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ARGUMENTATIVE CONNECTOR USE AMONG CONGOLESE SECONDARY 1 

SCHOOL STUDENTS 2 

Abstract 3 

This article examines argumentative connector use among Congolese secondary school students 4 

and the difficulties they encounter in producing coherent argumentative texts. Given the 5 

importance of connectors for textual cohesion and the organization of reasoning, the study seeks to 6 

identify obstacles to their mastery and propose remedial teaching strategies. Using quantitative and 7 

qualitative approaches, the research draws on an analysis of 267 written scripts produced by 8 

students in the upper secondary humanities track at Nganga Edouard and Lumumba high schools in 9 

Brazzaville, together with six classroom teaching logs. Data were collected through a test requiring 10 

students to write argumentative paragraphs. The findings indicate relatively good command of 11 

common connectors such as par exemple (for example), en plus (in addition), ensuite (then), mais 12 

(but), and parce que (because). However, students experience substantial difficulties with 13 

connectors expressing concession, opposition, and restriction. The most frequent errors involve 14 

inappropriate or mechanical use, confusion between connector functions, and excessive repetition. 15 

The findings suggest limited control of connectors’ semantic values and a need for contextualized 16 

instruction, without establishing a causal relationship between teaching practices and performance. 17 

It recommends explicit instruction, integration of connectors into writing and rewriting activities, 18 

and exercises that develop understanding of logical relations and argumentative coherence. 19 

Keywords: logical connectors, Congolese students, difficulties, remedial instruction 20 

INTRODUCTION 21 

Argumentation, whether spoken or written, is essential to education and civic participation. It 22 

enables individuals both to persuade others and to organize and structure their reasoning. It relies 23 

on linguistic mechanisms that ensure discourse coherence, cohesion, and progression. 24 

Argumentative connectors are prominent among these mechanisms. 25 

Argumentative connectors are linguistic expressions that make relationships between propositions 26 

explicit and help readers interpret the progression of discourse (Charolles, 1995; Schlamberger 27 

Brezar, 2002). They can organize arguments, introduce justification, and signal a change in 28 

argumentative direction. Appropriate use supports written and spoken communication, whereas an 29 

unsuitable connector can obscure the intended relationship between ideas. 30 

Textual cohesion and coherence should nevertheless be distinguished. Connectors provide explicit 31 

cohesive cues, but coherence also depends on the content of propositions, contextual information, 32 

and the inferences readers can draw (Charolles, 1995). The presence of a connector alone therefore 33 

does not guarantee a coherent argument. 34 

From a pragmatic perspective, connectors contribute to the interpretation of relationships between 35 

utterances and to the orientation of argumentation (Moeschler & Reboul, 1994; Schlamberger 36 

Brezar, 2002). Their functions include addition, contrast, justification, concession, and conclusion. 37 
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These functions must be assessed in context, since the same form can serve different discourse 38 

purposes. 39 

In educational settings, command of connectors supports students’ ability to organize ideas and 40 

make the relationships between arguments explicit. Teaching should therefore address how these 41 

forms operate in connected discourse, rather than rely solely on memorized lists (Elalouf & 42 

Trévise, 2011; Mahmudova, 2017). 43 

In reasoning tasks such as essays, discussions, summaries, literary commentaries, and debates, 44 

argumentative connectors are fundamental to the quality of students’ work. This established 45 

principle in language education also applies to Congolese students, whose writing depends on the 46 

same requirements of textual cohesion. Recognized as resources for organizing reasoning and 47 

argumentative progression, logical connectors form part of the French language curriculum in the 48 

Congo and are valued as indispensable tools for producing structured and rigorous discourse. 49 

Despite existing teaching arrangements, many students struggle to use these connectors, which 50 

weakens the quality of their discourse. Their difficulties include confusion between connector 51 

functions, mechanical use, and repetition or redundancy that fragments the text and impairs clarity. 52 

These problems affect discourse organization and performance, thereby compromising the quality 53 

of argumentation. 54 

In educational settings where argumentative proficiency is a major assessment criterion, 55 

understanding the causes of these difficulties is necessary to develop appropriate remedial teaching 56 

strategies. 57 

The study therefore has two main contributions. First, it contributes to French language education 58 

by identifying students’ difficulties with logical connectors in general and argumentative 59 

connectors in particular. Second, it examines teaching practices, suggesting that these difficulties 60 

relate both to learners and to how connectors are taught. The analysis seeks to advance research on 61 

students’ discourse competence and provide practical guidance for teaching argumentation and 62 

improving performance in curricular tasks such as essays, discussions, literary commentaries, and 63 

debates. 64 

The central research question is: What specific difficulties do students encounter when using 65 

argumentative connectors? 66 

This main question gives rise to the following subsidiary questions: 67 

– What are the sources of these difficulties, particularly in relation to teaching practices? 68 
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– What instructional strategies can improve students’ command of connectors, help them overcome 69 

these difficulties, and strengthen the quality of their argumentation? 70 

The study therefore aims to: 71 

– Identify the main difficulties students encounter when using argumentative connectors; 72 

– Analyze the sources of these difficulties, with particular attention to teaching practices; 73 

– Propose appropriate remedial teaching strategies to improve students’ command of connectors 74 

and strengthen their argumentative competence. 75 

Previous research documents recurrent difficulties with connector use in French. Tugbogh and 76 

Lambon (2025), working with secondary school learners in Ghana, identified inappropriate, 77 

insufficient, and repetitive uses. Epundu and Onah (2022) examined similar difficulties among 78 

university learners in Nigeria. Elalouf and Trévise (2011) showed that lists and imprecise 79 

descriptions in curricular materials can obscure connectors’ interpretive functions. Atamna (2013) 80 

and Diatta (2021) also investigated logical connectors in secondary school writing. More recently, 81 

Sahnoun and Houcini (2025) found limited and frequently inappropriate use among Algerian 82 

secondary school students, with some complex connector categories receiving little attention in 83 

learners’ texts. 84 

These convergent findings reveal a major instructional problem in the teaching of logical 85 

connectors. They support integrating connector instruction into reasoning tasks to strengthen 86 

mastery and improve students’ argumentative competence. 87 

Comparative exercises, writing and reformulation activities, and practice within continuous texts 88 

emerge as useful strategies for improving connector knowledge and use. These approaches can 89 

help students treat connectors as tools for thinking and organizing discourse rather than merely as 90 

linking words. 91 

Building on this research, the present study analyzes the specific obstacles students encounter and 92 

proposes appropriate instructional responses. 93 

The article addresses four main areas: the theoretical framework, the methodology, the findings, 94 

and a discussion of the findings and instructional implications. 95 

1. Theoretical framework 96 

1.1. Definition and functions of argumentative connectors 97 

Plantin (2021) describes argumentative connectors as multifunctional linking expressions that can 98 

mark relationships between arguments and conclusions. Their argumentative function depends on 99 
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the discourse sequence in which they occur; a particular form should not be assigned a single 100 

function in every context. 101 

Discourse analysis relates the organization of texts to their communicative situation (Maingueneau, 102 

2016). Applied to connectors, this perspective requires attention to the ideas being linked, the 103 

writer’s intended stance, and the interpretation made available to the reader. 104 

For Mahmudova (2017), argumentative connectors are linguistic markers that bridge sentence 105 

grammar and text grammar by ensuring thematic progression and clarity of reasoning. This 106 

linguistic dimension is essential to students’ ability to produce robust and comprehensible 107 

argumentative discourse. 108 

Connectors contribute to the organization of argumentative sequences by making relationships 109 

between the thesis, supporting reasons, counterarguments, and examples explicit (Adam, 2001). 110 

They can function as interpretive cues, but do not by themselves ensure coherence (Charolles, 111 

1995). Their appropriateness depends on the relationship established by the surrounding 112 

propositions. In educational writing, students need to choose connectors that match both the 113 

intended logical relation and the grammatical construction. 114 

1.2. Types of argumentative connectors 115 

The main categories of argumentative connectors are presented below. 116 

Table 1. Argumentative connectors 117 

Function French connectors Specific role 

Opening premièrement, d’une part, d’abord… Begin a line of reasoning 

Addition et, puis, de plus, en outre, ensuite, par ailleurs, mais 

encore, aussi, deuxièmement, d’autre part 
Extend a previously introduced 

idea 

Opposition mais, cependant, en revanche, au contraire, alors que, 

tandis que, par contre, or… 
Introduce a contrasting idea 

Restriction toutefois, néanmoins, seulement… Qualify an idea 

Cause and 

explanation 
car, parce que, puisque, en effet Provide a reason or explanation 

Consequence donc, ainsi, par conséquent, c’est pourquoi, de ce fait, en 

conséquence, si bien que… 
Show an argument’s logical 

outcome 

Concession certes…mais, bien que, quoique, même si… Acknowledge an objection 

Illustration par exemple, notamment, ainsi (depending on context) Introduce a specific example 
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2. Methodology 118 

2.1. Research approach and setting 119 

The study combines quantitative and qualitative analyses to examine students’ difficulties with 120 

argumentative connectors. Fieldwork was conducted in four upper secondary humanities classes at 121 

Nganga Edouard and Lumumba high schools in Brazzaville. The two schools were selected to 122 

diversify the corpus. The available sampling information does not establish statistical 123 

representativeness. 124 

2.2. Sample and corpus 125 

The corpus comprised 267 student scripts: 123 from Nganga Edouard and 144 from Lumumba. Six 126 

classroom teaching logs were also examined to assess the frequency and context of connector 127 

instruction. 128 

2.3. Data collection instruments 129 

Two data collection instruments were used to achieve the research objectives: 130 

– Documentary analysis of the curriculum and classroom teaching logs; 131 

– A written test requiring argumentative paragraphs, used to collect evidence of students’ actual 132 

connector use through analysis of their scripts. 133 

2.4. Test task 134 

Prompt 135 

- Statement supplied in the test: ―Work ensures independence‖ (attributed in the test prompt 136 

to Bernard Binlin Dadié’s Climbié). 137 

Instructions: Using the statement as a starting point, write five argumentative paragraphs: 138 

two supporting it, two challenging it, and one offering a synthesis that moves beyond this 139 

opposition. 140 

The prompt was intended to elicit contrasting arguments on a familiar social issue and provide 141 

evidence of connector use across supporting, opposing, and synthesizing paragraphs. Familiarity 142 

with the topic was an assumption underlying the task, rather than an independently assessed 143 

characteristic of participants. 144 

2.5. Data processing analysis and coding 145 

Quantitative analysis used the counts reported for each connector. Usage percentages were 146 

calculated by dividing each reported count by 267, the number of scripts. Correct-use and 147 

incorrect-use percentages were calculated using the reported total for the relevant connector as the 148 
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denominator. These calculations describe the supplied coding; they do not constitute a new coding 149 

of the original student scripts. Qualitative analysis examined the semantic relationship between 150 

linked propositions and, where relevant, the grammatical construction. Participants’ anonymity was 151 

protected through the following script codes: 152 

– LNE.1 denotes Nganga Edouard High School, script no. 1. 153 

– LL.5 denotes Lumumba High School, script no. 5. 154 

3. Findings 155 

3.1. Analysis of classroom teaching logs 156 

The six teaching logs recorded connector instruction in general terms, with limited differentiation 157 

between categories and limited documentation of their integration into extended writing tasks. This 158 

finding suggests a possible gap in instructional planning, but teaching logs alone cannot establish 159 

the full range of classroom practices or their effects on learning. 160 

3.2. Written test 161 

The written test involved 267 students. The qualitative presentation groups selected extracts by 162 

connector function and contrasts appropriate uses with problematic or context-dependent uses. 163 

Because isolated extracts do not always include the preceding paragraph, judgments about 164 

interparagraph relations must be treated cautiously. 165 

Presentation note: Student extracts are translated into English, with the French connectors under 166 

analysis retained in brackets. Problematic connector choices and incomplete constructions are 167 

preserved because they constitute the linguistic evidence examined in the study. The commentary 168 

distinguishes semantic appropriateness from grammatical accuracy. 169 

3.2.1. Qualitative analysis 170 

3.2.1.1. Opening connectors 171 

Analysis of the scripts showed that tout d’abord (first of all) and premièrement (firstly) were the 172 

only opening connectors regularly used. Selected examples are presented below. 173 

Examples classified as appropriate uses of opening connectors 174 

LNE.6: ―First of all [tout d’abord], work is a source of liberation for human beings. For it 175 

offers several benefits. For example, the money earned through work enables people to meet 176 

various needs, including food, health care, clothing, and many others.‖ 177 

LL.32: ―Firstly [premièrement], work ensures independence by enabling people to meet their 178 

needs. Indeed, the income it provides promotes financial autonomy and personal dignity and 179 

enables people to meet their basic needs without depending on others. For example, workers 180 
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who receive their salary regularly can pay their rent, provide food, and support their families 181 

without seeking outside assistance.‖ 182 

These two extracts illustrate appropriate uses of tout d’abord and premièrement, which open an 183 

organized argument and guide readers through the subsequent reasoning. 184 

Examples classified as inappropriate uses of opening connectors 185 

LNE.5: ―Yes, the only means by which people can free themselves from the troubles of life and 186 

society is work. In addition [en plus], work also has many advantages in human life. First 187 

[d’abord], the money people earn through work enables them to meet their family’s basic needs.‖ 188 

LL.28: ―Admittedly [certes], work is the only way to fight poverty and suffering firstly 189 

[premièrement] it enables us not to suffer in life and not to become beggars…‖ 190 

In these extracts, d’abord preceded by en plus, and premièrement preceded by certes, are 191 

awkwardly placed because they disrupt the logical ordering of arguments. 192 

3.2.1.2. Additive connectors 193 

The additive connectors most frequently used by students were ensuite (then), en plus (in addition), 194 

en outre (furthermore), de même (similarly), and aussi (also). Examples illustrating both 195 

appropriate and inappropriate uses are provided below. 196 

Examples classified as appropriate uses of additive connectors 197 

LNE.19: ―In addition [en plus], work enables people to become integrated into society by 198 

earning them consideration and esteem and allowing them to participate actively in social life 199 

and be appreciated for their skills and contribution to society’s development. Indeed, people 200 

who do useful work feel valued and find their place in society more easily. For example, 201 

someone who treats patients and helps save lives earns the population’s respect and 202 

recognition through their work.‖ 203 

LNE.13: ―Furthermore [en outre], poorly suited work is a source of exhaustion because 204 

people who do a job that matches neither their abilities nor their skills find it harder to 205 

perform and tire quickly. Indeed, lack of motivation can cause stress, discouragement, and 206 

even physical and mental exhaustion. For example, teachers asked to teach a subject they do 207 

not sufficiently understand suffer considerably, become tired, and quickly lose motivation.‖ 208 
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LL.77: ―Similarly [de même], work sometimes alienates, degrades, and diminishes people 209 

because certain jobs undermine human dignity and social respect. Indeed, work performed 210 

under degrading, humiliating, or dangerous conditions can cause people to lose their sense of 211 

worth and honor. For example, workers forced to work in unsanitary conditions without 212 

protection and for very low pay may face humiliation and contempt. Thus, although all work 213 

deserves consideration, certain jobs can degrade human beings when performed under 214 

degrading conditions.‖ 215 

These additive connectors can maintain argumentative continuity when they extend a preceding 216 

argument of the same orientation. Their full appropriateness depends on the preceding paragraphs, 217 

which are not reproduced here. 218 

Examples classified as inappropriate uses of additive connectors 219 

LNE.26: ―Work enables people to become financially autonomous and meet their needs. 220 

Their earnings allow them to support their families and improve their living conditions. 221 

Similarly [de même], some workers experience poor working conditions. They may work 222 

hard for long periods under dangerous conditions while receiving low wages. For example, 223 

many employees work for hours without adequate rest or satisfactory pay.‖ 224 

LNE.107: ―Work enables people to meet their needs and improve their living conditions. It 225 

also provides a degree of financial independence and allows them to contribute actively to 226 

society’s development. Also [aussi], some people prefer to stay home during holidays to rest. 227 

They use this time to be with their families. For example, employees may choose to remain at 228 

home during leave to rest and spend time with relatives.‖ 229 

LL.19: ―Work enables people to meet their essential needs and live with dignity. It provides 230 

income for food, housing, and family care. Furthermore [en outre], it should be remembered 231 

that people need sufficient sleep to stay healthy. Indeed, sleep enables the body to recover 232 

after the day’s efforts. For example, workers who sleep eight hours a night are also calmer 233 

and more effective in their activities.‖ 234 

LL.83: ―Work enables people to earn money and meet their daily needs. Their salary covers 235 

food, housing, health care, and their children’s education. Then [ensuite], unemployment is a 236 

difficult situation for many people. Indeed, a lack of employment often deprives individuals 237 



 

9 

 

of income and can cause social and family difficulties. For example, unemployed people may 238 

struggle to pay rent or meet their children’s needs.‖ 239 

These extracts reveal different kinds of discontinuity. De même in LNE.26 introduces poor 240 

working conditions after a statement about financial autonomy, creating a contrast rather than a 241 

clear parallel. Ensuite in LL.83 marks a shift from employment to unemployment that would be 242 

clearer with an explicit contrast. In LNE.107 and LL.19, the main problem is a weakly explained 243 

thematic transition to holidays or sleep, rather than an inherent opposition between the 244 

propositions. In those cases, revising the relationship between ideas is more important than simply 245 

substituting a connector. 246 

3.2.1.3. Opposition connectors 247 

The data show that mais (but), cependant (however), par contre (by contrast), and or (yet) were the 248 

most frequently used opposition connectors. Selected examples are presented below. 249 

Examples classified as appropriate uses of opposition connectors 250 

LNE.23: ―But [mais] independence does not depend on work alone. Some people have 251 

resources from an inheritance, investments, or other income that allow them to live without 252 

working. Thus, independence can be achieved through means other than work.‖ 253 

LNE.36: ―By contrast [par contre], having a job is not always sufficient to be independent. 254 

Even while working, some people remain poor and dependent on others because their income 255 

does not cover essential needs such as food, housing, health care, clothing, and many others. 256 

In this case, work is insufficient to ensure independence because the income is negligible.‖ 257 

LL.30: ―However [cependant], work does not always guarantee independence. In some 258 

contexts, it can mean exploitation and suffering. Despite their efforts, poor workers remain 259 

dependent on their employers and cannot escape poverty. In this sense, work does not 260 

liberate people but turns them into prisoners.‖ 261 

In these paragraphs, cependant, mais, and par contre are used appropriately because they introduce 262 

ideas that challenge the thesis stated in the prompt. 263 

Examples classified as inappropriate uses of opposition connectors 264 

LNE.101: ―Yet [or], by engaging in an activity, people acquire knowledge that enables them 265 

to manage their lives more easily and avoid troubling others. Because good work provides 266 

material security that enables them to plan for the future and live independently…‖ 267 
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LL.25: ―Work gives people the opportunity to manage their own wealth. By contrast [par 268 

contre], by earning money, they can freely decide what to do with it. This gives them real 269 

freedom and therefore independence from others. However [cependant], through work, 270 

everyone learns to assume responsibilities. This ability to meet one’s needs strengthens 271 

personal freedom and independence.‖ 272 

LL.54: ―If people do not work, they will not eat, for people shall eat by the sweat of their 273 

brow, as the Bible says. But [mais] poorly chosen or poorly performed work does not 274 

necessarily bring happiness but [mais] there are also jobs that degrade people…‖ 275 

The uses of par contre and cependant in LL.25 are poorly motivated because the following 276 

propositions reinforce, rather than oppose, the benefits of work. The opening or in LNE.101 cannot 277 

be evaluated conclusively without the preceding discourse. LL.54 does contain a plausible contrast 278 

between the necessity of work and the disadvantages of unsuitable work; its difficulties concern 279 

phrasing and repeated mais rather than a complete absence of opposition. These distinctions 280 

prevent different error types from being conflated. 281 

3.2.1.4. Explanatory connectors 282 

The explanatory connectors most commonly used by students were car (for), en effet (indeed), and 283 

ainsi (thus). Selected examples follow. 284 

Examples classified as appropriate uses of explanatory connectors 285 

LNE.119: ―Work is a source of dignity and social recognition because it gives people a place 286 

and a role in society. Indeed [en effet], it promotes personal development and skill 287 

acquisition. For example, employees who invest in their work acquire new knowledge and 288 

become more confident, strengthening their contribution to society.‖ 289 

LL.63: ―Many people are able to make important life decisions independently because their 290 

employment gives them the freedom to act according to their convictions. For [car], by 291 

engaging in balanced professional activity, they are no longer forced to submit to others’ 292 

wishes to satisfy their needs or carry out their plans. In this respect, work is a real source of 293 

freedom. For example [par exemple], young workers can choose where to live or finance their 294 

studies with their own resources without relying on someone else.‖ 295 

LL.66: ―Independence or freedom cannot be obtained through determination alone; it also 296 

requires concrete resources. Indeed [en effet], work enables everyone to develop skills, gain 297 

experience, and acquire the confidence needed to face life’s challenges. This ability to take 298 
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responsibility for oneself promotes individual independence. This is the case of entrepreneurs 299 

who build their own future through their activities.‖ 300 

These extracts illustrate relevant explanatory and illustrative relations. Car justifies the paragraph’s 301 

main idea by introducing an argument, while par exemple clarifies that argument through an 302 

illustration. 303 

Examples classified as inappropriate uses of explanatory connectors 304 

LNE.15: ―Indeed [en effet], work has always remained the main guarantee of human 305 

happiness. For [car], it protects people from life’s vices. For example, it prevents them from 306 

becoming beggars, idle, and so on.‖ 307 

LL.52: ―For [car], in life, if you do not work, you cannot be happy because without work you 308 

cannot meet life’s needs. For example, buying food, buying medicine when you are sick, 309 

renting a house—in short, being comfortable.‖ 310 

LL.125: ―For, indeed [car, en effet], without work there is no success. This is why we must 311 

restore a taste for sustained effort to create hardworking citizens and future adults. By 312 

contrast [par contre], why are young people so lazy nowadays?‖ 313 

Car and en effet normally connect a justification or explanation to a proposition recoverable from 314 

the preceding discourse. They may occur at the beginning of a sentence, so sentence-initial position 315 

is not itself an error. In these extracts, the issue is whether an antecedent claim is available. LL.125 316 

also combines car and en effet redundantly. Where no claim precedes the extract, a clearer 317 

formulation would state the main proposition first and then introduce its justification. 318 

3.2.1.5. Concessive connectors 319 

Data analysis showed that bien que (although) and certes…mais (admittedly…but) were the 320 

concessive connectors most frequently used. Examples are presented below. 321 

Examples expressing a concessive relationship 322 

LNE.84: ―Although [bien que] human dignity rests mainly on work, which enables people to 323 

be free and escape dependence, but [mais] to be happy, people must know how to choose and 324 

organize their work. For some jobs make people slaves to their employer or their activity. 325 

Otherwise, if work is badly organized, instead of being a source of happiness, it becomes a 326 

source of unhappiness and prevents people from living freely according to their desires, 327 

choices, and preferences.‖ 328 
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LL.137: ―Admittedly [certes], work provides financial stability, but [mais] it can also be a 329 

source of suffering, stress, and fatigue. In some companies with excessive working hours and 330 

very high demands, employees generally suffer a great deal…‖ 331 

LL.44: ―Admittedly [certes], work is a fundamental means of achieving independence 332 

through the income it provides, but [mais] some excessively demanding activities or 333 

occupations impose difficult working conditions that unfortunately degrade employees 334 

instead of making them happy. In this sense, work appears as a form of torture and a source 335 

of degradation.‖ 336 

LL.137 and LL.44 establish a clear concessive relationship through certes…mais. LNE.84 also 337 

conveys concession, but the combination bien que…mais is grammatically redundant. A corrected 338 

French construction would be: ―Bien que la dignité humaine repose en grande partie sur le travail, 339 

celui-ci doit être bien choisi et organisé pour contribuer au bonheur.‖ Semantic appropriateness and 340 

grammatical accuracy must therefore be evaluated separately. 341 

Examples classified as inappropriate uses of concessive connectors 342 

LNE.78: ―Work plays an essential role in human life. It enables people to meet their needs 343 

and participate actively in society’s development. Through their professional activity, 344 

everyone can improve their living conditions and build their future. Admittedly [certes], 345 

work provides income, but [mais] it also promotes financial autonomy, responsibility, and 346 

self-confidence. Thus, work contributes to personal and social development.‖ 347 

LNE.122: ―Work is often considered a particularly effective way to achieve independence. It 348 

enables individuals to cover their expenses and carry out personal projects. Although [bien 349 

que] work ensures some financial stability and promotes social integration. It is therefore an 350 

important factor in success and integration. Although [bien que] this activity plays an 351 

important role in human emancipation. It remains a determining factor in social success.‖ 352 

LL.47: ―Work is often presented as the key to independence. Indeed, it enables people to earn 353 

a living and assume their responsibilities without depending on others’ assistance. It also 354 

contributes to social integration and personal development. Admittedly [certes], work helps 355 

meet daily needs, but [mais] it also finances important projects and develops organizational 356 

skills. Given its many benefits, it is essential to society. Although [bien que] work is also an 357 

effective means of contributing to a country’s economic progress. For all these reasons, it is 358 

indispensable to life.‖ 359 
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The concessive relationship is not established in these extracts: the propositions linked by 360 

certes…mais largely develop compatible advantages of work. An additive connector would better 361 

express the intended relation. In LNE.122 and LL.47, bien que also introduces subordinate clauses 362 

that are left without an appropriate main clause. Correcting these passages requires both a suitable 363 

discourse relation and a complete grammatical construction. 364 

3.2.1.6. Illustrative connectors 365 

The data show that par exemple (for example) and c’est ainsi que (this is how) were the illustrative 366 

connectors most frequently used by students. Selected examples follow. 367 

Examples classified as appropriate uses of illustrative connectors 368 

LNE.39: ―In addition, some jobs degrade and diminish people because they can undermine 369 

their dignity and social standing. Indeed, work performed under poor, degrading, 370 

humiliating, or dangerous conditions can cause people to lose their sense of worth and honor. 371 

For example [par exemple], workers forced to work under poor conditions for very low pay 372 

are exposed to humiliation and contempt. Therefore, although all work deserves 373 

consideration, some jobs degrade people.‖ 374 

LL.60: ―Independence often results from efforts made through work, which offers several 375 

advantages that contribute to personal independence. By working, people acquire the 376 

resources needed to fulfill personal and family responsibilities. They also develop skills that 377 

strengthen their confidence and ability to act autonomously. For example [par exemple], 378 

people with stable employment can carry out their plans, make personal choices without 379 

troubling anyone, and build their lives.‖ 380 

LL.93: ―Work plays an important role in everyone’s emancipation. It not only provides 381 

regular income but also promotes social integration and personal development. Through the 382 

activities they undertake and the responsibilities they assume, workers learn to manage their 383 

lives independently. This is how [c’est ainsi que] many people achieve financial independence, 384 

start a family, and participate actively in social development.‖ 385 

Par exemple in LNE.39 and LL.60 introduces concrete cases that support a general argument. In 386 

LL.93, c’est ainsi que explains how the outcomes arise and can have a consequential or process-387 

related value. It should therefore not automatically be treated as an illustration marker independent 388 

of context. 389 
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Examples classified as inappropriate uses of illustrative connectors 390 

LNE.13: ―Work is essential to human life. It enables people to participate in society’s 391 

development while improving their own living conditions. Through work, human beings 392 

distinguish themselves from animals, strengthen their abilities, and develop responsibility. 393 

For example [par exemple], work also promotes financial freedom and helps everyone 394 

achieve their dreams.‖ 395 

LNE.67: ―Work contributes greatly to individual development. It enables people to acquire 396 

practical knowledge and build relationships in society and the workplace. Furthermore, it 397 

provides the resources needed to meet daily needs. This is how [c’est ainsi] it is also a source 398 

of dignity and personal recognition. It therefore contributes to the construction of individual 399 

identity.‖ 400 

LL.24: ―Work plays an important role in a country’s economic development. When many 401 

citizens work, production increases and wealth grows. Moreover, work promotes social 402 

integration and family well-being. This is how [c’est ainsi que] many people regard work as a 403 

fundamental value and a means of achieving social success.‖ 404 

In LNE.13, par exemple introduces a further general claim rather than a concrete example, so an 405 

additive connector would be more suitable. In LNE.67, c’est ainsi is syntactically incomplete in 406 

this construction; c’est ainsi que would be required, although an additive formulation may better fit 407 

the intended meaning. In LL.24, c’est ainsi que can be interpreted as introducing a consequence or 408 

explanatory reformulation. Its use is not necessarily erroneous; the relevant issue is whether the 409 

intended relation is made sufficiently clear. 410 

3.2.1.7. Restrictive connectors 411 

The analysis showed that toutefois (however) and néanmoins (nevertheless) were the restrictive 412 

connectors most frequently used by students. Selected examples follow. 413 

Examples classified as appropriate uses of restrictive connectors 414 

LNE.103: ―Work is one of the main ways of achieving independence. Through the income it 415 

generates, it enables workers to meet daily needs and carry out various plans. However 416 

[toutefois], this independence is not automatic from the outset. It also requires sound 417 

resource management and a strong sense of responsibility…‖ 418 
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LL.74: ―Work ensures financial independence by providing the resources needed to meet 419 

basic needs. However [toutefois], achieving this independence does not depend solely on 420 

having a job. It also depends on the ability to manage income and make responsible 421 

decisions.‖ 422 

LL.125: ―Work plays an important role in human emancipation. It promotes skill 423 

development, strengthens self-confidence, and provides the resources needed to build a 424 

future. Some activities can be difficult and require enormous sacrifices. Nevertheless 425 

[néanmoins], these constraints do not cancel out the benefits of work. By enabling everyone to 426 

live on the fruits of their efforts, work contributes greatly to independence.‖ 427 

Toutefois and néanmoins are used appropriately insofar as they qualify the preceding idea or 428 

introduce a concession. They ensure coherent argumentative progression by linking partially 429 

opposing ideas. 430 

Examples classified as inappropriate uses of restrictive connectors 431 

LNE.102: ―Work is one of the main ways people can become independent and autonomous. 432 

By practicing a trade, they earn money that enables them to support themselves and meet 433 

daily needs. Work also promotes personal and societal development. However [toutefois], it 434 

also provides the means to carry out plans such as building a home and educating children. 435 

Thus, work contributes effectively to improved living conditions.‖ 436 

LL.58: ―In society, work plays an important role in organizing individual lives. It provides 437 

essential income for personal and family well-being. Through experience acquired over time, 438 

workers develop organizational skills and responsibility. Nevertheless [néanmoins], work also 439 

brings satisfaction by recognizing their efforts.‖ 440 

In these two paragraphs, toutefois and néanmoins are used inappropriately because the clauses they 441 

introduce do not oppose the preceding ideas. Instead, they add further benefits of work, disrupting 442 

argumentative coherence. Additive connectors such as de plus, par ailleurs, or en outre would be 443 

more appropriate. 444 

3.2.2. Quantitative analysis 445 

Table 2. Quantitative findings 446 

Connector Reported uses (n) % of 267 Correct (n) % Incorrect (n) % 
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Connector Reported uses (n) % of 267 Correct (n) % Incorrect (n) % 

OPENING CONNECTORS 

Premièrement — — — — — — 

Tout d’abord — — — — — — 

ADDITIVE CONNECTORS 

Ensuite 84 31.46% 69 82.14% 15 17.86% 

En plus 156 58.43% 117 75.00% 39 25.00% 

De même 13 4.87% 06 46.15% 07 53.85% 

En outre 7 2.62% 02 28.57% 05 71.43% 

Aussi 7 2.62% 02 28.57% 05 71.43% 

OPPOSITION CONNECTORS 

Mais 102 38.20% 73 71.57% 29 28.43% 

Cependant 86 32.21% 28 32.56% 58 67.44% 

Par contre 78 29.21% 23 29.49% 55 70.51% 

Or 01 0.37% 01 100.00% 00 0.00% 

EXPLANATORY CONNECTORS 

Car 146 54.68% 69 47.26% 77 52.74% 

En effet 32 11.99% 08 25.00% 24 75.00% 

Ainsi 11 4.12% 03 27.27% 08 72.73% 

Parce que 78 29.21% 51 65.38% 27 34.62% 

CONCESSIVE CONNECTORS 

Certes…mais 39 14.61% 08 20.51% 31 79.49% 

Bien que 08 3.00% 01 12.50% 07 87.50% 

ILLUSTRATIVE CONNECTORS 

Par exemple 221 82.77% 192 86.88% 29 13.12% 

C’est ainsi … 46 17.23% 17 36.96% 29 63.04% 

RESTRICTIVE CONNECTORS 

Toutefois 43 16.10% 13 30.23% 30 69.77% 

Néanmoins 18 6.74% 04 22.22% 14 77.78% 

Note. Usage percentages use 267 scripts as the denominator. Correct and incorrect percentages use the reported total 447 
for each connector. Different connectors may occur in the same script, so usage percentages do not sum to 100%. — = 448 
numerical data not reported. Percentages have been recalculated from the supplied counts; the original coding counts 449 
are retained. 450 
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The recalculated percentages indicate uneven performance across connectors. Par exemple was 451 

used 221 times in the reported counts, with 192 correct uses (86.88%); ensuite had 69 correct uses 452 

out of 84 (82.14%); en plus, 117 out of 156 (75.00%); mais, 73 out of 102 (71.57%); and parce 453 

que, 51 out of 78 (65.38%). Correct-use rates were lower for certes…mais (20.51%), bien que 454 

(12.50%), toutefois (30.23%), and néanmoins (22.22%). The single reported use of or was coded as 455 

correct, but a count of one does not support a broader inference about mastery. Because usage 456 

totals vary and the original scripts were not recoded, these figures should be interpreted as 457 

descriptive indicators of the supplied classification, rather than as a comprehensive measure of 458 

individual proficiency. 459 

4. Discussion and instructional implications 460 

This section examines students’ specific difficulties with logical connectors and considers remedial 461 

teaching strategies. 462 

4.1. Discussion of the findings 463 

4.1.1. Students’ difficulties with argumentative connectors 464 

The reported counts suggest better performance with several familiar connectors, including par 465 

exemple, en plus, ensuite, mais, and parce que. Lower correct-use rates occur with several 466 

concessive and restrictive forms. This pattern is compatible with difficulties in managing more 467 

complex argumentative relations, but frequency of use alone does not explain the differences. The 468 

qualitative extracts also show that judgments must distinguish grammatical construction, semantic 469 

relation, and the availability of preceding context. The main difficulties include the following: 470 

Unsystematic and inappropriate use: Students select connectors without first checking 471 

the logical relationship between the ideas being linked, producing argumentative 472 

inconsistencies. 473 

Confusion between connector categories: Students often assume that inserting a 474 

connector is sufficient to make a text flow, without ensuring that the argumentative 475 

relationship is appropriate. 476 

Mechanical use: Students employ connectors automatically without respecting the 477 

logical relationships they are intended to express, leading to inconsistencies in 478 

discourse organization. 479 

- Repetition: Students frequently reuse a limited set of connectors. This may reflect a 480 

restricted repertoire or uncertainty about alternative forms. The study does not 481 
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independently measure linguistic insecurity or establish an effect of multilingualism on 482 

these choices. 483 

These findings are consistent with Gouasmia (2021), who identified difficulties in students’ use of 484 

argumentative connectors, particularly in organizing ideas and linking them logically. 485 

They also align with Tugbogh and Lambon (2025), whose work identified appropriate, 486 

inappropriate, insufficient, and repetitive connector use in students’ texts, resulting in writing that 487 

lacked coherence and adequate structure. This observation is consistent with our finding that some 488 

connectors are used successfully while more complex ones produce numerous errors. Students 489 

appear to rely on familiar connectors at the expense of the broader repertoire needed for more 490 

developed argumentation. 491 

Sahnoun and Houcini (2025) likewise reported difficulties with diverse connector categories 492 

among Algerian secondary school students. This comparison supports attention to complex 493 

relations, while differences in populations, tasks, and coding procedures limit direct comparison of 494 

rates. 495 

The observed difficulties indicate that students’ argumentative competence remains fragile and 496 

underline the need for explicit, regular instruction in argumentative connectors within writing 497 

activities. Their competence is still developing. 498 

Overall, convergence between our findings and previous research suggests that difficulties with 499 

argumentative connectors are a recurring issue in teaching and learning written French. Students 500 

appear to master elementary logical relationships but struggle to express more complex relations 501 

such as concession, restriction, and opposition. This highlights the need to strengthen explicit 502 

instruction in logical and argumentative connectors through regular, contextualized writing 503 

activities that develop argumentative competence. 504 

4.1.2. Sources of students’ difficulties 505 

The data suggest several possible explanations. These are interpretations of the written productions 506 

and teaching logs, rather than independently established causal relationships: 507 

- Limited control of semantic and discourse functions may contribute to mismatches between 508 

connector choice and the relationship intended between propositions. 509 

- The limited contextualization documented in the teaching logs may constrain opportunities 510 

to practice connector choice in extended discourse. Elalouf and Trévise (2011) similarly 511 

criticize list-based treatment that fails to make interpretive functions explicit. 512 
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- A shortage of contextualized practice is a plausible instructional explanation. However, the 513 

available records do not quantify students’ actual exposure to such activities. 514 

- A strong focus on isolated sentence grammar may leave insufficient room for organizing 515 

arguments across a paragraph or text. This interpretation calls for examination of classroom 516 

materials and observed lessons. 517 

- Targeted reformulation, guided correction, and reflection on textual coherence could 518 

address the observed problems. The present data do not establish how frequently such 519 

remedial activities were used. 520 

4.2. Instructional implications 521 

In response to the difficulties identified, the proposed remedial strategies aim to improve students’ 522 

command and appropriate use of argumentative connectors. They involve the following actions. 523 

4.2.1. Explicit connector instruction 524 

To address the difficulties identified, we propose the following activities, informed by the need to 525 

teach connectors in context (Elalouf & Trévise, 2011; Mahmudova, 2017): 526 

– Use explicit activities to distinguish connector categories through model texts with clear 527 

progression. Comparative tables presenting functions and concrete examples can help students 528 

visualize each connector’s role. 529 

– Provide classification exercises in which students match connectors with their functions. 530 

– Introduce visual representations, such as arrows and diagrams, to map logical relationships 531 

before selecting a connector. 532 

– Encourage critical rereading to help students identify the logical relationship required between 533 

the opening sentence and the subsequent argument. 534 

4.2.2. Integrating connector instruction into writing activities 535 

Puren (2004) distinguishes learning tasks from social action within a co-actional perspective. 536 

Extending this general principle to the present findings, connector practice can be embedded in 537 

purposeful writing, rewriting, and debate. These activities should require students to explain the 538 

intended relationship between ideas and justify their choice of connector. The proposed application 539 

is a pedagogical recommendation, rather than an intervention tested in this study. 540 

– Ask students to write short paragraphs on a given topic using a specified logical relationship. 541 

– Provide incomplete sentences and ask students to fill the gaps with appropriate connectors. 542 

– Provide connectors and ask students to write sentences using them. 543 
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4.2.3. Rewriting activities 544 

Remedial teaching can draw on four exercises: 545 

– Provide a text containing repetitive connectors and ask students to replace repeated forms with 546 

alternatives sharing the same function and semantic value. 547 

– Provide a text containing connector errors and ask students to identify and correct inappropriate 548 

uses. 549 

– Provide a text with weak coherence and ask students to add connectors to link ideas more clearly. 550 

– Provide disordered argumentative sequences and ask students to arrange them logically while 551 

inserting appropriate connectors. 552 

CONCLUSION 553 

This study examined argumentative connector use among students in the upper secondary 554 

humanities track at Lumumba and Nganga Edouard high schools in Brazzaville. It combined a 555 

descriptive analysis of 267 written scripts with examination of six classroom teaching logs. The 556 

writing task required students to develop supporting and opposing arguments and a synthesis on the 557 

relationship between work and independence. 558 

The findings reveal several difficulties that undermine coherence and progression in students’ 559 

writing. These include unsystematic and inappropriate connector use, confusion between functions, 560 

mechanical use, and overreliance on certain markers. 561 

The findings suggest a need for stronger control of connector functions and more contextualized 562 

practice. The teaching logs indicate limited differentiation and integration in the recorded 563 

instruction, but they do not establish that particular teaching practices caused the observed 564 

difficulties. 565 

Explicit instruction, targeted exercises, writing workshops, debates, and guided rewriting offer 566 

relevant responses to the difficulties identified. Their effectiveness remains to be evaluated through 567 

an instructional intervention. The findings are limited by the sampling information, the absence of 568 

reported independent coding checks, missing numerical data for opening connectors, and 569 

uncertainty about some context-dependent classifications. They should therefore inform further 570 

teaching and research without being generalized to all Congolese secondary school students. 571 
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