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ABSTRAK 

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui jenis-jenis kesesuaian dalam tuisan 

mahasiswa yang sering dan dominan muncul pada tulisan mahasiswa. Mencoba 

untuk menanalisis ketidaksesuaian dalam cohesive device. Penelitian ini 

menggunakan metode Qualitatif yang berfokus pada dokumentasi analisis. Objek 

penelitian adalah semua mahasiswa yang mana 27 (15%) dari mereka dijadikan 

contoh. Hasil dari penelitian tersebut menunjukan kegunaan cohesive devices 

yang sering muncul dan yang paling domain muncul yaitu, reference 438 

(59.83%) yang diikuti oleh conjunction dengan 249 (34.01%). Ditemukan juga 

ketidaksesuaian dalam pengguanaan reference seperti. Pronouns, possessive, dan 

juga conjuction seperti additive, adversative dan temporal.  

Kata Kunci: Cohesive Devices, Tulisan Siswa, Penelitian Deskriptif 
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Cohesiveness of Students’ Writing: A Descriptive Study at Second Semester 

Students of English Department Academic Year 2016/2017 

 

Yuris Seftiani M 

E1D 111 138 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

This research aimed to find out the common and the most dominant cohesive 

devices students used in their writing task. It also tried to analyze the 

inappropriate use of cohesive device. This study was qualitative one focusing on 

documentation analysis. The object of this study was all of students in which only 

27 (15%) of them were taken as sample. The result of this study showed that the 

common cohesive devices used were references, conjunction, substitution, 

repetition, synonym, and antonym. The most dominant cohesive devices used 

were reference 438 (59.83%) followed by conjunction 249 (34.01%). It also found 

the inappropriate use of references such as pronouns, possessive, and also 

conjunctions such as additive, adversative, and temporal. 

Key Words: Cohesive Devices, Students’ Writing, Descriptive Study 
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A. Background of Study 

 In Mataram University, 

writing is taught from the first 

semester. This study will try to 

emphasize the focus on investigating 

the second semester where Writing 2 

is taught. As a former second 

semester student, I also have 

experienced some difficulties when 

giving a task to make writing. When 

I look back at my writing task when I 

was at second semester, I seen many 

mistakes. Those mistakes include 

organization of text, content, diction, 

flow of the writing and mechanics 

(capitalization, spelling, repetitive, 

punctuation). All of these mistakes 

might happen since, I at that time, as 

the second semester students still had 

lack of knowledge about writing. The 

temporary observation shows that 

writing has been a problem dealing 

with the issue of cohesion. This is 

found from students; writing task. 

For examples bellow in which there 

is a lack of the use of substitution 

when there are two same words that 

appears in one sentence. In this case, 

the other word can be exchanged 

with word one/ones: 

I like it very much, because in there I 

could enjoy the landscape, the 

landscape that can make Senggigi 

beautiful.... 

Another error can be seen in the 

following instance in which the 

student preferred to write again a 

word that has been mentioned 

previously instead of using reference: 

I like reading novels because I can 

fill my leisure time with reading 

novels at my home. 

These kinds of problem might 

generally happen to most of the 

second semester students. This 

assumption was strengthened by Mr. 

Udin‟s explanation who is teaching 

writing 2. He said that the common 

mistakes students made are spelling, 

grammatical agreement, repetition 

words, and lack in the coherence of 

each idea. He also said there are 

some misplacements of cohesive 

devices in the students‟ writing even 

not all of them. Moreover, there is 

some inappropriate use of cohesive 

devices that makes the writing lack 

of cohesiveness. The problems 

occurred due to students‟ 

unfamiliarity to the use of cohesive 

devices that eventually disrupt the 

flow of ideas in their written 

assignments. Based on the 

explanation above, this research was 

interested to find out what kind of 

cohesive devices commonly used by 

students, what kinds of cohesive 

devices that most dominantly used, 

and what cohesive devices that was 

inappropriately used in students‟ 

writing tasks. 

 

B. Related Theories 

This section discussed about 

theories related to writing and 

cohesive devices in term of its 

definition. This section also provided 

the specific explanation about 
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theories related to writing, cohesion, 

and cohesive devices. 

1. Writing 

Linderman (2001) defines 

writing as a process of 

communication that uses a 

conventional graphic system to 

convey a message to a reader. It 

means that a systematic graphic in 

form of letters, punctuation, words or 

sentences is used in process of 

sending the message through writing. 

Writing involves more than 

just producing words and sentences. 

To be able to produce a piece of 

understandable writing, there are 

many things that need to take into 

account. One of them is 

cohesiveness. Halliday and Hassan 

(1976) emphasize the crucial role of 

cohesive devices to produced well-

structured writing. They stated that 

without the choice of appropriate 

cohesive devices, one will never be 

able to produce a good and 

understandable writing. In addition, 

Azzouz (2009) emphasizes that those 

devices always give great effect to 

one‟s writing, either on its flow or its 

ties. Thus, the choice on kind of 

cohesive devices use will take a very 

important role in determining a good 

writing. 

The writing skill is well 

known more complicated than that of 

other language skills. Even a native 

speaker sometimes may experience 

complication in a particular situation 

when they must tie their ideas into 

one unit paragraph. Using cohesive 

devices appropriately will be one 

which determines the flow of 

paragraph. Cohesive devices have 

various kinds and one must be able 

to choose it based on its function to 

functioned them perfectly. Choosing 

cohesive devices to apply in writing 

cannot be done randomly. It must 

concern on “which, when and where” 

certain cohesive devices should be 

use because it will affect the whole 

writing. Thus, using cohesive devices 

appropriately is one of the challenges 

that will be faced by students in 

producing good writing. Since it is 

quite challenging, therefore, this 

study is interested in analyze the 

students‟ writing in University of 

Mataram, in terms of the usage of 

cohesive devices. 

2. Cohesion and Cohesive Devices 

Cohesion is a semantic 

property of a text sticking together in 

some way. A cohesive text tends to 

connect semantically its sentences 

together. This semantic aspect of 

cohesion has a relation with the 

reader who interprets the elements in 

a given co-text depending on the 

other element within the same co-

text. Halliday and Hassan (1976 cited 

in Brown & Yule, 1983) assert that 

cohesion occurs in which the 

interpretation of some element in the 

discourse is dependent on that of 

another. The one presupposes the 

other in the sense that it cannot be 

effectively decoded except by 

resources to it. In fact, the 

presupposition is an important aspect 
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in cohesion because it can connect 

the unrelated sentences. Thus 

relations in meaning of any sentence 

depending on the surrounding 

elements. 

It is noteworthy that cohesion 

within the sentence may focus on the 

way cohesion works beyond the 

sentence. Thus, the use of rules of 

pronominalization can explain the 

function of cohesion at the inter-

sentence level. But, these rules 

cannot be always sufficient to ensure 

inter-sentence level. To produce a 

cohesive writing, it definitely needs 

devices that can be really helpful for 

the writer. Therefore, it is very 

crucial to know about cohesive 

devices which can be a very valuable 

tool to make good writing. In 

general, cohesive devices in the same 

way as cohesion are divided into 

two: Grammatical and Lexical 

cohesive devices. 

 

a. Grammatical Cohesion 

Halliday and Hassan (1976 

cited in Azzouz 2009) provided the 

categories of grammatical cohesion 

(grammatical cohesive devices) 

pointing that this concept can be 

systematized by classifying it into a 

small number of distinct categories, 

they refer to them as: reference, 

substitution and ellipsis, and 

conjunction. 

1. Reference 

One of the options that 

grammar of English provided for 

creating the surface link between 

sentences is reference. Pronouns 

(either personal or possessive) are 

the most common linguistic element 

existing in a textual environment. 

However, there are other linguistic 

ones that used to fulfill the same 

function such us: articles, 

demonstratives and comparatives. 

Reference can be accounted as 

“exophoric” or “endophoric” 

functions. This is because when 

reading, the readers are expected to 

interpret the text by either looking 

forward, backward, and outward. 

Exophoric demanded the 

reader to look out of the text in order 

to interpret the referent. The reader, 

thus, has to look beyond or out of the 

text with a shared world between the 

reader and the writer. “Exophoric 

reference directs the receiver „out of 

„the text and into an assumed shared 

world” (McCarthy, 1991: 41).  

Endophoric function refers to 

the text itself in its interpretation. 

Brown and Yule (1983: 192) point 

that “where their interpretation lies 

within a text they are called 

„endophoric‟ relations and do from 

cohesive ties within the text”. 

Endophoric reference is divided into 

two classes namely anaphoric and 

cataphoric. Anaphoric relation is 

activities which require the reader to 

look back in texts to find the referent. 

For example: “it rained day and night 

for two weeks, the basement flooded 

and everything was under water, It 

spoilt all our calculations” ( 
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McCarthy 1991: 36).The first “it” is 

not a reference since it refers to the 

discourse itself. Nevertheless, the 

second “it” is a purely reference that 

refers back to the event occurred of 

two weeks. 

When anaphoric made the 

reader looking back the sentence to 

find out the reference, cataphoric is 

the opposite of it since the reader 

needs to look forward for their 

interpretation, to exemplify the 

cataphoric reference “she was 

terribly afraid .All kinds of black 

memories of her childhood came up 

to her mind. She could not fight 

against them as had been her custom 

because simply Mary Brown was 

dying at that moment (Azzouz, 2009: 

27)”. In this short text, there were 

numbers of cataphoric items display 

which demanded the reader to look 

forward for determining what they 

refer to. In this example, all of the 

pronouns (e.g. she /her) refer to Mary 

Brown. In cataphoric reference, the 

referent has been put on the last 

sentence in order to engage the 

reader‟s /the listener‟s attention. 

 

2. Substitution 

Halliday and Hassan (1976 

cited in Azzouz, 2009) state that 

substitution existed when one feature 

in a text replaces a previous other, 

for instance: “I left my pencil at 

home, would you like to lend me 

one?” In this example, “one” is the 

replacement of the word “pencil”. It 

is crucial to know that substitution 

and reference are not the same in 

what and where they operate. 

Substitution put its concern on 

relations related with word. Whereas 

reference tend to concern with 

relations related to the meaning. 

Substitution is a good way to avoid 

repetition in such text. However, 

reference needs to retrieve its 

meaning from the situational textual 

occurrence. Kennedy (2003) points 

out there are three types of 

substitution, namely, nominal, 

verbal, and clausal substitution. 

Nominal substitution is where 

the noun or a nominal group can be 

replaced by a noun. “One” / “ones” 

always operate as a head of nominal 

group. Verbal substitution refers to 

the verb or verbal group that can be 

replaced by another verb e.g. “do” 

.This functions as a head of verbal 

group, and it is usually placed at the 

end of the group. Clausal substitution 

is where a clause can be usually 

substituted by “so” or “not”. 

3. Ellipsis 

When the reference and the 

substitution were totally different, 

ellipsis and substitution meanwhile, 

is very close because ellipsis is 

“substitution” by zero (0). What is 

important in ellipsis is that some 

elements are omitted from the text, 

but still understandable. Thus, 

omission of these elements can be 

recovered by referring to an element 

in the preceding text. Consider the 

following example: 



 5 

“Jenny was introduced to a famous 

author, but even before, she had 

recognized him”. It appeared that the 

structure of the second clause 

indicates that there is something left 

out “introduced to a famous author”, 

the omission of this feature kept the 

meaning still clear and there is no 

need of repetition. Starkey (2004) 

points out that on some occasions; 

ellipsis is used instead of substitution 

for the sake of conciseness. There are 

three types of ellipsis i.e. nominal, 

verbal and clausal. 

Nominal ellipsis means 

ellipsis within the nominal group, 

where the omission of nominal group 

is served a common noun, proper 

noun or pronoun. Verbal ellipsis 

refers to ellipsis within the verbal 

group where the elliptical verb 

depends on a preceding verbal group. 

Clausal ellipsis functions as verbal 

ellipsis, where the omission refers to 

a clause. 

4. Conjunction 

Conjunction is achieved to 

have grammatical cohesion in texts 

which show the relationship between 

sentences. Williams (1983) gave 

some examples of conjunction based 

on the work of Halliday and Hassan 

(1976). Those conjunctions are; and, 

in addition, moreover, or, else, 

alternatively,  that is, in other words, 

i.e. for instance, for example, such 

as, likewise, similarly, in the same 

way, yet, though, but, however, 

nevertheless, whereas, in fact, 

actually, as a matter of part, 

contrary, in any /either case, so, 

then, hence, consequently, for, 

because, for this reason, it follows, 

as a result, in consequence, for this 

purpose, to this end, then, that being 

the case, under the circumstances, 

otherwise, under other 

circumstances, therefore, in this 

respect /regard, otherwise, in other 

respects, (at) first, to start with, next, 

finally, in conclusion, to sum up, in 

short, briefly, previously, before this 

/that, hit her to, at this point, here, 

from now on, hence, forward 

meanwhile, in the meantime, soon, 

after a time just then, and at the 

same time. 

b. Lexical Cohesion 

Cohesion through lexical 

items is the last source of cohesion 

described in cohesion in English. 

Therefore, according to Halliday and 

Hasan (1976), lexical cohesion is the 

cohesive effect achieved by the 

selection of vocabulary. In English, 

there are two types of lexical 

cohesion, reiteration and collocation. 

The following section discusses each 

type of lexical cohesion. 

1. Reiteration 

Halliday and Hasan (1976) 

state, reiteration is a form of lexical 

cohesion which involves the 

repetition of a lexical item, at one 

end of the scale; the use of a general 

word to refer back to a lexical item, 

at the other end of the scale; and a 

number of things in between the use 
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of a synonym, near-synonym, or 

superordinate. 

A. Types of Reiteration 

a) Repetition 

Repetition is the act of 

repeating exactly the same word as 

has been mentioned before and it 

often involves reference in second 

occurrence by matching definite 

articles. Repetition is just the simple 

repetition of a word, within a 

sentence or a poetical line, with no 

particular placement of the words 

b) Synonym 

Synonymy is two or more 

words with very closely related 

meaning or same meanings which 

are often intersubstitutable in 

sentences. Crystal (2008)states that 

synonymy is lexeme which has the 

same meaning. 

c) Hyponymy 

The use of a general word to 

refer back to a lexical item is known 

as hyponymy. According to Cristal 

(2008: 233)“hyponymy is the 

relationship which obtains between 

specific and general lexical items ... 

For example, cat is a hyponym of 

animal, flute of instrument, chair of 

furniture, and so on.” 

d) Metonymy 

Metonymy is relation 

between word which has a part and 

whole meaning. E.g: the brake has 

been repaired. In general, however, 

the car was in a very good condition. 

The first sentence the plural nouns 

“brakes” is a part of the noun “car” 

which exists in the second sentence. 

e) Antonym 

Antonym is the inverse of 

synonym. When synonym focuses on 

the similarity of words, antonym is 

different in which its main concern is 

in the word which is in the some 

sense opposite in meaning (Crystal: 

2008). For example, the old music 

sounds very familiar. The new one is 

more interesting. Old is the antonym 

of new and vice versa. 

2. Collocation 

Collocation is a form of 

lexical cohesion achieved through 

the association of lexical items that 

regularly co-occur. This not only 

brings extension to the basis of the 

lexical relationship that features a 

cohesive force but also indicates that 

cohesion lies between any pair of 

lexical items that relate to each other 

in some recognizable lexico-

semantic (word meaning) relation. 

Crystal (2008: 86) stated that 

“collocation is a term used ... to refer 

to the habitual co-occurrence of 

individual lexical items. For 

example...letter collocates with 

alphabet, graphic, etc.”In addition, it 

is important to note that cohesion 

obtained by collocation is not limited 

to a pair of words since it is also very 

common to see long cohesive chains 

that are built up out of lexical 

relations of these kinds, with word 
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chains like sheep and wool, congress 

and politician or college and study. 

 All of these kinds of cohesive 

devices has been tried to identify its 

appearance in the students‟ writing. 

Furthermore, some inappropriate use 

of cohesive devices will also be 

investigated to see to what extent 

students can apply cohesive devices 

appropriately. 

C. Theoretical Frameworks 

 In term of the main tool to 

analyze the data then answer the 

research questions, this research 

referred back to Azzouz‟s research 

result (2009). In his research, he 

focused on the kinds of cohesive 

devices that are chose in students of 

second year‟s writing which is quite 

similar to the second semester 

students that this research chooses. 

He stated that the most commonly 

cohesive devices used by the 

students are conjunction. 

 This result made the 

researcher of this study draw a 

temporary assumption that 

conjunction could become the most 

dominant cohesive devices that 

students of second semester used in 

their writing since the object of the 

study was the same. Moreover, 

Azzouz (2009) also claimed that 

conjunctions are dominantly used 

because conjunction is the most well-

known cohesive devices. That 

opinion was used by the researches 

as the “knife” to analyze the data that 

have been collected by this study 

since the second research question of 

this study focus on asking about 

cohesive devices that were 

dominantly used. In short, this very 

brave theoretical framework 

emphasized that Azzouz‟s (2009) 

study became the most dominant one 

to be used as a reference. 

D. Research Design 

This study used the 

qualitative approach which focus on 

describing what is found in text. 

Thus, this study was in descriptive 

study. Descriptive research is used to 

identify and classify the elements or 

characteristics of the subject. Thus, 

this study tried to identify the data 

and then classifying the data in to 

types of cohesive devices existed in 

such texts. This study attempted to 

describe and classify the 

implementation of cohesive devices 

in students‟ writing. Therefore, as 

what has been seen previously, this 

study was in form of descriptive 

research. 

The population of this study 

was all second semester students 

both morning and afternoon class 

which amounted to 174 students and 

the population was all of their 

writing. Purposive sampling was 

used in this study. The type of 

sampling used in this study was 

purposive sampling. This type of 

sampling usually took samples from 

the population based on the 
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characteristics needed (Yusra, 2009). 

Purposive sampling was chosen since 

this study aims to see the common 

cohesive devices used and the 

dominant error that students made in 

applying cohesive devices. Thus, this 

study chose the students‟ writing 

based on the amount of cohesive 

devices they used in their writing. 

This study took about 15% from the 

population i.e. 27 students which was 

considered enough by the researcher. 

The procedure of data 

collection used in this study was 

documentation analysis in which the 

researcher collected second semester 

students of English Department‟s 

writing, chose them then analyzed 

them. To validate the data of this 

study, inter-raters were employed. In 

other words, inter-rater was used to 

avoid subjectivity from the 

researcher when analyzing the data, 

in this case students‟ writing. The 

researcher did discussion with a 

friend from the same departments – 

i.e. English department- and also 

asked for help the one who had more 

understanding with application of 

cohesive device. The researcher used 

two inter-raters as the observers. The 

inter-raters in this research were 

Taopan Ali, S. Pd. and Yuli Fariha, 

S. Pd. 

In calculating the numbers of 

domination of the use of certain 

cohesive devices, the researcher used 

formula which is inspired by Tsareva 

(2010 cited in Abdurrahman, 2013: 

4). P=  100%, in which P = 

Percentage, N = Types or sub-types 

of grammatical cohesive devices, and 

T = Total Grammatical cohesive 

devices produced by students. 

Furthermore, the procedures of 

analyzing data in this study was in 

three steps i.e. identification, 

classification, and description. 

E. Results 

A. Dominant cohesive devices 

The table below is the result 

of common cohesive devices used by 

the students 

Table 1 

 Numbers 

of 

Devices 

(N) 

% 

Cohesive 

devices 

732 100% 

References 438 59.83% 

Conjunction 249 34.01% 

Repetition 30 4.09% 

Substitution 2 0.27% 

Synonym 7 0.95% 

Antonym 6 0.81% 

The results show that numbers of 

cohesive devices used by the 

students in their writing are 74 

devices which dominated only by six 

types. Those cohesive devices are; 

Reference, Conjunction, Repetition, 

Substitution, Synonym, and Antonym. 
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a. Students’ Use of Reference 

The students‟ use of reference 

is also analyzed according to the total 

number of grammatical cohesive 

devices (CD) used and the number of 

references used too. The result is 

shown in the following table. 

Table 2 

Total of CD 

Use 

Reference 

Use 

 

732 

N % 

438 59.83% 

 

The total numbers of reference use 

was 732. Moreover, the next table 

below shows types of references 

(grammatical reference) that 

frequently used: 

Table 3 

Refere

nce 

Type of 

reference 

N % 

 

438 

Personal 

Possessive 

Demonstr

ative 

The and 

There 

19

0 

61 

19 

16

8 

43.37

% 

13.92

% 

4.33

% 

38.35

% 

 

The table above shows the common 

references used are personal 

pronouns, possessives, demonstrative 

pronouns, and the and there. 

1.  Learners’ Use of Personal 

References 

The total number of students‟ 

use of personal references (PR) and 

the corresponding number of all 

personal devices used are shown the 

table below. Table 4shows total 

numbers and types of personal 

pronoun used. On the other hand, 

table 5 shows the total numbers and 

types of possessive pronoun used: 

Table 4 

Total of 

PR Use 

PR 

Use 

N % 

 

190 

It 

You 

They 

We 

Him 

Us 

Them 

38 

29 

29 

78 

1 

9 

8 

20% 

15.26% 

15.26% 

41.05% 

0.52% 

4.73% 

4.21% 

 

In term of personal pronoun used, 

there are seven pronouns that 

commonly used by the students. 

They were; it, you, they, we, him, us, 

and them.  

In addition to the presence of 

some personal references, there are 

also some possessive references 

(Poss-R) that students used in their 

writing. The table 5below shows the 

accumulation of possessive 

references they use: 

Table 5 

Total of 

Poss-R Use 

Poss-

R 

Used 

N % 

 

61 

Its 

Your 

Their 

Our 

5 

10 

22 

24 

8.19% 

16.39% 

36.06% 

39.34% 
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The table above shows that the 

common possessive pronouns used 

was; its, your, their, and our. 

2. Students’ Use of Demonstrative 

Reference 

The following table shows 

the number of the whole 

demonstratives used according to the 

total number of demonstrative 

references (DR). 

Table 6 

Total of DR DR Use N % 

 

19 

This 

That 

These 

Those 

12 

6 

1 

0 

63.15% 

31.57% 

5.26% 

0% 

 

The result above showed that the 

common demonstrative pronouns 

used were; this, that, and these. 

In addition to the three 

grammatical references (personal, 

possessive, and demonstrative 

references) mentioned above, there 

are other references that frequently 

used by the students. Those 

references are definite article “the” 

and “there”. Table 7below shows the 

total numbers appearance of those 

two: 

Table 7 

Total of 

Appearan

ces 

Other 

referen

ce 

Used 

N % 

 

168 

The 

There 

 

16

5 

3 

 

98.21

% 

1.78

% 

And the table below is the total 

appearances of all references. 

 

 

Table 8 

Total 

reference 

GR used N 

 

438 

It 

You 

They 

We 

Him 

Us 

Them 

Its 

Your 

Their 

Our 

This 

That 

These 

Those 

The 

There 

38 

29 

29 

78 

1 

9 

8 

5 

10 

22 

24 

12 

6 

1 

0 

165 

3 

 

b. Students’ Use of Conjunction 

Conjunctions are generally 

used to link one sentence with 

another or one paragraph with other 

paragraph. Halliday and Hasan (1976 

cited in Brown and Yule, 1983) 

divided conjunctive relation into four 

i.e.; additive, adversative, causal, and 

temporal. These four types of 

conjunction were analyzed the results 

of their appearance are provided 

below. Before going further to see 

the results of those four, the 

researcher firstly gives the table that 
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shows the total numbers of 

conjunctions used by students in 

their writing. 

   Table 9 

Total of 

CD Use 

Conjunction Use 

 

732 

N % 

249 34.01% 
 

The next table below is showing the 

common types of conjunction used 

by the students. They are; additive, 

adversative, causal, and temporal 

conjunction. All of these 

conjunctions were found in report 

text that made by the students. 

   Table 10 

Total 

of 

conjun

ction 

Conju

nction 

Used 

N % 

 

 

249 

Additi

ve 

Advers

ative 

Causal 

Tempo

ral 

1

5

6 

2

3 

3

5 

3

5 

62.6

5% 

9.23

% 

14.0

5% 

14.0

5% 

1. Students’ Use of Additive 

Conjunction 

The table below reveals the 

number of all additive conjunction 

(Add-C) devices used by students 

concerning the total number of the 

additive conjunction devices. 

Table 11 

Total 

of 

Add-

C 

Add-C Used N % 

 

 

156 

And 

Or 

For Example 

Moreover  

Such As 

That is 

Another/Other 

102 

26 

17 

1 

5 

2 

3 

65.38% 

16.66% 

10.89% 

0.64% 

3.20% 

1.28% 

1.92% 

. 

The table above showed that the 

common additive conjunction used 

were; and, or, for example, 

moreover, such as, that is, and 

another/other. These conjunctions 

are functioned to add some 

additional information in which the 

students‟ report text need to report 

the topic they write. 

2. Students’ Use of adversative 

Conjunction 

The total number of 

adversative conjunction (Adv-C) 

used and the numbers of every 

device used are revealed in the 

following table: 

Table 12 

Total of 

Adv-C 

Adv-C 

Used 

N % 

 

23 

But 

However 

In the 

other 

hand 

21 

1 

1 

91.30% 

4.34% 

4.34% 
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The result shows that adversative 

conjunctions such as; but, however, 

and in the other hand were the 

common adversative ones that used 

by the students in their writing tasks. 

The types of the text where “but” 

occurred were report text. 

3. Students’ Use of Causal 

Conjunction 

The analysis of the learners‟ 

causal conjunction (CC) is shown in 

the following table by using the total 

number of causal conjunction used 

and the corresponding number of 

every causal conjunction used. 

Table 13 

Total 

of C-

C 

C-C Used N % 

 

 

35 

Because 

So 

Therefore 

Even 

though 

So that 

Although   

15 

8 

7 

1 

1 

3 

42.85% 

22.85% 

20% 

2.85% 

2.85% 

8.57% 

 

In table 13, it shows that because, so, 

therefore, even though, so that, and 

although were the common causal 

conjunction used in students‟ writing 

tasks. Since the text analyzed was 

report text, all those conjunctions 

appeared on report text. 

4. Students’ use of temporal 

conjunction 

The table below represents 

the number of every temporal 

conjunction (TC) used and the total 

number of temporal cohesive devices 

used by the learners. 

Table 14 

Total 

of T-C 

T-C Used N % 

35 

 

Finally 

In 

conclusion/ 

In 

summary 

Firstly/first 

of all 

Secondly 

Thirdly 

In fact 

In short 

In/at the 

end 

1 

9 

10 

7 

1 

1 

2 

4 

2.85% 

25.71% 

28.57% 

20% 

2.85% 

2.85% 

5.71% 

11.42% 

 

The common temporal conjunction 

used by the students were; finally, in 

conclusion/in summary, first/first of 

all, secondly, thirdly, in fact, in 

short, and in/ at the end. 

c. Students’ Use of substitution, 

repetition, synonym, and antonym 

 As we can see on Table 1 

when the use of other cohesive 

devices such as; substitution 

(0.26%), repetition (4.03%), 

synonym (0.94%), and antonym 

(0.80%). The substitution that 
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appeared was only the word “one” 

that retrieved from IA‟s writing; 

The internet is an electric 

mechanic that has two main 

usefulness. The first one is 

the source of information... 

On the sentence above, the word 

“one” is replacing „usefulness”. In 

addition, repetition that is commonly 

used by students is word „internet‟. It 

happened since most of the topic of 

the writing was about internet. 

Moreover, antonyms that frequently 

appear are positive, negative, 

advantages, and disadvantages. This 

happened because the writing 

discussed about the effects of 

internet. 

B. Inappropriate use of cohesive 

devices 

In addition to appropriate use 

of cohesive devices, students also 

made some inappropriate 

applications of cohesive devices in 

their writing. The researcher and 

inter-raters found eleven 

inappropriate usages and they are 

dominated by reference and 

conjunction, those inappropriate ones 

are marked by bold. So, the words 

that were bolded were the 

inappropriate cohesive devices.; 

1. Teacher use the internet to 

supplement their lessons.... 

(NR) 

2. The first of all in television 

prepare many information 

(MA) 

3. The children become bored 

and lazy. Like bored for 

study, bored for thinking, 

forget to eat, forget to sleep 

and etc. In conclusion, I think 

the solution exact for this 

problem (MA) 

4. First of all, TV is one of 

electronic media that is 

possible to give people some 

information that they need. 

But TV also has another 

function like entertain people 

by movies/sop opera, music, 

stand up comedy and so on. 

(NI) 

5. In the end, by internet, 

people can search and find 

everything.... (GK) 

6. In the end, we know internet 

have effect positive and 

negative... (FH) 

7. Think if you want to contact 

someone far from you, you 

can send them email.... (IAD) 

8. Recently, most of education 

company have installed 

internet program in their 

school (Kas) 

9. We can browse our lesson for 

study. And we can know 

about news in Indonesia 

although in other countries. 

(NMVP) 

10. People in this world have 

social media in their phone 

like facebook, instagram, 

BBM, line, twitter, etc. From 

that social media, people had 

account.... (NG) 
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11. The internet has introduced 

improvement in technology, 

communication, and online 

entertainment, but it also 

useful for education 

purpose.... (HT) 

F. Conclusion 

From the result of the data 

analyzed, the following conclusions 

are made; 

1. From 732 cohesive devices that 

students used in their writing, the 

common cohesive devices appear 

were reference, conjunction, 

repetition, substitution, and synonym 

2. The most dominant cohesive 

devices use were reference 438 

(59.83%) followed by conjunction 

249 (34.01%). Particularly for 

reference, “the” is predominant one 

in students writing with 165 

appearances while for conjunction, 

the additive conjunction “and” is the 

most dominant one with 102 

appearances. 

3. It also found that there were 

inappropriate use of references (such 

as personal pronoun, possessive, and 

demonstrative) and conjunction 

(such as adversative, additive, and 

temporal). The main problem for 

reference was the confusion in 

determining appropriate reference for 

plural and singular while for 

conjunction there was confusion in 

using appropriate conjunction to link 

the sentences in their writing 

cohesively.
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