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DEVELOPMENT OF LEXICAL COHESION OF GERMAN IN WRITING

In the article, a series of steps for interpreting lexical cohesion in texts of German containing written
information are described. The main goal is to conduct an empirical analysis of realizing unified strategies
for the providing lexical cohesion in Germanic languages, as well as in writing, and to indicate a description
of practices grounded the improvement of lexical skills based on semantic fields in use of word combinations
of German in the writing and can be effective in this field. Lexical coherence is an important linguistic
component of meaningful writing and plays a significant role on getting general coherence and thematic
continuity of a text. It is sometimes a problem to make very precise, subtle interpretations, avoid time-
consuming procedures and combine some automatic procedures in written texts. Therefore, one of the main
challenges is to define subtle categories allowed identifying commonalities and differences. It is stated in
the article that the relations must be explained to classify the semantic relations between the sentences
and to write composition with several existing systems. The symmetrical arrangement of paired relations
between sentences helps students understand how sentences follow each other and some transition words
are necessary for cohesion. The appropriate word combinations ensuring the effectiveness of the speech
make the study of the thematic lexicon and semantic fields a necessity. Word combinations having
common meaning, belonging to a common topics and reflecting the conceptual similarity of the described
phenomena are the research fields for the lexical-semantic fields of new complex words. The most common
source for the lexicon selection of the semantic field is thematic texts. In the writing process, the teacher
classifies the appropriate lexical units to describe the concepts completely and to create a lexical-semantic
field. This option allows students to form a certain knowledge about lexical units and to use them on com-
pleting various analytical, written and oral tasks.
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Introduction. The principle of lexical cohesion
is considered as the main type of combination
contributing to the general coherence and thematic
continuity of the text. Lexical coherence was
introduced as a concept by Halliday and Hasan
(1976) and is one of the main types of combination
contributing to the general coherence and thematic
continuity of the text. Helping students understand
coherence in terms of possible lexical and semantic
relations between sentences during text building
in the writing process, formalizing a previously
uncertain writing instruction field and creating a
coherent paragraph are difficult sometimes. It is
known that many students do not have the intuitive
knowledge base to grasp the possible relations
between sentences, or the readings of a composition
course cannot provide them with such knowledge.
They need conscious rules [2, s. 5].

The topicality of the problem. The problem
on semantic analysis of the vocabulary is one of
the most actively studied problems of linguistics.
Advancement of new theoretical principles and
new ideas on the formation of research object and
comprehension of premature formation of semantic
descriptions indicate that the volume of materials
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yet to be investigated is ten or perhaps hundreds of
times greater than all has been investigated so far.
Ensuring sequence in lexical cohesion in writing and
researching Germanic languages in different periods
of development indicate the processes occurring in
the language.

Although the research on the mentioned topic
arouses a lot of interest among linguists, until
recently, more priority was given to the study of the
grammatical structure of Germanic languages and
very less attention was paid to the study of vocabulary
and the lexical cohesion of word combinations in
spoken language.

Goal and tasks. The comparative study of word
combinations and the investigation of the principle
of lexical cohesion in the German language consist
of this approach, studying the specific structure and
lexical-semantic features of word combinations
in the language, their use in spoken language and
determining the scientific-theoretical basis of their
position in the text.

Methods. The main material to be investigated
in the article is facts about German language.
Contrasting, reconciliation, and comparison were
used as scientific methods.
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Main paragraph

Maintaining lexical cohesion in writing. In recent
literature examples, the use of a wide range of modifiers
such as ‘“syntactic”, “grammatical”, ‘“‘semantic”,
“substantive”, “logical”, ‘“pragmatic”, “thematic”
and “cognitive” for sequence in maintaining lexical
coherence in writing is mentioned. In these terms,
clarity and several complex aspects are indicated to be
grouped together under sequence. The relations must
be explained in order to classify the semantic relations
between sentences and write compositions with several
existing systems. The symmetrical arrangement of
paired relations between sentences helps students
understand how sentences follow each other and some
transition words are necessary for cohesion [1, s. 2].

Lexical cohesion is often called perspective
coherence. In writing, perspectival coherence is
established through existing linguistic analyses
and corruption of perspectival coherence rarely
happens. Perspectival coherence is corrupted when
perspectivality cannot be shared in a text written
with perspectival coherence. In the text, perspective
coherence in this sense will be called “logical” or
“thematic” coherence. Halliday and Hasan put forward
the lexical unit along with the other four main types
of combination including co-reference, substitution,
ellipsis, and conjunction in the brief interpretation
of written texts. In this respect, lexical units differ
from each other in terms of structure and semantics.
Since we are interested in investigating the linguistic
features of a lexical unit, our goal is to obtain a high-
precision interpretation without spending a lot of
time and effort. Therefore, while we are interpreting
the text generally, identifying the elements of lexical
chains and determining their semantic relations are
helpful to us.

For convenience, a general summary is used in the
presentation of the texts. On the one hand, this pro-
vides us with an accurate summary of the lexical unit,
and on the other hand, it allows us to test and evaluate
automatic procedures [2, s. 4].

Ich lebe in einer Stadt namens Quedlinburg in der
Ndhe der Mosel. Wir brauchen etwa 3 Stunden und
28 Minuten, um mit dem Zug nach Berlin zu gelan-
gen. Ich sage, es ist eine Stadt, es ist eher ein Dorf.
Es ist ziemlich klein. Es ist eigentlich sehr schén, es
ist ein schoner Ort zum Leben. Es ist ein sehr schoner
Ort zum Leben.

Und ich bin in Quedlinburg aufgewachsen, das ist
ziemlich nah bei Miinchen. Es ist ein sehr schoner
Ort zum Leben. Quedlinburg ist ein Land, in dem
Stadtburg und Kirche 1994 in die Liste des UNESCO-
Weltkulturerbes aufgenommen wurden.

As it is seen in the example, unlike the other four
types mentioned by Hallideyin and Hasan in struc-
tural interpretation, cojuctions indicating the rela-
tionship with other expressions in the text are not
grammatical elements such as proforma, determiner
or conjunction. As the term suggests, the associative
connection between village, city and place is chosen
by the lexicon. The authors note the coherence of
relations between verbs, adjectives and adverbs. We
include the following connections:

— repetition: phrases such as Quedlinburg and the
orthographic repetition of the nominal are mentioned
in the example above. In case of combination, the
second element is used as a determining factor. The
direct form of lexical combination is the repetition of
a lexical element; e.g. the coherence on repetition is
used in the sentence as Bdr. For example, Algy traf
einen Bdren. Der Bdr war prall

— Synonymy: ~ common  synonym,
language terms (e.g. blue sky and heaven).

— antonymy. contrast relationship as with inflation
and deflation

— hyperonymy: when a superlative term follows a
more specific term, as with village

— hyponymy: if the specific term comes after the
one from above

— co-hyponymy: between two eclements of the
same level, such as town and village

— holonymy: a relation in which the whole follows
the part (e.g. neighborhood and city)

— meronymy: a part-whole relationship where the
part follows the whole (e.g. city and neighborhood)

— co-meronymy: two parts of a whole following
each other in sequence (e.g. square and quarter).

— type: the relation between a common noun and a
named entity (e.g. place and Quedlinburg).

— example: a relation in which the named entity
follows a common noun (e.g. Quedlinburg and city).

— joint instance.: connection between two named
entities (e.g. Quedlinburg and Berlin)

As it is seen, if lexical chains correspond to all
other elements in the chain on word meaning, a
nominal element in writing can be part of a lexical
chain. One type of relations described in the writing
can be related to the nominal element and to each
of the other elements in the chain. As a result, one
nominal element can be part of several different
lexical chains in the same text [2, s. 5-6].

Lexical coherence and their role in written
text quality. As mentioned in the theoretical views,
harmony is the relation between different semantic
meanings in written texts for Jaksendolf. Many
scholars agree on the main element readers use to

common
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etablish and interpret semantic connections in a
text is based on their prior knowledge. The second
important element of establishing obvious semantic
relations in writing is the arranging ideas in a logical
sequence, which is the harmony aspect emphasized
in many discussions on the concept of text coherence.
For example, Bander describes paragraph coherence
as a logical sequence of ideas creating a obvious
relation of one sentence to another. According to
Truckenbrodt and Hubert, if “each sentence in
the text is arranged sequentially, the previous or
following sentences provide a context for it”. Among
others, Halliday and Hasan (1976, 1985) claimed that
a prerequisite for the successful integration of ideas
and the creation of harmony is combination refered
to the meaning relations between the specific and
superficial linguistic features of a text. [3, 4; 9]. For
qualitative reading of the texts, the authors divide the
coherence classification into the following categories:

— lexical connective devices;

— repetition of word;

— substitutions (synonyms, antonyms, hyperonyms,
cohyponyms, generals);

— metacommunicative relations;

— grammatical connectives;

—reference words or basic forms (pronouns,
adverbs, comparative constructions);

— ellipses;

— conjunctions
prepositions).

According to Lautamati, three actual types of
structural progression can be identified in the text
readings:

a) content
sentences;

b) repetition of a theme to strengthen an idea to
the reader;

c¢) consecutive different sentences used to turn the
interpretation of one sentence into the subject of the
next sentence in any content;

d) the first and last contents in a text fragment to
be read in extended parallel progression.

Brinker, Truckenbrodt and Hubert propose the
concept of integrated coherence by commenting
on the difference between coherence and harmony
in writing. They put forward the idea that there is
a close connection between the obvious forms of
morphological-syntactic and the forms of semantic-
cognitive connection, and they note separatiion of
these two concepts is unnecessary.

The authors also argued that harmony is
distinguished because it makes interaction between
different factors at several levels. This kind of

(conjunctions, adverbs,

identity of parallel, consecutive
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harmony is very multi-scale and combining the
inobvious notions of interdependence and coherence
between factors [1; 4].

As it is seen from the diagram, the application
of lexical cohesion in writing includes the reading
of words according to phonological rules, writing
according to syntactic rules and conceptualization
(diagram 1). Thus, the separation of the concept of
comprehensive coherence into its different aspects
such as grammatical, thematic, pragmatic, cognitive
or obvious coherence indicate in the lexical cohesion.

Development of associative lexicons in writing.
The first lexicon of discourse conjuctions of written
texts in German was presented by German researchers
Umbach, Carla, Ebert and Cornelia (1998) [6, s. 57].
The main goal was to use a declarative resource
as a component of software needed knowledge of
discourse relations to do the followings:

Phrase-based and word-based lexicons are widely
used lexicons and create coherence in text generation
systems. According to their description in the text,
these lexicons can be roughly grouped into two
classes.

— typical lexical entry in traditional linguistic
theory. Entries such as lexicons in a group usually
consist of single words.

—other class entries usually include larger
constituents, lexicons containing phrases or even
sentences with some lexical material implying
orthographically noted words and usually can be
created with additional lexical material or lexical
entries. The difference between these two types is not
always obvious. As mentioned above, some systems
have both types, typically a phrase lexicon provides
syntactic and semantic information, a word-based
lexicon provides morphological information and
others canreadily provide both types of representation.
Lexicons are the most obvious aspects created lexical
coherence in the writing, and at this time, the volume
of the lexical object, the amount of structure in it, and
the role of the lexical selection in the system are seen
obviously. In contrast to the concept in text creation,

Phonological Syntactic Conceptual
writing rules writing rules writing rules

| ' !

Phonological Syntactic structure  Conceptual structure
structure T T
T Writing rule Writing rule |

T Lexicon _T

Diagram 1. Comprehensiveness of lexical cohesion
in writing (Jackendoff, 2010)
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there is a tendency for large size, complex structure
and strong role for the lexical object. In this sense, it
is useful to discuss the reasons for the maintenance of
these tendencies in writing and their influences on the
text creation [8; 9].

Generalize the written text: presentation system of
a basic structured knowledge is used for appropriate
discursive reading of the text. In this case, the
principle of coherence creates a relation of temporal
sequence between events in natural language, and
ideas are expressed sequentially. This coherence
was first applied in the preparation of maintenance
instructions for car manuals.

For example, Parken Sie das Auto auf ebenem
Boden und stellen Sie den Motor ab. Uberpriifen Sie
dann das Motorol;

Comprehending written text: associative units
can be used as instructions as to what relations may
exist between joining units of a text when making
a discourse description of the system. It was first
applied in researches based on Theory of Rhetorical
Structure by Hanneforth working on texts in the
German language [7; 8].

Conclusion. Thus, activities made by students
related to writing on the principles of lexical coherence
benefit from a combination of many different elements.
Although lexical-semantic relations make it difficult
to create sequence in writing, comprehending the
different features of lexicons in writing and correctly
understanding their role in writing are important areas.
The wide scope of lexical norms in writing is explained
as its phonological, syntactic and conceptual character.
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Axmazosa B. I. PO3BUTOK JIJEKCUYHOI 3B’SI3HOCTI HIMEIILKOI MOBH HA ITUCHMI

Y ecmammi onucano pso kpokie 013 inmepnpemayii 1eKCUYHOI 38 I3HOCMI 8 MEKCMax HiMeybKoi Mosu, uo
micmams nucemosy ingopmayiro. OcHosHa mema — npogecmu eMRipudHuil ananiz peanizayii yHigikosanux
cmpame?zitl 3a6e3nevents 1eKCUUHOI 38 A3HOCI 8 2ePMAHCHKUX MOBAX, A MAKO4C ) NUCbMOBI (hopMi, A MaAKoKHC
8KA3amMu ONUC NPAKMUK, WO IPYHMYIOMbCSA HA 600CKOHANEHHI IeKCUYHUX HABUYOK HA OCHOGI CeMAHMUYHUX
noni6 y GUKOPUCMANHI CI0BOCNONYYEHb. HIMEYbKOT MOBU 6 NUCbMOGILl hopmi ma modice 6Gymu epexkmusHum
V yitl eanysi. JIekcuuna 36 SI3HICIMb € 8ANCTUBUM JTHEGICIMUYHUM KOMIOHEHMOM OCMUCLEH020 NUcbMd i gidiepae
3HAUHY POdb y OOCACHEHHI 3a2anbHOi 36 s13Hocmi ma memamuunoi Oesnepepgnocmi mexcmy. IHooi 6yeae
npoodIeMamuyHo 3pooumu Oyaice mouti, MOHKI MIAYMAYeHHsl, VHUKHYIU MPYyOOMICMKUX npoyedyp i NoEOHamu
Oesiki asmomamuyni npoyedypu 8 nucbMosux mexcmax. Tomy OOHIE€ 3 20108HUX NpoONeM € BUSHAYEHHS
MOHKUX Kame2opill, SKi 00360158Mb GUABUMU CNIIbHI pucu ma 6iOMiHHOCmI. Y cmammi 3a3Ha4eHo, wo 0l
KAacupixayii cemanmuunux 36 s3Ki6 MidC peueHHAMU Mda HANUCAHHA KOMNO3UYIl 3 KiTbKoMa ICHYIOYUMU
cucmemamu HeoOXiono noscuumu 36 a3ku. Cumempuune po3mauily8aHHs NAPHUX 36 A3KI6 MIdiC peyeHHIMU
oonomaeae Y4HAM 3pO3YMIMU, sIK peyeHHs Ci0yioms 00He 3a OOHUM, | OesKi nepexioni ci108a HeoOXiOHi
ons 36’53Ky. Bionogioni cnoeocnonyuennsn, wo 3abdesneuyioms eekmusHicms MOGIEHHS, 00YMOSII0IONMb
HeOOXIOHICMb BUBYEHHS MEMAMUYHOI JeKCUKU ma cemanmuunoeo noisd. Ilonew 00cniodxcenHs neKcuko-
CEMAHMUYHUX MO8 HOBUX CKAAOHUX CIi6 € CLOBOCHONYYEeHHS, WO MAlOMb CRilbHe 3HAUEHHS, HANeNCAMb 00
CRIMbHOT meMamuKy ma 8i000paicarms KOHYenmyaibHy nodioHicms onucysanux seuw). Havnowupeniwum
0oicepenom BUOLNEeHHS JeKCUKU CeMAHMUYH020 NOAS € meMamuuni mexcmu. Y npoyeci nucoma uumens
KIAcughixye GiON0GiOHI NeKCUHHi OOUHUYI, Wob NOBHICMIO ONUCAMU NOHSAMMS Md CMEOPUMU JEeKCUKO-
cemanmuune none. Llei eapianm 0036o15€ chopmysamu y cmyOeHmie nesHi 3HaHHA NPO JNeKCUUHI 0OUHUYI
ma UKOPUCMOBY8AMU iX NiO 4AC UKOHAHHS PI3HOMAHIMHUX AHATIMUYHUX, NUCbMOBUX MA YCHUX 3A80AHb.

Knrouosi cnosa: 36 ’s31icmos, nociioogricms, meMamuyHa 368 SA3HiCmb, Qpazeoioeiuna 1eKCuKd.
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