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ABSTRACT This study aims to examine the relationship between good and poor readers’ reading comprehension
skills and their ability to establish cohesive relationships in a text. Out of general screening models, relational
screening model was used in the research. As for sampling, 136 students were selected randomly from three
secondary schools. An achievement test was prepared to observe the students’ levels of reading comprehension.
Two separate explanatory texts were used to determine the students’ success in using cohesive devices. According
to the results of this study, a significant difference exists between the reading comprehension levels of good and
poor readers and their ability to use cohesive elements. Good readers make use of cohesive devices more successfully
than poor readers do. It was seen that the higher scores students get on the reading comprehension test, the higher
scores they get on the cloze deletion test of cohesive elements.

INTRODUCTION

Language is not just a communication tool
made up of individual words but it is a system
built of closely interrelated units valued by each
other. Therefore, limiting all linguistic studies to
sentences may be an unhealthy approach (Aydin
2007).

Text linguistics is a branch of science deal-
ing with texts in their entirety as a supra-senten-
tial unit as elaborated in linguistic studies today.
It is an approach to analyse a text in its structural
and semantic integrity and to understand the
main constituents of a text. While semantics and
rhetoric gravitate toward the power of meaning,
text linguistics tries to unfold the interrelation
between these semantic groups (Aytas 2008).

In Western countries, text linguistics is used
in studies of text reading and comprehension,
constructing texts in teaching foreign language,
teaching writing in mother tongue, and improv-
ing writing skills (Ayata 2005).

Text, the main element of analysis in text lin-
guistics, is described in different ways by vari-
ous linguists. According to Ozkan (2004), text is
a set of meaningful sentences sequenced in a
certain communicative context. According to
Tanyolac (2005), text is a consistent whole and
structure woven with linguistic elements and
made up of such processes as “progress”, “con-
tinuity”, and “recurrence”. Each text elementis
interrelated. Therefore, as a textured whole, texts
cannot be treated separately from their constitu-
ents. On the other hand, another article by Sorug

and Griffiths (2015) reports on a study that in-
vestigated issues involved with the teaching of
features of spoken English, sometimes called
spoken grammar, including the use of vague lan-
guage, placeholders, lexico-grammatical units
and ellipsis.

In linguistic terms, text can be described as a
set of sequenced sentences constituting a mean-
ingful whole. However, it is a unique whole dif-
ferent from a sum of sentences. It is a meaningful
structure that materialises with sentences rather
than being a mere composition of sentences.
While the sentence is treated as a grammatical
unit, text is thought to be a process with refer-
ence to its communicative function. In other
words, a text is both the product of its author
and a process in which it is interpreted by the
reader (Glnay 2003).

Based on this information, we can describe
text as a structure that is composed of linguistic
units coming together in a certain communica-
tive context, pursuant to certain criteria of textu-
ality (Can 2012).

In order for a piece of writing to be called as
atext, it needs to include certain criteria in com-
pany. The extent to which a piece of writing ob-
serves these criteria determines its quality of tex-
tuality. De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) re-
gard cohesion among the essential criteria of
textuality.

According to Halliday and Hassan (1976),
cohesion denotes lexical and grammatical rela-
tions that enable us to perceive a combination of
sentences as a discourse rather than indepen-
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dent sentences. Cohesive elements convey the
meaning and build a sort of semantic integrity
between textual units. Cohesive relations can be
observed in the same sentence or between con-
secutive sentences, sometimes between non-
consecutive sentences in a paragraph or between
paragraphs within a text (Can 2012).

Text is the common area of interest for text
linguistics and reading comprehension studies.
According to structuralists, language compre-
hension is an interactive process between a text
and its user. They argue that a text itself does
not carry any meaning; it is the reader who can
get the meaning on the basis of the clues exist-
ing in the text (Parvaz and Nodushan 2006). As
reading is an interactive and communicative ac-
tivity, the most effective learning environment
should be a place where children and adults
share a text, recognise the author behind the text,
and question the thoughts and linguistic choic-
es of the author. In this way, they will be more
aware of the discourse organisation (Anderson
1990).

There is a direct relationship between cohe-
sion and reading comprehension. This standard
of textuality not only determines the extent of
concordance between the ideas within a text but
also is a simplifying model for a reader in terms
of associating the ideas. (Lightman et al. 2007).
Cohesive ties are useful tools for questioning
the linguistic choices of an author during read-
ing comprehension as they keep the parts of a
text together and function as a mechanism to
define the text content (Anderson 1990). Silva
and Cain (2015) state that 4 to 6-year-olds had 2
aims: first, to determine how lower level compre-
hension skills (receptive vocabulary and gram-
mar) and verbal memory support early higher level
comprehension skills (inference and literal story
comprehension), and second, to establish the
predictive power of these skills on subsequent
reading comprehension.

Comprehending a text requires not only reader
achievement but also a process in terms of build-
ing a cognitive presentation of the content con-
veyed in the text. Comprehending a text requires
the ability to establish cohesion (Dafnha 2005). Ac-
cording to Ehrlich (1990), reading comprehension
involves several sub-processes in general. As stat-
ed by Ehrlich, two of these sub-processes are se-
mantic integration and textual organisation which
are directly related to cohesion.
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Based on previous studies, this paper aims
to uncover whether there is a relationship be-
tween good and poor readers’ reading compre-
hension skills and their ability to set cohesive
relationships in a text. In reference to the research
problem, the researcher tried to answer the ques-
tions below:

1. Isthere adifference between good and poor
readers’ reading comprehension skills and
their ability to establish cohesive relation-
ships using three cohesive elements (refer-
ence, conjunction, and lexical cohesion)?

2. Is there a difference between good and
poor readers’ reading comprehension skills
and their ability to establish intra- and in-
tersentential cohesive relationships?

3. Is there a relationship between good and
poor readers’ reading comprehension skills
and their ability to establish cohesive rela-
tionships using three cohesive elements (ref-
erence, conjunction, and lexical cohesion)?

4. Is there a relationship between good and
poor readers’ reading comprehension skills
and their ability to establish intra- and in-
tersentential cohesive relationships?

METHODOLOGY
Research Model

With the goal of examining the possible rela-
tionship between good and poor readers’ read-
ing comprehension skills and their ability to es-
tablish cohesive relationships in a text, relation-
al screening model was used in the present re-
search. Among general screening models, rela-
tional ones are used to determine the existence
and/or the extent of covariance between two or
more variables (Karasar 2009).

Formation of the Study Population

Accessible population of the research is com-
posed of eight-grade students receiving educa-
tion in Kirsehir city center. As for sampling, 136
students were selected randomly from three sec-
ondary schools. The sample size is satisfactory
enough to interpret the results obtained via mea-
surement tools at a confidence interval of 95 per-
cent (p<.05) (Fraenkel etal. 2012). While select-
ing this sample, the researcher cared to choose
students with high, medium, and low socio-eco-
nomic levels.



READERS’ COMPREHENSION SKILLS
Goal of the Research

Ifapiece of writing is unintelligible, this means
either it does not comply with one of the most
important criterion of textuality, namely cohesion,
or the reader is not able to comprehend the cohe-
sive relationships within it. Linguistic units can-
not coalesce and create a meaningful whole if
there is no integration and coherence of thoughts
within and between sentences as well as para-
graphs in a text or in the mind of the reader. Such
kind of atext is like a stack of independent thoughts
that are not related to each other and do not make
sense as a whole.

In this context, this paper aims to examine
the relationship between the secondary school
students’ reading comprehension skills and their
awareness of cohesive relationships. By this
way, new approaches can be put forward to show
how students can build better and more logical
intra-textual relationships during text comprehen-
sion studies.

Data Collection Tools

In order to observe the students’ levels of
reading comprehension, a 30-question achieve-
ment test was prepared by using the student
placement exams carried out by the Ministry of
National Education in different years for placing
eighth graders to high schools. In order to deter-
mine the students’ success in using cohesive
devices, two separate explanatory texts were ex-
tracted from the eighth grade Turkish Language
coursebooks (Sahin 2011; Altan et al. 2008) taught
in the secondary schools subordinate to the
Ministry of National Education. These texts in-
clude 803 and 336 words. Explanatory texts were
preferred because students are likely to have more
difficulty in understanding this type of texts when
compared to narrative ones having similar con-
tents which are familiar to students (Best et al.
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2006, as quoted by Olson 1985). Some cohesive
devices were deleted from the texts and students
were asked to fill those blanks. The blanks were
carefully and equitably distributed for three co-
hesive devices. The number of excluded cohe-
sive devices is as follows: 34 conjunction elements,
26 reference elements, and 30 lexical cohesion el-
ements. While preparing the texts and achieve-
ment tests, the researcher asked the opinions of
two Turkish Language and Literature specialists
and two Turkish Language teachers (Table 1).

Validity and Reliability of Data Collection Tools

In order to assess the validity and reliability
of the achievement tests, a pilot study was car-
ried out with a group of 100 students. Item diffi-
culty indexes of different achievement tests were
calculated at first. Difficulty index was 0.65 for
the 30 items in the reading comprehension
achievement test; 0.55 for the 34 items related to
conjunctive/connective elements; 0.51 for the 26
items related to referential elements, and 0.47 for
the 30 items related to lexical cohesion in the
cohesive devices achievement test. The item dif-
ficulty indexes are expected to have values rang-
ing from 0 (zero) to +1. The closer the value of an
item difficulty index is to +1, the more correctly it
answers; and the closer it is to 0, the less cor-
rectly it answers. An ideal assessment tool has
an item difficulty index with an overall value of
0.50 (Ozcelik 2010). The values calculated for the
achievement tests in the scope of this research
were closer to 0.50 as a desired indicator of the
validity and reliability of this assessment tool.

In addition to this, means of the top and bot-
tom 27 percent were calculated for each achieve-
ment test. Their t-values yielded the significant
value for each item. This result shows that each
item is enough to discriminate the achievement
of students.

KR-20 reliability coefficient of the achieve-
ment tests was computed as 0.75 for reading

Table 1: Analysis values for the validity and reliability of achievement tests are carried out

Reading
comprehension

Cohesive devices Cohesive devices
achievement test

Cohesive devices

achievement test achievement test

achievement test (Conjunction) (Reference) (Lexical cohesion)
Number of items 30 34 26 30
P ( Difficulty index) 0.65 0.55 0.51 0.47
T-value for top and bottom 25.082 28.424 32.567 32.993
27 % (Discrimination) (p< 0.05) (p< 0.05) (p< 0.05) (p< 0.05)
Kuder Richarson 20 (KR-20) 0.75 0.78 0.71 0.69
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comprehension; 0.78 for conjunctive/connective
elements in the cloze deletion test of cohesive
devices; 0.71 for referential elements and 0.69 for
lexical cohesion. Reliability coefficients of as-
sessment tools range from 0 to 1. A coefficient is
accepted as considerably reliable if it has a value
between 0.60 and 0.80 (Kalayci 2009). As the val-
ues for each achievement test in this research
were in this range, it can be concluded that the
items of this assessment tool produced consid-
erably reliable results.

Data Collection Process

Students with different socio-economic lev-
els were selected from three secondary schools
in Kirsehir city center. 136 students participated
in the research, 40 of them were from Cumbhuriyet
Secondary School, 49 from Cacabey Secondary
School, and 47 from Vali Mithat Saylam Second-
ary School. All the tests were applied to the stu-
dents by the researcher himself. After some ex-
planations about the achievement test, the stu-
dents were asked to answer 30 questions during
a course time (40 minutes). In the second course
time, the students were informed about being
careful while filling in the deleted parts in pas-
sages, and their questions were answered. For
the cloze deletion test of cohesive devices, two
texts were given to each student. These data
collection tools were coded in order to know to
which students the achievement test and two
texts belong. Then were matched the achieve-
ment test and texts of the same students and
proceeded to the data analysis.

Data Analysis

In data analysis, SPSS 17.0 software package
(Statistical Package For Social Sciences) was
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used. Students were classified as good and poor
readers according to their scores on the achieve-
ment test for reading comprehension skills.
Those who correctly answered 68 percent of the
questions were regarded as good readers, the
remaining students as poor readers (Bridge and
Winogard 1982).

On the cloze deletion test, the students were
asked to answer cohesive device questions in
different numbers (34 conjunctive, 26 referential,
30 lexical cohesion elements). Therefore, the
means as well as values of percentage were giv-
en in order to assess their achievement in a clearer
way. Values of frequency (f), percentage (%),
arithmetic mean (X) and standard deviation (Ss)
regarding the achievement test for reading com-
prehension skills and the cloze test for cohesive
elements were calculated. Lastly, the researcher
conducted a t-test and correlation analysis show-
ing the relationship between the scores of stu-
dents on the achievement test and the cloze test.

RESULTS

This section includes the results and inter-
pretations related to the research.

As itisseen in Table 2, there is a significant
difference in favour of good readers in terms of
placing the elements of conjunction, reference
and lexical cohesion correctly in the gaps
(p<0.05).

As it is seen in Table 3, a significant differ-
ence exists in favour of good readers regarding
the ability to use intra- and intersentential cohe-
sive elements (conjunction, reference, lexical
cohesion) in a correct way.

As itis seen in Table 4, the results of Pearson
correlation analysis conducted to see whether a
relationship exists between the students’ scores
on the achievement test and their scores of con-

Table 2: Results of independent t-test showing the relationship between good and poor readers' scores
on the comprehension test and conjunctive, referential, lexical cohesion

Reader type f X Ss T P

Achievement Test Good 69 23.68 2.637 16.250 .000
Poor 67 14.97 3.558

Conjunction Good 69 22.65 4.321 9.210 .000
Poor 67 14.92 5.416

Reference Good 69 16.85 4.091 9.510 .000
Poor 67 9.65 4.721

Lexical Cohesion Good 69 18.60 4.098 11.537 .000
Poor 67 9.55 5.022
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Table 3: Results of independent t-test showing the relationship between good and poor readers' scores on
the comprehension test and their use of intrasentential and intersentential cohesive elements

Reader type f X Ss T P
Achievement Test Good 69 23.68 2.637 17.402 .000
Poor 67 14.97 3.558
Intra-sentence Good 69 39.83 7.839 10.742 .000
Poor 67 24.17 8.907
Inter-sentence Good 69 17.95 4.845 8.586 .000
Poor 67 10.60 4.984

Table 4: Correlation between the comprehension test and the scores of cohesion for good and poor
readers

Achievement Conjunction Reference Lexical

tests cohesion

Achievement Tests r 1 750 () 811 (M) .786 ()
p .000 .000 .000

Conjunction r 750 (™) 1 .816 (™) .853 ()
p .000 .000 .000

Reference r 811 (™) .816 (™) 1 .829 (™)
p .000 .000 .000
Lexical Cohesion r .786 () .853 (™) .829(™) 1

p .000 .000 .000

"p<.05 "p<.01

junction, reference and lexical cohesion indicate
that there is a positive and highly significant re-
lationship between the achievement test and
conjunction elements (r=750, p<.01), between the
achievement test and reference elements (r=811,
p<.01), and between the achievement test and
lexical cohesion elements (r=786, p<.01). Accord-
ing to these results, the higher the students’
scores on the achievement test are, the higher
their scores of cohesive elements are.
Asitisseenin Table 5, the results of Pearson
correlation analysis conducted to examine wheth-
er a relationship exists between good and poor
readers’ scores on the comprehension test and
intra- and intersentential cohesive elements in-
dicate that there is a positive and highly signifi-
cant relationship between the scores on the

achievement test and the scores of intrasenten-
tial cohesive elements (r=737, p<.01) and be-
tween the scores on the achievement test and
the scores of intersentential cohesive elements
(r=720, p<.01). According to these results, the
higher the students’ scores on the achievement
test are, the higher their scores of intra- and in-
tersentential cohesive elements are.

DISCUSSION

Text comprehension is a complex process in-
volving several interdependent factors. These
can be grouped into two categories, firstly the
text itself and, secondly, the reader’s idiosyn-
cratic features. Text properties, its structure and

Table 5: Correlation between the comprehension test scores of good and poor students and their scores
of intrasentential and intersentential cohesive elements

Achievement Intra-sentence Inter-sentence

tests cohesion cohesion
Achievement Test R 1 737 (7) 720 (™)
P .000 .000
Intra-sentence Cohesion R 737 () 1 750 (™)
P .000 .000
Inter-sentence Cohesion R 720 () 750 (™) 1
P .000 .000

“p<.05"p<.01
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coherence relate to the first category whereas
reader’s skills and previous knowledge about the
text can be given as examples for personal fea-
tures (Shakiba et al. 2013).

Comprehending a text and creating cohesion
in it necessitate coherence devices and connec-
tives that characterise relations between sentenc-
es (Cain 2011). The quality and richness of a writ-
ten text can be measured with cohesion analysis
(Ghasemi 2013). As argued by Konstabel et al.
(2012), less coherent texts require more effort.

In accordance with the research results, in
terms of setting logical relationships and inter-
pretation skills, good and poor readers are more
successful at conjuntions than they are at the
other types of cohesion in Turkish. Good read-
ers’ success at conjunctive elements is 66.6 per-
cent and that of poor readers is 44.02 percent.
While this is the case for Turkish, the study by
Bridge and Winogard (1982) in English concludes
that, among the three cohesive elements exam-
ined in terms of setting connections and con-
structing meaning, conjunctions are the ones
which ninth grade good and poor reader stu-
dents are the least successful at. Good readers’
success average for conjunctions is (X= 3.6) while
that of poor readers is (X= 1.0). This contrastive
situation between Turkish and English possibly
results from the structural features of these two
languages or the difficulty levels of conjunctive
elements in cloze deletion tests. According to the
study by Goldman and Murray (1992), students
comprehend additive and causal conjunctions
more successfully than they do adversative and
temporal conjunctions. In the same vein, Cain
(2011) argues that the presence of an appropriate
connective facilitates processing of text.

Reference signifies any relationship or con-
nection between people, objects, or places de-
noted with noun groups or adverbial phrases
consisting of personal and demonstrative pro-
nouns, and comparisons in different parts of the
text (Aidinlou etal. 2012). Good reader students’
success level in referential elements is 64.80 per-
cent and poor readers’ percentage of achieve-
ment for the same elements is 37.11 percent. The
study by Bridge and Winogard (1982) for En-
glish concludes that ninth grade good and poor
students are successful mostly at reference
among the three cohesive elements examined in
terms of establishing connections and construct-
ing meaning. Good readers’ success average for
referential elements is (X =4.7) while that of
poor readers is (X = 2.6).
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Lexical cohesion signifies the most advanced
level of cohesion. Therefore, it is the most ob-
scure one among the types of cohesion. Coher-
ent effect of lexical cohesion takes place when a
sentence or a word group in a sentence is inter-
related to each other (Wu 2010). According to
Wilawan (2007), teaching lexical cohesion help
students understand the main idea of a text. Lex-
ical cohesion is the type of cohesive element at
which good and poor readers are the least suc-
cessful in Turkish in terms of setting connec-
tions and constructing meaning in the text. Good
readers’ success at lexical cohesion is 62 percent
and poor readers’ success level is 31.83 percent.
In English (Bridge and Winogard 1982), good
readers’ success level in lexical cohesion is (X=
4.6) while that of poor readers is (X=2.5).

There is a significant difference between good
and poor readers regarding their levels of set-
ting intra- and intersentential relationships. Good
readers’ success in establishing intrasentential
relationships is 76.59 percent while poor read-
ers’ success in establishing intrasentential co-
hesive relationships is 46.48 percent. Good read-
ers’ success in establishing intersentential co-
hesive relationships is 56.09 percent while that
of poor readers is 33.12 percent. Similarly to these
results, in their study for English, Bridge and
Winogard (1982) conclude that ninth grade good
and poor readers are more successful in using
intrasentential cohesive relationships when com-
pared to intersentential cohesive relationships.
Similarly the differences among the effects of the
above-mentioned techniques were statistically
significant in the findings of the Abdollahi et al.
(2015).

In parallel with these results, Cox et al. (1990)
argue that knowledge of cohesion is closely re-
lated to children’s developing reading ability.
According to them, good readers are more suc-
cessful in finding and using appropriate cohe-
sive items in more difficult texts and they have
more opportunities in learning cohesion because
reading orientates them to understand cohesion.
According to O’Reilly et al. (2007), students with
less knowledge about the text better comprehend
the texts with a high cohesion quality whereas
students with more knowledge about the text can
learn also from the texts with a low cohesion
quality.

CONCLUSION

Results indicate a significant difference be-
tween the reading comprehension levels of good
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and poor readers among the eighth grade sec-
ondary school students and their ability to use
cohesive elements.

In accordance with the results, in terms of
setting logical relationships and interpretation
skills, good and poor readers are more success-
ful at conjunctions than they are at the other
types of cohesion in Turkish. Good readers’ suc-
cess at conjunctive elements is 66.6 percent while
that of poor readers is 44.02 percent.

Good reader students’ success level in refer-
ential elements is 64.80 percent while poor read-
ers’ percentage of achievement for the same ele-
ments is 37.11 percent.

Lexical cohesion is the type of cohesive ele-
ment at which good and poor readers are the
least successful in Turkish in terms of setting
connections and constructing meaning in the
text. Good readers’ success at lexical cohesion is
62 percent and poor readers’ success level is 31.83
percent.

Another remarkable result of this study is
that there is a significant difference between good
and poor readers regarding their levels of estab-
lishing intra- and intersentential relationships.
Good readers’ success in establishing intrasen-
tential relationships is 76.59 percent while poor
readers’ success in establishing intrasentential
cohesive relationships is 46.48 percent. Good
readers’ success in establishing intersentential
cohesive relationships is 56.09 percent while that
of poor readers is 33.12 percent.

While building meaning in their minds, good
readers make use of cohesive devices more suc-
cessfully than poor readers do. The higher scores
students get on the reading comprehension test,
the higher scores they get on the cloze deletion
test of cohesive elements. In other words, there
is a positive correlation between these two.

The higher scores students get on the read-
ing comprehension test, the higher scores they
get on the cloze test of intra- and intersentential
cohesive elements. There is a positive correla-
tion between two variables.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Below are some suggestions based on the
results of this research:

How authors establish links in texts and how
they link various ideas to each other should be
shown on texts. Children should be provided with
text evaluation skills along with the criteria of
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textuality. High and low quality texts in terms of
cohesion should be presented to students. They
should know practically what makes them high
and low quality.

Findings of text linguistics should be used
while selecting texts for course books. In the rel-
evant literature, there are several studies sup-
porting this suggestion. Because texts with high-
er level of cohesion contain less conceptual and
structural gaps. On the other hand texts with a
low-level cohesion help students with high-lev-
el knowledge because such kind of texts impel
students to infer more and increase the possibil-
ity of information storage-

Students should be engaged in vocabulary
enrichment activities in order to assist them to
comprehend the relations of lexical cohesion (syn-
onym, superordinate, antonym, tenor, using
words from the same conceptual field).

Students’ awareness of cohesive elements
in texts should be enhanced in reading process-
es. In particular, students with a low-level read-
ing comprehension skill should make more time
to read. Their knowledge and experience on how
cohesive relationships are built in a text should
be enhanced by comparing various types of texts.
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