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The CEFR/CV identifies cohesion as a defining characteristic of B2+ proficiency (Council of
Europe, 2020, p. 174), yet the linguistic realisations of connected discourse remain undefined. For the
purposes of testing and assessment, however, this lack of clarity and specification is a disadvantage,
especially where B2+ is the targeted level of achievement. Following a recent curricular reform in
Lithuania, the examination of productive skills in English as a foreign language (EFL) taken at the end
of secondary education is aligned with the B2+ level. Although highly proficient learners are found to
use a more diverse vocabulary to achieve cohesion (Crossley & McNamara, 2012), an overarching trend
is often the use of repetitive and formulaic phrases (Hinkel, 2001; Medve & Takac, 2013; Taka¢ &
Ivezi¢, 2019), a limited set of discourse-organising markers (Asik & Cephe, 2013). The strategies in
spoken production involve borrowing phrases from written discourse to compensate for limited
linguistic resources (Grigalitinien¢ & Juknevicieng, 2013) and structuring the discourse to accommodate
the learnt discourse marker (Taka¢ & Ivezi¢, 2019). Despite this, there is a notable lack of comparative
data at the B2+ threshold between the two modes, i.e. spoken and written production. This study
addresses this gap by investigating which means of cohesion are preferred by candidates who have
passed the B2+ level examination of L2 English in speech and writing.

The research uses two pilot corpora compiled from national English examination in Lithuania: one
comprising 150 randomly selected argumentative essays, and the other — 150 transcribed spoken
monologues. To examine how cohesive strategies correlate with overall proficiency, the data is sorted
into three groups by examination scores: lower-scoring (40—60 points), medium-scoring (60—80 points),
and high-scoring (80—100 points). The analytical framework for the features of grammatical and lexical
cohesion is based on Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) work and on relevant research grounded in this model
(e.g., Crossley et al., 2016; Kadiri et al., 2016; He, 2020; Yang et al., 2018). This analysis employs a
comparative approach to both written and spoken data, focusing on elements that contribute to textual
connectedness, which include topic-specific features and lexical overlaps, as well as substitution,
ellipsis, and the most common instances of pronominal reference and conjunctions, based on a generated
frequency list using #LancsBox X software (Brezina & Platt, 2025).

Preliminary results indicate that learner production is notably less varied than theoretical frameworks
suggest. The most frequent cohesive devices across all groups in both modes are conjunctions and
linking phrases. A key finding from the quantitative analysis is that lower-scoring learners across both
modes maintain a high normalised frequency of cohesive devices, however, they lack semantic
functionality. EFL learners seem to treat discourse markers as obligatory rather than functional, thereby
maintaining local, surface-level cohesion, especially in transitive linking strategies. Elliptical sentences
are very infrequent, and while reference and substitution are attempted in both modes, the cohesive
expressions are more common in high-level responses and often tied to topic-specific vocabulary. With
these findings, this study underscores the need for more nuanced descriptors that account for the variety
of devices and their typology in L2 production. Although the CEFR/CV highlights the importance of
using a variety of linking expressions at the B2+ level, it remains questionable whether L2 production
demonstrates sufficient variety, even in high-scoring performances. The focus in the B2+ level cohesion
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descriptor should shift from variety to greater emphasis on lexical diversity, as this should be the key
criterion for cohesion at the B2+ level.
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