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Abstract

This study is a qualitative analysis testing the validity and applicability of
Michael Halliday and Ruqaiya Hasan’s model of cohesion (1976) to texts written
in legalese. This validity check is carried out by applying the model to five
excerpts from a well-written United Nations document, namely the United
Nations Convention against Corruption (2004), the UNCAC, being a
representative of legal texts, with the aim of exploring the text’s lexical and
grammatical cohesive relations and finally deciding if certain modifications are
needed to be proposed to the 1976 cohesion taxonomy to ensure its FULL
applicability to legal texts. The study’s contribution to text analysis lies not only
in enhancing the understanding of the challenges faced when applying the 1976
model to the legal context, but also in deducing the modifications which the
model requires and this, in turn, fills a number of unbridged gaps which are found
In the existing literature on cohesion. The study’s major goal is to propose an
INTEGRATED model of cohesion that combines both the cohesive devices of
the 1976 model applicable to the legal discourse in addition to the proposed
amendments. A second major contribution lies in the study’s investigation of the
translation techniques used to translate cohesive devices from English into Arabic
which seeks to investigate how texture and integration are achieved in the target
(translated) version of the UNCAC and how it is a well-connected text rather than
a series of separate or unrelated sentences.

Keywords: Cohesion, Legalese, Systemic Functional Grammar, Text,

Texture, Text Analysis
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Introduction
0.1 Introduction:

This introduction foregrounds the topic of the present study, the theoretical
foundations, the key terms involved, the statement of the problem, the research
questions, and the methodology. The structure, purpose, significance and scope
of the study are also highlighted in detail below. The study applies Michael
Halliday and Ruqgaiya Hasan’s model of cohesion (1976) to five excerpts from
the UN Convention against Corruption, with the aim of analysing cohesion in the
text and deducing modifications that the model needs to be more appropriate for
the study of cohesion in legal texts. It also seeks to deduce the mechanisms
followed to translate the cohesive relations in that UN document from English
into Arabic. The study comprises FIVE chapters: 1) Review of the Literature, 2)
Methodology, 3) Analysis of Cohesion in the UNCAC, 4) Modifications Proposed
to Halliday and Hasan’s Model of Cohesion (1976), and 5) Translation of
Cohesive Devices in the UNCAC [more details about the scope and content of
each chapter are provided under the Structure of the Study section below].

0.2Background of the Study:
The present study falls under the field of Text Analysis and it applies the
approach of Systemic Functional Grammar (as evident in the tree in Figure 0.1):

Text Analysis

v
Systemic Functional Grammar

v
Cohesion Analysis

!

Halliday and Hasan’s Model of Cohesion (1976)

Figure (0.1): A tree situating the present study in Text Analysis and Systemic
Functional Grammar (figure mine, author of the present study)

Text can be defined as "any passage, spoken or written, of whatever length,
that does form a unified whole" through texture. Texture is "what holds the
clauses of a text together to give them unity" and "the property that distinguishes



text from non-text" (as cited in Eggins, 2004, p. 24). The present study falls under
the field of Text Analysis which helps readers/listeners understand the meanings
they think the writer/speaker is making in the text. Thus, text analysis is an
explanatory activity rather than an interpretive one. While interpreting a text
means uncovering and stating "what a text means,” analysing a text means
uncovering and stating "how a text means." According to Michael Halliday
(1994), text analysis seeks to contribute an evaluation of the text. He further
explains that “the linguistic analysis may enable one to say why the text is, or is
not, an effective text for its own purposes”; that is, “in what respect it succeeds
and in what respects it fails, or is less successful." This means that text analysis
involves "an interpretation not only of the text itself but also of its context
(context of situation, context of culture), and of the systematic relationship
between context and text" (Eggins, 2004, p. 329).

Prevalent in text analysis studies is the application of the Systemic
Functional Grammar (SFG) which is an approach developed by Michael
Halliday to explore what grammar reveals about meaning and to "construct a
grammar for purposes of text analysis" by explaining "why a text means what it
does, and why it is valued as it is" (Eggins, 2004, p. 2). It is used to analyse texts,
distinguish among certain semiotic systems, and develop educational curricula
and computational systems (Matthiessen, 2009, p. 12). This approach of grammar
focuses on the paradigmatic relations in a language — "those between an element
and what could have occurred in place of it (but did not), e.g., positive/negative
(‘'yes/no") and first/second/third person (‘me/you/him, her, it')." These relations
"enable languages to be described and compared in terms of their meaning
potential” (Halliday & Webster, 2009, p. 63). While many approaches to
linguistics focused on the structure and the syntagmatic relations, SFG focuses
on the paradigmatic relations. Thus, SFG is both semantic (concerned with
meaning) and functional (concerned with the language in use). This grammar
explores language from three angles: the ideational, interpersonal, and textual
(Armstrong, 2009, p. 144), with the aim to help people understand how language
functions and "construct a grammar for purposes of text analysis: one that would
make it possible to say sensible and useful things about any text, spoken or
written, in modern English" (Eggins, 2004, p. 2).

The concept of cohesion is embedded in Michael Halliday’s approach to
Systemic Functional Grammar. Cohesion "elevates a random collection of
sentences to the status of a text, and in the process imparts meaning, insight, and



purpose to those sentences" (Markels, 1984, p. 4). It is like "the 'glue’ that sticks
the elements and therefore meanings together in a text" (Eggins, 2004, p. 51).
According to Michael Halliday and Rugaiya Hasan's model of cohesion, "the
INTERPRETATION of some element in the discourse is dependent on that of
another, the one PRESUPOSES the other, in the sense that it cannot be effectively
decoded except by recourse to it" (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 4). Texts which
lack cohesion "can hardly be said to exist at all, for cohesion provides the textual
means for initiating comprehension or sense” (Markels, 1984, p. 4). Several
models of cohesion have been proposed by linguists; the earliest attempt to
examine cohesion in English was made by Roman Jakobson (1960) in his
investigation of some literary texts. The first classification of cohesion into
grammatical cohesion and lexical cohesion was proposed by Halliday in 1964.

Cohesion Analysis is meant to identify "the set of resources for
constructing relations in discourse which transcend grammatical structure."
Cohesion can thus be defined as "the process whereby meaning is channelled into
a digestible current of discourse ‘instead of spilling out formlessly in every
possible direction’” (Schiffrin, Tannen & Hamilton, 2001, p. 35). Cohesion
analysis investigates the reasons why some people might fail to achieve cohesion,
these reasons include: aphasia, traumatic brain injury, dementia, linguistic
difficulties, and autism (Armstrong, 2009, p. 145). To explain, having difficulties
In maintaining cohesion may reflect a "poor variety of lexical items and links
throughout the text, excessive repetition, and the use of pronouns without clear
referents" (Armstrong, 2009, pp. 145-146). Such problems can be treated by
helping those people to create "identity and similarity chains™ among other
elements of the texts and asking them to train themselves to avoid saying
pronouns without referents and to increase their lexical variety (Armstrong, 2009,
p. 146). Cohesion analysis can also contribute to developing text comprehension
abilities, enhancing writing competence and improving translation quality. It was
after the publication of Halliday and Hasan's Cohesion in English (1976) that
cohesion was widely applied to several fields including "stylistics, discourse
analysis, language teaching and learning, translation studies, psycholinguistics
and sociolinguistics" (as cited in Xi, 2010, p. 141).

It is noteworthy to mention that there is an argument over the importance
of cohesion analysis, with a group of linguists advocating it and another group
arguing that it is not as significant as it is claimed. Supporters of the significant
role of cohesion analysis [such as Grake & Kaplan (1996) and Ferris &



