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ABSTRACT

The objectives of this study were to analyze cohesion and coherence in English written
works of Mathayom Suksa 5 students and to propose a procedure for analyzing cohesion and
coherence. The sources were English written works of Mathayom Suka 5 students of Regina
Coeli College, Wattanothaipayap School, Muang, Chiang Mai and Mae Cham Wittayakom
School, Mae Cham, Chiang Mai. The instruments were cohesion and coherence analysis
frameworks,

The analysis revealed the following:

1. Most of the cohesive devices available were used. The use of pronominals was 40.6
percent, same item was 25.6 percent, demonstratives and definite articles was 12.7 percent, causal
was 6.8 percent, additives was 4.4 percent, adversatives was 4.1 percent, superordinates was 2.6
percent, temporals was 2.5 percent, comparatives was 0.4 percent, synonyms was (.3 percent,
general item was 0.2 percent and other conjunctions were not used.

2. The errors of using cohesive devices were adversatives 6.2 percent of the use of
adversative cohesive devices, pronominals 3.8 percent, demonstratives and definite articles
2 percent, additives 1.1 percent and causals 0.7 percent.

3. Five criteria were assessed. Ability in writing thesis statement at a poor level was
28.33 percent, at a fair level was 53.33 percent, and at a good level was 18.33 percent. Ability in

writing a topic sentence at a poor level was 1.67 percent, at a fair level was 71.67 percent, and at a




good level was 26.67 percent. Ability in writing supporting details at a poor level was 3.33
percent, at a fair level was 70 percent and at a good level was 26.67 percent. Ability in organizing
sentences at a poor level was 5 percent, at a fair level was 41.67 percent and at a good level was
53.33 percent. Ability in paragraphing at a poor level was 33.33 percent, at a fair level was 38.33
percent, and at good level was 28.33 percent.

4. The ability in writing English essays with coherence was 6.67 percent at an excellent
level, 18.33 percent at a good level, 51.67 percent at a medium level and 0 percent at a poor level.

The following procedure was proposed for analyzing cohesion and coherence:

1. Screen English written works for analysis.

2. Read the whole passage to understand what students would like to communicate.

3. Put sentence numbers in brackets in front of each sentence.

4. Analyze cohesion by identifying cohesive devices and presupposed items existing in
written works. Then, match the code type of the analysis with the items found in the works and
present the analysis in table form.

5. Analyze coherence by identifying thesis statement and find signal words to identify
the organizational patterns. Then, indicate topic sentences and relevant supporting details. Finally,
describe the ability level of writing English essays with coherence in accordance with the

determined criteria.




