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Abstract
Although the study of connectors and connection relations in discourse of English and other languages, first or foreign, has been going on for some decades now, it hasn't influenced the Slovene or Croatian linguistics much. There are only a few researches dealing with this problem. In this paper we are analysing learners' use of connectors comparing the two closely related languages, Slovene and Croatian. The main question here is overuse and underuse of connectors in students' academic writing. To answer this question we have analysed a learner corpus of students' research thesis in linguistics written by Slovene university students of Croatian as foreign language. The results are compared with native speakers' data, a corpus of texts written by students of Croatian as first language and Slovene as first language. All the corpora, learner and specialized, have been built specifically for this pilot research. The analysis is based on the hypothesis that a) there are differences in the frequencies of connectors in foreign language writing comparing to native speakers writing, and b) the usage of connectors is poorer in foreign language writing. It is expected that the reasons for these differences are partly in language transfer, but mostly in lower language competence. The results of the research could serve to create pedagogical materials for improving students' writing competence and their discourse competence in general. 

1. Introduction

One of the main goals in learning/teaching foreign language is achieving communication competence which includes linguistic, sociolinguistic, strategic, sociocultural and discoursive competence. In Slovene and Croatian linguistics a lot of researching has been done on the first three issues, in the present the importance of sociocultural competenc and intercultural relations are in the focus, while investigating discourse has been left aside. However, to achieve an overall communication competence in foreign language it is also very important to know when to use different types of discourse genres and what are their main characteristics (see e.g. Swales 1990). At the university level one of the discourse types foreign language students have to deal with is academic discourse, its comprehension and application, which will later help them to integrate easily in the discoursive community. For most university students one of the pivotal academic discourse genres is probably students’ research paper which is a sort of a simulation of research article. Besides this, from our classroom experience we could say it represent a great difficulty for Slovene students of Croatian, not only on morpho-syntactical level and lexis (see e.g. Požgaj Hadži 2002, Balažic Bulc 2004) but also on the level of organising text. Since this kind of research has not been done yet this study begins to address one of the issues concerning this problem, that is the issue of text connection elements in Slovene and Croatian, with focus on connection relation of connectors.
2. Connectors as cohesive elements
The research paper as a genre has its own macrostructure, i.e. global organisation of a discourse, and microstructure, i.e. cohesive and coherent organisation of smaller discourse units, for instance propositions (van Dijk 1980). Cohesive relations in discourse are expressed with different cohesive types: reference, substitution, ellipsis, lexical cohesion and conjunction (Halliday and Hasan 1976). However, conjunctive elements or connectors (this term is more common in Slovene and Croatian linguistics) are rather different from all others because they are cohesive only indirectly, with their meaning and the function they have in relation to other elements. Their main function is to facilitate a listener or a reader the interpretation and comprehension of spoken and written discourse, although without them the comprehension would still be possible. The other thing that makes them difficult to learn is their sensitivity to register and discourse type (Altenberg and Tapper 1998). This means that every discourse type use its own font of connectors. So, these are probably the main reasons why the connectors make a lot of problems to language learners, in first and in foreign language.
Although the basic research of cohesion and connection was done in 70s and 80s, especially with focus on the cohesive relations (see e.g. Halliday and Hasan 1976, van Dijk 1980), they have not had much influence on Slovene or Croatian linguistics. Thus, the connectors are mostly represented on the structural syntax basis of the sentence coordination and subordination (see e.g. Toporišič 2000, Pranjković 1993, Silić 1984), there are only a few researches where connectors are represented as text organising elements (e.g. Gorjanc 1998, Schlamberger Brezar 1998,  Gorjanc 1999, Velčić 1987) or metadiscourse elements (Pisanski 2002). 
In this study we will be concerned with the use and function of connectors by advanced Slovene students of Croatian language (the studying program is traditionally called Croatian, Serbian and Macedonian language and literature and will be in new programmes based on Bologna Declaration transformed in the South Slavic Studies). Slovene and Croatian languages are two closely related languages belonging to the South Slavic language group. Slovene language is spoken as first language by the majority of the population of the Republic of Slovenia and in some neighbouring countries: Italy, Austria, Hungary. Croatian, one of the standard versions of Serbo-Croatian, is the official language in the Republic of Croatia and one of the official languages in Bosnia and Hercegovina (with Serbian and Bosnian) and in northern part of Serbia and Montenegro called Vojvodina. It is also spoken in other neighbouring parts: Hungary and Austria. By the number of speakers, Slovene with app. two million and Croatian with app. five million speakers, they are relatively small languages. However as closely related languages they are easy to learn at the beginning level, but later the similarities cause a lot of problems to the learners (see e.g. Požgaj Hadži 2002).
3. Aims

In this study we will examine the use of connectors by advanced Slovene learners’ written Croatian and compare it to native Croatian and native Slovene writing. The main questions we will try to answer are: 
1. Do the foreign language students use connectors in their writing to the same extent as native language students do?

2. Do they choose the same connectors to express different semantic relations? 
3. What is the reason for the differences?

4. Corpus 
For each of the three groups we collected three to six research papers. Then, on their basis three different specialized corpora were built specifically for this pilot research. The first is a learner corpus built of research papers written by Slovene students of Croatian in their second year (app. 21 years old) at the University of Ljubljana (later in text referred to as CR-NNS). The papers have an average length of 2300 words and the topic they deal with is lexicology (synonymy, homonymy etc.). To control the usage of connectors by native speakers we built two control corpora. The first is a corpus of native Croatian research papers written by Croatian students of Croatian in their fourth year (app. 24 years old) at the University of Pula (later in text CR-NS). These papers have an average length of 3200 words and their main topic is stylistics of non-literary texts (comics, advertisements etc.). The second one is a corpus of native Slovene research papers written by Slovene students of Slovene in their second year (app. 21 year old) at the University of Ljubljana (later in text SL-NS). An average length of these papers is 2500 words and their main topic is gender studies and linguistics. The topics of the papers are not quite identical, but they all refer to the field of applied linguistics so the differences in using connectors are not expected. 
Thus, the corpora are monolingual. As the topics of the text show they contain the language for specific purposes, which in our case is lingustics. The corpora are raw, i.e. corpora of plain texts with no extra features added (Granger 2002). There are only connectors annotated but not in any standard criterias. Although the corpora are rather short-sized (app. 7000 to 9000 tokens), we consider them to be sufficient for the pilot study.
5. Method 
Besides the functional approach and discourse analysis in theory, the present research is based on contrastive interlanguage analysis (Granger 2002) in which we study the differences in native and non-native students writing in two closely related languages combined with the methodology of corpus linguistics.
There are two aspects in the analysis, quantitative and qualitative. In the first stage the quantitative analysis was done. With the computer program Word Smith Tools 3.00 overall and individual frequencies of connectors were extracted from the corpora. In the second stage the results were quantitatively compared in order to identify the overuse or underuse of individual connectors and the semantic relations expressed by different connectors.
6. Results and discussion
6.1 Overall frequencies
The overall frequencies of connectors in the three corpora, CR-NNS, CR-NS, and SL-NS slightly differ. In Table 1 the total numbers of tokens and types are given for each corpus. Since the corpora are not of the same size tokens per 1000 words are shown.

	
	CR-NNS
	CR-NS
	SL-NS

	Tokens
	341
	314
	324

	Tokens/1000 words
	39
	40
	47

	Types
	58
	64
	65


Table 1: Overall frequency of connectors in CR-NNS, CR-NS, and SL-NS.
The numbers of tokens per 1000 words and types show that the Slovene students use a little bit fewer connectors in comparison to both, Croatian and Slovene native speakers. As we have expected the students of foreign language also use less different types of connectors. This leads to the conclusion that the reason for underuse of the connectors is not in language transfer but rather in the fact that students have to express themselves in foreign language. It is interesting that the same results showed in Swedish learners’ written English (Altenberg and Tapper 1998). Thus it seems that the problem of using appropriate connectors for organising discourse in foreign language refers to languages in general.
6.2 Semantic relations

It is interesting to see the most frequent semantic relations. Table 2 shows the distribution of five most frequent semantic relations in all three corpora.
	Category
	CR-NNS
	
	CR-NS
	
	SL-NS
	

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	additive
	59
	17,3
	99
	31,5
	65
	20,1

	adversative
	86
	25,2
	60
	19,1
	72
	22,2

	explicative
	54
	15,8
	32
	10,1
	32
	9,9

	conclusive
	36
	10,6
	14
	4,5
	16
	4,9

	causal
	44
	12,9
	59
	18,8
	47
	14,5

	other
	62
	18,2
	50
	16,0
	92
	28,4

	Total
	341
	100
	314
	100
	324
	100


Tabel 2: The distribution of five most frequent semantic relations in CR-NNS, CR-NS, and SL-NS. 
The typology of semantic relation is taken by Velčić (1987) and is close to the Halliday and Hasan (1976) conjunctive relations. At this stage of the study we have ignored the difference between external and internal use of connectors. In all three corpora the most frequent are additive, adversative, explicative, conclusive and causal relation. The figures in Table 2 show the difference in their use by Slovene students of Croatian comparing to both native speaker corpora. Thus, they underuse additive and causal relation what might be the result of language transfer from their first language since the numbers of frequencies are quite similar. It is obvious that Croatian native speakers rather express different meanings with additive than with adversative relations. That is probably the reason for underusing adversative relations in CR-NNS. There is no evidence why non-native speakers underuse the explicative and conclusive relations comparing to the native speakers corpora. It is interesting that in SL-NS corpora 28,4 % are expressed with other relations, mostly with different relative connectors, i.e. koji (eng. who), što (eng. which) etc. In Slovene (e.g. Gorjanc 1998, 1999) and Croatian (e.g. Velčić 1987) linguistics relatives are considerd as connectors while in our opinion they are a special type of pro-nouns and thus they belong to referencial cohesive elements.
6.3 Individual frequencies
Table 3 shows ten most frequent connectors in non-native (CR-NNS) and native Croatian (CR-NS) corpora. In both corpora this connectors represent a little more than a half, in CR-NNS 53,7 % and in CR-NS 54,8 %, of total number of connector tokens. Among listed connectors there are seven which appear on both sides although not with the same frequencies: additive i, te and a (eng. and), adversative a (eng. but), explicative npr./na primjer (eng. e.g./for example), alternative odnosno (eng. or) and causative jer (eng. because). Thus, the results show that native and non-native speakers use similar connectors to connect the elements of the discourse. 

	CR-NNS
	n
	% 
	CR-NS
	n 
	% 484

	npr./na primjer
	33
	9,7
	i
	60
	19,1

	a (adversative)
	31
	9,1
	jer
	21
	6,7

	i
	29
	8,5
	a (adversative)
	16
	5,1

	ali
	28
	8,2
	a (additive)
	13
	4,1

	jer
	14
	3,1
	odnosno
	13
	4,1

	odnosno
	12
	4,1
	tj.
	12
	3,8

	dakle
	11
	3,2
	te
	11
	3,5

	te
	10
	2,9
	da (purpose)
	11
	3,5

	tako 
	8
	2,3
	npr.
	8
	2,5

	a (additive)
	7
	2,1
	pa (cause)
	7
	2,2

	Total
	183
	53,7
	Total
	172
	54,8


Tabel 3: Most frequent connectors in CR-NNS, and CR-NS.
Table 3 shows that the most frequent connectors in both corpora are mainly external, i.e. they organise propositions. The only text organising connector or internal connector are dakle (eng. therefore) and tako (eng. thus) in CR-NNS corpus. Although the total tokens of text organising connectors are in CR-NNS and in CR-NS similar, in the first 71 or 20,8 % and in the second 62 or 19,7 %. This question requires some detailed research. 
However, the number of tokens of individual connectors in Table 3 also shows some notable differences between the corpora. In other words, the Slovene students of Croatian overuse or underuse some connectors compared to native students of Croatian.
6.3.1 Overused connectors
Tabel 4 shows the frequency and the percentage of the total number of connector tokens overused by Slovene students of Croatian. The overused connectors in the CR-NNS corpus are additive pa (eng. and), adversative a (eng. but) and ali (eng. nevertheless), causative pošto (eng. because) and conclusive dakle (eng. therefore) and tako (eng. thus).

	  Connector
	CR-NNS
	
	CR-NS
	

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	additive
pa
	5
	1,5
	1
	0,3

	adversative 

a
	31
	9,1
	25
	7,9

	ali
	23
	6,7
	11
	3,5

	causative
pošto
	5
	1,5
	0
	0

	conclusive

dakle
	11
	3,2
	3
	0,9

	tako
	8
	2,3
	2
	0,6


Tabel 4: Connectors overused in Slovene students written Croatian.
The reason for overusing the connectors pa and tako in CR-NNS corpus is probably language transfer in two closely related languages, Slovene and Croatian. Additive pa and conclusive tako exist in both languages with same relations; they only differ in the frequency of their use. Thus, while in SL-NS corpus there are 8 tokens of additive pa and 9 of conclusive tako, in CR-NS corpus the number of tokens is 1 for pa and 2 for tako. The two connectors are obviously very common in Slovene, but less common in Croatian where the additive relation is expressed with other connectors. In CR-NS corpus, for example, with connectors i (eng. and) (58 tokens in CR-NS, 23 in CR-NNS), a (eng. and) (13 in CR-NS, 7 in CR-NNS) and ujedno (eng. at the same time) (4 in CR-NS, 0 in CR-NNS). 
It is most likely that connectors a (eng. but) and ali (eng. yet) are overused because the non-native speakers are less familiar with other variants of expressing adversative relation. Namely, a and ali represent 66,7 % of all adversative connectors in CR-NNS corpus while in the CR-NS corpus only 44 %. Beside this two Croatian students use connectors za razliku od (eng. in contrast to), iako (eng. although), s jedne strane/s druge strane (eng. on one hand/on the other hand), etc. It is interesting that only in non-native speakers’ corpus occurs the internal adversative connector ali (3 tokens) while native speakers rather use internal connectors no (7 tokens) and međutim (5 tokens).   
The connector pošto (eng. because) only appears in CR-NNS corpus. The reason is that this causative connector is more common in informal style so native speakers use only formal connectors. 
There is no obvious reason why connector dakle (eng. therefore) is overused. In both native speakers’ corpora the frequency of this conclusive connector (in Slovene torej) is much lower, in CR-NS 3 tokens and in SL-NS 6 tokens. It is interesting that in non-native speakers’ corpus there is more than twice as much conclusive connectors than in both native speakers’ corpora (in CR-NNS 7,0 % of all connectors, while in CR-NS 3,8 % and in SL-NS 4,3 %). This question surely requires further analysis.
6.3.2 Underused connectors

Tabel 5 shows the frequency and the percentage of the total number of connector tokens underused by Slovene students of Croatian. 

	Connector
	CR-NNS
	
	CR-NS
	

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	additive
i
	23
	6,7
	60
	19,1

	adversative 
no
	1
	0,3
	7
	2,2

	causal
     da (purpose)
jer (cause)
	5

12
	1,5
3,5
	12
21
	3,8
6,7

	explicative

tj./to jest
	7
	2,1
	12
	3,8


Tabel 5: Connectors underused in Slovene students written Croatian.
The underused connectors in the CR-NNS corpus are additive i (eng. and), adversative no (eng. however), causal da (eng. in order that) and jer (eng. because) and explicative tj./to jest (eng. i.e./that is).
As mentioned above, instead of connector ali (eng. yet), mainly used by Slovene students, native Croatian students prefer using other internal adversative connectors, above all connector no (eng. however).
It might be that the connector tj./to jest is underused because of language transfer. In Slovene native speakers’ corpus there is not a token of this explicative connector. However, for final conclusions further analysis should be done.

For all other connectors it is hard to find an obvious reason for underusing. Especially so for additive i (eng. and) and causal da (eng. in order that) and jer (eng. because) which are the most common connectors for expressing this relations and, at the same time, there are not any differences in their use between the two languages. 
	CR-NS
	
	
	SL-NS
	
	

	Connector
	n
	%
	Connector
	n
	%

	i
	60
	19,1
	in
	48
	14,8

	da
	14
	  4,5
	da
	12
	  3,7

	jer
	21
	  6,7
	ker
	14
	  4,3




Table 6: The frequency of connectors i, da and jer in CR-NS, and SL-NS.
As it is shown in Table 6, for all three connectors the number of tokens in CR-NS and SL-NS only slightly differ.
7. Conclusion

The aim of present study was to identify if the Slovene students of Croatian use connectors in their writing to the same extent as native language students and if they choose the same connectors to express different semantic relations trying to find the reasons for the differences. The research has been done on the electronic corpus of students’ research papers, especially built for this purpose. 

The results of the study show that Slovene students of Croatian use less connectors than native students, whereas they both use the same semantic relations, only in different extent: while native students of Slovene and Croatian use especially additive and adversative relations, non-native students tend to overuse the adversative and conclusive relations. They also use similar connectors to connect the elements of the discourse, although there are certain differences in the use of connectors: some of them (6) are overused and some (5) underused. The reason for that is partly in language transfer, but mostly in lack of communication competence in foreign language. It must be emphasised that the results of the study might not be representative because the analysed corpora of students’ research papers are too small.
Since we are still at the beginning of the research a lot of issues remained unsolved and a lot of work has to be done in the future. In the first place much more students’ texts should be collected for designing a relevant learner corpus of Slovene students of Croatian and two native speakers control corpora, Slovene and Croatian. The results of this research should also be compared to the scientific research papers what in order to define the characteristics of connection in linguistic academic writing. Finally, the results of the research could serve to create pedagogical materials for improving students' academic writing competence and their discourse competence in general. 
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