International Journal of Applied Linguistics & English Literature

AL

Flourishing Creativity & Literacy

E-ISSN: 2200-3592 & P-ISSN: 2200-3452
www.ijalel.aiac.org.au

Challenges in the Use of Logical Connectors for EFL Learners: Frequency, Variety, Suitability,
and Improper Use with Pedagogical Implications

Tuo Xu', Feng Cui? Beili Zhang®*

ISchool of Foreign Studies, Nantong University No.9, Seyuan Road, Nantong City, Jiangsu Province, China; Graduate School, Lyceum
of the Philippines University, Philippines

’School of Humanities, Nanyang Technological University 50 Nanyang Avenue, Singapore

SNo. 999, Waihuan Road, Nantong City, Jiangsu Province, China; Graduate School, Lyceum of the Philippines University, Philippines

Corresponding Author: Beili Zhang, E-mail: zbl@ntu.edu.cn

ARTICLE INFO

ABSTRACT

Article history

Received: March 08, 2022
Accepted: April 29, 2022
Published: May 31, 2022
Volume: 11  Issue: 3
Advance access: May 2022

Conflicts of interest: None

Funding: YES. The research is financed
by the Social Science Fund of Jiangsu
Province: Logical Connectors in Written

Achieving effective and efficient writing requires grammar by using the right words and phrases
and categorically achieving coherence and continuity in paragraphs. It, therefore, presents a
challenge for EFL learners to learn the language in a position where a very limited function is
served. The use of connectors, as found empirically in English studies, has been an unresolved
issue faced by students writing in English as a foreign language. Henceforth, this research paper
aims to investigate the existence of logical connectors that have been a primary obstacle to
learners learning the ability to write in an EFL context. The paper explores the frequency, variety,
suitability, and improper use of these connectors, as well as the affective factors that contribute
to their misuse or overuse. Furthermore, the article provides pedagogical implications for writing
instruction, including the use of genre-based approaches, semantic and syntactic recognition, and
natural semantic metalanguage (NSM). The study contributes to a deeper understanding of the
challenges faced by EFL learners in mastering the use of logical connectors in written English
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and offers practical guidance for teachers seeking to improve their students’ writing skills.
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INTRODUCTION

In the teaching and learning process of the English language,
writing has always been of utmost importance (Syarifudin,
2020; Ahmad, Mahmood and Siddique, 2019; Stgiimli,
Mutlu and Cinpolat, 2019; Ardin, 2017; Mohammad and
Hazarika, 2016). The mandate for English language instruc-
tion, especially as a foreign language has been prominent
and reinforced all over the world (Taheri et al. 2020) as En-
glish becomes the world’s most important and widely used
language (Setyaningrum and Fatmawaty, 2020; Bahaziq,
2020; Indari and Barus, 2019). Nonetheless, it has played a
great role in the world of academe in such EFL countries like
Iran (Taheri et al. 2020), Indonesia (Bahaziq, 2020), Thai-
land (Thongchalerm and Jarunthawatchi, 2020), and India
(Chatterjee, 2016) to name a few. Hence, whether written or
spoken, English is perceived as the language of global com-
munication today (Bahaziq, 2020).

Writing requires strategic use of language with commu-
nicative potential and structural correctness (Ahmad, Mah-
mood, and Siddique, 2019). Nevertheless, of the four macro
skills in language learning, writing has been found to be the
most difficult, complicated (Archila, Molina, and de Megjia,
2020; Ardin, 2017; Watcharapunyawong and Usaha, 2012),
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most painstaking (Derakhshan and Shirejini, 2020; Moham-
mad and Hazarika, 2016) and challenging (Khatter, 2019;
Mohammad and Hazarika, 2016) language skill for EFL
learners to acquire, develop, and master. Not only it is diffi-
cult to learn but it has been perceived as the most difficult to
teach as well (Ardin, 2017; Watcharapunyawong and Usaha,
2012). It requires greater effort from both the teachers and
learners to produce an outcome (Zurniati, 2018; Yanti and
Basthomi, 2019) that constitutes effective language learning
(Siigtimli, Mutlu, and Cinpolat, 2019), as it is through writ-
ing that a learner’s progress and academic development can
be grasped (Mohammad and Hazarika, 2016). There is no
question that it is considered a learning tool in the field of
language that helps students in expanding and sharing their
ideas and opinions, creating and controlling information,
and tracking their use of language (Ardin, 2017; Mohammad
and Hazarika, 2016; Wang, 2013).

As a complex task (Sabti et al. 2019), for good writing to
be accomplished, one needs to learn how to write grammat-
ically correct words, sentences, paragraphs and texts (Fitria,
2020). It is troublesome in the EFL context if learners may
not have adequate language abilities at their disposal, mak-
ing them ineffective writers (Sabti et al. 2019).
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Common Problems that Arise in an EFL Context

The language production errors of learners are normal and
even unavoidable in the process of English language learn-
ing (Wang, 2013). That is why, since the last century, the
use of the native language (L1) in the sense of English
as a Foreign Language (EFL) has evoked various opin-
ions (Boustani, 2019). Taheri et al. (2020) quoted Strako-
va (2013), who argued that learning a foreign language as
a cognitive process is distinguished by characteristics that
enable learners to make a great deal of effort. Derakhshan
and Shirejini (2020) have also endorsed this notion, further
explaining that learning and teaching English as a foreign
language are often painstaking tasks, especially when they
come to places where English serves a very limited purpose.
Because of the lack of vocabulary in the repertoire of the
writers and the handicap in their grammatical knowledge of
the English language (Sabti et al. 2019), such root problems
hinder learning the language skills needed, let alone the abil-
ity to write. Ironically, reviewed literature shows that writing
has gained great prominence in the field of research and yet
Derakhshan and Shirejini (2020) have further positioned that
despite this, there is a neglect to improve the skills in the
educational process in addition to its demanding existence.
Furthermore, Yanti and Basthomi (2019) mentioned in
their study the problems faced by students in writing En-
glish as a Foreign Language, specifically the use of connec-
tors. They cited Trebits (2009) who claimed that non-native
speakers of English find it difficult of a task to form cohesive
academic texts because interference from mother tongue
overwhelms the use of rhetorical selections for their writing
(Yanti and Basthomi, 2019). This notion has also been sup-
ported by the claims of Septiana (2020) and Boustani (2019).

Logical Connectors in EFL Writing.

Years of study on English writing have established logical
connectors as an impediment to mastering the skill (Ha,
2014). In the same study by Ha (2014), ESL and EFL teach-
ers have revealed that logical connectors are either misused
or overused by their students.

Yanti and Basthomi (2019) further cited Gazzar (2006)
who found that students’ writing demonstrates weak cohe-
sion due to the lack and inappropriate use of connectors,
long distance between cohesive relations in a structure, and
uncertain opinions that led to several interpretations. Nopita
(2011) explained that constructing coherent ideas and using
coherent devices are two interrelated aspects that have to be
taken into account in any kind of writing. This has also been
further expounded by Adiantika (2015) that students should
be stimulated to ensure that their text goes through a set of
sentences. Therefore, directing them to the concepts they
want to deliver, as well as the phrases they use to express,
is important (Holloway, 1981, as quoted in Adiantika 2015).

It is for these purposes that this research has been car-
ried out. The paper seeks to examine the nature of logical
connectors, which is a strong impediment for learners to ex-
plicitly improve their ability to write in an EFL environment.
In addition, the analysis narrowed the frequency, range, suit-

ability and improper use of logical connectors, the affective
factors behind this, and its pedagogical implications in the
teaching and learning process of the EFL.

Based on the above analysis, the research problem, aims
and goals of the present study will be formulated as follows.

Research Problem. Writing is a crucial skill in the teach-
ing and learning process of the English language, particular-
ly in the EFL context. However, writing is found to be the
most difficult, complicated, and challenging language skill
for EFL learners to acquire, develop, and master. Learners
face common problems such as language production errors,
lack of vocabulary, and grammatical knowledge, which hin-
der their ability to write.

Research Aim. The present study aims to investigate the
use of logical connectors in EFL writing and to identify the
common errors and difficulties that learners face in using
them effectively.

Research Goals. The research goals of this study are
quite varied but complementary, and they are presented as
follows.

(1) To identify the common errors and difficulties that
learners face in using logical connectors in EFL writing.
To explore the relationship between learners’ proficien-
cy levels and their use of logical connectors in EFL writ-
ing.

To investigate the effectiveness of different teaching
methods in improving learners’ use of logical connec-
tors in EFL writing.

To provide recommendations for teachers on how to
teach and help learners master the use of logical con-
nectors in EFL writing.

3)

“4)

©)

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Search and Information Sources

The keywords Logical connectors (167), EFL writing
(6,348), Writing Preposition (206), Writing Conjunctions
(1,545), and Writing transitional devices (19) have been
used to retrieve eight thousand and two hundred ninety-five
(8,295) papers from open-access research portals such as
Mendeley, MDPI, ScienceDirect, Taylor&Francis, and Rout-
ledge. In order to ensure the consistency and validity of the
findings, only those papers published in the 10-year period
(2010-2020) were included in these articles.

Following this, the author set a tougher criterion, explicit-
ly its abstracts, methodology, and results were re-evaluated in
literature from the past ten years. Studies to be checked must
be about writing in an EFL environment and must be able to
help research inquiries 1) the nature of logical connectors, 2)
the frequency, variety and usage of logical connectors in EFL
writing, 3) factors influencing the use of logical connectors in
EFL writing, and 4) the pedagogical consequences of logical
connectors in EFL setting. Papers that the author deemed nec-
essary, following the criteria, were selected.

In addition, the book by Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Free-
man, The Grammar Book, was of great use in the conduct of
the analysis. This serves as the backbone and a reference for
exploring the subject of research.
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Data Collection Process

The data collection process was conducted via the method
of meta-synthesis. A total of 32 papers have gone through
a systematic process of synthesizing, cross-referencing, and
interpreting from the 8,295 papers accessed on various re-
search portals.

Findings and reviews of these selected articles were in-
corporated and represented in a manner that answers the re-
search questions. Figure 1 shows the process of the system-
atic review carried upon the study.

Data processing and Thematic Analysis

The researcher used the thematic analysis approach to process
the collected data. Data were systematically presented to ob-
tain concise results, including the identification, examination,
organization, and explanation of the themes contained in the
literature data. Figure 2 shows the processing of data using the-
matic analysis in order to explore writing in an EFL context.

In order to extract common trends and patterns, studies on
the writing parameters of EFL countries like China, Chinese
Taiwan, Japan, Korea, India, Jordan, Kurdistan, and Spain
have been checked and analyzed. To find overarching data,
the results were analyzed and measured. Data that the au-
thor considered important in answering a particular research
question were coded after rigorous assessment. The next step
includes gathering the codes and developing initial themes.

Initial themes are examined and cross-referenced further.
The next step includes refining and redefining which themes
are classified using a matrix and represented. From the initial
themes, common patterns and broader trends were elicited.
The final stage includes the contextualization of the thematic
data concerning the current literature.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Understanding Logical Connectors: Types and
Functions

Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999), in The Grammar
Book, defined logical connectors as types of cohesive devic-
es or lexical expressions that can add propositional content
and specify the relationships between sentences, whether
written or oral, to make sense of the text.

In the book, adverbial expressions which serve similarly
to coordinating conjunctions are called logical connectors,
which include 1) subordinating conjunctions or adverbial
subordinators and 2) conjunctive adverbials.

Adverbial coordinators function to subordinate one
clause to another and can be simple and complex as shown
in Figures 3 and 4 (pages 520 and 521).

In addition, the authors (Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Free-
man, 1999) cited Thompson and Longacre (1985), who argue
that all languages seem to have some way of using clauses
to modify other clauses in a manner compatible with English
adverbial clauses. In such cases, adverbial subordinators can
be classified as seen in Figure 5.

Conjunctive adverbials, on the other hand, are adverbi-
als that do not subordinate a clause but connect independent
clauses (see Figure 6, p.529).

For this type of logical connector, Celce-Murcia and
Larsen-Freeman (1999) referred to Halliday and Hasan
(1976) who categorized the connectors as additives, ad-
versatives, causal, and sequential as shown in Figure 7,
p-530.

Additive refers to certain connectors that help add new
knowledge, adversative is used in two opposing ideas, caus-
al introduces causes and inferences, and sequential is for re-

International Journal

Step 1: Selection of Journal Articles
Criterion: *Papers must be published in a SCOPUS-Indexed or

OPEN ACCESS RESEARCH PORTALS

KEYWORDS

Logical
Connectors

Preposition

Writing
Conjunction

Transitional
Devices

Criteria:
*Published within 2010-2020
*Locale: EFL setting

Step 2: Quality Assessment

*Provides findings/evidences that support the research questions

Journal articles selected: 32

Step 3: Selection of Final Articles
Journal articles considered: 8,295

Step 4: Data Analysis and Synthesis

Figure 1. The Flow Diagram for Systematic Review
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Evaluation of research
findings from the selected
articles

| Data coding and generating
initial themes

Theme matrix and Generating patterns from
descriptions themes and descriptions
l
Integration of themes

Figure 2. Flow diagram of the thematic analysis and
meta-synthesis of the study

32~  Tue Grammar Book

Comiiilans Adiaskial Sbhaiih
We will add to the list of expressions certain other fixed lexicalized units that also follow
the pattern of preceding a subordinate clause, where the combination of [complex
adverbial subordinator + clause] is able to appear in various positions in the sentence—
before, alter, and occasionally in the middle of, the main clausc:
so/aslongas  inasmuch as in that
as soon as in casc (that) now that
cven if in order that provided that
cven though insofar as so that
given that
Chapter 26: Logical C ~ 32|
finak  You can stay with us as long as you bring your own bedding.
initial:  As long as you bring your own bedding, you can stay with us.
finak  Bring an umbrella in cose it rains.
initial: In case it rains, bring an umbrella.

Figure 4. The Complex Type of Adverbial Subordinators
According to Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman

Time: afier; as long as, as soon as, before, since, when, whenever, until
Location: where, wherever
M: as (e.g., Do that as your brother does it.), in that

Purpose: so that, in order that

We should point out immediatcly that many of the words listed above also fit other part-
ofspeech categories, in which ﬂ;eymﬂdnotbemllcdadverbnlmhotduanw have scen
how wher and when, for fi words (Chapter 13). As you will sce
later, they also function as marlwrsol‘rchuve clalm (see Chapter 29).

One test for whether or not a form is serving as an adverbial subordinator is to move
the clause into different positions in the sentence, for adverbials typically can occupy
clause-final, initial, and medial positions.

final: A whole crowd came out to see him when he arrived.
initial:  When he arrived, a whole crowd came out to see him.
medial: A whole crowd came out, when he arrived, to see him.

Adverbial subordi
phrases:

adv sub: Before/After the play ended, many patrons werc crying.

Prep: Before/After the play, we had coflce.

adv sub: Since the day you talked to me about it, I've become convinced.

Prep: Since Monday, it has been terribly hot.

adv sub: Until it cools off, 1 am not doing any yardwork.

Prep: We will not have our next class until the end of the week.

Notice that what distinguishes these uscs is what comes after the adv sub or Prep. Ifitis an
adv sub, it will be followed by a clausc; as a Prep, it is followed by an NP*

double in other

)
as prep in prep

Figure 3. Simple Type of Adverbial Subordinators Accord-
ing to Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman

al-time or chronological order (Kurniawan, Dallyono, and
Cahyowati, 2019).

EFL Problems with Logical Connectors According to
Celce-murcia & Larsen Freeman

EFL students have sometimes been perceived to have trouble
deciding which connector conveys the intended relationship
between phrases. For reasons such as lack of vocabulary,
there is no underuse of connectors, but students also misuse
or overuse them in their written outputs.

Two reasons were presented by the authors (Celce-Mur-
cia and Larsen-Freeman, 1999) which explain the misus-
ing and overusing of logical connectors: different registers,
and misplacement. Conjunctive adverbials, which are not
permissible in writing, occur in highly formal registers or

Simple Adverbial Subordinators Reason mmas(eg He lef:, as it was late.), inasmuch as, now that
Alist of simple adverbial subordi or subordinating conjunctions includes the following

after lest when(ever) Simulmu:ous wluk(eg thluhenng he played.), as (e.g., As I was leaving, I saw her.)

although  once where(ver) Conditional: if, even if, as long as, in case, provided that

as since whereas Concessive: although, even though, though, while

because  though  while Substitutive: —

before until Additive: —

if unless Absolutive: —

Figure 5. Adverbial Subordinators

styles of expression. The location of these connectors has
something to do with another usage problem. Therefore, it
is important to stress that if they repeat and link facts that
are already presented in the text, logical connectors are not
useful. Learners, as authors, need to know when and when
not to use them in order to be accurate.

Frequency, Variety, Suitability, and Improper Use of
Logical Connectors in EFL Writing

Ha (2014) examines 30 logical connectors in the essay writ-
ing of Korean university students and the analysis revealed
that Korean EFL learners have a tendency to overuse addi-
tive logical connectors such as moreover and furthermore,
chronological connectors such as finally and secondly, and
underuse contrastive connectors such as yet and instead, and
then as an inferential connector.

Asassfeh, Alshaboul and Alshboul (2013) cited Meisuo
(2000) who examined cohesive features in 107 expository
essays of Chinese undergraduates and the findings showed
that Chinese EFL learners misuse adversative connectors
like but, however, and on the other hand. In the same study
by Asassfeh, Alshaboul, and Alshboul (2013), Ying (2009)
asserted that Japanese and Chinese students often used but
as a substitute for sowever. The results of the study by Chen
(2006) showed misuse of adverbials like besides and plus.
Hinkel (2001) also discovered that Arab learners’ English
writing is marked by the overuse of coordinating conjunc-
tions and and but (Asassfeh, Alshaboul, and Alshboul 2013).

Moreover, a study by Asassfeh, Alshaboul, and Alshboul
(2012) zeroes in on the distribution and suitability of logi-
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CONJUNCTIVE ADVERBIALS
Conjunctive adverbials, unlike adverbial subordi are pl d Is unto
themselves. They do not subordinate a clause; rather, they independent clauscs
Sam should leave; however, Larry will object.
The i y of English conjunctive adverbials is considerably larger than that of
dverbial subordi A fai list is given below. Some are individual words,

and some qualify as lexicalized units:

additionally furthermore likewise

after all however moreover

also in addition nevertheless

alternatively in any case/event  on the contrary

as aresult indeed on the other hand

in contrast in fact otherwise

consequenty in other words rather

converscly in particular similarly

despite that in spite of that still

first...second... finally insum thatis

for example/instance in tum therefore

Like other adverbials, most of these conjunctive adverbials are capable of appearing
in different places in a clause; they may be found at the beginning, in the middle, or at
the end of the indcpendent clauses with which they occur. (We will discuss the punctua-
tion of with logical below.)

However, raccoons are much smaller.
Raccoons and bears are related animals. { Raccoons are much smaller, however.
Raccoons, however, are much smaller.

Figure 6. The Second Type of Logical Connector Called
Conjunctive Adverbials

Additive

cinphatic: in addition, moreover, furthermore, besides, also
appositional: that is, in other words, for instance

comparative: likewise, similarly

Adversative

proper adversative: however, nevertheless, despite this, in contrast
contrastive: in fact, actually, however, on the other hand, al the same time
correction: instead, rather, on the contrary, at least

dismissal: in any case, anyhow, at any rate

Causal

general causal: thewfore, consequently, for that reason, thus
causal conditional: then, in that case, otherwise

Sequential
then, next, first, second, last, finally, up to now, to sum up

Figure 7. The Four Classifications of Conjunctive Adverbi-
als According to Halliday and Hasan

cal connectors in academic writing through 146 essays of
Jordanian undergraduates which they found that among the
categories proposed by Halliday and Hasan (Celce-Murcia
and Larsen-Freeman, 1999) additive connectors are the most
frequently used category followed by causative connectors,
sequential, and adversative being the last. Among the 146 es-
says analyzed, the connector which tops the number for ad-
ditive LCs (logical connectors) is and, and in other words the
last. The frequency on the other hand of causative LCs shows
because as the most frequently used and because of being the
least frequent. For sequential LCs, the connector first comes
first and in short as the least connector occurred. The least
frequently used LC is the adversative with the word but being
the most frequently used and nevertheless as the least.

Wong (2018) stressed that misuse of a logical connector
could not only be seen as a linguistic error, but also as an is-
sue that could lead to the unintended logical fallacy that could
raise concerns about the capacity of the learner to reason.

Numerous researchers presented previous studies on the
usage of logical connectors. In addition, in Table 3, cited
studies have been summarized as follows:

The first item, through the International Corpus of Learn-
er English, Granger and Tyson (1996, 2019) adopted a bot-
tom-up approach which revealed the overuse and underuse
of particular connectors amongst French EFL learners. Al-
tenberg and Tapper (1998, cited in Rahimi and Qannadza-
deh, 2019) did the same research and found that Swedish
learners tend to underuse connectors in general.

Item number 3 talks about a study of Narita et al. (2014
as quoted in Ha, 2014; Rahimi and Qannadzadeh 2019)
which found out there are 25 logical connectors such as for
example, of course, and first, and they underuse then, yet,
and instead, to name a few were substantially overused by
Japanese EFL learners.

Item number 4 is a study by Cheryl (2006, as quoted
in Rahimi and Qannadzadeh 2019) which found that there
is none much overuse in Chinese Taiwanese EFL learners.
A study by Omar (2018) examines Kurdish EFL learners’
writing aiming at identifying transfer types, particularly the
negative transfer. The study found some logical connectors
that have been perceived as overused.

For Chinese EFL learners (Qing and Jiansheng, 2010; Jie,
2008; Yaochen, 2006; Meisuo, 2000 as quoted in Asassfeh,
Alshaboul, and Alshboul 2013), findings of different studies
revealed Chinese learners’ overuse and underuse resultative
and listing logical connectors.

Factors Affecting the use and Misuse of Logical
Connectors in EFL Writing

Weakness cover-up and intentional avoidance. Asassfeh,
Alshaboul, and Alshboul (2013) argue that the underlying
factor of overusing and misusing logical connectors hints
that low proficient writers try to hide their weakness in writ-
ing. On the contrary, when students feel such use can be
troublesome on syntactic grounds, they avoid certain logical
connectors intentionally.

L1 influence. Besides the overreliance on superficially
using logical connectors, Chinese students’ tendency, for
example, in contrast to native speakers, the overuse and un-
deruse of such relationships are linked to the transition of
mother tongue, the lack of stylistic comprehension of learn-
ers and the lack of breadth and depth of lexical information
(Asassfeh, Alshaboul, Alshboul 2013). The same factor also
applies to Arab EFL learners according to Hinkel (2001 as
quoted in Asassfeh, Alshaboul, and Alshbou 2013). L1 in-
fluence in L2 writing occurs in composing, organization,
coherence and cohesion, and rhetoric as perceived by Omar
(2018) on Kurdish EFL learners.

Failure in recognizing logical relationships. EFL teach-
ers should emphasize that only when such proposals are
logically connected logical connectors (LCs) are used. Such
emphasis would lessen or filter inappropriate use and force
logicality on illogical propositions. With this being said, ap-
propriate use of LCs encompasses the recognition of con-
straints semantically and syntactically speaking.

Kurniawan, Dallyono, and Cahyowati (2019) cited
Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (2016) that failure in
grasping the logicality of sentences in the text may contrib-
ute to the erroneous output.
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Table 1. Sample misuse and overuse of logical connectors according to celce-murcia and larsen-freeman

Logical Sample Sentence Explanation Problem
Connector Category
Lo
Because and *We were late because of we had car problems. Because of — noun object Misuse
Because of
For example and We had beaches that have good surf. *Such as, we For example — conjunctive adverbial
Such as like Hapuna and Rincon. Such as — Complex prepositions
During and *During I was making the dinner, the phone rang. During — before noun phrases, acts as a
While preposition
While — adverbial subordinator
On the contrary I like skiing. On the contrary, my partner likes On the contrary — to deny a proposition
and In contrast  fishing. In contrast — to compare two things
Moreover and My mother went to the dry cleaners. Moreover, she Moreover/furthermore — a conclusion is
Furthermore shopped for clothes. expected from the connection of two clauses
*and — to list of what the subject did
Therefore We had not eaten all day. Therefore, we decided to Therefore is used when a writer expects to
have dinner at McDonald’s. argue for something when all the information
is provided.
Moreover My father said, “Let’s go to the beach on Saturday. Moreover is used in different registers. Overuse

Moreover, let’s rent a boat.”

Table 2. Frequency, variety, and illogical use of
logical connectors

EFL Logical Type Ilogical
Learner Connector Use
Korean Moreover Additive Overuse
Furthermore
Besides
Finally Chronological
Secondly
Instead Contrastive Underuse
Japanese Yet
Korean Then Inferential
Japanese
Arab But Adversative Overuse
Japanese Misuse
Jordanian
Chinese However
On the other
hand
Chinese Besides Additive
Taiwanese Plus
Jordanian And Additive Overuse
Arab Because Causative
First Sequential

Learner’s lack of awareness and background. Overde-
pendence on a specific set of logical connectors is related to
the learner’s level of awareness exercised when coping with
LCs. This has been perceived through a study by Asassfeh,
Alshaboul, and Alshboul (2013) wherein although occurred
32 times and even though occurred once despite their simi-
larity. Students are believed to alter their use of LCs if they

are conscious of the options they have at their disposal.

Moreover, a low level of awareness of paragraph struc-
ture and adequate planning can also be noted. Also, if the
learner fails to recognize the logic of what he or she is writ-
ing, based on his or her personal experience, appropriate log-
ical connector use can be troublesome. The use of personal
experience has also been supported by the claims of Omar
(2018) which differentiates Kurdish EFL learners from na-
tive speakers.

Writing prompts. One possibility behind the absence
of some LCs is the subject matter being written. Various
topics may activate or trigger different conventions in the
construction of paragraphs which affects the quantity and
quality of logical connectors (Asassfeh, Alshaboul, and
Alshboul 2013).

Lack of writing styles. Ha (2014) proposed that a possible
interpretation of inappropriate use of logical connectors is a
lack of writing style. In her study on Korean EFL learners,
she suggested emphasizing the style difference between spo-
ken and written language.

Pedagogical Implications of Logical Connectors in the
EFL Setting

The use of genre-based approach. Thongchalerm and Jarun-
thawatchi (2020) studied the effect of a genre-based approach
on teaching Thai EFL learners and through this, they found
students made greater improvements in linguistic features
and rhetoric organization. Hence, the genre-based approach
which is associated with the concept that written discourse
follows a particular convention or pattern, is deemed effec-
tive in the development of EFL writing competence.
Moreover, the advantages of the approach to writing ped-
agogy are that it enables learners to gain knowledge of both
language characteristics and contexts and also to strengthen
their understanding of how texts are structured and organized.
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Table 3. Illogical use of logical connectors among EFL learners

No. EFL Learner Description

1 French (Ha,
2014; Rahimi and
Qannadzadeh, 2010)

“learners should not be presented with lists of interchangeable connectors
but instead taught the semantic, stylistic and syntactic behavior of individual
connectors, using authentic texts” (Granger and Tyson, 1996 as quoted

in Rahimi and Qannadzadeh 2010) “the learners use most frequently

In general, no overuse.
Strong proof of overuse
and underuse of such
specific connector.

those connectors which add to, or emphasize a point rather than those
which change the direction of the argument or take the argument logically
forward.” (Granger and Tyson, 1996 as quoted in Ha 2014)

2 Swedish Underuse
3 Japanese Quantitative analysis of 25 logical connectors par French, Swedish, and Overuse
Chinese EFL learners
4 Chinese Taiwan Usage of the largest category of logical connectors in two corpora: 23 final No overuse
papers from MA TESOL students and 10 journal articles
(Ha, 2014; Rahimi and Qannadzadeh, 2010)
5 Kurdish EFL learners’ conceptual transfer in L2 writing showed some logical Overuse
connectors that have been overused.
6 Chinese Overuse additive statement and progressive relationships at the cost of Overuse
listing, description and opposite relationships Underuse
Misuse
7 Spanish Inappropriate and extensive use of logical connector Misuse
Overuse

Meaning-making method. In a study by Asassfeh, Alsha-
bou, and Alshboul (2013) on Arab EFL undergraduates, it is
recommended for EFL instructors to concern about the abil-
ity of their students to logically connect events or proposals
and if the students are fully aware of the context of each
proposition. Hence, the difficulties of EFL students with suc-
cessful expenditure in LCs are due to linguistic rather than
logical factors.

Accordingly, teachers should focus on improving the vo-
cabulary pool of learners as a necessary prerequisite for un-
derstanding in actual EFL instruction. This notion is in line
with the understanding that, rather than forming it, LCs mark
or signal a relationship. Their usage when there is an uncer-
tainty in the semantic relationship between two concepts, is
most efficient and necessary. Therefore, EFL learners can rely
heavily on the expressions when they find it difficult to create
context from the proposals or phrases they associate (Asassfeh,
Alshaboul, and Alshboul 2013). This recommendation has also
been cited by Kurniawan, Dallyono, and Cahyowati (2019).

But, studies like that of Wong’s (2018) contrast on Asass-
feh, Alshaboul, Alshboul (2013) explaining that this method
might not constitute long-term learning. Wong further ex-
plained that using examples may be beneficial to some de-
gree, but this approach does not spell out the invariant sense
of the logical connector in question, as the learner, based on
a few examples, is expected to draw their conclusions.

Metalanguage. Wong (2018) implies that to overcome
such pedagogic obstacles, teachers may use natural seman-
tic metalanguage (NSM) which paraphrases are formulated
to clarify the context with full clarity. Because this meta-
language is universal, it can translate phrase constructs with
full ease into any other language. The use of NSM and its
branch Minimal English (Goddard & Wierzbicka, 2018), in-
cludes an expanded vocabulary and almost-commonly used

English words, which could conceivably allow learners to
understand English (or another language) from the inside
(Goddard & Wierzbicka, 2007).

Semantic and syntactic recognition. EFL instructors
should stress that LCs are for associating two propositions
only when such propositions are logically related. Such em-
phasis would lessen or filter inappropriate use and put logi-
cality on schemes that are illogical. With this being said, the
appropriate use of LCs encompasses recognizing constraints
semantically and syntactically.

CONCLUSIONS

The overarching aim of this study was to investigate the use
of logical connectors in EFL writing and to identify the com-
mon errors and difficulties that learners face in using them
effectively. Logical connectors are invaluable linguistic fea-
tures, as writers organize information, listeners and readers
understand, and speakers communicate effectively through
them. Whether written or spoken, mastering language skills,
let alone the ability to write, is a painstaking job for both
EFL and ESL learners, as it requires structural correctness.
Nonetheless, learners’ language production errors are un-
avoidable in the course of language learning.

Ironically, reviewed literature shows that writing has
gained great popularity in the field of research and yet De-
rakhshan and Shirejini (2020) have further positioned that
despite this, and in addition to its demanding existence, there
is a failure to improve the skills in the education process.
This notion has been acknowledged in The Grammar Book
of Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman which becomes the
backbone and instrument for identifying the key problems
among EFL learners about the use of logical connectors in
written English. EFL learners often struggle with the over-
use, misuse, underuse, and misplacement of logical con-
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nectors, and affective factors such as weakness cover-up,
intentional avoidance, interference of the learner’s first lan-
guage, failure in recognizing logical relationships, and lack
of awareness and background or personal experience also
contribute to the illogical use of these connectors.

The paper was carried out via the meta-synthesis process.
In order to extract common trends, studies on the writing
parameters of EFL countries like China, Chinese Taiwan, Ja-
pan, Korea, India, Jordan, Kurdistan, and Spain have been
checked and analysed. Through the results of the reviewed
literature, the arguments of Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Free-
man about the overuse, misuse, underuse, and misplacement
of logical connectors have been proved correct.

Affective factors on the illogical use of these connectors
are identified as a weakness cover-up, intentional avoidance,
interference of the learner's first language, failure in recog-
nizing logical relationships, and learners lack of awareness
and background or personal experience.

To address these challenges, this study recommends that
teachers adopt genre-based approaches, emphasize semantic
and syntactic recognition, and make use of natural seman-
tic metalanguage (NSM) to improve learners’ use of logical
connectors in EFL writing.
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