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professionals that work in official organizations and by ordinary
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frequently used cohesion types with the specifics in use. The
theoretical base of the issue is also described. Conclusions are
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l. INTRODUCTION

A. Naive Metalinguistics and its Object

Naive linguistics appeared to be an interest for scientific
research with the influence of scientific attention to linguistic
personality of ordinary native speaker and his metalinguistic
consciousness (O.l. Blinova [1], N.D. Golev [2], D.Y.
Polinichenko [3], A.N. Rostova [4], et al.). The object of this
scientific field — that is also known as naive linguistics — is a
metalinguistic component of language consciousness of
ordinary native speaker: their view of structure and functions of
the language, correlations of forms and meaning of its units,
speakers’ reflection in case of their or someone else’s speech
behavior. In other words, the object of naive metalinguistics is
a set of naive native speakers’ conscious ideas about the
language itself, in its various aspects [4].

The sphere of interest within naive metalinguistic
consciousness is large: a place of naive linguistics among other
linguistic sciences (O.l. Blinova [1], A.N. Rostova [4]);
functioning of language units, the case of so-called
“orthographycentrism™, the problem of studying and teaching
Russian Language at school, also issues connected with the use
of law language by naive speakers (N.D. Golev [2]). In addition,
understanding how to write texts of different styles — scientific
(N.V. Bugorskaya [5]), literary (N.A. Kuzmina [6], N.A.
Nikolina [7], M.R. Shumarina [8]), official (A.A. Dyakova [9],
M.V. Slautina [10], O.P. Sologub [11]) — is studied.

Our research is topical due to the fact that interpretation of
official text by naive consciousness of native speaker has not
been studied yet. Studying the sphere of official communication
seems to be of high importance as it helps to get an idea how
thorough and detailed the image of a document is in mind of

language personality; which characteristics of official text are
topical for ordinary language speakers. In addition, it is
necessary to reveal the way of relations between ordinary
communication and tools of official style.

One of the important research examples in this sphere is the
study of O.P. Sologub, who shows that ordinary native speakers
tend to pay less attention to syntax and logic of the text,
clearance of understanding and such an important text
parameter as cohesion [11]. Considering these facts, our
research is enriching the understanding of how language
speakers see and use the category of textual cohesion and its
tools. The present paper is devoted to its lexical type as this kind
of cohesion is mostly used.

B. Textual Category of Cohesion

Cohesion as a textual category is described in many
scientific works showing not only basic, theoretical part of the
problem, but also important cohesion characteristics of certain
types of texts. In our work, we consider the cohesion category
because it is known as the basic, constituting property of text,
its central category that shows the text integrity. There is no text
without cohesion, as T.V. Milevskaya once noted [12]. The
scholar also wrote that cohesion is a norm for organizing
discourse and essential condition for successful communication
[16], because the understanding of the recipient depends on the
link between facts in a textual message. Process of text creating
is accompanied by transformation of mental idea from the
human’s mind into linear text structure, and it makes cohesion
the speaker’s main strategy in text making.

In other words, the aim of text building should be a will to
connect such points and links that are easy to perceive by the
environment or system [13]. M.A.K. Halliday u R. Hasan, who
devoted their well-known research to cohesion in English,
highlight that it is cohesion of meaning and form that defines
text as a coherent one. The base of textual cohesion is in
reference: the referent is the model of situation, which is
transformed in a linear structure by speaking of writing person.

The nature of cohesion category reveals itself its connection
with the category of coherence. The scientific research has
shown the importance of cohesion role in coherence formation:
the researchers (B.M. Leykina, Y.A. Sorokin, A.A. Leontyev,
E.V. Shpar, et al.) speak about interconnectedness of these
categories. Coherence has its materialization in cohesion, and
cohesion is the basement of coherence: coherence is a
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characteristic of result of perception of cohesive text, and the
cohesion itself is a tool for getting its characteristic [14].
Cohesion is a linguistic category, and its certain language cases
are results of general semantic idea of the text, but the
coherence is the category of meaning, which bases on laws of
textual perception and the will of recipient to unite all textual
parts. The cohesion category is a language base for the category
of coherence.

Scientific research considers peculiarities of cohesion on
different language levels in texts belonging to various
communication spheres. Cohesion in literary style is studied by
ILA. Syrov, M.P. Kotyurova; work of T.l. Vostrikova, E.S.
Kuzmina, R.N. Sukatch devoted their work to cohesion in
scientific texts; cohesive and coherent tools in spoken language
is studied by L.V. Sakharniy, I.A. Barinova. However, the wide
research and analysis have been conducted, cohesion in some
spheres still need thorough investigation, e.g., official
communication sphere. Cohesion should be an essential
characteristic of official text, even more than any other text
type, because effective management needs the maximum of
situation description, and facts and events should be linked in a
right way. Though this textual characteristic is important for
official text, it still has not been studied with a proper attention.

Il. MATERIALS AND METHODS

The material chosen for this article are applications as
official documents, created by naive native speakers. However,
for our global research work we analyze types of documents
that are easy for the ordinary native speaker to create: personal
documents  (applications), informational documents
(memorandums). We also use the same documents created by
native speakers having been trained on official documents
writing courses in order to compare their knowledge with
knowledge of naive native speakers. Such diversification allows
us to analyze peculiarities of cohesion in several document
types. The reason for the choice is impossibility for naive native
speakers to create other kinds of official documents:
accountant, administrative, prescriptive, etc, as the creation of
them requires specific training. The present article represents
the part of the research basing on the particular type of
documents. The contexts with cohesion examples were
collected and grouped according to the cohesion types. The
punctuation and spelling of the authors of applications remain
the same.

The methodology of our work includes: method of
theoretical analysis (analysis of native and foreign literature in
the field of Linguistics), descriptive method (to characterize
language units of different levels), and statistical method (to
identify quantitative relations of cohesive elements).

I11. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Types of Cohesion

Linguistic nature of cohesion category and its appearance
on various language levels allow considering the cohesion
types. This side of category has been thoroughly studied in
linguistic research. M.A.K. Halliday and R. Hasan describe the
following kinds of cohesion: lexical, grammar (reference,

substitution, ellipsis) and conjunction, which is thought to be a
middle type.

Lexical cohesion means textual links with repeated words
and word forms (“Henry presented her with his own portrait. As
it happened, she was always wanted a portrait of Henry”),
words of one semantic field (“wool” — “sheep”), synonyms
(“moment” — “minute”), opposites (“avoid” — “follow”).

Reference means the change of some name, property or
action to pronouns or words with quantitative or qualitative
meaning: “the first/the second”, “as many”, “such”, “the same”,
“identical”, “different”, etc. The example “There were two
wrens upon a tree. Another came, and there were three” the
pronoun “another” is used instead of the noun “wren”, omitting
a repetition.

Substitution, in contrast, means the change of a word group
or sentences with word like “the same”, “likewise”, “that”,
“be”, “s0”, “not”, moreover, the substitution elements are from
different language levels. Considering the example, “Has
Barbra left? — | think s0” we can say that the adverb highlights
the idea, expressed in the previous sentence.

Ellipsis, mostly appearing in spoken language, means
omitted sentences or their parts; at this case, one can understand
meaning only from the context. There is no noun “folder” in the
second sentence of the example “I‘ve used up those three
yellow folders you gave me. Can | use the other?” but this
absence has no influence of reception and understanding as one
can understand from the first sentence.

Conjunction means the link between sentences with the help
of syntax conjunctions like “and”, “but”, “neither / nor”, “on the
contrary”, “in such an event”, “I mean”, “in spite of”,
“previously”, “afterwards”, etc.: “They fought a battle.
Previously, it had snowed”.

Classification of M.A.K. Halliday and R. Hasan is
considered fundamental, and had great influence on the
following linguistic research. In particular, the classification of
V. A. Lukin [15] includes the following cohesion types:

1) cohesion of units of similar types meaning repetition of
images like lines, dots, etc — that can be identified by human
eye. This type of cohesion allows recognizing text in the
sequence of these units, and this cohesion is essential for text
existence as its form;

2) cohesion of signs in a text, which is important for
understanding and interpretation of the text. This type includes
textual elements that recipient thinks to be signs: words,
inverted commas, italics, etc;

3) lexical cohesion: links provided with index signs
(pronouns, particles, adverbs, etc), that indicate referent without
naming it and giving any characteristics; units (words, letters,
numbers, syllables, grammar forms of words, parts of words);
proper nouns, which get some connotation by the end of the text
and are able to concentrate meaning of a certain part of the text
(subtopics, ideas);

4) semantic and syntactic cohesion, including cases of
presupposition and implication. Presupposition is such
components of statements that addresser, as it follows from
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their formulation, means to be true and already known by the
recipient. It is the obvious part of statement. Implication is
message that recipient can understand from the text and its
components. Implication is conclusion that one could draw
basing on extra knowledge, received not from the text but from
world and environment. In addition, this cohesion type includes
ellipsis and thematic-rhematic articulation, meaning finding
topics in the text and building syntax progressions;

5) grammar cohesion that means repetition of some
grammar forms. The most frequent appearance of this type is in
literary style, when such grammar repetition is meaningful for
semantic structure of the text.

T.V. Milevskaya, describing cohesion in discourse and text,
introduces to speak about separate micro field of lexical and
grammar cohesion because these types functionalize coherently
in different ways [16]. Describing functional and pragmatic
field of cohesion, she pays special attention to lexical cohesive
tools in text: lexical repetition (“Ocenv — nopa ymupanus
OCEHHUX Jucmoves... Hopa ymupanus o1 yenoeeka —
Kpyenocoouuna” - “Autumn — the time of dying leaves... The
time of dying for a man is full year” [16]), synonyms (“Ecmo
00HO Aejenue, YCKolb3Hnyeuiee om 663()@0)/14461/7 cmamucmuku.
08ys3blyUe MHO2UX cobak <...>. Bom, nanpumep, naw nec npu
cioee «cobaxkay HemeoNeHHO 6pocaemc;l K OKHY, npu cjloee
«dog» - ma ace peaxyus” - “There is one thing that statistics
doesn’t mention: bilingual dogs <...>. For example, our dog
hearing the Russian word «dog» immediately runs to the
window; hearing the English word «dog» - the same” [16]),
opposites (“Unozoa 2oeopsm uckmouumenbHo o0 NOKOAEHUU
Mockeuueli u nenunepaoyes <...>” - “It’s sometimes spoken
only about generations of Moscow and Leningrad <...>” [16]);
in addition, the researcher mentions pronominal cohesion, the
tools of which are pronouns, modal words and particles.

Therefore, there are cohesive tools of all language levels:
lexical, morphological, syntactic, phonetic (this type is
frequently met in poetry), and also a semantic one.

B. Lexical Cohesion in Official Documents

In our work, attention is concentrated on the cohesion type
that is used most frequently, lexical cohesion. This type is also
considered the obvious one as it is mentioned in all scientific
classifications. We have analyzed peculiarities of lexical
cohesion and for our analysis various types of official
documents were used: from strictly official (articles of
association, contract) to the documents with low official
characteristics ~ (business letter, proxy, memorandum,
application, complaint). We have the aim to find typical cases
of cohesion in such documents, level of understanding this
cohesion by naive metalinguistic consciousness. Having
studied documents written by native speakers without special
linguistic training, we can draw a conclusion which pattern of
the given cohesion type is in their mind. The examples from
official documents used in our work remain the origin
punctuation and spelling.

According to the analysis done the most frequently used
kind of lexical cohesion bases on the same referent. This
cohesion appears in the identity relations and expresses itself in
repetitions. M. I. Otkupshikova states that repetition is one of

the main conditions to organize textual cohesion, and it is so
natural that can be easily thought as the only tool and condition
of cohesion.

1) Cohesion through Repetition

The case of the second nomination is widely used in official
communication. In documents written by professionally trained
specialists one can find it in separate requisite and in the
document text itself, e.g. “name of organization”, “signature”,
“stamp”. Name of organization, as a rule, is also repeated in a
stamp, which is an additional opportunity to identify a
document. If a company is an individual enterprise, its name
correlates with a signature and name. Precise or not precise
repetition of requisite “name of organization” also can be
noticed. For example, proxy document has the following
statement: “Obwecmeso ¢ oepanuuennoll 0OMEEeMCMEBEHHOCHIbIO
«Ny — 06W€CI’)160 C OZPaHultEHHOIZ omeemcmeennocmuio «Ny 6
quye oupexmopa NN <...> dosepsem NNN <...>; wau: I'pynna
xkomnanuti «My» — Hacmosweii dosepennocmvio Obujecmso
000 «My», 6 auye ITenepanvnoco Oupexmopa N,
Oelicmeylowe2o Ha ocHoganuu Ycmaea, ynoanomouugaem NN
<..> Ha cogepweHue credyouwux oetcmeuti <...>.”
“Company «N» (requisite “name of organization””) — Company
«N» in the person of its director NN <...> entrusts NNN <...>”;
or “Group of companies «M» (requisite ‘“name of
organization”) — The Company «Mp», represented by the
director N with the present proxy entrusts NN <...>to complete
the following actions <...>”. Such repetition provides the main
text of the document with the rest of requisites, contributing to
coherent document.

Concentration of repetitions in the main text of a document
is high; it is especially obvious in texts of articles of association,
contracts, statutes, because of necessity to make these types of
documents extremely clear, as they are of high law importance.
Consider the example: “3akazuux o6sazyemcs: npunsime
UCNnOJIHeHHble YC’/ZyZM nymem noonucanus akma o6 OKazaHuu
YC]lyZ aubo omKaszamvcs 0om NOONUCAHUS aKMA 00 OKA3AHUU
YCleZ nymem Hanpaeienus 3AKA3HbIM nUCbMOM c
y6e()0MJleHueM MOMUBUPOBAHHO2O OomKasa om NOONUCAHUSA
YKA3aHHO20 akma @ meuyenue 5 (naAmu) KaieHoapuvix OHell ¢
dampwi, ykazanHou 6 n. 1.1 nacmoswezo /Jocoeopa. B criyuae
HeBbINOJIHeHUs. 3aKazuuxom O0O0A3aHHOCMU NO NOONUCAHUIO
akma 06 OKazaHuu YCﬂyZ aubo ne Hanpaenerus omkasa om
noonucanusi 6 meqeHue YKA3AHHO20 6peMeHU UCNOJIHeHue
Yenyeu npusnaemes naonescawum.” - “The Client is obliged
to: obtain Service through signing the act of Service delivery or
refuse to sign the act of Service delivery through sending
motivated refusal in 5 (five) calendar days from the date written
in paragraph 1.1 of present Contract. In case of not signing the
act of Service delivery by the Client or not sending refusal in
time mentioned Service delivery is meant to be completed”.
There are full repetitions in this fragment (the act of Service
delivery, Service), root repetitions (signings — sign) and
repetitions of word combinations (signing the act of Service
delivery —refuse to sign the act of Service delivery) which make
the document precise and understood perfectly. It should be
noted that it is not allowed to use synonyms or pronouns instead
of full repetition to avoid misunderstanding. Despite high
concentration of repetitions, this text is not difficult to read and
is not overloaded.
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Repetition is known to be the most frequently used tool of
lexical cohesion in official communication, it can be found in
all kinds of documents having been analyzed, including
documents made by naive language speakers like business
letters, applications, and complaints: 1) “Bcs enympennss
cucmema OMONAeHUS HAXOOUMCsL HA 06CJZy9lcu60Huu utKoJbl.
O6Cﬂy9fcu6ayue Uu pemonm cucmemsbl Omonjienus Ha OO0NIHCHOM
yposene CJZyOlC6bl WIKOJIbl ocyujecmeunib He mocym, m.K. Hem
HYJICHbIX  3ANACHbLX wacmeﬁ, MEeXAHU3IMO8 U WmaniHvlx
compyonuxos smozo npogunsy” - “All central heating system
is maintained by the school. Maintenance and repairing of the
central heating system at an appropriate level cannot be
provided by the services of the school because of absence of
necessary parts, mechanisms and personnel of this field”; 2)
“lpowy npeodocmasums 8LINUCK) us Eounoco
20CY0apcmeeH 020 peecmpa opuoudeckux auy <...> Boinucka
HeoOxXo0uMa 013 OmKpvimusi pacuemnozo cyema” - “1 am
asking for the extract from «The Unified state catalogue of legal
units» <...> The extract is necessary for bank account
establishing”.

In addition, it was found that repetition is frequently used in
various lists with exact data (sums, quantities, technical
characteristics), e.g.: 1) “Ha cknao nocmynuna 6rankema <...>
no cuemy Ne 879 na cymmy 8945 py6.<...> Ilpowy Bac
oniamums ocmamox no cuemy Ne879 & cymme 8945 py6. u
nomyuums uncmpymenm” - “We have received machinery
according to the bill Ne 879, the sum is 8945 rubbles. It is
necessary to pay according to the bill Ne879 the sum 8945
rubbles and get the instrument”; 2) “Jonoanumenvuvie
mpebosanus K useomasnugaemomy eany: 1. Paduanvhoe
buenue kopnyca eana (6e3 yCmaHosKu Ha 64l Klunves) <...>” -
“Extra characteristics to the shaft: 1. Radial runout of the shaft
body (without wedges) is <...> 2. Radial runout of the shaft
body (with wedges) is <...>”. The use of repetition helps
recipient to obtain and understand all the information given and
avoid asking questions. The examples above have various
repetition cases (suympennss cucmema omonnenus - central
heating system, wxoawt - the school, no cuemy Ne879, 8945 py6.
- according to the bill Ne 879, 8945 rubbles, paduanvroe buenue
sana - radial runout of the shaft body, xmunes - wedges; root
repetition  (“obcnyocusanue - cayxcovr”-  “maintain”
“maintenance”) contribute to linkage of sentences and make
texts cohesive, providing the theme coherence as well.
Extensive use of lexical repetitions proves high effectiveness of
this cohesion type in written business communication and this
aspect is clear for document authors.

It should be pointed out that too much use of repetitions is
not always good for text perception: “09.04.99 2. Bzsn cnpasky
ons ogopmaenusi cyocuouu, no ee ne npunsiu. 02.07.99 e.
IHocne omnycka. Ogopmun cnpasky, onsims He NPAGUILHO, He
npunsau. Cve30un ooogopmun u onamo He npunsiau. 14.09.99
2. Yemsepmas cnpaska, nakoney-mo npunsnu. 09.09.99 2. He
CMO2 6cmamb HA YYem 6 YeHmpe 3aHAMOCmU YeHMpPAaibHO20
paitiona, He npasuibHo ogopmienvl doxymenmot. 14.09.99 o.
Beman na yuem. 16.09.99 v. Cnpaska nenpasuibio ogopmiena
oyxeanmepom N. Ilocreonuit pas npensamcmeosana gvidaue
OOKYMEHMO8, NOJYYUL OOKYMEHMbl ¢ NOMOUWbIO HAYALIbHUKA
omoena obpaszosanus. Hu oona cnpaska ne dvlia ogpopmiena
Kak Haoo, npu yGOJbHeHUuu He 0Qopmienbl OOKyMeHmbl Ha

neucuio u 6 mpyoosoil Hem npuxasa yeoavrenus.” - <09.04.99.
I’ve ordered the certificate for subsidy but it was not accepted.
02.07.99. After holiday. I’ve got the certificate, it was not
correct again, it wasn’t accepted. I’ve made changes, and it
wasn’t accepted again. 14.09.99. The fourth certificate, it was
accepted at last. 09.09.99. Couldn’t be registered in
Employment center of the Central district, the documents were
not correct. 14.09.99. Was registered. 16.09.99. The certificate
wasn’t made correctly by accountant N who interrupted correct
document making last time; got the documents with the help of
the director of Education department. None of the documents
were made correctly, no correct retirement documents, and no
order for retirement”. High cohesion in this fragment is
provided by the repetitions, but the number of them is too high,
and concentrated repetitions interfere understanding of the text:
the word “cnpasxa” - “certificate” can be found there four
times, “doxymenmuil-06”- “document(s)” — five, “npasurvro” -
“correct(ly)” — six, “npunsnu” - “accepted” — four times. The
repetition of dates is also disrupting and draws recipient’s
attention more than the text itself.

2) Cohesion through Relations of Identity

Relations of identity, except lexical repetition, include
repetition of semantics, i.e. synonyms. However, the important
characteristic of official style and text is absence of synonyms
as documents are necessary to be lexically similar and precise.
So that lexical repetition is used instead of synonyms. Such rule
is connected with the ability of synonyms to change the
meaning and bring connotations that should not happen in a text
with the highest exactness and terminology.

Despite this, synonyms can be found in texts of operative
documents (office memorandum) where situation can be
described with less of formality. Consider the example: “Fwbi10
Obl 300p080 nepedamv NOO2OMOBKY CAeOVIOWUX BbINYCKOB
COOPHUKA HA NPOPeCcCUOHATbHYIO Kaghedpy, Ymo 3HAYUMETbHO
noBbICUNO Obl KAUeCMBEeHHbIN YPOBeHb Mmoo uzoanus” - “It
would be great to pass preparation of the following magazines
to a professional department that would increase the quality of
this publication”. There are two synonyms in this fragment:
“coopnux”- “uzoanue” - “magazines” — “publication” and
meaning of the former is included in the meaning of the latter:
publication can include any type of printed information, not
only magazine. Besides, the synonym does not break the
characteristics of the official style as has no emotional
connotations and the meaning is clear.

The rest of synonyms that were met during our analysis
belong to the type of context synonyms when meanings are
connected in one certain text, e.g. 1) “<...> npunsamo pewenue
yupedumsv ¢ 1 aumeapa 2001 e. edxce200HbIll YNEHCKUL B3HOC
<...> Jlenveu canedyem nepesodums 0o I dexabps xaz#cdoozo
200a Ha pacuemmwiti cyem MIY um. M.B. Jlomonocosa
(pexeuzumoi NPULA2AIOMcesl). Cymma nepegooa
paccuumvisaemcs no cieoyioweti popmyne <...>” —“<...>the
decision was made to organize membership fee from January 1,
2001 annual membership fee is N rubbles. The money should
be transferred every year until December 1 to the bank account
of MSU named after M.V. Lomonosov (requisites are
included). The sum of money is calculated with the following
formula <...>; 2) “Ilpocvba omepysume YBII, onnrauenivie
Hamu no Bawemy cuemy <..> B naxnaowou, 6 epaghe Ne 4
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«Ocobvie 3aa81eHUs U OMMEMKUY 00A3aMenbHO HA0O0 YKA3AMb
Henocpedcmeenno2o noayiamens epysa <...>” - “Could you,
please, ship the equipment paid according your bill NeN? In
column Ne 4 «Comments» of the consignment note it is
necessary to write the name of the company which will get the
cargo”. In the given examples the words “wzencxuii é3noc” —

“Oenveu” — “nepesod” - “membership fee” — “the money” —
“the sum of money” and “VBII (ycmpoiicmea evimsicHble
noLieyaasiusaowue)”’ — “epy3” - “equipment” — “cargo” are

context synonyms, and out of the context they are not in the line
of synonyms of each other.

It should be added that if text is written by naive native
speaker (e.g. texts of complaints), the use of synonyms can have
another role. In this case, the text becomes emotional and
cannot belong to the official style, and the reason of this could
be highly emotional state of the author or absence of skills of
writing in official style. The example provides us with this: “¥
00HOU ouyuanmku be3 umenu (bero-uepHvie 6010cbl) 210
neoenio IIMC, cyos no momy Kak oHa 6cem 2pybuia,
ocpulzaiacsv u uiuneia «Bvl ocmaemecw?! Eciu ocmaemeco —
bepume menioly” - “One waitress without a name (blond and
black hair) has some problems with nerve, as we can see from
her being rude, barking and hissing «Are you going to stay?! If
yes — take the menu!»”. There is a line of stylistic synonyms:

“epyouna”’ — “oepwizanacy” — “wunena” - “being rude” —
“pbarking” — “hissing”. The word “zpy6ums” - “being rude” is
marked stylistically neutral; “ocpwizamecs™ - “bark” and

“wunems” - “hiss”, in contrast, have connotations and are firstly
use to describe animals’ voice activity, they can be used in
description of people in figurative sense. The use of words in
figurative sense is not a characteristic of official texts, and such
cohesion in the example above can be justified only by the
author’s emotions in the moment of writing.

Summing up, the scale of repetitions’ types can be made
basing on their appropriateness in the official style and
revealing main stylistic treats (exactness, clearance, absence of
emotions): full repetition — pronominal reference — semantic
synonyms — context synonyms — stylistic synonyms. Repetition
and pronominal reference, in contrast to synonymy, meet the
requirements of official style, and synonymy adds unwanted
colors of meanings that can mislead the recipient.

In spite of our highlighting the negative role of synonyms
in official text, there can be real examples how this cohesion
type helps operative documents. As K. Kozhevnikova noted,
relations of identity can be expressed the other way: these are
situations when lexical units relate to not a single world but a
part of text. In a document as a rule these are cliché “s cessu co
cnooicuswetics / onucannoti cumyayuei” - “because of current
/ described situation”, “g cesazu ¢ uznoocennvim gviue” - <in
connection to the facts mentioned above”, etc, and they can
relate to the short part of the text, its paragraph of the whole text
itself. Such examples can be found in memorandums or
business letters. In this case, the conclusion of the text points to
its previous parts, and their meaning are included in word
combinations: 1) “ZJosooicy 0o Bawezo ceedenusi, umo 6 ces3u
CcO  ClodCUBULENCS cumyauueﬁ 3anamus  cpsvlearomcs Ha
npomsidcenuu yoce mpex onei” - “I would like to tell you that
the lessons are disrupted because of the reasons described
above”; 2) “B cés3u ¢ uznodicenHbiM NPOULY He NPUMEHSIMb

WmMpapHLIX CaHKyuil no OMHOWEHUIO K Kageope pycckoco
sazwika u aumepamyper” - “Because of this, | ask you not to
punish the Department of Language and Literature”.

3) Cohesion through Relations of Inclusion

The next type of lexical cohesion considered in our work —
relations of inclusion that show, firstly, the relations of concepts
with different size of meaning and are represented in language
by hypo and hyperonimic paradigm which is a way to organize
nominative units that are grouped together by common concept.
Secondly, it is lexic and semantic field where lexemes are
united on the base of archiseme.

The first variant of these relations can be found in the
following example from memorandum: “B ceasu ¢
HeoOxX00UMoCmvio 0becnedenus: KauecmeeHHOU NOO020MO6KU
cmyoeHmog no pady chneyuarbHocmell  2YMAHUMApPHO20
@axyremema, 6  wacmuHocmu,  Quionocuu  <..> U
peeu0Hose()eHuﬂ (npenodaeaﬂue B0CMOYHbLIX A3bIKOB —
KUMACK020, KOPEUCK020, ANOHCK020) KA(heopbl 8bIHYHCOCHDL
npueiekamev — cneyuaiucmos uz opyeux eyzos, CMU,
npeonpusimuil 2opoda <...>” - “Due to necessity of qualified
students training in the list of specialties on the Faculty of
Humanities, in particular, Philology and Regional Studies
(Asian languages teaching — Chinese, Korean, Japanese) the
departments have to attract specialists from other higher
educational institutions, media, city companies <...>”. There is
hyperonim “socmounvie szeiku” - “Asian languages” and
hyponims — substantive “xumaiickuii, kopetickuii, anonckuii” -
“Chinese, Korean, Japanese”, the use of which are determined
by necessity to specify details: which teachers are needed.

Some documents written by naive native speakers have
different types of cohesive relations at the same time: inclusive
and identical, e.g. “K moemy enybokomy codrcanenuio, 20poo
MEHs  pazodapoedil ceoell  HeyucmonjiomHoCmbio. Fpﬂ:fb
I/IOBCiO()y.' HA OoCmaHoeKax 05W€CI1166HH020 mpancnopma, 6
napkax, noovezoax 0omos u m.0. Bviopanu 0ns npoosxcusanus
OOUH U3 CAMBIX 3€NIeHbIX MUKPOPAIOHO8 20p00d — HCUIMACCUB
N. <...> Koneunas ocmanogka oouecmeeniozo mpaHcnopma
«NN» esrceonesno 3aganena mycopom, Komopwlil OCIMAGIAION,
no o6onvwel uacmu, eooumenu mapupymox. Onu 30eco
nepexycuvlgarom 6 nepepuvigax medcoy peticamu. llocie Hux
20pbl 00HOPA308bIX CMAKAHYUKOB, OKYPKU U NPOUUL MYCOp,
KOMOpblil OHU 8bIOPACHIBAIOM NPAMO U3 OKOH agmoobycos” - “It
was a pity for me that the city disappointed me with its
untidiness. Dirt is everywhere: on the bus stops, in parks,
entrances of houses, etc. We have chosen one of the greenest
districts of the city — residential N. <...> The final bus stop
«NNy is daily covered with litter, which is dropped mainly by
taxi drivers. They have dinner here between their rides. There
are hills of disposable plastic glasses, butts and other litter that
they throw away out of their windows”. In this fragment,
“mycop” - “litter” is hyperonim, and “nracmuxoevie
cmaxanuyuxy” - “plastic glasses” and “oxypxu” - “butts” are
hyponims. Moreover, the hyperonim is in a pair of semantic
synonyms “mycop — epsasv” - “litter — dirt”, and all the words
mentioned are included in the lexic and semantic field
“neyucmonaomnocms” - “untidiness”. All these details enriches
the message, specifying the hyperonim semantics. Lexical and
semantic field “2opo0” - “the city” including places in the city

“ocmanoeku” - “bus stops”, “napxu” - “parks”, “nodvesdwv” -
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“entrances”, “muxpopation” - “district”, “acurmaccus”
“residential”) also helps to achieve the same goal of detailing.
Such lexical diversity causes tight cohesion of fragments in the
text and contributes to clear expression and understanding of
the meaning. From the point of view of the document author,
this way of expressing his/her ideas is the most suitable and
effective for the recipient to take necessary actions and change
the situation. However, there is one irregularity in this example:
it is not concise, and conciseness is one of the main
characteristics of the official style: excess and too many details
contradict information shortness, which is also among the
crucial treats of official documents.

4) Cohesion through Relations of Exclusion

One more type of lexical cohesion is relations of exclusion
that are found in text — opposites. There are no opposites in the
professionally written documents analyzed, and it can be caused
by the kind of information given in a document: there is no need
to show contrast, confronting sides. Nevertheless, having
analyzed documents made by naive native speakers we noticed
that there are opposites in memorandums and complaints, but
in the use of opposites in these texts is correct. Opposites can
maintain relations of contrast and comparison between
predicative parts of a sentence. Comparative relations can be
found in the following example from the memorandum: : “<...>
3anucu 6 sicypuane noomaepaicoaiom, umo oy om 502 6win
suepa, 19.05., a ceco00Hs 835m MeXHUUKOU, 3ANUCL 8 HCYPHAEe
«oxpanvly —6-20 uac. <...>“- “<,..> Notes in a security journal
confirm that the key from the room Ne502 was there yesterday,
19.05., and today it was taken by the janitor, the note from the
journal — 6-20 a.m.”. Contradictory opposites “Buepa” —
“ceromms’ - “yesterday” — “today” contribute to show the
contrast situation (the key loss) of two different days. In
addition, the next fragment also has exclusive cohesion tools
(“npasvrit” — “neeviti” - “right” — “left”, “neexosoii” —
“epysosour”, “automobile” — “truck™): “Mawunei, komopwvim
HYJCHO —C1ed08ams NO NpPAgou  CMOpPOHe 00pozu, No
HanpaeieHuro K cocmunuye ((FEOJIOZ», npoesacarom no ./166012,
Max Kak mam 0opoza necox — ookamauna <...> [lemsam uepamo
Hez0e. Mauwlunbl 08udcymcsi no «bemomnke», Ovieaem ¢
OZpOMHOﬁ CKOpoCmblo, U He MOJIbKO JlecKosble MAUullHbl, HO U
epysosvle, KamA3wl, u npou.” - “Cars which are to move the
right side of the road towards the “Geologist” hotel drive the
left side because the road is more comfortable there <...>
Children have nowhere to play: cars are moving with high
speed, and not only automobiles, trucks, etc too”.

In addition, another type of opposites is widely used in
documents written by naive native speakers. The opposite is
derived with adding “ue” - “no-/non-" to the contrast word:
“Muvt cenvckue yuumens, pabomaem 8 Escunckou cpeoueii
wKorne. Ceunac  neucuouepvl-unganuovl.  Kueem 6
HebnazoycmpoenHou keapmupe. <...> Y nac ocnoenas macca
yuumerneil (~ 60 yen.) acugym é 61a20YCMPOEHHBIX KEAPMUPAX,
20e npexpacnuvie ycrosus”. - “\We are teachers from the country,
work in Evsinskaya school. Now we are pensioners with
disabilities. We live in a non-comfortable flat. The majority of
our teachers (~ 60 persons) lives in comfortable flats with
perfect conditions”. The use of such easily derived opposites
makes the process of writing and understanding the text easier;
moreover, this kind of opposites is a simple one to create.

Thus, antonyms are typical for the documents created by
naive native speakers. It is caused by genre: the situations
described in such documents have negative information, and the
author has a perfect view of the situation that he/she wants to
give in contrast.

IVV. CONCLUSION

Summing up, lexical type of cohesion is one of the main
kinds of cohesion in official documents. In addition, lexical
repetition is found to be the most widely used type of lexical
cohesion in documents. The use of this type of cohesion is
widespread in the official documents written by native speakers
with special training in this sphere and without it, but the
concentration of repetition is different. We can conclude that
the repetition itself is caught by naive metalinguistic
consciousness, and native speakers realize that it helps to
increase the accuracy of the text and make its meaning clearer.

Despite understanding of the repetition importance, the
documents we have analyzed showed that native speakers tend
to use it more than is needed. One of the repetition types,
pronoun reference that implicate itself through pronouns of
generalizing meaning, mostly used in the end of the documents.
Another kind of identity relations — synonyms — is an unusual
thing for official documents as its use is restricted by the style.
However, sometimes one can find semantic or context
synonyms in texts of formal letters.

Inclusive and exclusive relations are represented in official
documents as hypo-hyperonim paradigms, lexical and semantic
fields and opposites. These relations can be found rarely and
characterize non-professional operational documents such as
applications, complaints, and office memorandums. Presence
and proper use of such relations contribute to clear description
of situation, however it can break shortness, an essential
characteristic of official style. All the cases of irregularities
appear because native speakers without special professional
training in official documents writing do not realize all the
peculiarities of official texts and consequently do not include
them in texts.
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