"C11 elaboration second" 
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<C11_ela_ini2>____________</C11_ela_ini2> 
 
"C11 elaboration third" 
<C11_ela_med3>____________</C11_ela_med3> 
 
"C11 elaboration medial rest" 
<C11_ela_med4>____________</C11_ela_med4> 
 
"C11 elaboration final" 
<C11_ela_fin>____________</C11_ela_fin> 
 
"C11 result/inference initial" 
<C11_res_ini1>____________</C11_res_ini1> 
 
"C11 result/inference second" 
<C11_res_ini2>____________</C11_res_ini2> 
 
"C11 result/inference third" 
<C11_res_med3>____________</C11_res_med3> 
 
"C11 result/inference medial rest" 
<C11_res_med4>____________</C11_res_med4> 
 
"C11 result/inference final" 
<C11_res_fin>____________</C11_res_fin> 
 
"C11 contrast/concession initial" 
<C11_con_ini1>____________</C11_con_ini1> 
 
"C11 contrast/concession second" 
<C11_con_ini2>____________</C11_con_ini2> 
 
"C11 contrast/concession third" 
<C11_con_med3>____________</C11_con_med3> 
 
"C11 contrast/concession rest" 
<C11_con_med4>____________</C11_con_med4> 
 
"C11 contrast/concession final" 
<C11_con_fin>____________</C11_con_fin> 
"C11 matter/respect initial" 
<C11_mat_ini1>____________<C11_mat_ini1> 
 
"C11 matter/respect second" 
<C11_mat_ini2>____________<C11_mat_ini2> 
 
"C11 matter/respect third" 
<C11_mat_med3>____________<C11_mat_med3> 
 
"C11 matter/respect rest" 
<C11_mat_med4>____________<C11_mat_med4> 
 
"C11 matter/respect final" 
<C11_mat_fin>____________<C11_mat_fin> 
 
"C11 transition initial" 
<C11_tra_ini1>____________</C11_tra_ini1> 
 
"C11 transition second" 
<C11_tra_ini2>____________</C11_tra_ini2> 
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"C11 transition third" 
<C11_tra_med3>____________</C11_tra_med3> 
 
"C11 transition medial rest" 
<C11_tra_med4>____________</C11_tra_med4> 
 
"C11 transition final" 
<C11_tra_fin>____________</C11_tra_fin> 
 
sentence initial -But- 
<but>____________</but> 
sentence initial -And- 
<and>____________</and> 
 

C12 – advance/retrospective nouns 
 
"C12 retrospective label" 
<C12_ret>____________</C12_ret> 
 
"C12 advance label" 
<C12_adv>____________</C12_adv> 
 

Stance 
"non-finite stance clause initial" 
<stance_nonfincl_ini>____________</stance_nonfincl_ini> 
 
"non-finite stance clause medial" 
<stance_nonfincl_med>____________</stance_nonfincl_med> 
 
"non-finite stance clause final" 
<stance_nonfincl_fin>____________</stance_nonfincl_fin> 
 
 
"finite stance clause initial" 
<stance_finitecl_ini>____________</stance_finitecl_ini> 
 
"finite stance clause medial" 
<stance_finitecl_med>____________</stance_finitecl_med> 
 
"finite stance clause final" 
<stance_finitecl_fin>____________</stance_finitecl_fin> 
 
"non-linking stance adverbial initial" 
<stance_adverbial_ini1>____________</stance_adverbial_ini1> 
 
"non-linking stance adverbial second" 
<stance_adverbial_ini2>____________</stance_adverbial_ini2> 
 
"non-linking stance adverbial third" 
<stance_adverbial_med3>____________</stance_adverbial_med3> 
 
"non-linking stance adverbial rest" 
<stance_adverbial_med4>____________</stance_adverbial_med4> 
 

Other labels 
"parenthetical clause" 
<parentcl>____________</parentcl> 
 
"sentence fragment" 
<frag>____________</frag> 
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