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LEXICAL MEANS OF COHESION IN AN ORAL DISCOURSE
OF A COMMENTED SPORTS EVENT

The authors studied the means of lexical cohesion in English oral discourse of a commented
sports event — a broadcast of the 2014 World Cup football match between the Netherlands and Spain
commented by the British commentators Jon Champion and Stewart Robson. The analyzed time slot of
the match is 46 minutes (halftime). The authors use the classification of means of cohesion proposed by
M.A.K. Halliday and R. Hasan. The frequency analysis of the lexical composition of the oral discourse
analyzed allowed us to find more prominent and more frequently used words and the most frequent
lexical units to express emotive assessment. The “world cloud” technique is used in order to find out
more prominent and more frequent words in the text. The morphological analysis of the discourse of a
commented football match made it possible to determine the part-of-speech-composition of the dis-
course of the commented football match. Analysis of the means of text cohesion through repetition of
lexical items and their alternation in different forms resulted in singling out some typical models. Our
findings suggest that the most frequent means of cohesion are identical and root repetitions (69 % of
the total number of examples). Use of synonyms (18 %) and antonyms (7 %) also serve the purpose of
lexical cohesion of the discourse. Broad-meaning substitutions (collocations) occur in 5% of the total.

Keywords: lexical cohesion, repetition, lexical composition, morphological analysis, oral dis-
course, emotive assessment.
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JNNEKCUYECKHUE CPEOCTBA KOIe3mu B 3BYHALLIEEM
ANCKYPCE CMNOPTUBHOIO PEMOPTAXA

WccnepoBaHbl cpeacTBa NEKCMYECKON KOresuu B 3ByYalleM AMCKYPCe aHrUACKOro CMopTUBHO-
ro penoprtaxa — TpaHcnsumm dyTéonbHoOro matya YemnuoHata mupa 2014 roga mexay HugepnaHgamu
n WcnaHveir, koTopyto KOMMeHTvMpoBanu GputaHckue kommeHTaTopbl [xoH YemnuoH u CrioapT
Pob6coH. AHanusmpyembiii BpeMeHHOW MHTepBan Matya cocTaBnsieT 46 MUHYT (nepepbiB). ABTOPbI UC-
nonb3ylT Knaccudmkaumio cpeacTts koresuu, npeanoxenHyto M.AA.K. Xonnugeem n P. XacaHom. Ya-
CTOTHBIN aHanu3 fIeKCUYEeCKoro CocTaBa aHanM3npyemoro 3By4allero AMckypca nossonun Hantu bonee
ynotpebnsemble crioBa n Hanbornee YacTble NEeKCUYeCKne eanHULbl NS BbIPAXEHUS 3MOLIMOHANbLHON
oueHkn. TexHuka “obnako crnoB” ucnonb3yeTcs Ans Toro, YTobbl BbisBUTL Bonee 3ameTHble M YacTo
BCTpeyatoLmnecs criosa B Tekcte. Mopdonormyeckuii aHan1Ms3 auMckypca CropTUBHOMO penopTaxa dyT-
H6onbHOro Martya MO3BONWM OMPEeAEenUTb YacTepeyHblii COCTaB OaHHOro Buaa Auckypca. AHanua
CpeacTB KOreanm TekcTa NocpeAcTBOM NMOBTOPEHUS NIEKCUYECKUX eAVHUL, U UX YepedoBaHns B PasHbIX
dopmax No3BONWI BbIAENUTb HECKOMNBKO TUNWYHBIX MoAenen. PedynbTaTbl nokasbiBatoT, 4TO Hambonee
YacTbIMU CpeacTBamMu KOresuu SBMSTCH UOAEHTUYHbIE U KOpHeBble MoBTopbl (69 % oT obuiero yucna
npumepos). Micnonb3oBaHne cMHOHUMOB (18 %) 1 aHTOHWUMOB (7 %) Takke CRyXWT Lenu Nekcu4eckon
Koreaum aunckypca. Konnokauuu Bctpeyatotes B 5 % oT obLyero yncna.

KnioyeBble cnoBa: siekcu4yeckasl Ko2esusi, oemop, fekcudeckuli cocmas, Mopghoroauyeckull
aHarsnu3s, yCmHblIl OUCKYpPC, SMOMUBHasi OUEeHKa.

Introduction

It is commonly accepted that discourse is a complex unity of sociocultural,
ethnic, linguistic, psycholinguistic, individual and communicative characteristics.
Oral discourse, more often than not, is viewed on as an object of multidisciplinary
research, requiring the attention of acousticians, linguists, sociolinguists, psycho-
linguists, linguodidacticians, and ethnolinguists. Though the term “discourse” has
been used in its linguistic meaning since the mid of XX century, it has not yet ac-
quired its generally recognized definition. The authors of this article share the defi-
nition of the term worked out by N.D. Arutyunova [1, p. 136-137]: “... text in the
aggregate of its extralinguistic, pragmatic, sociocultural, psychological and other
factors. ...”; “...speech ‘plunged’ into life ...”

The category of discourse cohesion is widely discussed by Russian and Eu-
ro-American linguists: N.D. Aroutyunova [2], T. van Dejik [3], I.LR. Gal’perin [4],
T.V. Milevskaya [5; 6], O.I1. Moskal’skaya [7], Ch.K. Naimanova [8], V.V. Nikitin
[9], O.V. Zagorovskaya [10], M.A. Halliday, R. Hasan [11].
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Theoretical framework

The main approach to discourse is based on the thesis that incoherent text
does not exist. Thus, T.V. Milevskaya [6, p. 38] states that “coherence is a prereq-
uisite of successful communication: incoherent text cannot be decoded adequately
by the addressee.”

O.l. Moskalskaya [7, p. 176] defines cohesion as a combination of mecha-
nisms of lexical and structural-grammatical connection, which are expressed by
language units. To be more exact, parts of a text are interlocked meaningfully on
the basis of the intention and background information, general contents of the nar-
ration, with the help of a peculiar composition and introduction of subordinate top-
ics such as division into paragraphs, types of the beginning and ending, alteration
of dialogues and monologues, development of the topics.

An orderly classification of means of cohesion can be based on different
foundations, and that is why scholars offer different approaches to their analysis.
Thus, M. Halliday and R. Hasan [11] wrote that the answer to the question whether
a sentence or several sentences make a discourse depends on the relations inside
the sentence and between the sentences. Coherent relations in the text evolve when
an interpretation of one discourse element depends on that of another. The scholars
came to the conclusion that decoding of one element is impossible without taking
into account the others.

Statement of the problem

The classification of means of cohesion in a commented sports event was
based on the work of M.A.K. Halliday and R. Hasan [11]. They distinguished, on
the one hand, reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and, on the other hand, lexi-
cal cohesion, but there is not any hard and fast demarcation between these two groups.
The authors of this paper concentrated their attention on the means of lexical cohesion.

The research was carried out on an English oral discourse of a commented
sports event — football match. It was a broadcast of the American sports channel
ESPN of the group stage of 2014 World Cup Championship between the Netherlands
and Spain. The analyzed time slot of the match is 46 minutes (halftime). The match
was commented by the British commentators Jon Champion u Stewart Robson [12].

For finding more prominent and more frequently used words in the text un-
der analysis the “world cloud” technique was used [13]. Analysis of the means of
text cohesion with the help of repetition of lexical items and their alternation in
different forms resulted in singling out some typical models.

Discussion

Lexical cohesion as part of the language system presupposes the relations of
repetition, synonymic relations and others of the semantic level. Text cohesion is
built up with the help of repetition of words and reiteration of their forms, words
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and word combinations belonging to the same thematic field. So, lexical cohesion
can be generated with the reiteration of a lexical element, by use of an associated
word or word combination, by synonymic or antonymic repetition, by hyperonym-
hyponym. Reiteration is a way of linking of the parts of a text to refer to the repeat-
ed use of a lexical item, or the use of a synonymous lexical item [14]. According to
1.V. Arnold [15, p. 244], repetition is a figure of speech; it consists in repeating sounds,
words, morphemes, synonyms or syntactic constructions in a fairly tight row.

In the oral discourse analyzed three types of lexical repetition (reiteration)
have been discovered:

— identical,

— synonymic;

— periphrastic.

Besides identical, repetition can be partial, when the repeated part is a root
lexeme. I.R. Galperin [4, p. 265] explains the essence of this type of repetition — a
noun or a verb, having an extended meaning, is attributed by a lexeme with the
same root which reverts the former to its primary meaning.Periphrasis is character-
ized by the change of the name of an object or phenomenon for a word combina-
tion or a sentence. A periphrasis usually elicits the most important characteristics
of an object or phenomenon and names it with a word combination.

The lexical composition of an oral discourse makes its most important part,
because the choice of words defines the intensity of its influence on listeners. Use
of colloquialisms and colloquial style in the commentaries on the football match
are determined by momentariness (brevity) of the text perception, as the listener is
not able to return to the previous context in case if any difficulties in understanding
might occur, which leads to introducing key words and phrases rather than ana-
phoric reference.

The discourse under study was subjected to a frequency analysis of its lexi-
cal composition. The Internet resource “Word Clouds” [13] was used. This on-line
resource gives a visual presentation of the quantity of words in the form of a cloud
of key words. The more frequently the key word occurs in the text, the bigger is the
font of this word. This analysis helps to find the words with the highest frequency,
and consequently, with the highest meaningful load.

Figure 1 presents a cloud of key words that are most frequently used in the
speech of the commentators. These words are the articles “a, the”, the prepositions
“in, for, of, to”, the verbs “be, have”, the pronouns “he, his, they, it” and the con-
junction “and”.

The cloud of key words in figure 2 is formed without taking into account
form words. It presents the notional words such as the players’ names: van Persie,
Robben, Diego Costa, Silva, Blind, Xabi Alonso, Jordi Alba, Nigel de Jong, the
names of the countries of the teams: Spain u Dutch.
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Fig. 1. Results of frequency segmentation of words of an oral discourse
of a commented sports event with the help of wordle.net resource to single
out the most frequently used words
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Fig. 2. A cloud presentation of frequency segmentation of words of an oral
discourse of a commented sports event with the help of wordle.net resource
to single out the most frequently used notional words (without taking into
account the frequency of form words)

The resource registered the following thematic and specialized lexical units:
chance, team, number, challenge, touch, time, ESPN, offside, foul, mistake, card,
score, goal, ball, kick, pitch, flee, run, runner, runaway, pass, line, penalty, half,
confrontation, competition, match, fixture, game, team, country, side, title, champi-
on, club, cap, coach, scorer, defender, goalkeeper, referee, player, striker, final,
captain, centre, middle, wing, back, forward, opposition, possession, midfield,
FIFA, championship, stadium, World Cup. So, the visual presentation of the fre-
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guency of the key words helps to define the thematic focus of the discourse —
commented football match.

Figure 3 presents the results of the morphological analysis of the discourse
of a commented football match in the terms of parts of speech. The nominal lexis
(40 %) considerably prevails over verbal lexis (17 %). To be more precise, quanti-
tative prevalence belongs to nouns (35 %), proper names (18 %), especially the
names of the players, clubs and countries used in the course of the commentaries.

Verbs: 17%

Prepositions:14%

Articles: 10%

Particles: 1% Adjectives:
Numerals: 2%
Conjunctions: 3%

Nouns: 5%

Adverbs: 6%

Fig. 3. Part — of — speech composition of the discourse
of the commented football match

Further analysis helped to find out the most frequent lexical units to express
emotive assessment:

— nouns: chance, occasion, gesture, excellence, confrontation, competition,
clever;

— adjectives: good, wrong, wonderful, top, great, full, significant, poor, in-
teresting, competitive;

— verbs of movement or action: to make, to go, to come, to try, to play, to
lose, to take, to shield, to push, to catch, to want, to win, to start, to run, to pro-
duce, to like, to hope, to expect, to award,;

—adverbs: just, well, again, very, too, really, quite, enough, suddenly, simply;

— idioms: fiesta of football, legal retribution, common sadness, goal list, to
treat the ball, crash landing, to win this poker, for better fortune, swan song, to
shield the ball, to be red carded, rough-house tactics.

As it is clear from the examples, the commentators of this match did not ex-
press a strong emotive assessment. It is rather mild.
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Lexical ynony °
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Fig. 4. Ratio of the means of lexical cohesion in the discourse
of a commented football match

Figure 4 presents the comparative statistics of the means of lexical cohesion.
Lexical reiteration, as it is seen from figure 4, can be considered the most frequent-
ly used in the discourse of a commented sports event which proves the thesis that
lexical units are central in the process of encoding of information.

Thus, in the following example the two utterances are connected on the basis
of the common meaning and reiteration of the noun ball which provides the cohe-
sion of the text:

So did de Guzman, he was the player that was caught on the ball. The good
pass as well to Diego Costa, just didn’t get out with his flick into his path on the left
side. Cillessen didn't look particularly shocked when that ball came to him [12].

In the next example the repetition of the main players’ proper names does
the same to this text:

Here's the problem that Holland have got — the player in the right back posi-
tion on that occasion was Robin van Persie, and playing through the middle was
Arjen Robben. Arjen Robben might be quite pleased about playing through him,
though I'm not sure, pulling van Persie, they re too pleased about playing out on
that right hand side at times [12].

Another means of lexical cohesion found in the discourse analysed are those
of repetition of words having the same root used in different combinations. Thus,
in the following example the root “- play -” was used three times: Two of the play-
ers are currently with the Rotterdam club, one of them, Vlaar used to be with them.
That’s where van Persie wants to be playing — right through the middle. Here's
pushing Robin out to the right hand side. Schneider is playing in behind him [12].

Lexical repetition in the form of enumeration of pieces of factual infor-
mation can be considered a special case which is typical of sports commentaries
when the names of the countries, teams, players’ names, the results of games etc.
are enumerated by the commentators. Enumeration of this kind can be structured
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on different language levels: phrases, nominative groups, sentences. In the follow-
ing example the names of the players passing the ball are enumerated:

David Silva. Tackle by Nigel de Jong. Daley Blind. Pigue. Robben. To Blind
whose father Danny is one of Louis van Gaal’s assistants on the bench.

The same is exemplified with the names of sports clubs and countries:

As he’s played for so many top clubs, Bayern currently, previously had PSV,
Chelsea, Real Madrid; he would have played for Ajax.

Fonte Nova in Salvador, wonderful first forty five minutes here between the
World Champions, Spain and those who love to oppose them, Holland [12].

Synonymic substitution provides chain cohesion of the discourse not so of-
ten, as statistics shows it makes only 18 %. The synonymic cohesion is a special
case of the actual semantic delimitation of the discourse. Using a synonym the
speaker adds some new information (rheme) to the already given by the first word.
The non-coinciding sememes of a phrase elucidate some new facets of an object or
phenomenon defined. In the long run, synonymic repetitions make the commenta-
tor’s speech more effective reflecting the nuances of the game. The commentaries
are addressee oriented. The following example illustrates synonymic substitution of
the players’ names. One of the most frequently mentioned name is Robin van Per-
sie, who had scored the most important goal to the Spanish gates. Besides mention-
ing the name, the synonymic substitution of the name by the words player, captain,
goal scorer u Manchester United striker: Here's the problem that Holland have got
— the player in the right back position on that occasion was Robin van Persie, and
playing through the middle was Arjen Robben... One captain will be trying to beat the
other: van Persie the goal scorer, Casillas the goalkeeper... One hang up for Robin
van Persie. And the foul goes against the Manchester United striker [12] is quite fre-
quent. The chain repetition is used by the commentator to avoid redundant repetitions,
though in some cases they are evaded with the help of the pronoun he.

Antonymic cohesion is one more type of lexical cohesion registered in the
discourse. Antonymic pairs organize the semantic scope of the text. It is contextu-
ally determined. This mode of cohesion can be exemplified by the juxtaposition of
the teams Spain — Netherlands, their players Casillas — van Persie, or their attrib-
utes enigma — excellence: To continue our coverage of Spain against Netherlands
please turn to ESPN... One captain will be trying to beat the other: van Persie the
goal scorer, Casillas the goalkeeper... Spanish excellence against the enigma that
is the Dutch, the classic confrontation on day 2 of the FIFA World Cup [12].

Collocations can also provide lexical cohesion. The semantic relationship
between the cataphoric referent and antecedent can be of different types, such as
the whole and a part (hypo — hyperonym), an element — the multitude, reason —
consequence. A case of cataphoric cohesion is usually presented by a noun of
broad semantics: thing, man, job, business, matter, object, people, person, place,
question and others. This substitution was registered in 5%. For example:

That man there made a good job, stood tall, didn’t go down too early... And
Diego Costa decides a clever thing to maximize every contact he has [12].
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Conclusions

The analysis of the lexical means of discourse cohesion made it possible to
conclude that the most frequent means of cohesion are identical and root repetitions
(69 % of the total number of examples). Use of synonyms (18 %) and antonyms
(7 %) also serve the purpose of lexical cohesion of the discourse. Broad-meaning
substitutions (collocations) occur in 5 % of the total.

Lexical cohesion increases expressiveness of the discourse which is im-
portant for attracting the listeners’ attention to the main ideas of the commentaries
and, on the whole, building up the effectiveness of communication.
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