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Abstract 

 

This action research reports a study carried out in a private high school located in 

the southeast of Mexico. The aim was to improve students’ performance in a B2 

language test by acknowledging adversative cohesive devices (whereas, while, 

however, on the other hand). To this end, an action plan was implemented in a 

group of 16 students who were enrolled on a B2 language course. To evaluate the 

action plan, pre- and post-speaking tests were administered, and also, semi-

structured interviews were carried out. The results of the post-test showed that 

most of the participants improved in terms of fluency and coherence. Moreover, 

during the interviews some students agreed that the targeted cohesive devices 

were helpful in the organisation of their spoken discourse. Findings of the study 

contribute to present literature on teaching cohesive devices or discourse markers 

explicitly in foreign language classrooms.           

  



Table of contents 

 

Chapter One: Introduction ............................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Context .................................................................................................................................... 2 

1.2 Participants ............................................................................................................................. 3 

1.3 General Description of the Problem .................................................................................... 3 

1.4 Objectives ............................................................................................................................... 3 

1.5 Research Questions .............................................................................................................. 4 

1.6 Map of Research Report ...................................................................................................... 4 

Chapter Two: The Importance of Teaching Cohesive Devices in Speaking Test 

Preparation ........................................................................................................................................ 6 

2.1 Speaking ................................................................................................................................. 6 

2.2 The Cambridge FCE Test: General view ........................................................................... 8 

2.2.1 Cambridge FCE Speaking Test ............................................................................................ 9 

2.2.2 Cohesive Devices .............................................................................................................. 10 

2.3 Teaching Cohesive Devices or Discourse Markers: Empirical Research ................... 13 

Chapter Three: Methodology ........................................................................................................ 15 

3.1 Research Design ................................................................................................................. 15 

3.2 Identifying and Understanding the Problem .................................................................... 16 

3.2.1 Journal .............................................................................................................................. 16 

3.2.2 Questionnaire ................................................................................................................... 16 

3.2.3 Audio-recorded speaking test and reading test ............................................................... 17 

3.3 Outcome of Initial Research ............................................................................................... 18 

3.4 Action Plan ............................................................................................................................ 19 

3.4.1 Rationale .......................................................................................................................... 20 

3.4.2 Implementation................................................................................................................ 21 

Chapter 4: Findings ........................................................................................................................ 26 

4.1 Evaluation of action ............................................................................................................ 26 

4.1.1 Observations .................................................................................................................... 26 

4.1.2 Semi-structured Interviews .............................................................................................. 26 

4.2.1 Regarding the usefulness of the use of cohesive devices ................................................ 27 

4.2.2 Explicit teaching of the cohesive devices ......................................................................... 31 

4.2.3 Regarding the effectiveness of the activities ................................................................... 32 



4.2.4 Regarding the cohesive devices used by the participants during the pre and post-test . 33 

Chapter 5: Discussion and Reflections ....................................................................................... 35 

5.1 Review ................................................................................................................................... 35 

5.2 Implications ........................................................................................................................... 36 

5.3 Limitations of this study ...................................................................................................... 36 

5.4 Conclusions .......................................................................................................................... 36 

5.5 Ways Forward ...................................................................................................................... 37 

References ...................................................................................................................................... 38 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire ............................................................................................................ 41 

Appendix 2: Samples of students’ answers to the questionnaire ........................................... 43 

Appendix 3: Reading test .............................................................................................................. 44 

Appendix 4: Speaking pre-test sample ....................................................................................... 51 

Appendix 5: Pre-test transcriptions, Part 2 ................................................................................. 55 

Appendix 6: Posters about popular TV series, Week 1, Day 1 ............................................... 56 

Appendix 7: Samples pictures for action plan, Week 1, Day 1 ............................................... 57 

Appendix 8: Sample pictures for action plan, Week 1, Day 2 ................................................. 58 

Appendix 9: Transcriptions activity, Week 3, Day 1 .................................................................. 59 

Appendix 10: Checklist, Week 3, Day 1 ...................................................................................... 60 

Appendix 11: Photographs booklet, Week 4, Day 1 ................................................................. 61 

Appendix 12: Observation checklist, Week 4, Day 1 ................................................................ 62 

Appendix 13: Interview Guide ...................................................................................................... 63 

 

 

 



1 

 

Chapter One: Introduction 

 

Nowadays, English has become the essential language for communicating with 

people throughout the world. Consequently,  

 

...the need for speaking mastery in English has been dramatically 
increasing due to the strengthening position of English as a 
language for international communication 

 (Nazara, 2011, p. 29) 
 

Being able to express opinions, thoughts or ideas in the spoken form of the 

language is the outcome that most language learners want to achieve. Therefore, 

there is a need for many of these language learners to measure the development 

of their speaking skill. Whether for school or job entry requirements, among other 

reasons, standardized tests have become one of the most accepted ways to 

validate this process. As Taylor (2003) states, a “face-to-face speaking test […] is 

generally recognised as one of the strengths of our (Cambridge ESOL) approach 

to testing learners’ English” (p.2). Thus, it may be argued that this kind of 

standardized test is validated as a way to establish the level of spoken proficiency 

in the language.  

 

Exam preparation is also a useful way of improving EFL students’ speaking 

proficiency. According to Taylor (2003), the abilities that a proficient L2 speaker 

must show are a  

 

...wide repertoire of lexis and grammar to enable flexible, 
appropriate, precise construction of utterances in ‘real-time’, a set 
of established procedures for pronunciation, and a set of 
established ‘chunks’ of language, all of which will enable fluent 
performance  

 (p. 2) 
 

Taking into consideration all these characteristics, it may be argued that the aim of 

English teachers is that students achieve these abilities as much as possible.  
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A lot of attention has been paid to teaching vocabulary and grammar to foreign 

language students so that they improve their speaking skill to obtain either fluency 

or accuracy. In fact, there is a lot of empirical research that focuses on this subject. 

However, there are few studies concerning the use of discourse markers or 

cohesive devices that a foreign language speaker employs. Thus, this topic has 

acquired growing interest (Asik & Cephe, 2013). It is important that EFL teachers 

pay attention to this language feature due to the fact that the main function of 

discourse markers is “to maintain discourse coherence and help listeners to 

coordinate their way through spoken texts” (Jones, 2011, p. 31). Hence, teaching 

cohesive devices or discourse markers may improve the organization of students’ 

spoken discourse so that students will gain fluency in a consistent way.    

 

1.1 Context 

This study took place in a private high school in the South East of Mexico, which 

also has a junior high school in the same building. The high school offers three 

English courses: beginners, intermediate and advanced, in which high school 

students from first and second year are placed according to their level of English. 

The study was carried out in the advanced course. The English subject is part of 

the curriculum, which means that the students receive a grade on their report card. 

Basically, the program is based on the course book, which was the Life Upper 

Intermediate textbook published by National Geographic, and perhaps some extra 

material or activities provided by the teacher. The students take English lessons 

five times per week and every lesson lasts 50 minutes. The classroom has a digital 

projector, a CD/MP3 multi-player, speakers and enough space to organize 

individual or team activities. Recently, the high school entered into an agreement 

with a language school that offers Cambridge ESOL certifications. The agreement 

consists in sending at least eight students per year to sit a certification exam. 

Although not all students sit a Cambridge ESOL exam, they all have to receive the 

same preparation. Therefore, evaluations are based on practice tests for these 

types of language certifications which consist of reading, listening, writing, and the 
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use of English; however, the speaking part is assessed by an oral presentation at 

the end of the course.  

 

1.2 Participants 

The class consisted of 16 students aged between 15 to 17 years old. There were 

seven boys and nine girls. In general, the students showed a positive attitude 

towards learning English. Most of them (13: five boys and eight girls) came from 

private bilingual junior high school, yet the English level they had acquired varied. 

The remaining two boys came from the same school were the study was carried 

out, and one girl came from another junior high school, which is well-known for 

having a high quality in its English program. At the beginning of the term, I 

administered a placement test based on the Common European Framework. The 

students’ results indicated that: one student had a C1 level, five students a B2 level 

and ten students a B1 level.  

 

1.3 General Description of the problem 

At the beginning of this course, I noticed that there seemed to be a general 

problem with my students’ speaking skill. I formed this impression because of their 

performance during the lessons with the book activities related to speaking. This 

was not unexpected, given that in the previous course I had given them, we had 

focused more on developing the other skills: reading, writing, listening, as well as 

grammar and vocabulary. Therefore, their development in these was actually 

visible when compared to their entry language level. The speaking skill, however, 

did not seem to be as developed as the others, particularly in the case of four out 

of five of the B2 level students, three of whom had already taken the FCE exam. 

The B1 level students also appeared not to be reaching the B2 level they were 

expected to in terms of this skill.  

 

1.4 Objectives 

The purpose of the present study was first to discover the nature of the problem 

regarding the students’ oral skills. It was narrowed down to the need to teach 
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students how to use additive-adversative cohesive devices (while, whereas, on the 

other hand, and however) to improve students’ performance in part 2 (long turn) in 

the FCE speaking test by using more and more complex cohesive devices than the 

ones they already used.  

 

1.5 Research Questions  

This action research sought to answer the following questions: 

 

1) What are the students’ needs for improvement regarding their spoken skill at 

a B2 level examination? 

2) How and to what extent can students improve their use of cohesive devices 

in the spoken skill? 

 

1.6 Map of Research Report  

This paper contains five chapters. In Chapter One, an explanation of the 

importance of speaking nowadays is given. Then, a portrayal of the setting as well 

as the description of the participants of this study is provided. Moreover, a general 

explanation of the problem is stated. Finally, the objectives are addressed and 

explained. 

In Chapter Two, literature regarding speaking language skill is addressed and 

discussed. Then a review of the speaking section of the FCE examination is 

described. Besides, several classifications of cohesive devices from different 

authors are discussed so as to classify them for the purpose of this study. Finally, 

some different methods to teach them are addressed.  

 

In Chapter Three, a detailed definition of action research is described. Then, the 

research methods employed during the initial research: journal, questionnaire, and 

audio-recordings are explained. After analysing the data that these data collection 

methods provided, a problem was identified. Consequently, an action plan was 

designed in order to address this problem, which was that most of the students 
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were using basic cohesive devices in a B2 speaking test. This chapter ends with 

an exhaustive explanation of the strategies that were used during the 

implementation of the action plan.  

 

Chapter 4 presents the findings of this study. The data gathered from the 

instruments used was analysed and categorised according to students’ interview 

responses, post-test results and observation checklist. Consequently, a 

triangulation was done from the three instruments used, for instance, students’ 

interview responses with their speaking performances. Moreover, a comparison 

between the pre and post-test regarding the cohesive devices that the students 

used is depicted.  

 

Chapter 5 describes a general process of this research, that is to say, the way in 

which the problem was identified and addressed. It also reviews how teaching 

cohesive devices in students’ speaking skill impact their performance in the test 

and the importance of teaching them in an explicit approach. Finally, a second 

cycle is proposed as a way to continue enhancing my practice as a teacher.  
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Chapter Two: The Importance of Teaching Cohesive Devices in 

Speaking Test Preparation 

 

This chapter provides a revision of the literature concerning the issues closely 

related to the research topic. First, it describes what speaking involves and 

presents the functions that this skill has in language classrooms. Then, it briefly 

discusses what speaking assessment involves and it also reviews previous studies 

to this respect. Next, a general overview of the Cambridge Examination First 

Certificate of English (FCE) is given, followed by a detailed description of the FCE 

speaking test. Finally, it provides a classification of cohesive devices based on 

different frameworks, and discusses some empirical research regarding how to 

teach them.  

 

2.1 Speaking 

Speaking plays one of the most important factors when learning a foreign 

language. Actually, this skill is regarded by language students as the one that 

usually determines the effectiveness of a language course. That is, the more 

students feel that they are improving their spoken language proficiency; the more 

successful they will consider an English course to be (Febriyanti, 2011; Nazara, 

2011; Richards, 2008). However, speaking is perceived as one of “the most 

complex and difficult skills to master” (Hinkel, 2005, p. 485 in Nazara, 2011, p. 29). 

 

First of all, it is necessary to understand what speaking actually involves. 

According to Nunan (1999, p. 216, in Febriyanti, 2011), speaking is “an interactive 

process of constructing meaning that involves producing, receiving and processing 

information” (p. 3). Furthermore, Thornbury (2005, in Nazara, 2011) states that 

speaking not only embraces verbal utterances, but also paralinguistic features 

such as eye-contact, facial expressions, body language, voice quality changes and 

pitch variation, among others, which have an impact in people’s daily 

conversations. Moreover, “the complexity of learning to speak in another language 
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is reflected in the range and type of sub skills that are entailed in L2 oral 

production” (idem, p. 114), in order to achieve communication. 

As may be seen, speaking involves a wide variety of features; however, in order to 

understand how these may occur in language classrooms, Brown and Yule (1983, 

idem, p. 21) argue that there are two types of functions in speaking, that is, 

interactional and transactional. Based on these functions, Richards (2008) refers 

to: talk as interaction, talk as transaction, and talk as performance. The following 

table summarizes what these functions embrace. 

Talk as interaction Talk as transaction Talk as performance 

Conversations that serve a 
primarily social function 
such as greetings, sharing 
experiences, engage in 
small talk. Some aspects 
that may involve: 
 

 Formal or casual,  

 Uses conversational 
register and 
conventions 

 Jointly constructed 

 Degrees of politeness 
 

 

Situations where the 

focus is on what is said 

or done. Some aspects 

that may be involved are: 

 

 Message: clearly and 

accurately 

 Describing something  

 Asking questions and 

justifying an opinion 

 Making comparisons 

 Agreeing and 

disagreeing 

 
 

 

Tends to be in the form 
of a monologue rather 
than a dialogue. Some 
aspects that may be 
involved are: 
 

 Closer to written 
language than 
conversational 
language  

 Giving a lecture or a 
speech of welcome  

 Conducting a class 
debate  

 Importance of both 
form and accuracy  

 Using correct 
pronunciation and 
grammar, 
appropriate 
vocabulary  

  
Table 1: Table of Speaking Functions 

(Based on Richards, 2008) 

 

Therefore, it may be concluded that students during an English language course 

need to be able to manage these speaking functions. For example, sometimes 

they are asked to give a presentation about certain topics such as pollution or 

technology and gadgets. In this case, students would need to be able to manage 
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the speaking function talk as performance. Another example that occurs in 

language classrooms is that in coursebooks there are always examples of 

conversations such as role plays, and also students are asked to work in pairs to 

carry out a conversation about sharing experiences and so forth. Here the function 

needed would be talk as interaction. Finally, there are some activities when 

students are asked to describe pictures, and also to carry out a discussion where 

they have to justify their point of view and agree or disagree with their classmates. 

These activities share the characteristics of talk as transaction. 

Both talk as interaction and talk as transaction can also be found in the Cambridge 

ESOL speaking language tests. For instance, Part 2 of the FCE (First Certificate in 

English) focuses on describing and comparing two photographs, and in Part 3 

candidates are asked to discuss a topic by interacting with their partner. In a 

subsequent section the FCE Cambridge Speaking Test is described in more detail. 

 

2.2 The Cambridge FCE Test: General view 

Most of the research regarding the assessment of the speaking skill is related to 

the validation of speaking tests. Therefore, it is important to highlight that the 

purpose of this study is not to validate a speaking test, but rather improve the 

students’ performance in one of the sections of the FCE speaking test, by means 

of a course adapted to prepare them to take this test. 

 

The Cambridge FCE is targeted at level B2 taking into consideration the CEFR 

(Common European Framework of Reference) scale. The FCE test consists of four 

sections. Each section has a specific time limit in which it should be accomplished. 

The sections are: Reading and Use of English (1 hour 15 minutes), Writing (1 hour 

30 minutes), Listening (40 minutes) and Speaking (14 minutes) (FCE: Handbook 

for Teachers, 2015). For the purpose of this research, in this section, only a 

general description of the Cambridge FCE Test is given regarding speaking. 

Instead of focusing on the format of the test, that is to say, describing number and 

type of the items that the test contains, this section emphasizes what candidates 
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are expected to know. However, some sections are described in more detail 

because it was essential in order to understand what the section is assessing.  

 

2.2.1 Cambridge FCE Speaking Test 

The Cambridge FCE speaking test has four sections. Part 1 is about an interview 

between two candidates and the interlocutor. The interlocutor asks individual 

participants questions in order to test “candidates’ ability to use social and 

interactional language” (FCE: Handbook for Teachers, 2015, p. 72). The questions 

are about work, leisure time and future plans.  

 

In Part 2, which is named long turn, applicants are given a booklet that contains 

two photographs and two questions. They are asked to compare two photographs 

by saying the similarities and differences in the photographs, and answer the 

questions in an organized and coherent way. According to the FCE: Handbook for 

Teachers (2015), in this part of the test,  

...candidates have the opportunity to show their ability to organise 
their thoughts and ideas, and express themselves coherently with 
appropriate language 

(p. 72) 
 

Finally, after one of the candidates has finished his/her turn, the other candidate 

has to answer a question about the photographs.  

In part 3, which is called collaborative task, candidates “are given a discussion 

question, together with five written prompts designed to help candidates by 

providing ideas for their discussion” (Ibid, p. 72). During this task, both candidates 

are expected to interact by agreeing or disagreeing, and expressing their thoughts 

or ideas. In this part, candidates “are assessed on their ability to hold a 

conversation, to turn-take appropriately and to use the language of negotiation and 

collaboration while doing this” (Ibid, p. 72). This does not mean that the aim of the 

task is to enter into an agreement. Actually, both candidates could agree or 

disagree and they will not be penalized.  
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Finally, during part 4 called discussion, candidates discuss the topics in Part 3. The 

assessment criteria are practically the same as for the collaborative task; however, 

in this part, the aim is a more in depth discussion between the candidates (FCE: 

Handbook for Teachers, 2015).  

The aim of this project is that the students improve their performance in Part 2 

(long turn) of the FCE speaking test by using a range of cohesive devices that may 

help candidates to express their ideas and thoughts in an organized and clear way. 

This is what is expected by the Cambridge ESOL examiners. Therefore, it is 

important to understand and classify cohesive devices. These are discussed in the 

following section. 

 

2.2.2 Cohesive Devices 

Cohesive devices are an important element in the FCE speaking test. As this study 

focuses on Part 2 (long turn), the type of cohesive devices that are focused on in 

this research are conjunctions, the ones that are classified as referential-contrast. 

In the following paragraphs, Halliday’s and Hassan’s (1976) classification of 

cohesive devices is explained. This is followed by a second classification of 

cohesive devices based on FCE: Handbook for Teachers (2015) and Objective 

First (2014).  

 

In order to understand the use of cohesive devices, it is necessary to first define 

cohesion. Halliday and Hassan (1976) define cohesion as: “a semantic relation 

between an element in the text and some other element that is crucial to the 

interpretation of it” (p. 8). However, 

...like all components of the semantic system, it is realized through 
the lexicogrammatical system; and it is at this point that the 
distinction can be drawn. Some forms of cohesion are realized 
through the grammar and others through the vocabulary.  

(p. 6) 
 

Halliday and Hassan (1976) categorise five forms of cohesion: reference, 

substitution, ellipsis, lexical and conjunction. The ones that are categorised as 
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grammatical cohesion are reference, substitution and ellipsis. Obviously, the one 

that uses vocabulary is lexical cohesion. Regarding conjunction, this deals with 

both grammar and lexis. As Halliday and Hassan (1976) state, “conjunction is on 

the borderline of the two; mainly grammatical, but with a lexical component” (p.6). 

Substitution and ellipsis refer to a grammatical relation, that is to say, a word or a 

group of words that make reference to others so that they create a link in the text, 

while reference denotes a semantic relation; that is, interpreting the connection of 

the text based on its surroundings. 

 

Nevertheless, conjunctions differ from this semantic relation. In this case, the 

semantic relation involves “a specification of the way in which what is to follow is 

systematically connected to what has gone before” (Halliday & Hassan, 1976, p. 

227). Moreover, McCarthy (1991) points out that  

...a conjunction does not set off a search backward or forward for 
its referent, but it does presuppose a textual sequence, and signals 
a relationship between segments of the discourse  

(p. 46) 
 

Therefore, in order to establish this type of semantic/grammar connection, single- 

and phrasal-word conjunctions are needed. The following table is a simplified 

version of the different types of conjunctions or cohesive devices that Halliday and 

Hassan (1976) classify in their study Cohesion in English. 

Type Sub-types Examples 

Additive 

Additive simple 

Additive complex 

Apposition 

Comparison 

and, and also 

furthermore, in addition, besides 

I mean, in other words, for instance 

likewise, in the same way, on the other hand 

Adversative 

Adversative simple 

Contrastive 

Correction 

Dismissal 

yet, but, however, nevertheless, only 

in fact, actually, but, on the other hand 

instead, at least, I mean 

in either case, in any case 

Casual 

Casual general 

Reversed causal 

Conditional 

Respective 

so, then, because of this, as a result 

for, because 

in that case,  

in this respect, aside from this 

Temporal Temporal simple 

Temporal complex 

 after that, finally, first 

next time, meanwhile 
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Internal 

´Here and now¨’ 
secondly, then, finally, in conclusion  

up to now, at this point 

Table 2: Table of Conjunctive Relations  
(Adapted from Halliday & Hasan, 1976; McCarthy, 1991)  

 

As can be seen, there is a wide range of cohesive devices, and it is precisely these 

that this study is focused on. Halliday and Matthiessen (2004) state that 

“expressions such as pragmatic markers and conjunctions facilitate the 

construction of cohesive discourse” (Neary-Sundquist, 2013, 110). Nevertheless, 

there is no general classification for these kinds of expressions. Neary-Sundquist 

(2013) provides an example of this variety of classification or terminology: “small 

words, discourse markers, pragmatic markers, cohesive devices, and cohesive 

features” (p. 112). 

For the purpose of this study, the term chosen was cohesive devices. This is 

actually the name given in the FCE: Handbook for Teachers (2015). Yet, in this 

guide for teachers, a distinction is made between cohesive devices and discourse 

markers. The following table illustrates this division.  

Cohesive Devices 
Discourse 
Markers - Addition Consequence 

Order of 
Information 

-whereas  
-while 

-however  
(on the one hand) 
-on the other hand  

-and  
-in addition 
 -moreover 

 

-so  
-therefore  

-as a result  
-consequently  
-in that case 

 

-first  
-second  

-next  
-finally 

-you know  
-you see 
 -actually 
 -basically 
 -I mean 
 -anyway  

-like 
-well 

 
Table 3: Based on FCE: Handbook for Teachers (2015) and Objective First (2014) 

As can be seen, the cohesive devices are classified into addition, consequence 

and order information. There is also a gap in this classification, that is, the first 

column where some of them are stated only as more complex cohesive devices. 

Based on Halliday and Hassan (1976), I classified them into adversative-additive. 

These are the cohesive devices that this study focussed on due to the role that 

they play when uttering coherent discourse. What is more, they are also useful to 
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highlight and link differences and similarities in Part 2 (long turn) of the speaking 

test. As Neary-Sundquist (2013) states, “one of the ways in which a coherent 

discourse is achieved is through the use of cohesive devices such as pragmatic 

markers and conjunctions” (p.109). 

2.3 Teaching Cohesive Devices or Discourse Markers: Empirical Research 

The studies that deal with teaching cohesive devices are increasing in number 

(Sun, 2013). However, they focus on types of cohesive devices that are different 

from those used in this study. For instance, Lee and Hsie (2004), in their study 

‘Discourse Marker Teaching in College Conversation Classroom’, focus on 

teaching well, you know and I mean in order to highlight the significance of these 

language features in second language conversation classes. The activities were 

designed to demonstrate that teaching DMs (Discourse Markers) is doable in 

second language classrooms. They conclude that making students aware of DMs 

functions is essential in order to avoid conversations that are pragmatically 

fossilised. 

 

Jones and Carter’s (2014) study focuses on teaching spoken discourse markers by 

means of two different methods, Illustration, Interaction and Induction, (III) and 

Present-Practice-Produce (PPP). In their study, the PPP method was considered 

by students as the most effective way to learn DMs in the short term, as it was the 

one that impacted students’ output the most. Also, they highlight the importance on 

teaching DMs in an explicit way because it seems that students do not acquire 

them from the ‘English-speaking environment’. The following table from Jones and 

Carter (2014, p. 54) provides the target discourse markers and their function that 

they focus on in  their study.  

 
Function Discourse Marker 

Opening conversations/topics Right, so 

Closing conversations and topic Right, Anyway 

Monitoring shared knowledge You see, you know 

Response tokens Right 

Reformulating I mean, Mind you 

Pausing Well 
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Sequencing In the end, First, Then 

Introducing examples Like 

Resuming Anyway, As I was saying, Where was I? 

Justifying Cos 

Table 4: Target Discourse Markers and Their Functions 
Adapted from Jones & Carter (2013) 

 

In conclusion, there is a need to teach cohesive devices with an explicit approach 

because students do not acquire them in an implicit or natural way in EFL 

language classrooms. Obviously, the approach chosen would depend on the 

objective of the course and students’ needs. 
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Chapter Three: Methodology 

 

This chapter provides a definition of action research which was the research 

design of this study. This is followed by a description of the research methods used 

to gather the data in order to identify a problem and understand its nature. Finally, 

the description of the action plan and its implementation is presented.  

 

3.1 Research Design 

This study was carried out by using an action research design. Action research can 

be understood as the cyclical process in which teachers reflect on their own 

practice in order to identify a problem, which is based on information or data, so 

that they enhance their practice by implementing a plan (Burns, 2010; Chamot et 

al. 1998; Farrell, 2007; Johnson, 2011 in Miskovic et al., 2012; Kemmis & 

McTaggart 1992 in Cohen et al. 2000; Macintyre, 2000; Richards & Lockhart, 

1994). The following image illustrates the action research cyclical process of this 

inquiry. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: An Action Research Cycle (Macintyre, 2000, p.1) 

 

The first step of this study focused on reflecting on my current teaching practice to 

identify a problem. However, as previously mentioned, the problem was not based 
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only on hunches or intuitions, but rather on the initial research that provided data or 

“solid information” (Burns, 2010, p.2) which was collected by following a systematic 

process. Then, an action plan was designed to solve the problem that was 

identified. In this case, following this systematic process, the problem was 

narrowed to the use of cohesive devices in the students’ speaking skill, for which 

an action plan based on the students’ needs and expectations was designed. In 

the following section, how the data was generated in order to identify and 

understand the problem is explained in depth. 

 

3.2 Identifying and Understanding the Problem 

In order to identify and understand the problem the data collection tools used were 

journals, questionnaires and an audio-recorded speaking test. 

 

3.2.1 Journal 

The first step involved keeping a journal. Journals are a useful tool to capture and 

discover meaningful events in order to reflect about teaching practice (Burns, 2010; 

Gebhard & Oprandy, 1999; Mora & Goodwin, 2012; Richards & Lockhart, 1996). In 

addition, Burns (2010) points out that there are three types of journals, which are 

“factual journal, descriptive journal and reflective journal” (p.90). The type of journal 

used in this research was a descriptive one as it was a useful tool to “note factual 

events and personal reactions to them” (Ibid, p.90). The journal was written at the 

end of each lesson during a period of three weeks. This amount of time involved a 

whole unit of the coursebook. The objective was to record what was happening 

during the activities where the students performed the four language skills, that is, 

reading, listening, writing and speaking. One of the insights obtained in this 

process was that most of the participants seemed to have difficulty when they 

spoke. This was only a starting point.  

 

3.2.2 Questionnaire 

While I was writing the journal, I administered a questionnaire (Appendix 1). 

According to Richards and Lockhart (1996), questionnaires are “useful ways of 
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gathering information about effective dimensions of teaching and learning, such as 

beliefs, attitudes, motivation, and preferences” (p. 10). Dörnyei (2003, in Burns, 

2010) provides us a more detailed classification. He states that  

 

...questionnaires can get you three types of information: factual or 
demographic (who the interviewees are and their 
background/experiences); behavioural (what they do or did in the 
past); attitudinal (attitudes, opinions, beliefs, interest and values)  

(p. 81) 
 

The type of questionnaire administered was attitudinal. The aim of this 

questionnaire was to discover the students’ opinions or beliefs about their 

strengths and areas for improvement in the four skills. The questionnaire contained 

close and open-ended items, which consisted of items including rank order and 

guided statements respectively. Burns (2010) states that rank order items are 

helpful  

...to let us know about their (participants) preferences, values or 
opinions from a list of possible alternatives,…while guided items 
clarify or expand on a response and can give you information that 
is not obvious from the numerical response  

(p.85)  
 

Therefore, as can be seen, open-ended items were useful to gain a deeper insight 

of the participants’ views.  

 

3.2.3 Audio-recorded speaking test and reading test 

Taking into consideration the results from the attitudinal questionnaire, a reading 

and speaking test based on Cambridge ESOL examinations was administered. 

The reading test (Appendix 3) consisted of three sections of the FCE: Part 1 

(multiple-choice), Part 2 (multiple matching) and Part 3 (gapped text). The 

speaking test (appendix 4) consisted of three sections of the FCE test, which are 

an interview (part 1), the long turn (part 2) and the collaborative task (part 3). I 
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divided the group into six pairs and one trio based on their language level. This test 

was audio-recorded and then transcribed.  

According to Richards and Lockhart (1996), “one of the advantages of recording is 

that it allows choice of focus and captures many details … such as actual language 

used by teachers or learners”. Furthermore, Burns (2010) points out that audio-

recordings can “focus on particular segments that you are especially interested in 

investigating” (p. 70). Thus, this allowed me to focus on a specific aspect of the 

language in a more reliable way. 

 

3.3 Outcome of initial research  

After analysing the questionnaires, three main categories emerged: lack of 

vocabulary, use of basic cohesive devices, and lack of practice. The skill where the 

students found more problems in terms of vocabulary was by far reading, followed 

by speaking and listening, and only one of them mentioned writing in this category. 

The second category, use of basic cohesive devices, the skill where the students’ 

responses revealed more difficulty was in speaking, as several of them identified 

that their problem was how to connect ideas (Appendix 2). Several students also 

expressed that speaking was particularly difficult because they did not practice this 

skill enough.  

 

The results of the reading test were that 3 out of 15 students did not pass the 

reading exam. I compared this result with their questionnaire responses. Two of 

them actually said that they had problems with the reading skill in terms of 

vocabulary, while the other said that s/he had problems in the speaking skill 

regarding coherence. The rest of the students who also answered that they had 

problems with the reading skill actually passed the test, some even without 

difficulty. 

 

After analysing the transcriptions of the speaking test, I found that most students 

performed quite well regarding vocabulary. Only five of them used more basic 

expressions than those expected at a B2 level according to the FCE Handbook for 
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Teachers (2015). On the other hand, the use of cohesive devices, another aspect 

that the majority acknowledged as difficult, was actually also identified as the main 

area that needed improvement (Appendix 5), as they only used very basic ones 

(according to the FCE Handbook for Teachers). This aspect was analysed 

individually, focusing specifically in Part 2 (long turn) that is precisely the section 

that deals more with this aspect. The results were enlightening. The majority of the 

students who took the test, that is, 14 out of 15, used basic cohesive devices such 

as and, but, and so. Only one student used more complex ones, such as 

meanwhile and on the other hand.  

 

In conclusion, taking into consideration all the data analysed, that it to say, after 

“coding”, “comparing”, and “classifying” the information into categories and 

“identifying connections” (Burns, 2010), the problem was narrowed to the use of 

basic cohesive devices when speaking, regarding the B2 level. The type of 

cohesive devices that this project focused on developing was conjunctions. 

 

3.4 Action Plan  

Based on the findings of the initial research, an action plan was designed to 

improve students’ performance. It appeared that the majority of the students taking 

a B2 level class were not using cohesive devices such as however, whereas, on 

the other hand and while. Thus, it was the aim of this present study to discover 

whether or not, the students enrolled in this class could use these discourse 

markers after practicing them in classes and making use of them in real life 

situations or at least, in real time speaking tasks. Candidates who take B2 

language certification are expected to know and use complex cohesive devices. 

Therefore, an action plan was implemented to help the students to do so. The 

rationale for the action plan and strategies used is presented in the following 

section.  
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3.4.1 Rationale 

The main purpose of this action research study was to improve students’ 

performance in part 2 (long turn) of the FCE Cambridge examination. This was to 

be achieved by acknowledging more complex cohesive devices so that they could 

use a variety of them. Based on the FCE, Handbook for Teachers (2015), students 

at this level (B2) are expected to use a variety of cohesive devices in order to 

obtain a higher grade in this rubric.  

 

This study is essential in my context due to the fact that the goal of the school 

authorities is that their pupils obtain an international certification during their high 

school studies. By achieving this, the school authorities are also attending to 

parents’ and students’ demands. Therefore, this action research has a direct 

impact on my current practice because by assisting students in this aspect, I will 

enhance my teaching knowledge and techniques for testing preparation. What is 

more, the use of these cohesive devices may help students with the organization of 

their thoughts and how to link ideas. Consequently, an improvement in their fluency 

was expected.  

 

In the following paragraphs the rationale for the strategies used during the action 

plan is explained; that is, how they may help students and what they were based 

on. The first strategy was based on the FCE: Handbook for Teachers (2015), which 

was about providing students with two photographs taken from magazines about 

current topics that may appeal to them. The objective was that students would start 

using the target cohesive devices.  

 

The next strategy dealt with recycling. According to Nation (1990, p.45, in Schmitt, 

2008, p. 343) “if it (recycling) is neglected, many partially learned words will be 

forgotten, wasting all the effort already put into learning them”. Therefore, in this 

case, the aim was to recycle the cohesive devices that had been presented in the 

first week by eliciting them from students, and afterwards, sticking them on the 
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whiteboard. Also, the teacher provided students with long turn tasks (FCE part 2) 

where students were requested to put into practice the cohesive devices given.  

 

The third strategy consisted of providing students with transcriptions of their own 

spoken discourse so that they could re-write them. According to Thornbury (2005, 

p. 68 in Frank, 2012, para. 12) a “useful way of introducing new language feature” 

is by re-writing. What is more, Hinkel (2006) points out that: 

 

Advance planning and rehearsals of content and formulation, that 
is, what to say and how to say it, lead to substantial improvements 
in the amount of spoken discourse and in grammatical, lexical, and 
articulatory accuracy.  

(p. 115) 
 

Thus, by doing this, it was considered that students may reinforce the acquisition of 

the target cohesive devices and therefore increase not just the quantity of their 

spoken discourse but also their quality. 

 

The fourth strategy involved recording the students’ performance. The entire group 

listened to the recordings while they matched the use of cohesive devices with a 

checklist. This strategy was based on Hedge (2000), who points out that  

 

...an opportunity to focus on form may be provided after the 
communicative task if students are recorded and then try to 
compare their own language for justifying the criteria with forms the 
teacher gives them 

 (p. 60)  
 

Therefore, it was expected that this might help students to reinforce their learning 

of the cohesive devices, and how to use them where needed.  

 

3.4.2 Implementation 

This section describes the agenda of the action plan as well as the activities 

carried out during the implementation of the plan. The following table depicts how 
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the strategies were distributed and their general description. The action plan lasted 

four weeks and included two lessons per week. The length of each lesson was 50 

minutes.  

 

 

Strategies Week Day General description 

Presentation and 

Images with input 
1 

Tuesday 

50 min 

T explains the aim of the lessons. Then, T introduces some 
of the adversative-additive cohesive devices and explains 
how to use them by providing examples. Later, SS practice 

them with the set of photographs provided.  

Thursday 

50 min 

T starts the lesson by recycling some of the cohesive 
devices (whereas, while, however and on the other hand). 
Then, SS are divided into two groups and given four sets of 
photographs each.  Each set contained prompts. SS were 

asked to read the prompts and to add the cohesive devices 
where possible.  

Images with input 

and re-writing activity 
2 

Tuesday 

50 min 

This lesson follows the same practice as the previous one, 
that is, lesson two of the first week. However, SS were 

provided different sets of photographs  

Thursday 

50 min 

T gives SS a transcription of their speaking test Part 2 (long 
test). Then, SS are asked to re-write them by using the 

cohesive devices targeted. T monitors the activity.  

Recordings and 

checklist 
3 

Tuesday 

50 min 

T provides SS the transcriptions (corrected by them in the 
previous lesson). SS work in pairs and record themselves. 

Then, T gives SS a checklist and SS listen to their classmates 
recordings in order to check the use of the cohesive devices 

taught. 

Thursday 

50 min 

T gives SS the same checklist and then reproduces the 
remaining SS’ recordings to check the use of cohesive 

devices. 

Images with 

questions but without 

input 

4 

Tuesday 

50 min 

T asks SS to get in pairs. T provides SS with different sets of 
photographs. SS are asked to describe the photographs. T 

monitors the activity with a checklist.  

Thursday 

50 min 

It was necessary to take this session to finish the previous 
activity. 

Table 4: Action Plan 

 

Week 1: Tuesday 

First, I explained to the students the aim of the lessons, that is, to improve in Part 2 

of the FCE speaking test. Then I proceeded to give the first lesson of the action 

plan. The aim of this lesson was to introduce the adversative-additive cohesive 

devices which were whereas, while, however and on the other hand. 
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I showed the students two posters (appendix 6) on the whiteboard, about TV series 

which were popular amongst high school students, and then elicited information 

regarding one of the posters (The Walking Dead). Then, I stuck a label that had the 

conjunction and in the middle of the two posters. Consequently, I elicited 

information about the other poster (Pretty Little Liars). The next step was to explain 

to the students the necessity of comparing and contrasting the two posters or 

pictures by substituting and with other linkers (cohesive devices). Thus, I attached 

on the whiteboard the adversative-additive cohesive devices, whereas, while, 

however and on the other hand. I gave examples of how to use the cohesive 

devices to express differences and similarities, and how to add more ideas.  

 

Later, the students were asked to get into pairs. Each pair of students was 

provided with two sets of photographs (appendix 7) about topics that I thought 

would appeal to them. Each set of photographs was different and contained two 

pictures. Students were asked to compare the photographs by using the new 

cohesive devices. After each student finished describing his/her own set, every pair 

passed their set of photographs to the pair next to them. Finally, some students 

were asked to share their comments to the whole class. Due to time constraints, 

not all of them were able to participate in this final part.  

 

Week 1: Thursday 

I started the lesson by recycling the cohesive devices (whereas, while, however 

and on the other hand) presented in the previous lesson. After eliciting them from 

the students, some were asked to use the cohesive devices by comparing one set 

of photographs from the first day of the action plan. Then, the students were 

divided into two groups: A and B. Within each group, I asked the students to get 

into pairs. Each group contained four pairs. Then, I provided each group, A and B, 

with eight handouts with two pictures and some useful phrases each (appendix 8) 

so that each pair had two handouts.  Both groups were given the same eight 

handouts. Also, the cohesive devices previously reviewed were stuck on the 
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whiteboard. Then, students were asked to read the phrases, that is to say, the 

descriptions of the pictures, and then, add cohesive devices where possible. So 

that the students would be able to understand the activity, this was first performed 

by the teacher with the whole class. Both groups rotated their sets of photographs 

until they performed the activity with all of the handouts.   

 

Week 2: Tuesday 

The same procedure that was used on Thursday (week 1) was followed again, but 

with other sets of photographs that were of the same type as the first. These also 

contained useful phrases.  

 

Week 2: Thursday 

First, the students were asked to get into pairs. Then, I stuck on the whiteboard the 

images that they described in Part 2 of the FCE speaking test during the pre-test of 

the initial research. Also, I stuck up labels that contained the questions that they 

had been asked to answer previously in this test. Then, the students were provided 

with the transcription of their own spoken discourse of that part of the test, which 

had been recorded for this purpose. I asked students to work individually in order 

to replace the basic cohesive devices that they had used with the more complex 

ones where possible. Later, the students were asked to check if they had actually 

answered the question of the task. If not, they were asked to re-write their own 

transcriptions adding both the cohesive devices targeted and the answer of the 

question. Finally, the students handed in their transcriptions to the teacher. 

 

Week 3: Tuesday 

At the beginning of the lesson, the students were provided with the new versions of 

their transcriptions that they had re-written in the previous lesson (Appendix 9). I 

explained the aim of the task. Then, I asked students to go to the library and record 

their new versions. The rest of the students were asked to check their 

transcriptions again while they waited their turn to record themselves. On this day, 

due to time constraints, only four out of eight pairs of students were asked to 
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record themselves. Later, I provided students with a checklist (appendix 10), and I 

explained the objective of the activity. Then, the first pair of students’ recording was 

reproduced. The students were asked to identify whether or not their classmates 

had actually used the cohesive devices. After this, what the students had ticked on 

the checklist was revised.  

 

Week 3: Thursday 

In this lesson, the students were provided with the same checklist as in the 

previous lesson, and they were asked to listen to the recordings of the remaining 

four pairs of students. The procedure was also the same, that is to say, the 

students ticked on the checklist how their classmates used the cohesive devices. 

The teacher checked the students’ responses with the whole class.  

 

Week 4: Tuesday and Thursday 

The students were asked to get into pairs and divide into two groups of four pairs. 

Then, I explained the purpose of the activity: to perform the task without any 

prompts and in ‘real time’. Each group of four pairs was provided with the same 

booklet (appendix 11). The booklet contained four sets of two pictures for every 

pair.  Afterwards, students were asked to perform the task in the time that they are 

allowed to use during the test (Part 2 long turn), that is, one minute per candidate. 

During this activity, an observation checklist (appendix 12) was used by the 

teacher in order to verify the cohesive devices that the students used.  Each group 

of students exchanged the booklets until they had performed the task with all of the 

others, that is, four times. Due to time constraints, it was impossible to carry out the 

activities for Thursday. Thus, during this fourth week, students could only work on 

the activities planned for one class. That is, as the activity took longer than 

expected, students took two sessions to fulfil it. 
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Chapter 4: Findings 
 

This chapter illustrates the results obtained after carrying out the implementation 

and verification of the action plan. Observations, interviews and a post-test were 

used for the data collection method. The data gathered from these instruments, 

and  the reasons for their use, is explained in the following paragraphs.  

 

4.1 Evaluation of action 

For the purpose of this study, summative evaluation was required, as the main 

objective was to help students use cohesive devices to link and contrast ideas in a 

scaffolding way. The instruments used to evaluate the action plan were an 

observation checklist, an audio-recorded post-test, and finally, a semi-structured 

interview. The usefulness and purpose of audio recordings were already 

mentioned in Chapter Two. Therefore, in the following section, only the importance 

of the observation and the semi-structured interview is addressed.  

  

 4.1.1 Observations 

Gebhard and Oprandy (1999), state that observations are a useful tool in collecting 

data for research projects. In addition, Burns (2010) suggests the use of 

observation sheets, which focuses on “using a coding system or checklist prepared 

before the lesson begins” (p. 73). She also advises that teacher researchers 

should make their own observation checklists so that they can pay attention to a 

particular aspect of the lesson. Thus, for the purposes of this study, an observation 

checklist (see Appendix 12) was created to note the cohesive devices used by the 

students enrolled in this project.  

 

4.1.2 Semi-structured Interviews 

According to Arksey and Knight (1999) “qualitative interviews examine the context 

of thought, feeling and action and can be a way of exploring relationships between 

different aspects of a situation” (p.32). Moreover, Gillham (2000) argues that in 

order to obtain ‘in depth’ responses from participants, a semi-structured interview is 
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required (p.19). This type of interview was quite useful in order to obtain insights 

from the participants of this project. Thus, it is important to know what the 

participants believe about the usefulness of the cohesive devices targeted and if 

there was an improvement by using them.   

First, the principal of the school granted the required permission to carry out the 

interviews. Owing to the students’ ages, their parents were asked to sign a letter of 

consent. Four students were interviewed. They were chosen according to their 

language level (based on the placement test) and testing experience. Two of them 

had a B2 level, and one had already taken a B2 examination whereas the other 

had not. The other two had a B1 level. In this case, only one had already sat a B1 

examination. Their names were changed so that their identities would remain 

unknown.  The interviews were face to face following an interview guide (Appendix 

13) and were carried out in the school building before or after the English lesson.  

The findings obtained from these instruments will be analysed in the following 

section. 

 

4.2.1 Regarding the usefulness of the use of cohesive devices 

This section depicts the students’ perceptions of the usefulness of cohesive 

devices based on their interview answers. Also, a comparison between the 

transcriptions of some participants’ pre and post-tests was made in terms of the 

amount of language produced and the cohesive devices used. This was done with 

the purpose of triangulating some of the students’ interviewed answers with the 

result of their post-test.   

 

On the subject of students’ beliefs about the usefulness of the cohesive devices 

(whereas, while, on the other hand, however), Edward reflected on his experience 

while using them during the post test, as can be seen in the following remark: 

 

Edward 

Si son muy útiles cuando las empezamos a utilizar y empezamos a 
hacer el nuevo test…como que enriquece más tu vocabulario y 
bueno sirven para comparar en esa parte del ‘speaking’. 
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Complementary to Edward’s reflection about how cohesive devices enrich 

vocabulary, Ernst highlighted their importance when it comes to linking ideas, as 

he states: “…una de las partes más importantes en el lenguaje es la capacidad de 

unir ideas, entonces son nexos que te facilitan eh eso el unir ideas.”  

 

The students appear to agree that the practiced cohesive devices are helpful as 

they are used to communicate more clearly, more fluently and in a more coherent 

way. Thus, as Neary-Sundquist (2013) states, “one of the ways in which a coherent 

discourse is achieved is through the use of cohesive devices such as pragmatic 

markers and conjunctions” (p.109).  

 

The students’ views, revealed in the interviews, appear to be confirmed by the 

results of the tests. Based on the students’ performances in the post-test, it seems 

that most of the participants showed an improvement in the fluency of their 

speaking skill by using the target cohesive devices. Fillmore (1979, in Fulcher, 

2013) characterized four elements of fluency, which are  

...filling the time with talk, which implies automaticity of language 
processing; the production of coherent sentences using the 
semantic and syntactic resources of the language appropriately; 
selecting appropriate content for context; and being creative with 
the language  

(para. 1) 
 

 

Beckham, another participant who was also interviewed, confirmed how he found it 

helpful to be aware of the targeted cohesive devices towards fluency and coherent 

improvement as he plainly asserts: “Sí porque te hacen que tu descripción sea 

más fluida y tenga mayor sentido”. This can also be perceived in the transcriptions 

of his pre and post-tests. 
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Beckham’s Pre-Test 

Well in both pictures we see people travelling but in different moods [sic] in the 

first photograph people are traveling by train and in the second by air plane in 

the first picture the people seems like bored in the second they are just arriving 

to the air plane the difference between the pictures are that the second picture is 

like more expensive to travel by and I think that the first picture it’s just like [time 

finished] 

 76 words / (possible) use of ‘AND’ as adversative. 

 

Beckham’s Post Test 

In both pictures I can see transports however in the first picture there is an 

airplane while in the other there are bikes in the first picture the people are 

arriving to the airplane while in the other they’re biking maybe they chose the first 

because they have to go to a far place maybe to another country whereas in the 

second picture they maybe are just like going to a mm nearer place maybe they 

are just going to the park with friends or they are just going to their job to don’t 

use the car for the gasoline that takes   

102 words / use of ‘HOWEVER’ and ‘WHEREAS’ once and use of ‘WHILE’ 

twice. 

 

Compared with the pre-test, Beckham considerably increased the amount of 

speech he produced in the post-test. In addition, it may appear that the use of the 

cohesive devices such as ‘however’, ‘whereas’ and ‘while’, helped him to organize 

his utterances better, as he stated in the interview.  

 

This can be noticed as well in the extracts from the pre and post-test of Hermann, 

a participant who was not interviewed: 
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Hermann’s Pre-Test 

In the first picture I can see a lot of people who are eating probably they are in a 

(.) picnic I don’t know but (..) they are happy  mm and in the second picture I can 

see two girls who are walking in the street I think they are come [sic] to do 

shopping (..) eh mm.  

[48 seconds] 59 words/ this student used ‘AND’ only once. 

 

 Hermann’s Post Test 

Well, in both pictures I can see people who is [sic] spending time with their 

friends in the first picture I can see two girls who are in a computer while in the 

second picture I can see a man who is watching a product in a eh maybe they 

are in a store and they are buying things for a computer and the advantages to 

spend time in the first picture  I think are eh they are eh doing homework or 

something like that while in the other picture to [time finished]  

92 words/ use of ‘WHILE’ twice. 

 

Hermann, in the post-test, was able to produce coherent utterances during the 

whole task by describing the pictures, and contrasting them with the conjunction 

‘while’. Additionally, the number of words used in the pre-test was 59. Hermann 

was not able to talk during the whole minute. In contrast, in the post-test, there was 

a considerable increase in the number of words (92) he produced. Furthermore, he 

was able to talk during the whole minute. And this enhancement matches with 

Fillmore (1978) definition of fluency stated above. 

 

Thus, it may be argued that the use of cohesive devices such as however, while, 

whereas and on the other hand enhances the fluency of students and also 

provides organisation in their spoken discourse.   
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4.2.2 Explicit teaching of cohesive devices  

This section deals with the students’ perceptions regarding the teaching of 

cohesive devices by using an explicit approach. First, the students’ insights are 

presented regarding the helpfulness of the lessons that included the explicit 

teaching of this language feature.  

 

The students interviewed for this project acknowledged the practicality of acquiring 

the cohesive devices targeted in an explicit instruction.  

 

Natalia 

Creo que si sirvió bastante que hiciéramos estas dinámicas 
porque así como que te vas acostumbrando más que si las 
escucharas nada más en otro lado o si te dijera un maestro que 
tienes que usar esas palabras porque se escucha mejor nada más 
así 

 

Natalia’s comments highlight the importance of the activities in order to acquire the 

cohesive devices targeted. She acknowledged that it is not enough just to listen to 

them if you want to ‘pick them up’. Likewise, Ernst mentions that it was more 

dynamic, easily and effective to learn them during the activities.  

 

Complementary to what Natalia and Ernst said, Edward reflects on the usage and 

complexity of the cohesive devices targeted. He states “porque no son tan 

comunes…normalmente empleamos otras palabras para sustituirlas por ejemplo 

and más fáciles que esas.” Moreover, Beckham realises which linkers were 

missing in his spoken discourse and comprehends where and how to use them. He 

asserts “pues con este ejercicio me di cuenta de que me faltaba decir más por 

ejemplo while, however y practicándolas pues ya sabes dónde ocuparlas y cómo 

ocuparlas.” 

 

Students agreed that it is important to teach cohesive devices in the classroom by 

using an explicit approach; otherwise, they would not acquire them or would use 

less complex devices. Moreover, by practicing them, they already knew how and 
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where to use them. As Jones and Carter (2014) in their study, ‘Teaching 

Discourse Markers Explicitly, conclude that “explicit teaching methodologies do 

have some impact on the language students acquire, which they may not always 

‘pick up’ from the English-speaking environment” (p. 50) 

 

Moreover, Rahimi (2012), in his study, concludes that  

 

...the participants (…) who were exposed to an implicit way of 
teaching discourse markers did not show to use discourse markers 
frequently. In contrast, the learners (…) who received explicit 
instruction on discourse markers proved that they used discourse 
markers frequently in their speech  

(p. 70)  
 

All in all, it may be concluded that the explicit teaching of discourse markers or 

cohesive devices is necessary in order to acknowledge them, and consequently, 

acquire them in order to use them when speaking, whether during a test or in a 

daily life routine.    

 

4.2.3 Regarding the effectiveness of the activities 

This section deals with the participants’ opinions about the strategies that they 

found more effective or useful to learn and comprehend the use of cohesive 

devices. When it comes to self-correction, participants’ awareness of how they 

speak becomes an inherent aspect. Therefore, recording students’ performances is 

a key factor to this end. As Ernst mentions, “yo creo que de las actividades más 

útiles fueron grabarme a mí mismo porque me dieron la oportunidad de ver cómo 

hablo y pues de revisarme a mí mismo.” Similarly, in one of Beckham’s reflections, 

he talks specifically in which area of speaking, that is to say, fluency, vocabulary or 

grammar, you are able to highlight your mistakes and consequently, correct them.  

  

 

Beckham 

Por ejemplo la de grabarnos a nosotros mismos con el uso de 
esas frases que nos dio pues es lo más cercano que esta lo que 
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es el examen la parte oral la parte 2 en específico y te escuchas y 
ya vez en que tienes error si en fluidez, en vocabulario, gramática 
tú lo puedes corregir y ver en que te falla  

 

Ernst and Beckham appear to agree on the point that recording their spoken 

discourse in order to check mistakes and correct them is the most useful activity. 

This assumption is also supported by Yoshimi’s (2001) study in which the 

“presentation and explicit explanation of DMs, followed by a practice and corrective 

feedback, helped learners to use them” (cited in Jones & Carter, 2014, p. 41). 

4.2.4 Regarding the cohesive devices used by the participants during the pre 

and post tests 

The following tables depict the additive-adversative cohesive devices used by the 

students during their pre and post-test. 

Table 5: Pre-test results 

As can be observed, during the pre-test, the conjunction that was used the most 

was and. It is important to highlight that this conjunction was counted where it 

could be substituted by an adversative conjunction. The total number of times it 

was used was 12. In contrast, during the post-test, the conjunction used the most 

by far was while. This outcome matches with the result of the observation checklist 

(see Appendix 12) used in the last week of the action plan. Therefore, it might 
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appear that the students changed and with the conjunction while. Also, it seems 

that this conjunction was the easiest to acquire due to the great number of times 

that it was used as can be observed in table 5 below. 

 

Table 6: Post-test results 

 

An important result was the fact that the participants seemed to be more 

comfortable when using other devices such as whereas, however, on the other 

hand, and obviously while. Therefore, it may be inferred that, even though students 

used while the most, they were able to use these other devices correctly.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Reflections 
 

In this chapter, a general review of the process of study is presented. Then, the 

limitations that emerged from this study are explained. Also, a conclusion about the 

importance of teaching cohesive devices by using an explicit approach so as to 

enhance students’ speaking skill is mentioned. Finally, a reflection of what may be 

needed for a next action research cycle is discussed.   

 

5.1 Review 

So as to identify the problem in my current teaching practice, the initial research, 

which consisted of writing a journal and administering questionnaires as well as a 

speaking pre-test, was carried out. The participants seemed to have a problem in 

connecting ideas when speaking. Moreover, most of them were only using the 

linking words that a B2 (CEFR) level considers basic. Therefore, the problem was 

narrowed down to how to improve the students’ use of more complex adversative 

cohesive devices (while, whereas, on the other hand, however) when being 

examined in speaking during a B2 language test. An action plan was designed in 

order to address this problem. The action plan was evaluated by an observation 

checklist, a speaking post-test, which was audio-recorded and transcribed, and a 

semi-structured interview. Based on the data gathered, the results indicated that 

most of the students seemed to show an improvement in their fluency and 

coherence when speaking owing to the use of cohesive devices. This was also 

acknowledged during the interviews, in the participants’ comments about the utility 

of cohesive devices when it comes to making their discourse more comprehensible 

and effortless. What is more, some participants agreed that it is necessary to teach 

this language feature explicitly. Otherwise, it would be harder to acquire cohesive 

devices from just listening to teacher’s talk. Besides, an explicit instruction enriches 

participants’ awareness of these language features, and also helps to realise how 

they use them. Finally, based on the transcriptions of the post-test, the linking 

device that the students used the most was ‘while’  
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5.2 Implications 

Teaching cohesive devices is quite common when practicing the writing skill. 

Nonetheless, in speaking, it is less common. This study, therefore, may motivate 

language teachers to teach cohesive devices more explicitly in order to improve 

the students’ speaking skills. Moreover, teaching them in this skill may have an 

impact on students’ writing production. Thus, this aspect would be worth analysing. 

In addition, the results of this study demonstrated that the participants showed a 

tendency to use while more than the other cohesive devices (however, whereas, 

on the other hand). It may be worth asking participants to try to use the other ones 

as well, that is to say, a variety of cohesive devices during a test performance.  

 

5.3 Limitations of this study 

One of the limitations that this study presented was that a delayed post-test was 

not administered. Therefore, there is no data to verify if the participants still use the 

targeted cohesive devices after a long period of time. Another limitation was that 

this study only focused on the adversative cohesive devices. There are other 

classifications of cohesive devices such as addition, consequence, order 

information and discourse markers, which were not targeted in this project. Finally, 

this study focused on Part 2 (long turn), of the FCE speaking test. However, there 

are another three sections in this part of the test in which candidates also need to 

be prepared.  

 

5.4 Conclusions 

Students’ exam preparation is a challenge for English teachers. There is a need to 

prepare students in a more effective way. Therefore, this study may have a positive 

impact on teachers’ practice, specifically regarding this area of the Cambridge 

ESOL examination. It is vital to help students communicate effectively by using a 

varied range of words. The acquisition of the devices taught in this study would 

appear to help achieve this objective. In any kind of examination, students must 

show a certain command of the language, depending on the level they have. The 

participants of this study would perform as they may be expected by examinations 
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after having worked with the cohesive devices mentioned so as to know how to 

deal with a FCE exam. 

 

What is more, after teaching these devices by using an explicit approach, it 

appears that it is essential to pay more attention, not only to the writing part of an 

exam, but also to the speaking section. In particular, the organisation of ideas 

helps students speak more fluently and coherently, which would help them 

communicate more effectively, not only in an examination, but in real life. 

 

5.5 Ways Forward 

This action research only focused on one classification of cohesive devices. 

Therefore, during a second cycle, another classification of cohesive devices could 

be targeted, so that students may use them in other parts of the speaking test. In 

addition, as previously mentioned, this action research project dealt with Part 2 

(long turn) of the FCE speaking test. A second cycle of this action research project 

may focus on the other parts of the test. These parts may be Part 3 (collaborative 

task), in which discourse markers are important as well, and Part 4 (discussion).  
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire 
 

El objetivo de este cuestionario es para conocer mejor tu opinión acerca de tus 

propias fortalezas en cuanto a tu nivel de inglés, así como lo que más se te 

dificulta. Esto me servirá para desarrollar actividades que mejoren tu adquisición 

de la lengua inglesa. Este cuestionario anónimo y para uso exclusivo del 

maestro de inglés. 

Muchas gracias por tu cooperación.  

 

1. Ordena las siguientes actividades según su grado de dificultad, en tu opinión, 

con respecto al uso del inglés (1 para el más difícil y 6 para el más fácil). 

 
____ Escribir un enunciado  

____ Entender cuando alguien me hace una pregunta  

____ Entender un párrafo sobre un tema que no conozco 

____ Contestarle a alguien cuando me hacen una pregunta (aunque la haya entendido) 

____ Comprender una palabra desconocida basándome en el contexto del texto. 

____ Leer en voz alta un párrafo 

 

Explica porqué “1” te resulta el más difícil: 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Ordena las siguientes actividades según su grado de dificultad, en tu opinión, 

con respecto al uso del inglés (1 para el más difícil y 4 para el más fácil). 

  

____ Comprender la idea general de un texto sin prestar atención a cada palabra. 
____ Comprender la idea general de algo que se haya dicho sin prestar a cada palabra. 
____ Decir algo que hayas escuchado con tus propias palabras. 
____ Escribir algo que hayas leído usando diferentes palabras. 

 

Explica porqué “1” te resulta el más difícil: 
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__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

3. Ordena las siguientes actividades según su grado de dificultad, en tu opinión, 

con respecto al uso del inglés (1 para el más difícil y 4 para el más fácil). 

____ Comprender información específica de un texto 
____ Comprender información específica de algo que se haya dicho 
____ Expresar tus ideas sobre un tema, problema, situación en forma oral 
____ Expresar tus ideas sobre un tema, problema, situación en forma escrita 
 

Explica porqué “1” te resulta el más difícil: 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Based on TKT 1 University of Cambridge. Describing language skills and sub skills. (2009) UCLES 
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Appendix 2: Samples of students’ answers to the questionnaire  
 

 

“[…] no práctico mucho el inglés y es difícil para mí hilar las ideas” 

“porque tardo en juntar mis ideas en inglés, ya que casi no práctico 

[…]” 

 “porque no sé si lo estoy diciendo bien, o si tiene relación” 

“porque me cuesta trabajo hilar palabras” 

“[…] lo que más se me dificulta es hablar y dar mi punto de vista” 
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Appendix 3: Reading test 
 

I. You are going to read an extract from a newspaper article. From questions 1-6, 

choose the answer (A, B, C or D) which you think fits best according to the text.                                                                                                   

(12 marks) 

1. What is the problem the writer has at the beginning of her holiday? 

A The writer is not good enough for painting. 
B She’s brought the wrong materials with her. 
C There are no animals to paint. 
D She can’t remember the exact colours. 
 

2. The writer hid her work because 

A she believed Royale paints better. 
B it wasn’t good enough to sell. 
C she thought it would disappoint Royale. 
D it was only a quick sketch. 
 

3. What does the writer mean by the phrase ‘what I am up to’ in lines 38-39? 

A what I am painting 
B what I will give him 
C what I can teach him 
D what I might do 
 

4. What does the writer say about her previous painting holiday? 

A She preferred the teacher she had had then. 
B The landscape was more familiar to her. 
C Her technique had improved much faster. 
D She had been able to complete a number of paintings. 
 
 
5. The writer says that Susan Scott-Thomas 

A looks at things in a different way from her. 
B is a very capable person. 
C is not as good at cooking as her. 
D was a solicitor before going to Africa. 
 

6. What is a suitable title for the article?  

A An unsuccessful holiday 
B Painting the natural world 
C Learning to work with others 
D Travelling in a different country 
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By the middle of the second day I know 
I’m in trouble. In front of me the land 
stretches up and away towards a distant 
hill, and into the space, between that 
summit and me, is crowded one of the 
most vivid concentrations of colour I have 
ever seen. It starts with the trees. The 
wet season is only a few weeks off and,  
almost as if they can smell the coming 
rains, they have put out their leaves. 
They are no ordinary green and the dry 
Grasses beneath them are ablaze with 
golds, browns and reds. I want to recreate 
this scene with watercolours. Although I  
can make a try at it with words, trying 
to paint it in my sketch book is another 
matter altogether. I’ve already made one 
attempt: a series of zigzags in orange and  
red, with bluish trees placed across them, 
which now lies face down in the grass 
beside me. 
 
I’ve put it there because the last thing I  
want right now is for someone else to  
come along and look at it. A young man  
called Royale walks up the hill. Royale is  
a sculptor, and, with several other local 
men, producers pieces of work in the local 
stone. Recently, and quite suddenly, this 
work, and that of several other local co- 
operatives, has acquired an international 
reputation. I certainly don’t want a man 
capable of such things looking at my  
own awful brush-strokes. So I put my  
foot, as casually as I can, on the finished 
painting beside me and we resume the  
conversation started earlier in the day. 
 
I want to talk to Royale about his life here. 
He, however, is only interested in what I  
am up to. To begin with, it seems that  
he considers me a fellow artist, and for 
a moment I find myself starting into the  
depths of embarrassment. But when he  
asks me, ´What is painting like?’ I realise 
that this professional artist has never 
painted anything in his life before. He just 
wants a go with my colours. 

When I signed up for this holiday, I was 
hopping for an experience like the one I  
had had four years earlier in Wales. That  
was my first painting holiday, and I loved 
it. Two things made it great. First was 
the teacher, a man called Robin, who 
showed me that what is important about 
drawing and painting is not the finished 
article but the process of completing it. 
The second element of that week was 
the place. I grew up in places like that, 
and I connected with it immediately. 
But it was stupid of me to think that I  
could reproduce the experience down 
here, deep in the Southern Hemisphere. 
Zimbabwe is not part of me, nor I of it. 
Trying to draw it for the first time, from 
 a standing start, is like trying to start a  
conversation in Swahili. 
 
There were compensations. The holiday 
Was wonderfully organised by a friend of  
mine – Susan Scoot-Thomas. Admittedly,  
there are some rather large differences 
between us – she’s extremely wealthy 
and she inherited a farm in Africa when 
she was in her mid-twenties, and instead 
of taking the easy option of becoming a 
solicitor and staying in London, she came 
out to reclaim the land and rebuild the  
decaying farmhouse. In the process, she 
learnt how to lay foundations and make 
clay bricks. All of which she did while I  
was just about mastering making sauce 
for pasta. 
 
Even my disastrous painting didn’t detract 
from enjoying the holiday. Painting really 
forces you to look at things, to consider 
their shape and colour. And even if it is 
a disaster, that process of looking and  
thinking and transferring those thoughts 
into movements of your hand leaves an 
imprint of what you have seen. 
 
 
Taken from: Capel, A. and Wendy, S. (2014) 
Objective First Student’s Book. UK: CUP 
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II. You are going to read a magazine article in which four people talk about driving. 

For questions 1-10, choose from the people (A-D). The people may be chosen more 

than once.                                                              (10 marks) 

 

Which person 

 

 chose a car that disappointed a family member? 1       

        

couldn’t really afford their chosen car? 2       

        

used to imagine driving somewhere fast at night ?  3       

        

had to consider the size of the car before buying it? 4       

        

qualified as a car driver in order to compete?  5       

        

complains about their car? 6       

        

had an accident in their car? 7       

        

gives someone close to them a regular lift ? 8       

        

knows a lot of information about certain cars? 9       

        

intends to keep their car despite some disagreement ? 10       
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Me and my wheels 
Four people talked to us about their favourite vehicles. 

 

A Brett 

I dreamt about having the car I drive now when I 

was at school and almost ruined myself financially 

to buy it! When I first got it, it had a really loud 

sound system, and I reversed into a branded-new 

car because I couldn’t hear the horn beeping at 

me to stop. My best moment was when I was at 

the Glastonbury Festival and drove it up the hill 

there after dark. The whole site below was 

blinking with lights and it was fantastic. My wife 

isn’t a big fan and used to complain about how 

uncomfortable it was on long journeys. Now that 

we’ve got a kid, pressure has been put on me to 

get rid of it, but I refuse to go that far. We are 

getting another family car though.  

 

C  Marie 

I haven’t always had four wheels and, in fact, I 

only learned to drive a car three years ago. I 

passed my test quite quickly after that and was 

lucky enough to be given my car – a Mazda 

sports – as a present. It’s very quick off the mark. 

I really switched to cars instead of bikers in order 

to join Formula Women, an organisation that’s 

been set up to encourage more women to go into 

racing. I love the challenge of it all and I know my 

biking days have helped me to find the best 

racing line on the track. Dad comes to all my 

races and likes to get the crowd behind me! Mum 

used to worry about danger involved but she’s OK 

about it now, and she thinks I’m a good road user. 

Once a week I come and collect her in the Mazda 

and we go off to do the out-of-town shopping bit 

together.  

 

B  Simon 

As a child, I used to love memorising facts and 

few delighted me as much as those about cars. I 

can still produce all sorts of trivia about 0-60 

acceleration times, top speeds, and the engine 

sizes of all the fastest and most exciting cars. I’m 

very fond of car magazines because of that, and I 

go through as many as I can get my hands on! 

Whenever I visit Britain, I pick some up and enjoy 

the deliciously technical writing and wonderful 

shots of car interiors – all those dials! If I couldn’t 

get to sleep as a teenager, I’d pretend to be doing 

a long journey in the dark in an open-top sports 

car. But do you know what I currently drive? A VW 

estate with a small engine. It won’t do; I must 

change my life.  

 

D  Sonja 

My mum was almost in tears when I said I was 

going to buy the Mini. I’d previously owned and 

open-top Audi, which she loved being driven 

around in, but I felt it was time to downsize. I must 

admit I felt some sadness, knowing I wouldn’t be 

able to drive with the wind whipping through my 

hair. But I soon got attached to the Mini. When I 

went for a test drive in one to see if it was really 

suitable, I realised that they are actually very 

roomy. Even my husband can fit in it and he’s 

incredibly tall. It’s faster than you’d think and I’ve 

already received three points on my licence for 

speeding, unfortunately. My favourite journey is 

driving home each evening during spring and 

autumn just as the light starts to fade. 

Taken from: Capel, A. and Wendy, S. (2014) Objective 
First Student’s Book. UK: Cambridge University Press 
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III. You are going to read a magazine article about the Glastonbury Festival. Six 

sentences have been removed from the article. Choose from the sentences A-G the 

one which fits each gap (1-6). There is one extra sentence which you do not need to 

use.                                                              (12 marks) 

Glastonbudget – the main event on the musical calendar for tribute 

bands 

The Glastonbuty Festival, which place in Britain in late June, offers an impressive line-up of 

famous bands over four days, but tickets aren’t cheap at around £200. Glastonbudget, as the 

name suggests, is a low-priced music festival that specialises in booking tribute bands. A 

tribute band performs the songs, or ‘cover versions’, of the particular group they admire, 

usually copying the group’s appearance closely and sometimes playing music rather well. The 

tribute band’s name is often deliberately similar to the original one, so Dread Zeppelin is a 

reggae version of Led Zeppelin. There are tribute bands everywhere: Umma Gumma in Brazil, 

Mun Floyd in Italy, Pink Division in Norway and The Pink Tones in Spain are just four of the 

many Pink Floyd sound-alikes.  

Glastonbudget was dreamed up back in 2003 by Nick Tanner, who runs a village pub in 

Leicestershire, and his sister.  (1) ….. Nick loved holding it, as it earned double the money of a 

normal opening. As the pub wasn’t big enough to fit in many more people, Nick suggested 

looking for another venue.  

A year later they found themselves standing in a field, having spent £160,000 in setting up the 

first Glastonbudget festival. (2) …... Due to a combination of hard work, donations and goodwill 

from the local community, ticket sales have increased steadily. Nowadays, it is a sell-out event, 

not to mention being the biggest tribute and new music festival in Europe. 

Like the budget airlines, there is a system of selling a limited number of low-price tickets; 

depending on when you book, it’s possible to buy a weekend ticket for as little as 99 pence. (3) 

…... Even if they are not big-names acts, this makes it an extremely attractive alternative to 

Glastonbury. 

People who attend Glastonbudget often comment not only on how well it is organised, but on 

how much of a community atmosphere there is at the event. (4) …...  Not many festivals can 

boast a line-up that includes Coldplay, Guns N’ Roses, The Foo Fighters and The Killers. 

Neither can Glastonbudget, although it comes quite close: Coldplace, Guns 2 Roses, The Four 

Fighters and The Fillers all rocked the main stage this year.  

Another popular act at Glastonbudget this year was Iziggy, formed by lorry driver Brian Spiers 

after workmates kept pointing out his amazing likeness to Iggy Pop. Brian – who was mobbed 

at a recent Iggy And The Stooges show in London – explained that he had had to drop three 

jeans sizes and get some singing lessons before starting the band. 

(5) …... He’s planning to get them removed by laser eventually. 
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(6) …... Since the festival’s second year, the organisers have featured more and more young, 

up-and-coming local bands. Closely associated with the Soar Valley Music Centre, the festival 

also provides training for young people in different aspects of the music industry.  

 

A Glastonbudget isn’t just about tribute bands though. 

 

B Despite losing money on that occasion, the festival has gone from strength to strength ever 

since. 

 

C Having chosen such diverse bands, the organisers were confident of success from the start. 

 

D Near or total strangers become part of a genuinely music-loving festival and enjoy some 

entertaining bands. 

 

E He also has to spend £50 per gig buying make-up to cover his tattoos because his here 

doesn’t have any.  

 

F The two were discussing ways to expand the monthly tribute band night. 

 

G This rises to a maximum of just over £50, which includes camping and parking. 

 

Taken from: Capel, A. and Wendy, S. (2014) Objective First Student’s Book. UK: Cambridge 

University Press 
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Appendix 4: Speaking pre-test sample 
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Appendix 5: Pre-test transcriptions, Part 2 

  
Beckham 

Well in both pictures we see people travelling but in different moods in the first photograph 
people are traveling by train they are… and in the second by air plane in the first picture the 
people seems like bored  in the second they are just (…) arriving to the air plane the difference 
between the pictures are that the second picture is like more expensive to travel by and I think 
that the first picture it’s just like (… hesitation) [time finished] 

 

Marcelo 

In the first picture I think it’s a museum because we can see a lot of well tree pictures it seems 
quite empty because I can see just a man and a woman  in the second picture I can see a 
woman looking for their clothes I think it’s on a market maybe a small shop eh we can see it’s  
looking clothes for her own like dresses and more eh like not for eh ( ) I think the first one they 
are looking to the pictures because they are interested  on art or they are maybe [time finished] 

 

Carolina 

So well there are one picture they are travelling by bus I think and in the other they are 
travelling by air plane mm in the first one there are like students and they are boring I think + in 
the second one there are eh people more age and they are I think that their travel is about to 
work or something like that eh (hesitation) (…) also in the first one they are with their phones 
and in the second one they are (time finished) 

 

Maggie 

Ok in one picture there is like a gallery art gallery and one woman it’s looking at ( ) and a guy 
who is looking like a city and in the other photograph it’s a woman like shopping eh a t-shirt and 
it’s in a shop and it’s like deciding if she likes it or if she doesn’t like it and ok  in the first one 
picture it doesn’t seem like you have a lot of paintings ( ) and  in the other it’s a lot of stuff a lot 
of clothes 

 

Sandrine 

Well, In the first picture I see a man that is eh in the garden I think he is watching his plants 
growing and he is  because it’s good to be in this kind of gardens and in the second picture I see 
people in a big park and maybe they are doing a picnic or well I can see dogs and people running 
so they are happy and they are spending  a Sunday or maybe a weekend mm this picture have a 
lot of trees and it’s in a big city 
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Appendix 6: Posters about popular TV series, Week 1, Day 1 
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Appendix 7: Samples pictures for action plan, Week 1, Day 1  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Pair 1 

Student A 

Student B 
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Appendix 8: Sample pictures for action plan, Week 1, Day 2 
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Appendix 9: Transcriptions activity, Week 3, Day 1 
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Appendix 10: Checklist, Week 3, Day 1 
 

Work in pairs, listen to candidate A and B doing the task (2), then put a tick in the linker word that 

you hear and say whether the use is correct or incorrect. Tick ( ) every time the candidates use 

the words correctly and cross ( ) every time they use them incorrectly. 

 

Pair 1 Candidate A Candidate B 

Checklist Number of  
times 

Correct Incorrect Checklist Number of  
times 

Correct Incorrect 

while    While    

whereas    Whereas    

on the 
other hand 

   on the 
other hand 

   

however    However    

and*    and*    

Pair 2 Candidate A Candidate B 

Checklist Number of  
times 

Correct Incorrect Checklist Number of  
times 

Correct Incorrect 

while    While    

whereas    Whereas    

on the 
other hand 

   on the 
other hand 

   

however    However    

and*    and*    

Pair 3 Candidate A Candidate B 

Checklist Number of  
times 

Correct Incorrect Checklist Number of  
times 

Correct Incorrect 

while    While    

whereas    Whereas    

on the 
other hand 

   on the 
other hand 

   

however    However    

and*    and*    

Pair 4 Candidate A Candidate B 

Checklist Number of  
times 

Correct Incorrect Checklist Number of  
times 

Correct Incorrect 

while    While    

whereas    Whereas    

on the 
other hand 

   on the 
other hand 

   

however    However    

and*    and*    
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Appendix 11: Photographs booklet, Week 4, Day 1 
 

 

Why do you think people choose these types of homes? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Which activity is the best way to enjoy the countryside? 

  

Pair 1 
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Appendix 12: Observation checklist, Week 4, Day 1 
 

 

OBSERVATION SHEET 

 

Date: June 4th      Time: 12:30-13:20 

English group: Advanced 

Students’ attendance: 16  

 

Use of cohesive devices checklist. 

 

 

  

Checklist Number of  times Correct Incorrect 

While 9 9  

Whereas 1 1  

on the other hand 2 2  

However 2 1 1 

And 5 5  
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Appendix 13: Interview Guide 
 

Guía de Entrevista 

Buenas tardes. Mi nombre es Carlos Núñez y me gustaría hacerte algunas preguntas 

acerca de tus percepciones sobre los exámenes de certificación y las recientes actividades 

que se han estado llevando a cabo durante las clases de inglés. La información obtenida 

será anónima.  

1. ¿Qué opinas acerca de la importancia de obtener una certificación internacional en 

inglés tales como Cambridge?  

2. ¿Podrías mencionar algún beneficio a futuro, ya sea corto o mediano plazo? 

En las últimas semanas, realizamos actividades relacionadas con la parte 2 del FCE 

speaking test. 

3. ¿Crees que las palabras o frases (whereas, while, on the other hand, however) en las 

que nos enfocamos son útiles para ti? 

¿Por qué si/no fueron útiles? 

4. ¿Crees que las palabras o frases en las que nos enfocamos son difíciles de aprender? 

Si la respuesta es sí, ¿podrías explicar porque piensas que son difíciles? 

Si la respuesta es no, ¿podrías explicar porque piensas que son difíciles? 

5. ¿Crees que la manera en la que estudiamos o practicamos durante las clases fue útil 

para ti? 

¿Por qué si/no? 

Si la respuesta es sí, ¿podrías dar un ejemplo de una actividad que haya sido útil para ti? 

Si la respuesta es no, ¿podrías mencionar un ejemplo de alguna actividad que quisieras 

usar durante la clase? 

6. ¿Crees que las lecciones te ayudaron a usar las palabras o frases que estudiamos o 

piensas que las hubieras adquirido o aprendido de todas maneras? 

¿Podrías explicar cómo las lecciones te ayudaron a usar las palabras o frases? 

¿Podrías explicar porque piensas que no te ayudaron? 

7. ¿Te gustaría hacer algún comentario final acerca de las lecciones? 

 

Adapted from Jones and Carter (2011) 
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