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RESUMEN  

Este Proyecto Bibliográfico-Documental está enfocado en los diferentes Marcadores del 

discurso en la escasa expresión oral del idioma Inglés, lo cual es un problema dado que la 

mayor parte del material didáctico utilizado para la enseñanza del idioma Inglés se basa en 

la habilidad escrita, mas no en la expresión oral (Miller & Weinert, 1998). Por tal motivo, es 

necesario demostrar que la habilidad oral una de las principales herramientas de 

comunicación tanto en contextos conversacionales como en aspectos académicos orales.  

En este proyecto Bibliográfico-Documental tiene como finalidad analizar cómo los 

marcadores de discurso contribuyen en el desarrollo de la producción oral del idioma Inglés. 

La metodología de la investigación del presente trabajo es socioeducativo de nivel 

descriptivo, apoyado enteramente en fuentes bibliográficas y documentales en contextos 

nativos y no nativos.  
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ABSTRACT 

This Bibliographic-Documentary Project is focused on the different markers of discourse in 

the limited oral expression of the English language, which is a problem given that most of 

the didactic material used for teaching the English language is based on written ability, but 

not in oral expression (Miller & Weinert, 1998). For this reason, it is necessary to 

demonstrate that oral ability is one of the main communication tools both in conversational 

contexts and in oral academic aspects. 

 

The purpose of this Bibliographic-Documentary project is to analyze how markers are best 

used in the development of oral production of the English language. The research 

methodology of this work is socio-educational at a descriptive level, supported entirely by 

bibliographic and documentary sources in native and non-native contexts. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background  

When it comes to communicating verbally with two or more people, it is quite evident that 

the interlocutors need to cooperate to have a successful conversation. To begin with, it is 

necessary to know when it is the other speaker's turn to talk, or whether the other interlocutor 

understood the message or not. Therefore, it is the interlocutor’s responsibility to provide the 

hearers with different clues to state what they want to express So, one of the strategies 

proposed is the use of signaling words to point the boundaries and relationships between the 

different parts of the discourse. For this purpose, the interlocutors use specific words called 

‘Discourse Markers’ which construct the discourse on a metacommunicative level.  

In this project, it will be attempted to provide a clearer overview of discourse markers in 

spoken language. The main objectives will be describing what discourse markers are, how 

discourse markers are used by native speakers, how discourse markers are used by non-native 

speakers, and how to teach discourse markers to non-native speakers in a better way.  

During the instruction of a language, analyses have been carried out to acknowledge what 

grammatical items must be taught in class and what items should be acquired through the 

gradual use of the language, and also, what items may facilitate the transmission of the 

message when it comes to express oneself, clearly and precise in a target language. Therefore, 

discourse markers have been pointed as elements that can ease the process of oral 

communication within interlocutors (Müller, 2005).  

Discourse markers have different names (discourse connectors, linkers, pragmatic linkers, 

discourse particles, and so forth.) but in the end, the uses or the applications remain the same 

in the universe of human communication. Since then, there has been an increasing tendency 

during the last few decades in the discourse analysis study due to the possible implications 

in teaching English as a foreign language, to provide L2 learners with more tools to express 



2 

 

their ideas and achieve the final objective of acquiring communicative competences in the 

target language. 

1.2 Justification 

Unlike readers, listeners do not have the opportunity to backtrack pause or process the 

message at their own pace, Therefore the spoken language must be clearer to facilitate the 

comprehension of your idea towards the interlocutors. Nowadays, nearly one-fourth of the 

people on earth speak English well enough to perform everyday tasks and share the ideas that 

occur in normal conversations (Weiss, 2005). Nonetheless, the spoken events are changing 

processes where many situations may take place in different contexts or using different 

words. For instance, when does a person need a favor? When is a person asking for something 

without explicitly saying it? When is your turn to talk? Which words can you use to express 

that you are about to finish your speech? Those patterns of speech are supposed to be learned 

during the early stages of learning any language, but it is for sure that all languages have 

different forms of expressing different ideas in different forms of the language. Thus, all 

those discourse patterns should be at least taken into consideration when it comes to master 

any language (Roberts & Kreuz, 2015). 

In today’s world, communicating using multiple languages is becoming more and more 

relevant for many situations, such as job opportunities, making real connection with other 

people, being able to interact with other cultures, among others. Therefore, the more 

proficient you are in a language, the better you can express yourself (Barth-Weingarten, 

2003). 

In academic environments, students are increasingly using English to give presentations, to 

participate in seminars, conferences, and language lessons. So, it is important to develop the 

students' spoken resources because second language learners or foreign language learners 

need to comprehend academic speech to achieve success at English intermediate levels of 

oral communication. Thus, academic purposes programs must help their learners to master 



3 

 

the words that they are likely to encounter often during spoken academic settings (Dang, 

2017).  
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2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Given the context of a communicative circumstances, there have been many questions 

regarding which elements are needed to achieve the competence. Then, it is not only a matter 

of grammatical and linguistic elements but also it is a matter of achieving social knowledge 

about how and when to use utterances appropriately (Hymes 1972). 

The understanding of communicative competence is directly influenced by the fields of 

pragmatics and sociolinguistics, but more specifically the speech acts where there can be 

used words to clarify the message of the interlocutors by some pointing elements called 

discourse markers of the language (Hymes 1972). These empirical studies have led this 

bibliographic-documental project to state the following research questions to accomplish the 

objectives of this project: 

 

1. How do discourse markers contribute to the development of oral production of the 

English language? 

1.1. How do native and non-native speakers use discourse markers? 

1.2. How do native and non-native speakers learn the discourse marker? 

1.3. How to teach discourse markers? 

 

Hence, the main purpose of this project is to provide a synthesis of different theories of 

language to explore discourse markers within the language. 

And the second purpose of this project will be to dwell on the implications of teaching 

methodologies as well as how native and non-native speakers are in contact with discourse 

markers. 
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3 DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY 

This project is a bibliographical-documentary research which is grounded on the scientific 

literature from linguistics and second language acquisition studies on discourse markers. 

The first step carried out in this literature review was finding relevant scientific data to 

compile the most relevant information discourse markers. This was done using different 

academic browsers such as Google Scholar, which is an academic database that allows the 

researchers to find academic papers, articles, books, summaries, and so on.; ERIC, which is 

an internet-based digital library of education research and information that provides access 

to bibliographic records of journal and non-journal literature from 1966 to the present; and 

finally JSTOR,  which is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary sources 

of academic publications all over the world.  

The next criteria to be applied was searching for specific information directly related to the 

main topic of the research. It was done by typing specific keywords to find relevant 

information for this bibliographic-documentary project such as: discourse markers, 

pragmatics, linguistics, communication, methodologies, communicative competencies, 

speech acts, parts of speech, native, non-native, corpus linguistics, teaching approaches, 

among others. This word-filter criterion was applied to find appropriate and accurate 

information for the project. Since discourse markers have different names (Discursive 

markers, pragmatic markers, linkers, communicative markers, linking words) and appliances 

in the areas of study (written, spoken, redaction, and so on.) the exclusion criteria were led 

to avoid theories and research projects of language that were not based on the spoken context 

of language. This led to finding approximately a total of 15.400.000 hits in relationship with 

the research keywords in English and a total of 4.290.000 hits in Spanish. These results 

proved that discourse markers have a certain level of relevance and there are enough previous 

studies to fully support this bibliographic-documentary project, and being able to compile 

enough information for being informative to possibly lead future research projects.  
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The third step was to find the most relevant papers to base this bibliographical-documentary 

project. This research project was compiled using the information of more than fifty studies 

and many more that unfortunately could not be mentioned, but a couple of ideas were taken 

to better lead this project. Nevertheless, in order to provide further reading and further 

guidance to future research projects, the following studies are going to be presented which 

during the information gathering process were the most valuable and concise in accordance 

with the research lines pointed first.  

The first book to be used was ‘Discourse markers in native and non-native English 

discourse” by Müller, which tried to state the use of discourse markers and how discourse 

markers are used and acquired in a foreign language by native and non-native speakers. 

Amador in their research ‘Integrating a Corpus of Classroom Discourse in Language 

Teacher Education” tried to quantify the frequency of discourse markers in a classroom, to 

state the teacher’s awareness of their speech. Jones during his research called ‘Spoken 

Discourse Markers and English Language Teaching: Practices and Pedagogies” tried to 

demonstrate some methodologies and approaches to teaching discourse markers and the 

possible problems that may arise when it comes to teaching discourse markers in spoken 

contexts. And finally, I used as a key reference the book ‘Discourse Markers” by Schiffrin 

where most of the other researchers have taken inspiration and information. This book of 

discourse markers dwelled into all the possible linguistic aspects, discourse analysis and 

speech acts to state the bases of the different uses and connotations of discourse markers 

among interlocutors in a conversation. 

Furthermore, in this project, it was tried to find the most recent studies of language due to 

the fact that recent studies provide a wider overview of language evolution and applications 

in teaching. Nevertheless, the bases of the actual research have their roots in other 

investigations carried out during the past four decades. So, some information was brought 

from previous studies to fully contrast with the new information from the actual research 

projects. 
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Finally, this research project was especially focused on the theoretical framework, data 

collection methodologies, and the conclusions of the studies to get a full overview of the 

contexts where the studies were carried out. This was done to find possible similarities and 

differences among studies that compile the most relevant information for this project. 

As the guidelines of this project stated, the following chart will be shown in order to facilitate 

the readers for further information or where the information was based on. Mainly, this 

project was based on qualitative, quantitative studies, and the kind of the publications are 

based on empirical studies. 

Table 1. Table of sources. 

Reference  Type of 

publication 

 

Type of study  Topic Main findings 

Aijmer, (2014) Journal  Experimental 

study 

Conversation in 

pragmatic contexts 

According to the 

conversational 

context, the 

grammar and 

vocabulary used 

may vary. 

 

Alghamdi 

(2014) 

Journal  Experimental 

study 

Communication 

among ELF learners 

Students gain more 

cooperative learning 

skills in 

experimental 

conditions 

 

Amador 

Moreno, 

O’Riordan & 

Chambers, 

(2006) 

Article  Experimental 

and corpus 

study 

Integrating a corpus 

of classroom 

discourse in 

language teacher 

education: the case 

of discourse 

markers 

Integrating corpus 

of classroom 

discourse can be of 

benefit in language 

teacher education 

Barth-

Weingarten, D. 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Language skills 

from a 

communicative 

approach: A focus 

on ELT textbooks: 

research challenges 

for anglophone 

Situational 

parameters and 

power relationships, 

correlate discourse 

function of the 

individual 

constructions 



8 

 

studies in the 21st 

century. 

Batstone, (2002) Journal  Theoretical 

study 

Transforming the 

language into a 

familiar base of 

information to 

facilitate making 

sense of a new 

language 

People are more 

confident when it 

comes to 

communicating due 

to the similar 

meanings and 

grammatical 

structures with the 

mother tongue and 

the target language 

 

Bialystok (1991) Journal  Theoretical 

study 

Achieving 

proficiency in a 

second language 

The original 

dichotomy between 

formal instruction 

and functional 

exposure proved to 

be 

too limiting. 

 

Biber, & Quirk, 

(Eds.). (2012) 

Article  Corpus 

analysis 

Grammar of Spoken 

and Written English 

Spoken grammar 

and written 

grammar have some 

things in common 

but more 

differences. 

 

Bolitho (2003) Journal  Experimental 

study 

Mainstream 

practices in 

language teaching 

and teacher 

education. 

Some practices in 

language teaching 

and teacher 

instruction have to 

changed due to 

educational issues 

and new trends in 

language acquisition 

 

Brinton, L. J. 

(2017). 

Journal Experimental 

study  

The evolution of 

pragmatic markers 

in English pathways 

of change. 

The discourse 

markers have 

changed from all of 

the grammatical 

aspects to be known 

as primordial parts 

of the human 

discourse. 
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Chang, S. 

(2004) 

Case study Experimental 

Study 

A case study of EFL 

Teachers in Taiwan 

Extensive verbatim 

quotations from 

participants 

provided detailed 

insights into 

teachers’ prior 

experiences as 

second language 

learners in Taiwan 

and abroad 

Dang, Coxhead, 

& Webb. (2017) 

Article Corpus study The Academic 

Spoken Word List 

Language learners 

may reach 92–96% 

coverage of 

academic speech 

 

DeKeyser, & 

Sokalski, (1996) 

Article Experimental 

study 

Production versus 

comprehension 

Input practice is 

better for 

comprehension 

skills, and output 

practice for 

production skills 

 

Ellis, R., Fotos, 

S., & Nassaji, H. 

(2007). 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Form-focused 

instruction and 

teacher education: 

Studies in honour of 

Rod Ellis. 

Instruction 

including some kind 

of FFI [form-

focused instruction] 

is more effective 

than instruction that 

focuses only on 

meaning. 

 

Fischer, K. 

(2006). 

Journal Corpus study Approaches to 

Discourse Particles 

Discourse Particles 

constitutes an 

important 

orientation for 

newcomers to the 

field, as well as 

providing the 

necessary guidance 

and reference for 

the many scholars 

now working in the 

growing research 

community. 

 

Frodden, 

Restrepo, & 

Maturana,(2004) 

Article Experimental 

study 

Analysis of 

Assessment 

Instruments Used in 

In general, teachers 

seem to prefer 



10 

 

Foreign Language 

Teaching 

"hard" over "soft" 

types of assessment. 

Fung & Carter, 

(2007) 

Article  Sub-corpus 

study 

Experimental 

study 

Discourse markers 

in spoken English 

Discourse markers 

serve as useful 

interactional 

manoeuvres to 

structure and 

organize speech on 

interpersonal, 

referential, 

structural, and 

cognitive levels. 

 

Giraldo, (2019) Journal Experimental 

study 

Implications for 

Language 

Assessment 

Literacy 

The findings 

yielded a 

coordination 

between assessment 

success and failure. 

 

 

Hasling, J. 

(2010).  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

The audience, The 

message, The 

speaker 

 

The parts of a 

dissertation lie 

within oneself 

abilities to express 

ideas to others. 

 

Hellermann, & 

Vergun, (2007) 

Article Experimental 

study 

Discourse markers 

used by adult 

learners of English  

A review of the 

students’ 

background 

suggests that the 

students who use 

more discourse 

markers may be the 

students who are 

more acculturated to 

the US 

 

Huang, L.-S. 

(2010).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Academic 

communication 

skills: Conversation 

strategies for 

international 

graduate students. 

 

The academic skills 

are different from 

the usual context of 

conversation. 

Hymes, D. 

(1972)  

Article Theoretical 

study 

On Communicative 

Competence 

A speaker should be 

aware of speaking 

for politeness or for 

camaraderie and be 
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capable of avoiding 

impoliteness. 

Jucker, (1993). Journal Experimental 

study 

Specific discourse 

marker in use 

One discourse 

marker can be 

interpreted or used 

depending on the 

situation and the 

intention of the 

speaker. 

 

Krashen,(2000) Article Theoretical 

study 

What Does It Take 

to Acquire 

Language? 

Having 

comprehensible 

input and having a 

good relationship 

with speakers of the 

language ease the 

process of learning. 

 

Lenk, U. (1998). Journal Experimental 

study 

Marking discourse 

coherence: 

Functions of 

discourse markers 

in spoken English. 

It seems that global 

discourse markers 

mostly occur at the 

beginning and at the 

end of digressions 

in British and 

American English 

 

McCarthy, & 

Carter, (1994).  

Journal  Theoretical 

study 

Perspectives for 

language teaching. 

Discourse items 

have to be taught as 

well as other 

grammatical items.  

 

McCormick, I. 

(2015).  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

11+ English. Key grammatical 

structures can be 

taught from early 

ages to successfully 

move to a more 

complex level of 

instruction 

 

Miller, & 

Weinert, (1995). 

Journal Corpus study The function of 

LIKE in dialogue 

Multifunctionality 

of the marker LIKE 

may vary depending 

on the situation and 

the intention of the 

speaker. 

 

 



12 

 

Molina Ribes, 

L. (2014). 

Article Experimental 

study 

A pedagogical 

proposal to enhance 

the use of Linking 

Words in order to 

improve students’ 

discourse 

competence. 

Students have to be 

aware of the 

differences of 

discourse markers 

inside written and 

spoken context. 

 

 

Moreno, I. O., & 

Richard, E. M. 

(2013). 

 

Article Theoretical 

study 

Fraseopragmática. Discursive phrases 

vary from language 

to language 

according to the 

culture and the 

context  

 

 

Müller, S. 

(2005).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Discourse markers 

in native and non-

native English 

discourse 

 

Discourse markers 

vary from all 

languages since the 

cultural background 

differs from country 

to country and the 

teaching implication 

that these 

implications. 

 

Portolés, J. 

(2001).  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

Corpus study 

Marcadores del 

discurso 

 

 

Discourse markers 

are divided 

according to the 

function and the 

meaning of the 

words to serve a 

specific purpose 

 

  

Quirk, R. (Ed.). 

(1985). A  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

Corpus study 

Experimental 

study 

Comprehensive 

grammar of the 

English language 

 

The grammar and 

the spoken language 

differ in terms of 

the context applied 

 

 

Ranger, G. 

(2018). 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Discourse Markers 

An Enunciative 

Approach 

Overall this book 

shows the multiple 

theoretical 

resonances and 

overlaps between 

TEPO and 

Cognitive 
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Grammar, Frame 

Semantics, 

Construction 

Grammar, 

Cognitive accounts 

of Viewpoint, 

among other 

subfields of 

cognitive 

linguistics. 

 

 

Richards, J. C. 

(2006).  

Journal Theoretical 

Study 

Communicative 

language teaching 

today. 

Communicative 

language teaching 

has passed through 

a number of 

different phases in 

order to be the most 

accurate to the 

students’ needs in 

order for students 

being able to 

communicate rather 

than only learn 

grammar 

 

Richards, J. C. 

(2015).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Theoretical 

study 

Key issues in 

language teaching. 

The book provides 

really valuable 

assets when it 

comes to teaching a 

language and the 

problems that a 

teacher or a teacher 

in training may 

face. 

 

Redeker, G. 

(1990).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

 

Ideational and 

pragmatic markers 

of discourse 

structure 

 

Language use 

always involves 

both the 

representation of 

propositional 

content and the 

expression of 

attitudes and 

intentions. 
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Richards, J. C., 

& Schmidt, R. 

W. (2014). 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Language and 

Communication 

Language reflects 

the communicative 

functions it 

performs as well as 

in the process 

involved in using 

language for 

communication. 

 

Roberts, R., & 

Kreuz, R. J. 

(2015). 

 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Theoretical 

study 

Becoming Fluent: 

How Cognitive 

Science Can Help 

Adults Learn a 

Foreign Language 

 

There are ways to 

encourage adult 

students to become 

more fluent in a 

target language 

throughout the use 

of different methods 

and techniques. 

 

Redeker,(1990) Journal  Theoretical 

study 

Markers in the 

discourse structure 

Pragmatic and 

ideational 

structuring differs 

from the context 

and the relationship 

of the interlocutors. 

 

Schiffrin, D. 

(1987).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Corpus study 

 

Discourse markers. The language, the 

meaning and the 

context completely 

change the intention 

of the interlocutors 

depending on the 

marker used.  

  

Schober, M. F., 

Rapp, D. N., & 

Britt, M. A. 

(2017).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

The Routledge 

Handbook of 

Discourse Processes 

This book provides 

an impressive 

overview of 

important topics in 

discourse 

processing and 

comprehension, 

such as cognitive 

models of reading 

and conversation; of 

reading 

development and 

writing; and of 

research methods, 

from commonly 



15 

 

used methods to 

relatively new 

methods such as 

neuroimaging and 

large data. 

 

Selinker,(2009) Journal Theoretical 

study 

Linguistic aspects 

of the psychology of 

second-language 

learning. 

Linguistic elements 

are as necessary as 

how they are 

understood by the 

minds of the 

interlocutors. 

 

Siemund, P. 

(2018).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Speech acts and 

clause types: 

English in a cross-

linguistic context 

It draws on insights 

from linguistics, 

philosophy, and 

sociology, and may 

be used as a 

textbook for 

undergraduate or 

graduate courses in 

semantics, 

pragmatics, and 

morphosyntax 

     

Siepmann, D. 

(2005). 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Discourse markers 

across languages: A 

contrastive study of 

second-level 

discourse markers 

in native and non-

native text with 

implications for 

general and 

pedagogic 

lexicography 

 

The use se of multi-

word markers by 

non-native speakers 

of English lies in 

lexicographical and 

pedagogical 

implications. 

 

Sun, W. (2013).  Journal Experimental 

study 

The importance of 

discourse markers 

in English learning 

and teaching. 

Theory and Practice 

in Language Studies 

Discourse markers 

do occupy a 

position in English 

learning and 

teaching. It is quite 

advisable and 

necessary to pay 

enough attention to 

them and try to 

apply and use them 
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automatically, 

correctly and 

appropriately with 

the help of teachers. 

 

 

 

Swan, M. 

(2016).  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

Practical English 

usage 

Some aspects of the 

grammar are likely 

to be problematic, 

and how these can 

be most effectively 

explained. 

 

 

Urgelles-Coll, 

M. (2011).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

 

Theoretical 

study 

 

Corpus study 

The syntax and 

semantics of 

discourse markers. 

It provides an 

integrated, detailed 

and sensitive 

exploration of the 

syntax, semantics, 

and discourse 

properties, and 

makes a 

contribution to each 

of these fields 

 

Walton, D. N. 

(2006).  

 Theoretical 

study 

Fundamentals of 

critical 

argumentation 

Arguments can be 

reasonable under 

the right dialogue 

conditions by using 

critical questions 

Source: Bibliographic reference 
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4 LITERATURE REVIEW 

4.1 Discourse markers  

Discourse markers are linguistic units whose function is to chain the discursive segments of 

speech. The basic functions of the markers are to explicitly state the semantic function of a 

phrase with the rest of the utterances. With the main purpose of providing more cohesion to 

the message implied (Schiffrin, 1987). 

Discourse markers can be classified into three categories of language, such as: prepositions, 

adverbs, and conjunctions, which are going to be named as discourse markers of the language 

from now on. The flexibility of the particles makes them perfect for being used alone within 

a sentence or gathered with other words to create phrases (Ranger, 2016). 

4.1.1 The Multiplicity of a Discourse Marker 

The multiplicity of a discourse marker has to do with many aspects of the language due to 

the flexibility of the words used within context and assumptions from the interlocutors 

(Ranger, 2018). Regardless of the word used, discourse markers will be used in different 

placement of discourse, depending on the situation, intonation, intention, socio-cultural 

aspects, and so forth. (Fischer, 2006). 

4.1.1.1 Structure 

Structurally speaking, the markers possess a wide range of word combinations, from 

individual words (first, second, but, actually), through a large compendium of phrases (for 

example, all in all, what else). However, some phrases cannot be cataloged into a specific 

linguistic category due to the collocational use of itself (in fact, as a matter of fact, as) 

(Siepmann, 2005). 
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Table 2. Simple words and phrases. 

Categories Discourse Marker 

Subordination conjunction Since, because, due to… 

Coordinating Conjunction For, so, and, or 

Conjunctive phrases So to speak 

Manner Adverbs Consequently. therefore 

Contrastive adverbs Nevertheless, anyway 

Prepositions Like 

Prepositional phrases After all, for that, in particular 

Expressions In fact that, as a matter of fact, proof that 

Source: Author 

4.1.1.2 Placement 

Another multicategorial use of the markers can be analyzed from the perspective of the 

placement of the markers within a sentence. Even though markers often precede sentences, 

they are independent of a structure since markers are usually separated by commas or 

semicolons. From the perspective of the syntax, even if a discourse marker is deleted from 

the initial place of the sentence, the sentence is grammatically understandable. Nonetheless 

there are some markers that may join series of sentences making the discourse mark used a 

core of the structure of the discourse (Ranger, 2016). 

Another feature is that some markers can be used in different placements, from an initial to 

a final placement of the sentence (Schiffrid, 1987). Ranger (2016) mentions that markers 

possess grammatical optionality. Optionality seems to be grammatically accepted as a feature 

for discourse markers to be distinguished from other adverbs and syntactic elements. 
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Table 3. Placement of discourse markers within sentences.  

Source: Author 

4.1.1.3 Semantics 

Inside the semantic aspect of discourse markers, it is generally agreed that the markers do 

not carry grammatical weight inside a sentence. Discourse markers seem not to affect the 

literal meaning of a sentence and they appear to be semantically empty to the final overview 

of the semantics analysis. Therefore, the semantic aspect will not be relevant for this research 

project (Urgelles-Coll, 2010). 

4.1.1.4 Pragmatics Aspect 

The final linguistic category can be analyzed from a pragmatic standpoint due to the 

communicative nuances that a marker may carry. For many scholars, the main function of 

the discourse markers is to provide a relationship or relevance between utterances to the 

preceding parts of the speech or to provide context to the speech (Brinton, 2016). A marker 

is a linguistic expression used to signaling an utterance to a specific context, bringing the 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) Therefore Result/reason 

marker 

We were late for class. 

Therefore, we waited 

patiently. 

 

Medial (Middle) On the other 

hand 

Contrast On the one hand, I like 

spending my free time doing 

sports. My brother, on the 

other hand, is more 

interested in resting. 

 

Final (End) On the other 

hand 

Contrast  On the one hand, I like 

spending my free time doing 

sports. My brother is more 

interested on resting, on the 

other hand, 
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attention of the listener to a particular kind of linkage up the upcoming utterance with a 

specific discourse context (Redeker, 1991). 

Within the pragmatic aspect, most of the markers will carry out their specific functions inside 

an utterance or a speech act. The central functions of the discourse markers are structural; 

therefore, the markers help the speaker to divide its message into portions of information and 

they also help the listener in the process of decoding these information units with relative 

ease (Brinton, 2016).  

Another aspect to be considered is the pragmatic term know as speech acts. Usually, a 

sentence is understood by its literal meaning, but an utterance is the action of a sentence being 

performed by a speaker; the utterance needs to be presented into a specific context to express 

what a speaker intends to say at some specific moment using a specific function of the 

language. This triggers a reaction from the second speaker and will lead the conversation into 

a flow of communication interchange, or in other words a speech act. Speech acts might be 

a request, promises, warnings, apologies, greetings, or any number of declarations in the 

spoken realm (Schober., 2017). 

Nonetheless, due to the syntactic, morphological, and semantic functions of the markers, they 

cannot be cataloged into a specific category of speech or usage in a sentence, because the 

conversation itself is in constant change, it is dynamic, spontaneous, and variable; therefore, 

a single division of the markers can vary according to the interpretation of the authors 

(Brinton, 2016). 

4.1.1.5 Clauses 

The discourse markers have many applications from the standpoint of linguistics. Hence, 

they primary use is to guide and clarify the discourse in order to be fully understood by the 

interlocutors. And since discourse markers are particles of the language, they are usually 

found as conjunctions, connectors, linkers, or adverbs; in this way creating clauses (Bauner, 

2005).  
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A single clause usually consists of a single finite clause with a finite verb that is 

independent. More complex sentences may contain multiple clauses; furthermore, when it 

comes to combining clauses there can be compound-complex sentences (Crystal 2011). 

4.1.1.5.1 Independent clauses 

An independent clause is a clause that can stand alone as a simple sentence. An independent 

clause contains a subject and a complement and makes sense by itself. Furthermore, 

Independent clauses can be joined by using a semicolon or by using a comma followed by a 

coordinating conjunction or a discourse marker (Rozakis 2003). For example: I have enough 

money to buy a candy, so let’s go to the shop. 

 

4.1.1.5.1.1 Adding clauses 

 

The adding clauses are sequence of words that add an idea to a previous independent clause 

(Rozakis 2003). For example: Women eat healthier, and they visit the doctor more often. 

 

4.1.1.5.1.2 Sequence clauses 

 

The sequence clauses are sentences that show a kind of succession of events in a particular 

order (Rozakis 2003). For example: First, I want to thank my family for their support. 

Second, I want to thank my manager. And finally, I want to thank to my staff. 

 

4.1.1.5.1.3 Contrast clauses 

 

The contrast clauses are a sequence of words that provide a contrast between independent 

clauses (Rozakis 2003). For example: The pandemic has caused suffering to many people; 

nevertheless, some good experiences could be taken from this. 
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4.1.1.5.1.4 Consequence clauses 

 

The consequence clauses are a sequence of words that provide a result within independent 

clauses (Rozakis 2003). For example: Native and non-native speakers have different needs; 

therefore, many schools adapt the curriculum for all of them. 

 

4.1.1.5.1.5 Alternative clauses 

 

The alternative clauses are a sequence of words that demonstrate an alternative or a 

different result within independent clauses (Rozakis 2003). For example: You have to tidy 

up your dormitory; otherwise, you are now allowed to leave today. 

 

4.1.1.5.1.6 Emphasizing clauses 

 

The alternative clauses are a sequence of words that emphasizes a first independent clause 

or gives further information (Rozakis 2003). For example: That kid was very afraid of 

snakes, in fact, she could not see one even in television. 

 

4.1.1.5.1.7 Exemplifying clauses 

 

The exemplifying clauses are a sequence of words that provides an example to clarify an 

independent clause (Rozakis 2003). For example: My brother is very kind. For example, he 

helps stray dogs in a shelter. 

 

4.1.1.5.1.8 Summarizing clauses 

 

The summarizing clauses are a sequence of words that provides an end or a short review of 

the previous independent clause (Rozakis 2003). For example: Hermes is not only the 

messenger of Zeus, but the patron of thieves. In general, he is the god of authorized and 

unauthorized transfers. 
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4.1.1.5.2 Dependent clauses 

A subordinate clauses or dependent clauses are clauses that semantically speaking depend 

on another clause to be completely understood. The combination of these clauses is part of 

a complex sentence. When it comes to the use of markers, the most common dependent 

clauses are going to be adverbial clauses.  

 

4.1.1.5.2.1 Depending adverbial clauses for concession  

 

The depending adverbial clauses for concession are a sequence of words that are all used to 

link two contrasting ideas or show that one fact makes the other fact surprising (Rozakis 

2003). For example: Although she did not do a single assignment, she managed to pass the 

course. 

4.1.1.6 Sentences 

A sentence is a textual unit consisting of one or more words that are grammatically linked. 

A sentence can include words grouped meaningfully to express a statement, question, 

exclamation, request, command or suggestion (Halliday 2004). In some cases, it is 

supposed that if the grammatical particle is suppressed, the sentence will still make sense; 

nevertheless, it is not possible in some cases when the sequence of sentences has a certain 

pattern to be followed and they cannot be separated that easily. 

4.1.1.6.1 Classification of sentences by its structure 

The scheme for classifying sentences can be done according to the number of clauses that a 

sentence may have (Halliday 2004). When it comes to discourse markers, the focus will 

only be on the use of complex and compound sentences since they are going to be joined by 

a discourse marker. 
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4.1.1.6.1.1 Compound sentences 

 

A compound sentence consists of multiple independent clauses with no dependent clauses. 

These clauses are joined together using conjunctions, punctuation, or both (Halliday 2004). 

For example: I like coffee, and Mary likes tea. 

 

4.1.1.6.1.2 Complex sentences 

 

A complex sentence consists of one independent clause and at least one dependent clause 

(Halliday 2004). For example: As soon as they arrive, we are having a big celebration. 

 

4.1.1.6.1.3 Compound-Complex sentences  

 

A compound–complex sentence consists of multiple independent clauses, at least one of 

which has at least one dependent clause. For example: Kate doesn’t like cartoons because 

they are loud, so she doesn’t watch them. 

4.1.2 Parts of the Discourse 

The discourse, depending on whom is directed, follows different schemes or intentionality 

of the speech. But generally, the parts of the speech are divided into three well-defined parts 

that are: the introduction phase, the body of the phase, and finally the conclusion phase. Each 

of these parts have their own characteristics closely related one to the other to achieve the 

final objective of the discourse. (Alban, 2007) 

4.1.2.1 Introduction Phase 

The introduction phase is the beginning of the discourse. The main objective of the 

introduction serves to draw the attention of the interlocutors towards the speaker to briefly 

express what the topic will consist in, and the main objectives that will be exposed. 

(Alban,2007) 
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4.1.2.1.1 Types of Introductions 

According to the oral expression, there are five possible introduction classes. Each one of 

them is oriented towards a specific public or situation where a dissertation has to be presented 

(Alban, 2007). 

The Phraseological introduction is a kind of introduction that is characterized by the mention 

of a famous phrase, a poem, a song, or a bible verse. This is usually applied when the speech 

is going to be about motivational issues (Alban, 2007). For example: As Matthew 16:26 

mentioned ‘What good will it be for someone to gain the whole world, yet forfeit their soul? 

Or what can anyone give in exchange for their soul?”. 

The public is a group of people that always show curiosity for the expositor or the topic that 

is presented. The anecdotic introduction is a kind of introduction that is characterized by the 

mention of anecdotes of the exposer, or an anecdote about another person to catch the 

audience’s attention (Alban, 2007). For example, ‘People, I want to tell you a funny anecdote 

when I decided to be a number person. I hated mathematics, but I knew their importance 

when I forgot to ask for my change when I was a child” 

The humoristic introduction is a kind of introduction that is characterized by the mention of 

jokes or a funny anecdote in relationship with the topic. Not always the discourses have to 

be so serious or boring. Jocularity is the spark for a presentation, so it avoids boredom or 

fosters a more relaxed presentation (Alban, 2007). For example: Do you know why barbers 

are always on time? -Because they use short-cuts! 

The interrogative introduction is a kind of introduction that is characterized by the application 

of questions about the topic that is going to be addressed. Asking questions serves to 

demonstrate to the public that we know something that they did not and so, we are there to 

instruct them about the topic (Alban, 2007). For example: Did you know that spending just a 

few months in Antarctica can shrink your brain? 
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The theatrical introduction is a kind of introduction that is characterized by the application 

of different body gestures such as mimic or objects. This is a very effective way of drawing 

the public’s attention towards the speaker (Alban, 2007). For example: A person uses some 

magic tricks to give room to speak about how easy people can be tricked regardless of their 

skepticism. 

4.1.2.2 Body Phase 

The body phase is the core point of the discourse. In the body, the speaker will develop the 

central idea of the speech in a clear and detailed way. In the body, the main arguments are 

going to be explained, based on the theory or the hypothesis previously researched to 

corroborate or to contradict the ideas, examples, or evidence. This is done in such a way as 

to adopt an academic position and scientifically explain the speaker’s thoughts (Alban, 2007). 

4.1.2.2.1 Recommendations for the Body Phase  

The recommendations from the author mention the revision of the documents and the 

verification of the material presented. This is done to avoid any subjectivism and provide a 

more academic speech (Alban, 2007). 

Another set of recommendations are the use of a scheme to be followed during the 

presentation, this is done to avoid long explanation or overextended explanations. As it was 

mentioned, the information must be presented as clearly and precisely as possible (Alban, 

2007). 

The final recommendation is using supportive ideas, examples, details, numbers, or other 

related topics to demonstrate that the research has a scientific weight, and it was done 

academically (Alban, 2007) 
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4.1.2.3 Message 

The message conveyed is another aspect to be taken into consideration when it comes to 

speech acts. The parts of a message are usually divided into 3 parts: the primary message, the 

secondary message, and the auxiliary messages (Hasling, 2010). 

4.1.2.3.1 Kinds of Messages  

The primary message consists of the first words of what a person says and the intention of 

those words. This message carries verbal and non-verbal intentionally that are chosen to 

express a person’s thoughts and communicate its ideas (Hasling, 2010). 

The secondary messages refer to the pragmatic aspects of the language such as: courtesy, the 

words used, discourse markers used, the register, among others. (Hasling, 2010). 

The auxiliary message refers to the extralinguistic characteristics of speech such as the 

intonation of the words, gestures, postures, rate of speech, and so forth. (Hasling, 2010). 

4.1.2.4 Conclusion Phase 

The final part of the discourse is named as the conclusion. The conclusion is a strategic 

element because it causes the interlocutors to keep the information ringing in their minds. 

Therefore, it is more likely that the information will remain in their memory (Alban, 2007).  

The speaker carries out the conclusion by using a recapitulation of the topics presented during 

the presentation. This is done by mentioning strategic points, providing recommendations, 

or citing another similar research. Additionally, as the introduction phase, there are some 

conclusion classes to make a conclusion more specific (Alban, 2007). 

4.1.2.4.1 Kinds of Conclusions  

The phraseological conclusion is a kind of conclusion that is characterized by the application 

of a famous phrase, impacting words, or a motivational phrase (Alban, 2007). For example, 
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when finishing a speech about research methodology; ‘Yesterday is history. Tomorrow is a 

mystery. Today is a gift. That's why it's called the present.” 

The response of the public conclusion is a kind of conclusion that is characterized by the 

application of Yes/No questions. These questions must have a positive connotation for 

motivating the audience (Alban,2007). For example: Are we the best? YES! Are we winners? 

YES! 

The gratefulness conclusion is a kind of conclusion that is characterized by the use of a more 

formal repertory and grateful words. The speaker ends their presentation by thanking the 

organizers, sponsors, public present and sometimes the speakers who preceded (Alban, 

2007). For example: ‘And to finish, I want to express my thanks to the university who gave 

me this opportunity and the great public that I had today…. See you soon”. 

A mixed conclusion is a form that interchangeably combines the different types of existing 

conclusions (Alban, 2007). For example: Finally, I want to thank God for another day of life. 

And as Arthur Wellesley mentioned, the only thing worse than a battle lost is a battle won. 

So, keep it up and ¡VIVA LA PATRIA! 

4.1.3 Division of discourse Markers 

The division of discourse markers is done according to the kind of word used to show the 

connection between the different sections of speech in a wider context. A marker may come 

at the beginning, at the middle, or at the end of a sentence, based on the purpose of the speaker 

(Swan, 2005). Additionally, there are 9 classes of markers that are used based on the purpose 

they carry within a speech act (McCormick, 2015): 

1. to provide a sense of where something is concerning something else; 

2. to supply a sense of when something is happening; 

3. to compare two ideas and express similarities; 

4. to contrast ideas and to signal the notion of difference; 

5. to present additional or supplementary ideas; 
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6. to indicate a point in a discussion has been already mentioned; 

7. to demonstrate a sense of logical sequence; 

8. to offer an illustration or an example; 

9. to show a summary of the information discussed. 

In the end, the typology of the words is going to be done according to the use of the marker 

within a spoken environment. There are five kinds of discourse markers with their specific 

subdivisions: information structurers, Connectors, reformulators, argumentative markers, 

and cognitive markers (Portolés, 2001). 

4.1.3.1 Information Structurers 

The information structurers are words that are meant to develop the information within a 

discourse providing an extra explanation of the content. Given that many parts of the 

discourse can be a commentary or a normal conversation, the markers provide some 

information to fully understand the intention of the speaker (Portolés, 2001). 

4.1.3.1.1 Commentary Markers 

The commentary markers are a subcategory of information structurers that will present a new 

commentary from the speaker, which distinguishes it from the previous statement, such as 

so, so this, well, this/that, well (Portolés, 2001). 

Table 4. Commentary markers placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) Well Introduce a 

commentary  

She hated water polo the 

most. Well, and do you like 

sports? 

Medial (Middle) Well Structural I took a shower and, well, 

then I went to bed. 

Source: Author 
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4.1.3.1.2 Organization Markers 

The organization markers are a branch of the information structurers that organize the 

conversation, relate ideas and information according to the succession of the events presented 

in a conversation, generally, they can be based on numbers: First, second, third; they can be 

based into space: On one hand, on the other hand; or being based on time: after, before, all 

in all, and so others. All these bases can be mixed into pairs to state a marker placed into time 

and place at the same time due to the flexibility of the markers themselves. Additionally, 

there are 3 different types of organization markers according to the word that is used within 

a speech act (Portolés, 2001). 

 

4.1.3.1.2.1 The Opening Discourse Markers 

The opening discourse markers are applied to introduce series of ideas, such as: firstly, on 

one hand, on one side, on this aspect, among others. (Portolés, 2001). 

Table 5. Organization markers subdivision ‘opening markers’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) Firstly  Structural Firstly, I would like to 

introduce myself. 

 

Medial (Middle) On the one hand Structural My brother, on the one 

hand, was the most beloved 

person but on the other 

hand, he did not appreciate 

it. 

Source: Author 

 

4.1.3.1.2.2 The Continuity Markers 

The continuity markers are words or phrases that structure the conversation to provide 

continuity in series of thoughts that are not the beginning of the idea, examples such as: at 

second, in first place, likewise, same, after, and so forth. (Portolés, 2001). 
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Table 6. Organization markers subdivision ‘continuity markers’ placement examples.  

Source: Author 

 

4.1.3.1.2.1 The Closing Markers 

The closing markers are the final subdivision of the organization markers which are meant 

to conclude an idea or a speech act, such as: Finally, in short, to sum up, in conclusion. lastly 

last but not least, and so on. Typically, conclusion indicators immediately precede the 

conclusion, but they can be found in many places of the utterance. (Walton, 2006) 

Table 7. Organization markers subdivision ‘closing markers’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) Finally  Summarize Finally, I want to thank God 

for everything. 

Medial (Middle) In short Summarize The book, in short, was 

delightful. 

Final (End) To sum up Summarize The murderer was never 

found, to sum up. 

Source: Author 

4.1.3.1.3 Digressive Markers 

The final subdivision of the organization markers is the digressive markers. These markers 

have the function of introducing a commentary that possesses a stretch relationship with the 

main topic of the conversation. Some examples are: by the way, to all this, another thing, 

and so on. (Portolés, 2001).  

 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) In first place Summarize In second place, I do not 

need any help, 

Medial (Middle) Secondly Summarize The book, secondly, was 

delightful. 
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Table 8. Organization markers subdivision ‘digressive markers’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) To all this Introducing  -I am extremely hungry. 

-To all this, have you eaten 

already? 

Medial (Middle) By the way Introducing  The story was good, by the 

way, I got a new book for 

you. 

Source: Author 

 

4.1.3.2 Connectors 

The second categorization of discourse markers is named as connectors. They are words that 

entail semantics with pragmatics with the different parts of the conversation. Sometimes, the 

introductive idea can be situational, contextual, or can be implicit. Inside the semantics 

aspect, the connectors need a close relationship between the statements due to the syntactic 

and semantic parallelism. Nevertheless, inside the pragmatics realm the parts of the 

conversation do not necessarily have to be related (Portolés, 2001). 

4.1.3.2.1 Connectors of Addition 

The connectors of addition are words that join two closely related sentences with the same 

line of argumentation, such as: also, even more, apart, in addition, plus, additionally, further, 

furthermore, moreover, besides, among others. (Portolés, 2001). 
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Table 9. Connector’s subdivision ‘Connectors of addition’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) And To give more 

information 

(Pragmatics) 

-Look at my new toy.! 

-It looks nice. 

-And it was very cheap. 

Medial (Middle) Additionally Give more 

information 

She won the lottery; 

Additionally, she got 

married. 

Final (End) Also Addition  She hates Thursdays, also  

Source: Author 

4.1.3.2.2 Consecutive Connectors 

The consecutive connectors expose one part of the sentence follows a consequence of a 

previous segment, in other words, a cause-effect sentence, such as: as a result, otherwise, 

therefore, thus, hence, so, and so on. (Portolés, 2001). 

Table 10. Connector’s subdivision ‘consecutive connectors’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) Therefore Consequence -I did not like the class. 

-Then, what did you do? 

-Therefore, I decided to 

leave. 

 

Medial (Middle) Therefore Give more 

information 

Ian loves traveling; 

therefore, he is looking for 

low-price tickets. 

 

Final (End) Also Addition  She hates Thursdays, also. 

Source: Author 

4.1.3.2.3 Counter-argument Markers 

The final branch of the connectors is called the counter-argument markers. These markers 

link two parts of the discourse as so the second part of the discourse is presented as a 

suppressor or dimmer of any conclusion that was drawn from the first part of the speech. In 
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few words, the counter-argument markers serve to contrast or contraindicate two or more 

ideas. Examples are: on the other hand, on the contrary, nonetheless, however, now, and so 

on. (Portolés, 2001). 

Table 11. Connector’s subdivision ‘counter-argument markers ‘placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) However Consequence He is a wealthy person. 

However, he spends like 

there’s no end 

 

Medial (Middle) Therefore Suppressor The investigation was very 

expensive; Therefore, the 

perpetrator was found in no 

time 

Source: Author 

4.1.3.3 Reformulators 

The third subcategory of discourse markers is called reformulators. Reformulators are words 

that introduce a previous part of the conversation throughout the implementation of other 

words to clarify or explain the message conveyed. As the other discourse markers, the 

reformulators have subbranches for a better understanding of the topic and its uses in a speech 

act (Portolés, 2001). 

4.1.3.3.1 Explicative Reformulators 

The first division of the reformulators is called explicative reformulators. These 

reformulators explain or give more information to the previous segment of an utterance. 

Examples are: I mean, in other words, in other terms, with other words, said in another way, 

among others. (Portolés, 2001). 
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Table 12. Reformulators subdivision ‘explicative reformulators’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) in other terms Explanation  In other terms, you didn’t 

bring the folder, did you? 

 

Medial (Middle) In other words 

 

More information My father suffers from 

alopecia; in other words, he 

is bald.  

Source: Author 

4.1.3.3.2 Rectification Markers 

Rectification markers are words that are applied to substitute a part of the conversation that 

was incorrect, so the reformulation markers look to correct the statement or improve it to be 

clearer. Examples are: more appropriately, better said, more accurately, more to the point, I 

mean, more to the point, and so on. (Portolés, 2001). 

Table 13. Reformulators subdivision ‘rectificators’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) Better said Explain Can you please give me the 

saccharose? 

-hmmm 

Better said, give me the 

sugar, please.  

 

Medial (Middle) More to the 

point 

Explain  I will see you at twilight, 

more to the point, at 6 o 

clock.  

  

Final (End) I mean Clarify She had to undergo 

cosmetical surgery, I mean 

Source: Author 
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4.1.3.3.3 Summarizing Markers 

The summarizing markers are the final subdivision of the connectors. These markers have 

the function of pointing as the conclusion or recompilation from a previous segment of the 

conversation. Examples are: to sum up, in conclusion, in few words, in synthesis, in 

resolution, in a word, all in all, in short, in the end, after all, and so on. (Portolés, 2001). 

Table 14. Reformulators subdivision ‘summarizing markers’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) To sum up Explain To sum up, the 

conversational markers set a 

sequence of events.  

 

Medial (Middle) In conclusion Explain  The heart bypass, in 

conclusion, can be the only 

hope for the kid. 

 

Final (End) In short Clarify I have been your secret 

lover since a lot ago, in 

short. 

Source: Author 

4.1.3.4 Argumentative Markers 

Argumentative markers are the fourth division of discourse markers.  These markers’ 

function is to limit the impact of the statement, signaling the orientation of the arguments. In 

other words, the argumentative markers point to where the conclusions want to be driven to 

(Portolés, 2001). 

4.1.3.4.1 Argumentative Reinforcement Markers 

The first subdivision of the argumentative markers is the argumentative reinforcement 

markers whose function is to reinforce the main argument that was presented. This is done 

not only with the finality of not driving the interlocutor to other possible ideas, but also to 

reinforce the main idea. This is done with the finality of keeping the interlocutor focused on 
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the idea presented. Examples are: actually, as a matter of fact, in actual fact, in reality, in 

point of fact, indeed, and so on. (Portolés, 2001). 

Table 15. Argumentative markers subdivision ‘argumentative reinforcement 

markers’ placement examples. 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) Actually Reinforce the main 

idea 

That’s was how my family 

always celebrated Christmas 

 

Medial (Middle) Indeed Reinforce the main 

idea 

Sandra is a very fine pastry 

chef, indeed, an award 

winner. 

Final (End) Actually Reinforce the main 

idea 

-You can buy the tickets 

online.  

The tickets are sold out, 

actually. 

Source: Author 

 

4.1.3.4.2 The Concretion Markers 

The concretion markers are words that are used to provide the interlocutor with more 

information to clarify the idea or the standpoint throughout the use of a concretion or 

example. Some words used are: for example, for instance, such as, as an example, like, in 

particular, and so on. (Portolés, 2001). 
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Table 16. Argumentative markers subdivision ‘the concretion markers’ placement 

examples. 

Source: Author 

4.1.3.5 Modal Conversational Markers 

The last division of discourse markers is named modal conversational markers. 

Conversational markers are signal words that reveal the interlocutor process of thinking 

leading to a more active interchange of ideas. These markers will show how a speech act can 

be interpreted from each standpoint of the interlocutors and how usually they will react to 

the other person’s markers. (Portolés, 2001). 

4.1.3.5.1 Epistemic Modality 

The epistemic modality refers to the notions that keep a relationship between the notions that 

a person may have during a conversation. This means that the epistemic markers are going 

to apply declarative statements. Therefore, the expression will not be interpreted by the 

listener, but the markers will carry a pragmatic interpretation between the interlocutors. 

(Portolés, 2001). 

4.1.3.5.1.1 Evidence Markers 

Within the epistemic modality, the evidence markers are words that provide the first 

interlocutor whether the message was agreed, conveyed, or disagreed by the second 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) For example Provide concretion For example, the Bull terrier 

is an excellent pet. 

 

Medial (Middle) For instance Provide concretion Fruits and vegetables, for 

instance, are healthy meals. 

Final (End) As an example Provide concretion Her librarian career was 

exceptional, as an example. 
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interlocutor. Some examples are: of course, naturally, without doubt, indeed, among others. 

(Portolés, 2001). 

Table 17. Modal conversational markers subdivision ‘epistemic modality’ placement 

examples. 

 Source: Author 

 

4.1.3.5.1.2 The Guidance Markers 

The guidance markers are the last subdivision of the epistemic modal markers. These markers 

express that the message is a pure opinion of what the interlocutor knows from another source 

of information. In few words, the interlocutor’s opinion is conveyed as other people’s 

opinion. Examples of these markers are: in my opinion, apparently, it seems, to what seems, 

among other. (Portolés, 2001). 

 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the 

marker 

Example 

Initial (Beginning) Without doubt Agreement A: COVID-19 has created a 

much bigger gap between 

poor countries.  

B: Without a doubt, what 

you say makes sense, but 

some other factors may be 

analyzed as well. 

 

Medial (Middle) Of course Agreement A: My sister graduated as an 

engineer. 

B: Congratulations! She, of 

course, is a beautiful woman 

as well. 

 

Final (End) Naturally. Agreement More research has to be 

carried out before having a 

100% secure vaccine the 

Authors claimed, naturally. 
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Table 18. Modal conversational markers subdivision ‘guidance markers’ placement 

examples. 

Source: Author 

4.1.3.5.2 Deontic modality 

The deontic modality markers reflect the attitudes of the speaker in relationship with the 

willingness of the second interlocutor. These markers provide s feedback for the first 

interlocutor so it can instantly interpret the words in terms of: agreement, disagreement, 

acceptance, pauses, questions, conformance, among others. (Portolés, 2001). 

4.1.3.5.2.1 Otherness Markers 

The Otherness markers are words that point where the first interlocutor has mentioned. They 

serve the purpose of commenting on a fragment of the discourse to show the second 

interlocutor's attitude towards it. with a wide range of courtesy mitigators, or only using 

words to foster the communication of the interlocutors. Examples such as: man, look, listen, 

well, let’s, tag questions, you know, and so on. (Portolés, 2001). 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the marker Example 

Initial (Beginning) Apparently Opinion Apparently, schools must 

not be opened due to 

pandemic issues. 

Medial (Middle) In my opinion Opinion A: The political party was 

formed by the best experts 

in the field. 

B: That party, in my 

opinion, is only a façade to 

disguise more corruption. 

 

 

Final (End) In my opinion Opinion The vaccine is still 

experimental; therefore, 

more research must be 

carried out, in my opinion. 
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Table 19. The deontic modality markers subdivision ‘otherness markers’ placement 

examples. 

Source: Author 

 

4.1.3.5.2.2 Metadiscursive Markers 

The metadiscursive markers are words that point where the conversation wants to be taken 

and organized, through the use of signal words for the interchange of information or pauses. 

Moreover, some extra discursive words are going to be used to show where the speech act 

wants to be understood by the other interlocutor.  Examples such as: well, yes, no, well, right, 

uh, errrr, ummm. And so forth. (Portolés, 2001). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the marker Example 

Initial (Beginning) Look Commenting Look, I do not want any 

problems! 

 

Medial (Middle) Listen Commenting My friend, listen, you need 

immediate professional 

help. 

 

Final (End) Right Checking  She brought all the 

blueprints, right? 
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Table 20. The deontic modality markers subdivision ‘Meta discursive markers’ 

placement examples. 

Source: Author 

4.2 Discourse markers in native and non-native speakers 

During the last decades, discourse markers have been analyzed from different linguistic 

perspectives and approaches. These perspectives have guided different research and authors 

to convey a particular use, relationship, and meaning of the markers in the spoken language. 

There is a general consensus that discourse markers contribute to the pragmatic process of 

language in which discourse markers provide more meaning to the utterances and thus play 

an important role in the pragmatic competence of the speak. Crystal (1988) mentions that 

markers can be interpreted from the perspective of everyday use because the markers are 

pragmatic expressions that are considered as the oil which helps us to perform the complex 

task of spontaneous speech production and interaction smoothly and efficiently. 

Most of the previous studies have only been focused on native or bilingual speakers of 

English, who acquire pragmatic competence in their early years. So, the question is presented 

as to how do the non-native speakers acquire the competence to use discourse markers? 

Jucker (1993) illustrates that if an English learner commits a grammatical mistake (such as 

the past tense or an irregular verb), practically any native speaker may correct it. On the other 

hand, if the non-native speaker omits a discourse marker, the likely reaction of the native 

speaker could be attached to many social, dogmatic, or even cultural issues. So, the native 

speaker cannot pinpoint a specific ‘error’. The general assumption is that non-native speakers 

Placement of the 

marker 

Marker used Usage of the marker Example 

Initial (Beginning) Yes Pause for a 

confirmation 

Is everything clear? 

Yes, no problem. 

 

Medial (Middle) Listen Commenting I want to tell you 

something, err, I need a 

favor from you. 
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do not attain a native-like competence, but the learners of English will try to avoid these 

kinds of judgments of their linguistic behaviors. 

Even though the definition of the use of a discourse marker may vary according to the Author, 

what they have in common is that the markers help the listener to interpret the following 

utterances in the discourse, additionally, the markers help the addressee to number the 

potential interpretations which the speaker can draw from the utterance following the marker 

narrowed down (Müller, 2005).  

Given this, discourse markers play a decisive role to play in native communication as the 

authors of discourse markers claim. Hence, the assumption is that they are important elements 

to be learned by non-native speakers as well. As Cots (1992) mentions ‘success in a foreign 

language learning is graded in terms of how similar the linguistic behavior of the learner is 

to that of the native speakers of the language”. This quote definitely includes the use of 

discourse markers as well, which presents the question of how successful learners of English 

are in this area. 

Communicative competence is the last objective of any learner. Bialystok, (1991) 

acknowledge the importance that foreign language goes beyond grammar and vocabulary 

where there are many kinds of meaning and intentions to express an idea. The Common 

European Framework for language learning, teaching, and assessment mentions that 

communicative competence is a part that students should learn about language by providing 

descriptive categories of it. Communicative competence also has to do with discourse 

markers. Besides grammatical competence, which is the prerequisite for any communication, 

sociolinguistic, discourse and strategic competence may all manifest themselves in the use 

of discourse markers, 

Sociolinguistic knowledge is necessary for the interchange of information between speaker 

and hearer during a conversation, which can be done through, for example, the use of well or 

you know; a range of discourse markers are said to create coherence in the discourse, provide 
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a sequence of events, or to state where the turn of the speaker and the hearer can be 

interchanged (Lenk, 1995). 

Even though sociolinguistic knowledge happens in all languages, the illocutionary acts can 

be different from language to language even though of their similar grammatical structure. 

For instance, Siemund (2018) mentions that the grammatical structure in English known as 

the imperative, the imperative use in English tends to be strongly avoided in direct requests, 

with various interrogative structures being used instead, the most common would be the use 

of indirect speech acts. In commands, the imperatives can be used, though, but the common 

example is in instructions of various kinds (e.g., recipes). However, Siemund demonstrates 

that in other languages in Europe like German, Polish, and Russian, it is allowed or expected 

the use of imperatives in requests. This happens due to sociocultural differences from 

language to language where the Anglo-Saxon culture abhors interpersonal imposition, while 

other cultures are more tolerant in the respect or even expect it (e.g., Spanish). 

On the other hand, language acquisition is analyzed from the perspective of an intermediate 

position in the mother’s speaker language and the target language. This is done because of 

the need to exhibit the stages that learners have to pass through as they develop a growing 

command of the language, the difficulties and errors associated with each learning stage, the 

role of the mother tongue in the learning process, and the psycholinguistic processes and 

strategies underlying it (Siepmann, 2005). In other words, the research is going to be 

presented in a context where the spoken language situations can take place in an academic 

environment (e.g., conferences, classrooms, and teachers’ interaction, along with others.). 

Trying to determine if consultation of a corpus of classroom discourse can be of benefit in 

language teacher education, Amador (2006) examined the application of discourse markers 

in French and Spanish. A quantitative analysis showed the low number of occurrences of 

discourse markers in both a French class and a Spanish class while a qualitative analysis 

described the main functions of discourse markers identified in classroom discourse. This 

research was divided into five groups mainly focusing on the role of the teacher in the 

classroom: to introduce a new topic or activity; to motivate or encourage the pupils; to call 
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the pupils’ attention; to recap or clarify what has been said, to rephrase what has been said. 

Additionally, Hellerman & Vergun (2007) investigated the frequency of use and some 

functions of three discourse markers in concrete (well, you know and like) in classroom 

interaction and in-home interviews were 17 adult learners of English as a second language at 

the beginning level, provided the data of this 5-year research project. The results of the 

research suggested that the students who use more discourse markers are those who were 

more in contact with the US culture and the learners use discourse markers outside their 

classroom. And finally, Frodden, Restrepo, & Maturana (2004) carried out a research project 

on foreign language teachers. Discourse and practices concerning assessment in two 

Colombian universities. Their main objective was to contribute to the improvement of 

nonnative English teachers' assessment practices. Chang (2004) explored the relationships 

between five EFL nonnative teachers' identities and the impact on their teaching practices in 

Taiwan. The study proved that the five participants' knowledge of multiculturalism and 

language awareness, their Chinese centered education, and their educational and personal 

experiences were evident in their teaching. As Müller (2005) states, little is known about 

discourse markers usage by nonnative speakers, and even less is known about their usage by 

nonnative EFL teachers. 

When it comes to the acquisition of language, Selinker (2000) mentioned that some 

characteristic of interlanguage communication concerns the discourse markers application in 

the L2 language. One of these processes has to do with the language transfer form (L1), 

where features of the L1 are projected onto the foreign or second language (L2). Another 

process consists in the overgeneralization of L2 rules to situations in which these rules do not 

apply.  

Molina (2014) studied several studies regarding discourse markers in three categories 

(frequency of discourse markers, usage, and native language use), which concluded that non-

native speakers of language do use discourse markers, but generally in a different way than 

a native speaker would do. This is done depending on the speaker’s competence and level. 

Another characteristic of discourse markers use is that Non-native speakers have a tendency 

to use more of discourse markers than native speakers, and there is commonly an overuse of 



46 

 

additive and contrast discourse markers (Alghamdi, 2014). As an example of this, 

Hellermann & Vergun (2007), regarding the conversation, reveal that Non-native speakers 

use less discourse markers such as well, like, or you know, than Non-native speakers do. In 

this sense, Miller & Weinert (1995) stated that this may happen due to three main reasons: 

the fact that materials done for the acquisition of a second language are focused on learning 

the written skills, differences between second language learning and language acquisition in 

a natural environment, and the most likely need of explicit teaching of cohesive items for 

oral discourse. 

Native speakers use particles with great precision as signposts in the interaction, for example, 

to make it easier for the hearer to understand how the different parts of the text are related. If 

a non-native speaker uses particles incorrectly or not uses them at all this may lead to 

misunderstandings. A structural and functional description of discourse particles will 

therefore be useful for learners (Aijmer 2002). 

Müller (2005) presents a broader study regarding the use of discourse markers between native 

and non-native speakers comparing the frequencies of the markers/functions. Median tests 

have been used to see whether groups of speakers (American versus German speakers) differ 

significantly in the frequency with which they use individual functions or groups of functions 

of the selected markers, such as all the discourse marker functions of a marker. Therefore, 

some extralinguistic characteristics may lead to a different result when it comes to quantify 

and qualify the use of discourse markers in the interaction of native and non-native speakers. 

The age did not show major effects on the discourse marker used by the American speakers. 

Only so to mark questions or requests was used significantly more often by the youngest 

speaker group (age 18–22) than by the oldest speaker group (age 25+). Discourse markers in 

the English discourse speaker group used several more functions more than other speakers. 

For example, they employed two functions of so (‘summarizing/rewording/giving an 

example’ and ‘speech act marker – question or request’), two functions of well (‘searching 

for the right phrase’ and ‘continuing an opinion/answer’), like as a lexical focuser, and 

discourse marker like in general more frequently than the middle group (Müller, 2005). 
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Another extra-linguistic aspect is the relationship between the partners. Both Redeker (1990) 

and Jucker (1998) stated that friends or use discourse markers more often than strangers. In 

the data presented in the study, this can be confirmed only for like. American friends 

employed it more often than strangers to give an example, while German friends used its 

discourse marker functions as a group and ‘search for the appropriate expression’ as well as 

the lexical focuser more often than German strangers (Müller, 2005). 

The role of the speaker was the non-linguistic factor with the highest influence on the 

frequency of discourse markers in the study. Among the Americans, speakers in the role of 

a hearer/speaker used the textual functions so significantly more often than the speakers in 

the role of the first speaker. The same is true for the German speakers. Germans in the role 

of the first speaker also employed discourse markers less often than Germans in the role of 

the hearer/speaker. No differences could be found well among the American speakers 

(Müller, 2005). 

Where or how do non-native speakers learn to use discourse markers? According to several 

authors, discourse marker usage is not taught at school but can only be learned through 

contact with native speakers. This may be to three possible broader contexts of learning: One 

could be where the non-native speakers learned English; another, about whether they used 

English as a primary means of communication; and thirdly the time the participant had spent 

in an English-speaking country (Müller, 2005). 

4.3 Why teach discourse markers?     

Through this bibliographic compilation, the fact that discourse markers use in conversational 

contexts is broad; Nevertheless, according to some authors, discourse markers have not been 

formally taught in academic topics due to the language focus on written skills rather than in 

spoken situations.  This may lead to a limitation for non-native speakers to limit their 

interaction and expressivity into the target language (Hays, 1992). Therefore, due to the lack 

of research on discourse markers taught in an academic environment, some approaches and 

methods are going to be presented in the following lines. 
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The first thing to mention is that grammatical forms widely differ from their written and 

spoken pairs. While it is quite difficult to pinpoint where the grammatical forms differ from 

the forms in speech, the corpus data has provided a better picture of how spoken grammar 

and written grammar differ one from another (McCarthy & Carter, 1994). 

Table 21. Differences between written and spoken markers. 

Use of the markers Examples 

1. Ellipsis:  ‗_____ you going out?‘ 

2. Discourse markers:  You know‘ I mean’, Like‘, Mind you‘, So‘, Right‘. 

3. Vague language:  Sort of‘, That kind of thing‘.  

4. Backchannel: Mmm‘, Yeah‘. 

5. Response tokens:  That‘s right‘, I see‘. 

6. Hesitation:  Err‘, ‗Umm‘. 

Source: Biber, D., & Quirk, R. (Eds.). (2012). Longman grammar of spoken and written 

English. Longman. Biber & Quirk, 2012. 

Undoubtedly, there is some crossover between speech and writing, particularly some forms 

of written discourse that adopt tenor and mode; however, the corpus data shows that most of 

the examples used above belong to spoken contexts and such are a meaningful part of the 

grammar of speech (Biber & Quirk, 2000). 

4.3.1 Importance of discourse markers  

The discourse makers have been a subject of study due to their plasticity inside a spoken 

situation where discourse markers may vary in all of the linguistic aspects. There are several 

characteristics it will display, and the more characteristics it seems to display, the more 

complex the definition of a discourse marker becomes (Müller, 2005). But these 

characteristics may be summarized as follows: 

1. Discourse markers are lexical items or phrases (McCarthy & Carter, 1994), such as right, 

I mean, well, so, I think. 
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2. Discourse marker's optionality. The absence of a discourse marker does not affect the 

meaning of the configuration of an utterance. However, the absence of a discourse marker 

will make comprehension at least more difficult (Aijmer, 2014).  

3. The discourse markers multifunctionality – the same discourse markers can have a variety 

of functions, each dependent on context. Fung and Carter (2007) give the example of ’so’, 

which can, for instance, both summarize and start a topic.  

4. Discourse markers are not drawn from one grammatical class and are not a closed 

grammatical class. Aijmer (2014) give examples of discourse markers that may come from a 

wide variety of grammatical classes, such as prepositional phrases (‘by the way’), response 

tokens (‘right’), and interjections (‘oh’).  

5. Discourse markers have a procedural but not propositional meaning. A discourse marker 

may possess a propositional meaning when used as part of another class. An example of 

this is the temporal use of ‘now’. The meaning of a discourse marker can be defined from 

the broader context in which it operates (Aijmer, 2014). 

 6. Discourse markers are referential, interpersonal, structural, and cognitive (Aijmer,2014). 

They act as signposts for speakers and listeners as they orientate themselves to the ongoing 

discourse (Schiffrin, 1987) by, for instance, signaling that listeners need time to think or that 

they wish to show they are listening.  

7. Discourse markers are often a (but not always) sentence or turn initial (Aijmer,2014). This 

position occurs often as it fulfills several common functions, such as launching topics (Fung 

& Carter 2007).  

8. Discourse markers should be prosodically independent and be largely separate from the 

utterances they introduce (Fung & Carter 2007). This will generally be indicated by the 

discourse marker, occupying a separate tone unit and often being followed by a pause. 

To sum up, discourse markers not only make the discourse more coherent by stating links 

between discourse segments but also to present several other functions, such as encouraging 
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speakers to continue, stating a point of reference, and other. (Jones. 2015). Therefore, 

discourse markers are perfect candidates to be practiced in a particular lesson or even a class-

based on communication using discourse markers, 

4.3.2 Teaching Discourse markers 

There are many methodologies for teaching vocabulary, but in this case, discourse markers 

are not only a matter of vocabulary but also a matter of communication and all the 

components that structure the communication process. Additionally, teaching directly a 

spoken language can be challenging due to the written-based material used for foreign 

language learners (Giraldo, 2019). Therefore, some teaching methods are going to be 

presented as follows.  

4.3.2.1 Implicit and explicit language teaching  

Implicit teaching is based on the theory that for instruction, a learner is not aware of what is 

being taught. This is in contrast with explicit teaching, whereby the learner is fully aware of 

what is being taught in a class. In the language classroom, implicit teaching might include a 

task where students interact without any focus on specific language items, in the hope that 

learners will learn ‘implicitly’ from the experience itself. Explicit teaching might include 

activities that require learners to produce samples of the target language or to discover rules 

about it (Jones, 2015). 

Krashen (2000) offers evidence for his hypothesis by demonstrating that language can be 

acquired simply through comprehensible input. One example was carried out in of a learner 

of Hebrew who had no formal instruction in the language. Instead, the learner was exposed 

to the language over several years through his work in a Hebrew speaking environment. He 

is described as learning in a relaxed way and he does acknowledge some vocabulary 

correction by colleagues. 

The results lead Krashen to conclude: ‘Armando’s case also shows us that one can do quite 

well in second language acquisition without living in the country in which the language is 
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spoken and without formal instruction. The crucial variables appear to be comprehensible 

input and having a good relationship with speakers of the language’ (Krashen, 2000, p. 24). 

On the other hand, some recent studies have demonstrated the benefits of explicit teaching 

of grammar or vocabulary. DeKeyser (1996) showed the difference between explicit-

deductive and implicit-inductive instruction on the learning of two rule types (simple 

categorical and fuzzy prototypical) in artificial grammar. The results showed that the explicit-

deductive group outperformed the implicit-inductive group when it came to expressing the 

simple grammar rules in new contexts of speaking. This led DeKeyser to suggest that 

production is supported by explicit instruction and practice. These results also have been 

supported by many other authors, who have carried out a variety of studies investigating the 

difference between explicit and implicit teaching. 

4.3.2.2 Noticing, language awareness, and task-based learning 

Within the English Language Teaching methodology, the learner is paying conscious 

attention to specific forms within the input and becoming aware of gaps between L1/L2 and 

differences between spoken/written. Both approaches focus on lesson procedures that 

encourage input perceptually of the learner, through activities that draw the learner’s 

awareness of forms but do not advocate a focus on the production of these forms within the 

classroom (Batstone, 2002). 

Language awareness means learners work on authentic texts, before undertaking activities 

that will focus on features of the text, preparing them to the meaning of forms and developing 

their knowledge of the real language put into real use. 

Task-based learning is activities that involve the learner in hypothesizing about the data, 

(Willis & Willis, 1996). In other words, they are tasks aimed at raising learners’ 

consciousness of certain linguistic features or patterns of texts, so that they can begin to 

acknowledge how language works. 
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Noticing is the process where the students pay special attention to the form, use, and meaning 

of the words in question. Noticing is achieved through lesson procedures, with the suggestion 

that task-based learning has a greater focus on output in the form of tasks, while language 

awareness has a greater focus on input. (Bolitho, 2003) 

4.3.2.3 Communicative Language Teaching  

The Communicative approach is commonly known as a contextualized practice where 

learners attempt to apply the target language to real-life situations and communicative 

practice where learners use the target language alongside other languages in genuine 

communication, through activities such as information gaps and role-plays (Ellis & Nassaji, 

2002), 

4.3.2.3.1 Practice-based approaches. 

Regardless of whether the practice is controlled, contextualized, or communicative, it will 

have the following characteristics: 

1. There should be a moment to point to a specific grammatical feature for focused attention; 

2. The learners are asked to produce sentences using the targeted grammatical feature; 

3. The learners will have opportunities for repetition and the creation of the grammatical 

feature. 

4.3.2.3.2 Consciousness-raising tasks 

The main characteristics of consciousness-raising tasks (which we have termed noticing tasks 

in this study), are these: 

1. There should be a moment to point to a specific grammatical feature for focused attention; 
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2. Data will be shown to the learners to illustrate the target feature so it can be supported with 

an explicit description of the grammatical rule or features of it; 

3. The learners are expected to make an effort to understand the targeted feature by 

themselves. 

4.3.2.4 Communicative-discursive competence. 

Communicative-discursive competence uses the language for meaningful communication 

through the use of the language functions and purposes, knowing how to use the language 

perceive according to the social context (formal, informal, academic). This has to do with 

the ability to produce and understand the different speech contexts where some vocabulary 

and grammatical structures must be used (Richards, 2006).   

In communicative-discourse competence, the students are expected to develop six different 

competencies through the use of discourse markers (Molina, 2014). 

Their linguistic competence by incorporating new discourse markers and learning their 

norms of usage. 

Their strategic competence, because they may use different strategies to infer the rules from 

the examples they are given, for example applying what they know about language structure 

to infer the rules of usage of discourse markers  

The pragmatic competence since discourse markers depend on the context and have a 

pragmatic function. 

The generic competence by working on the genre and its characteristics, e.g., opinion about 

a topic in a spoken situation.  

The intercultural competence because the use of discourse markers relates to the target 

language culture in the sense that correct usage can avoid misunderstandings while non-usage 

can lead to wrong interpretations.  
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The communicative competence since this unit promotes students' use of the four skills. They 

are required to read in English in all the sessions, to speak while performing the role play as 

well as when participating in the debate, and to listen to their partners, to the teacher as well 

as to watch some videos. 

The is a special value in comparing teaching frameworks. In doing so, it is tried to discover 

which framework has a greater impact on the learners’ ability to produce the target discourse 

markers and which framework the learners themselves think is more effective in terms of 

how it helps them to learn them (Jones, 2011). 
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5 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

During the research, there have been many theories of language and theories about 

communication which point to some standpoints when it comes to the use of discourse 

markers, how discourse markers are used by native and non-native speakers, how discourse 

markers are presented to L2 learners and how discourse markers are important or not during 

a conversation between interlocutors. 

5.1 What are discourse markers? 

The first research carried out by Schiffrin in 1987 set the foundation of the analysis of 

discourse markers in the context of conversation. Schiffrin analyzed all the subdisciplines of 

linguistics and she made some of the following statements: 

 Morphologically speaking, discourse markers can be single words or can be 

combined to form a phrase. 

 Syntactically speaking, discourse markers are optional. This is because if they 

are suppressed from a sentence, the sentence is still understandable. 

Nevertheless, not in all cases this can be applied. 

 Discourse markers are considered particles of the language, so they cannot be 

classified into one category of language (conjunctions, adverbs, interjections, 

and prepositions). 

 Semantically speaking, discourse markers are empty due to their extra-linguistic 

nature. 

 Discourse markers have more presence in pragmatics due to their clarifying 

characteristic inside a sentence. 

The first foundation in the morphological aspect that Schiffrin stated, was corroborated in a 

subsequent study by Siepmann (2005) with a further overview of phrases that are the 

combination of discourse markers, because some phrases cannot be catalogued into a specific 
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linguistic category due to their collocational use (e.g., as a matter of fact, in fact, among 

others.) in conversational and written uses. 

The second foundation in the syntactical aspect that Schiffrin stated, is the most debated and 

controversial among linguists. This is because a statement can be interpreted from many 

standpoints of analysis, leading to different results of ‘optionality’ inside an utterance. Müller 

(2005) mentioned that markers often precede sentences, they are independent of a structure 

since markers are usually separated by commas or semicolons. From the perspective of the 

syntax, even if discourse markers are deleted from the initial part of the sentence, the 

utterance is grammatically understandable. Ranger (2016) reinforced this declaration with 

the definition of optionality to be grammatically accepted as a feature for discourse markers 

to be distinguished from other adverbs and syntactic elements. Nonetheless, according to Sun 

(2013), discourse markers enable speakers to guide where the conversation is being led to, 

therefore, the suppression of discourse markers would be at least debatable from a syntactic 

standpoint. Urgelles-Coll (2010) stated that some discourse markers are completely 

integrated prosodically as well as syntactically in a sentence, so it is impossible to be 

suppressed from a sentence. All in all, there is not something such as a complete agreement 

between authors and more investigation has to be carried out to propose a more conveyed 

use of discourse markers.  

From the semantic standpoint of the discourse makers, they are considered to be empty. 

Discourse markers seem not to affect the literal meaning of a sentence and they appear to be 

semantically empty to the final overview of the semantics analysis because they do not affect 

the truth-conditions of a sentence (Urgelles-Coll, 2010). Nonetheless, when it comes to the 

application of the semantic characteristic of paraphrasing, it seems that the truth conditions 

change due to the single word or phrase combination that discourse markers may have.  

When it comes to pragmatics, almost every author agrees with the fact that discourse markers 

are words that guide the speech, give more expressivity to the speech act, and clarifies the 

intention and the idea of the interlocutors (Müller, 2005).  



57 

 

The division of the discourse markers may vary according to the language studied. For 

instance, the classification of the discourse markers proposed by Mcormick entails the 

purpose of the discourse markers within the sentences. 

1. to provide a sense of where something is concerning something else; 

2. to supply a sense of when something is happening; 

3. to compare two ideas and express similarities; 

4. to contrast ideas and to signal the notion of difference; 

5. to present additional or supplementary ideas; 

6. to indicate a point in a discussion has been already mentioned; 

7. to demonstrate a sense of logical sequence; 

8. to offer an illustration or an example; 

9. to show a summary of the information discussed. 

Nonetheless, this classification does not show the real use or the meaning of the words since 

this classification was done according to a superficial interpretation of the discourse markers. 

On the other hand, there is a more accurate classification of the discourse markers which 

provides a wider and deeper explanation within the discourse. This classification is divided 

into Information Structurers, which are the ones that place an order into the arguments 

presented; Connectors, which add or counters an argument; Reformulators, which explain or 

rectify the information provided; Argumentative Markers, which limit the possible 

interpretation of the ideas provided by the speaker; and finally the Modal conversational 

markers, which reflect the attitudes of the speaker towards an idea Portolés (2001). 
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5.2 Native speakers vs non-native speakers 

When it comes to the use of native and non-native speakers, Müller demonstrated that there 

is a significant difference between the repertory of words and the frequency of discourse 

markers to appear in conversations. Miller & Weinert (1998) during their study, they revealed 

that Non-native speakers use less discourse markers, and this may happen due to three main 

reasons: the fact that materials done for the acquisition of a second language are focused on 

learning the written skills, differences between second language learning and language 

acquisition in a natural environment, and the most likely need of explicit teaching of cohesive 

items for oral discourse. All these factors convert discourse markers into perfect candidates 

to be taught in a scholarly context due to the necessity of acquiring communicative 

competence.  

5.3 Implications for language teaching 

When it comes to solving the problem that many materials are written oriented, it can be 

easily solved by showing the students that written documents can be put into words to 

improve one’s coherence and expressivity in academic environments. Huang (2010) 

mentions that many learners with a high level of English tested for international certifications 

have a lack of academic speaking skills and regard to improving their academic oral 

communication. Therefore, teaching discourse markers to enhance the vocabulary 

expressivity and improve the fluency of the arguments, may lead to ease the process of 

achieving a higher level of the command of the language in spoken contexts.  

Dealing with the differences between second language learning and language acquisition in 

a natural environment, it could be solved using a methodology in teaching called as the 

communicative approach. It is widely accepted that the communicate approach is the most 

appropriate instructional model within second foreign language teaching practices due to the 

use of authentic material and the presentation of real-life contexts (Beltrán-Palanques, 2014). 

Even though the instructor may not be a native speaker of the language, the materials shown 

in class can foster the students’ overview of how a natural language develops. Native 
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speakers use particles with great precision as signposts in the interaction, for example, to 

make it easier for the hearer to understand how the different parts of the text are related. This 

example may be used in role plays or repetition drills for the student to catch the gist of a 

natural language in action.  

Another possibility to teach discourse markers would be the use of implicit teaching through 

the use of the audio-lingual approach. Implicit teaching is based on the theory that for 

instruction, a learner is not aware of what is being taught (Jones, 2011). It includes a task 

where students interact without any focus on specific language items, in the hope that learners 

will learn ‘implicitly’ from the experience itself. 

And finally to deal with the last gap of the need for explicit teaching of cohesive items for 

oral discourse. This is easier than the other implication of teaching discourse markers due to 

fact that students are used to be presented with the grammatical item that they have to use in 

specific situations. The explicit teaching means that the learner is aware of what has been 

learned during a lesson (Richards & Schmidt, 2014). This is particularly beneficial when it 

comes to learning specific vocabulary or grammar in context. Explicit teaching may present 

for example, a task where learners are asked to use 5 different discourse markers to produce 

a full introduction of what they would say to an ‘authority’ of a high school. 

All in all, teaching discourse markers seems to be beneficial for learners to acquire 

communicative competence in the target language. Likewise, vocabulary and grammar, 

teachers have to foster the use of different spoken structures in real-life situations for students 

to achieve a real command of the language, not only for their daily lives but also for 

international certification contexts, for instance. 

5.4 Further research  

During this research project, many topics have been mentioned, ranging from the 

classification of discourse markers, discourse markers used by native and nonnative speakers 

and how to teach discourse markers. Nevertheless, none of the authors cited for this project 

have mentioned when the speakers are expected to use discourse markers, or additionally, 
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how to score or assess oral examinations where discourse markers are expected to be applied 

from the speakers. 

 

When it comes to scoring or assessing oral examinations, the use of discourse markers may 

lead to get a higher score from the candidates and if it is not, there would be a negative impact 

in the score. For instance, in the training for interlocutors applied in the Pearson English 

International Certificate, the use of discourse markers is expected from the candidates to 

demonstrate the candidates’ ability to discuss, interchange ideas, contrast ideas and turn 

taking (Quintana & B 2021). These assessing expectations come handy when it comes to 

providing a more realistic and a more accurate score to the candidates. Additionally, this 

helps the students to demonstrate their true command of the language.  

 

5.5 Recommendations  

Given that many empirical studies have been consulted, some recommendations are going to 

be given in order to better understand what the discourse markers are and how to use them 

to improve oneself clarity and expressivity. 

 

 

1. The discourse markers are plenty, their instruction should be done at the same 

time as grammar is being taught. 

 

2. The discourse markers have different uses and applications; nonetheless, each one 

of them serve a specific purpose. So, teachers must use them at a regular basis in 

order to foster the students’ use 

 

3. Discourse markers may be optional; nevertheless, this depends on the complexity 

and the kind of discourse that the speaker may be using.  
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4. When trying to understand and eventually, use discourse markers, it’s always 

useful to not keep in mind that most discourse markers may and will have multiple 

ways to use them, in order to not get obnubilated by the “tunnel vision”  
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

 

Discourse markers can be analyzed from all of the subdisciplines of linguistics (morphology, 

syntax, semantics, pragmatics) which all of them add more details about the uses, 

combinations, meanings, and messages that interlocutors may provide when it comes to the 

speech acts. 

Discourse markers’ typology or division is quite wide, but discourse markers can be divided 

into five categories according to their use in the language: information structurers, 

connectors, reformulators, argumentative markers, and conversational markers. All those 

markers have a specific use in the spoken language and provide a lot of information in the 

interchange of information among interlocutors in a conversation. 

Discourse markers’ main function is to guide where the conversation is being led to and to 

clarify the message that wants to be conveyed. Additionally, discourse markers help to unite 

the segments of the speech acts to allow a better understanding among the interlocutors. 

Discourse markers may be placed in different parts of an utterance from the start position 

until the final position of a sentence. Depending on the place that discourse markers are 

placed, the meaning or the function of the message may vary. 

The main purpose of teaching discourse markers is to ease the learners’ communicative 

competence process. Communicative competence does not only deal with grammar 

structures or vocabulary but also with being competent in social contexts of the language. 

Discourse markers have not been explicitly taught in class since most of the target language 

material is written-oriented. This has led to some ignorance of the use of discourse markers 

in speech and how they work in the communication process. 
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During the teaching process of discourse markers, it could be convenient to state that every 

discourse marker can be used according to the situation to explicitly state what the 

interlocutor wants to express. 

Discourse markers are a very important aspect of the written language. Nonetheless, when it 

comes to teaching spoken discourse markers, there are not many sources of information to 

provide teachers with strategies of how to teach discourse markers in the most appropriate 

way.  

As many authors mention, a high level of English does not ensure an academic speaking 

proficiency in the target language. Therefore, teaching discourse markers may ease the 

process of achieving a good command of the language due to the large repertory of 

applications that discourse markers provide. This is especially valuable when it comes to 

international evaluations for proficiency certificates, where the examiners evaluate the 

candidates’ knowledge and resources applied to express their ideas. 

According to some authors and as self-experience, the most appropriate way of teaching 

students discourse markers can be done from a real spoken environment where the learners 

may notice discourse markers in use rather than providing an explicit list of words. 
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8 APPENDICES 

 

8.1 Further reading: 

 The handbook of discourse markers 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10.1002/9780470753460#page=72                        

DOI:10.1002/9780470753460 

 

 Teaching spoken discourse markers explicitly: A comparison of III and PPP 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1042851.pdf  

 

 The importance of discourse markers in English teaching and Learning 

https://doi.org/10.4304/tpls.3.11.2136-2140 

 

 Discourse Markers: an enunciative approach 

https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F978-3-319-70905-5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10.1002/9780470753460#page=72
https://doi.org/10.4304/tpls.3.11.2136-2140
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F978-3-319-70905-5
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8.2 Results of the database search 

 

Table 22. Results of the database search 

Database Keywords Number of results 

Google Scholar discourse markers 1 050 000 

 discourse markers language 

learning 

211.000 

discourse markers native 

and non-native 

276.000 

discourse markers  oral 

expression 

120.000 

 

 

discourse markers  speech 

structure 

645.000 

Microsoft Academic discourse markers 9 616 

ERIC discourse markers 596 

Routledge  discourse markers 47994 

JSTOR discourse markers 101.020 

 

Source: Author 
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8.3 Synthesis Matrix  

Table 23. Synthesis Matrix. 

Topic: Discourse markers in the oral expression of the English Language. 

 

 Source # 1  Source # 2 Source # 3 Source # 4 

Main idea A Müller, S. 

(2005). 

Discourse 

markers in 

native and non-

native English 

discourse. 

Schiffrin, D. 

(1987). 

Discourse 

markers. 

Portolés, J. 

(2001). 

Marcadores del 

discurso 

Brinton, L. J. 

(2017). The 

evolution of 

pragmatic 

markers in 

English 

pathways of 

change. 

Main idea B Alban, A. 

(2007) Manual 

de oratoria, 

Aijmer, K. 

(2014). 

Conversational 

routines in 

English: 

Convention and 

creativity 

Biber, D., & 

Quirk, R. 

(Eds.). (2012). 

Longman 

grammar of 

spoken and 

written English. 

Huang, L.-S. 

(2010). 

Academic 

communication 

skills: 

Conversation 

strategies for 

international 

graduate 

students 

Source: Author 
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8.4 List of sources  

Table 24. List of empirical research 

1 Reference  Type of 

publication 

 

Type of 

study  

Topic Main findings 

2 Aijmer, (2014) Journal  Experimental 

study 

Conversation in 

pragmatic contexts 

According to the 

conversational 

context, the 

grammar and 

vocabulary used 

may vary. 

 

3 Alghamdi 

(2014) 

Journal  Experimental 

study 

Communication 

among ELF 

learners 

Students gain 

more cooperative 

learning skills in 

experimental 

conditions 

 

4 Amador 

Moreno, 

O’Riordan & 

Chambers, 

(2006) 

Article  Experimental 

and corpus 

study 

Integrating a 

corpus of 

classroom 

discourse in 

language teacher 

education: the 

case of discourse 

markers 

Integrating corpus 

of classroom 

discourse can be 

of benefit in 

language teacher 

education 

5 Barth-

Weingarten, D. 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Language skills 

from a 

communicative 

approach: A focus 

on ELT textbooks: 

research 

challenges for 

anglophone 

studies in the 21st 

century. 

Situational 

parameters and 

power 

relationships, 

correlate discourse 

function of the 

individual 

constructions 

6 Batstone, (2002) Journal  Theoretical 

study 

Transforming the 

language into a 

familiar base of 

information to 

facilitate making 

sense of a new 

language 

People are more 

confident when it 

comes to 

communicating 

due to the similar 

meanings and 

grammatical 

structures with the 

mother tongue and 
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the target 

language 

 

7 Bialystok (1991) Journal  Theoretical 

study 

Achieving 

proficiency in a 

second language 

The original 

dichotomy 

between formal 

instruction and 

functional 

exposure proved 

to be 

too limiting. 

 

8 Biber, & Quirk, 

(Eds.). (2012) 

Article  Corpus 

analysis 

Grammar of 

Spoken and 

Written English 

Spoken grammar 

and written 

grammar have 

some things in 

common but more 

differences. 

 

9 Bolitho (2003) Journal  Experimental 

study 

Mainstream 

practices in 

language teaching 

and teacher 

education. 

Some practices in 

language teaching 

and teacher 

instruction have to 

changed due to 

educational issues 

and new trends in 

language 

acquisition 

 

10 Brinton, L. J. 

(2017). 

Journal Experimental 

study  

The evolution of 

pragmatic markers 

in English 

pathways of 

change. 

The discourse 

markers have 

changed from all 

of the grammatical 

aspects to be 

known as 

primordial parts of 

the human 

discourse. 

 

11 Chang, S. 

(2004) 

Case study Experimental 

Study 

A case study of 

EFL Teachers in 

Taiwan 

Extensive 

verbatim 

quotations from 

participants 

provided detailed 

insights into 

teachers’ prior 

experiences as 

second language 
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learners in Taiwan 

and abroad 

12 Dang, Coxhead, 

& Webb. (2017) 

Article Corpus study The Academic 

Spoken Word List 

Language learners 

may reach 92–

96% coverage of 

academic speech 

 

13 DeKeyser, & 

Sokalski, (1996) 

Article Experimental 

study 

Production versus 

comprehension 

Input practice is 

better for 

comprehension 

skills, and output 

practice for 

production skills 

 

14 Ellis, R., Fotos, 

S., & Nassaji, H. 

(2007). 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Form-focused 

instruction and 

teacher education: 

Studies in honour 

of Rod Ellis. 

Instruction 

including some 

kind of FFI [form-

focused 

instruction] is 

more effective 

than instruction 

that focuses only 

on meaning. 

 

15 Fischer, K. 

(2006). 

Journal Corpus study Approaches to 

Discourse 

Particles 

Discourse 

Particles 

constitutes an 

important 

orientation for 

newcomers to the 

field, as well as 

providing the 

necessary 

guidance and 

reference for the 

many scholars 

now working in 

the growing 

research 

community. 

 

16 Frodden, 

Restrepo, & 

Maturana,(2004) 

Article Experimental 

study 

Analysis of 

Assessment 

Instruments Used 

in Foreign 

Language 

Teaching 

In general, 

teachers seem to 

prefer "hard" over 

"soft" types of 

assessment. 
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17 Fung & Carter, 

(2007) 

Article  Sub-corpus 

study 

Experimental 

study 

Discourse markers 

in spoken English 

Discourse markers 

serve as useful 

interactional 

manoeuvres to 

structure and 

organize speech 

on interpersonal, 

referential, 

structural, and 

cognitive levels. 

 

18 Giraldo, (2019) Journal Experimental 

study 

Implications for 

Language 

Assessment 

Literacy 

The findings 

yielded a 

coordination 

between 

assessment 

success and 

failure. 

 

 

19 Hasling, J. 

(2010).  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

The audience, The 

message, The 

speaker 

 

The parts of a 

dissertation lie 

within oneself 

abilities to express 

ideas to others. 

 

20 Hellermann, & 

Vergun, (2007) 

Article Experimental 

study 

Discourse markers 

used by adult 

learners of English  

A review of the 

students’ 

background 

suggests that the 

students who use 

more discourse 

markers may be 

the students who 

are more 

acculturated to the 

US 

 

21 Huang, L.-S. 

(2010).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Academic 

communication 

skills: 

Conversation 

strategies for 

international 

graduate students. 

 

The academic 

skills are different 

from the usual 

context of 

conversation. 
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22 Hymes, D. 

(1972)  

Article Theoretical 

study 

On 

Communicative 

Competence 

A speaker should 

be aware of 

speaking for 

politeness or for 

camaraderie and 

be capable of 

avoiding 

impoliteness. 

23 Jucker, (1993). Journal Experimental 

study 

Specific discourse 

marker in use 

One discourse 

marker can be 

interpreted or used 

depending on the 

situation and the 

intention of the 

speaker. 

 

24 Krashen,(2000) Article Theoretical 

study 

What Does It Take 

to Acquire 

Language? 

Having 

comprehensible 

input and having a 

good relationship 

with speakers of 

the language ease 

the process of 

learning. 

 

25 Lenk, U. (1998). Journal Experimental 

study 

Marking discourse 

coherence: 

Functions of 

discourse markers 

in spoken English. 

It seems that 

global discourse 

markers mostly 

occur at the 

beginning and at 

the end of 

digressions in 

British and 

American English 

 

26 McCarthy, & 

Carter, (1994).  

Journal  Theoretical 

study 

Perspectives for 

language teaching. 

Discourse items 

have to be taught 

as well as other 

grammatical 

items.  

 

27 McCormick, I. 

(2015).  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

11+ English. Key grammatical 

structures can be 

taught from early 

ages to 

successfully move 

to a more complex 

level of instruction 
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28 Miller, & 

Weinert, (1995). 

Journal Corpus study The function of 

LIKE in dialogue 

Multifunctionality 

of the marker 

LIKE may vary 

depending on the 

situation and the 

intention of the 

speaker. 

 

 

29 Molina Ribes, 

L. (2014). 

Article Experimental 

study 

A pedagogical 

proposal to 

enhance the use of 

Linking Words in 

order to improve 

students’ 

discourse 

competence. 

Students have to 

be aware of the 

differences of 

discourse markers 

inside written and 

spoken context. 

 

 

30 Moreno, I. O., & 

Richard, E. M. 

(2013). 

 

Article Theoretical 

study 

Fraseopragmática. Discursive phrases 

vary from 

language to 

language 

according to the 

culture and the 

context  

 

 

31 Müller, S. 

(2005).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Discourse markers 

in native and non-

native English 

discourse 

 

Discourse markers 

vary from all 

languages since 

the cultural 

background differs 

from country to 

country and the 

teaching 

implication that 

these implications. 

 

32 Portolés, J. 

(2001).  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

Corpus study 

Marcadores del 

discurso 

 

 

Discourse markers 

are divided 

according to the 

function and the 

meaning of the 

words to serve a 

specific purpose 

 

  



79 

 

33 Quirk, R. (Ed.). 

(1985). A  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

Corpus study 

Experimental 

study 

Comprehensive 

grammar of the 

English language 

 

The grammar and 

the spoken 

language differ in 

terms of the 

context applied 

 

 

34 Ranger, G. 

(2018). 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Discourse Markers 

An Enunciative 

Approach 

Overall this book 

shows the multiple 

theoretical 

resonances and 

overlaps between 

TEPO and 

Cognitive 

Grammar, Frame 

Semantics, 

Construction 

Grammar, 

Cognitive 

accounts of 

Viewpoint, among 

other subfields of 

cognitive 

linguistics. 

 

 

35 Richards, J. C. 

(2006).  

Journal Theoretical 

Study 

Communicative 

language teaching 

today. 

Communicative 

language teaching 

has passed 

through a number 

of different phases 

in order to be the 

most accurate to 

the students needs 

in order for 

students being 

able to 

communicate 

rather than only 

learn grammar 

 

36 Richards, J. C. 

(2015).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Theoretical 

study 

Key issues in 

language teaching. 

The book provides 

really valuable 

assets when it 

comes to teaching 

a language and the 

problems that a 

teacher or a 



80 

 

teacher in training 

may face. 

 

37 Redeker, G. 

(1990).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

 

Ideational and 

pragmatic markers 

of discourse 

structure 

 

Language use 

always involves 

both the 

representation of 

propositional 

content and the 

expression of 

attitudes and 

intentions. 

 

 

38 Richards, J. C., 

& Schmidt, R. 

W. (2014). 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Language and 

Communication 

Language reflects 

the 

communicative 

functions it 

performs as well 

as in the process 

involved in using 

language for 

communication. 

 

39 Roberts, R., & 

Kreuz, R. J. 

(2015). 

 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Theoretical 

study 

Becoming Fluent: 

How Cognitive 

Science Can Help 

Adults Learn a 

Foreign Language 

 

There are ways to 

encourage adult 

students to 

become more 

fluent in a target 

language 

throughout the use 

of different 

methods and 

techniques. 

 

40 Redeker,(1990) Journal  Theoretical 

study 

Markers in the 

discourse structure 

Pragmatic and 

ideational 

structuring differs 

from the context 

and the 

relationship of the 

interlocutors. 

 

41 Schiffrin, D. 

(1987).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Corpus study 

 

Discourse 

markers. 

The language, the 

meaning and the 

context 

completely change 

the intention of the 
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interlocutors 

depending on the 

marker used.  

  

42 Schober, M. F., 

Rapp, D. N., & 

Britt, M. A. 

(2017).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

The Routledge 

Handbook of 

Discourse 

Processes 

This book 

provides an 

impressive 

overview of 

important topics in 

discourse 

processing and 

comprehension, 

such as cognitive 

models of reading 

and conversation; 

of reading 

development and 

writing; and of 

research methods, 

from commonly 

used methods to 

relatively new 

methods such as 

neuroimaging and 

large data. 

 

43 Selinker,(2009) Journal Theoretical 

study 

Linguistic aspects 

of the psychology 

of second-

language learning. 

Linguistic 

elements are as 

necessary as how 

they are 

understood by the 

minds of the 

interlocutors. 

 

44 Siemund, P. 

(2018).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

Speech acts and 

clause types: 

English in a cross-

linguistic context 

It draws on 

insights from 

linguistics, 

philosophy, and 

sociology, and 

may be used as a 

textbook for 

undergraduate or 

graduate courses 

in semantics, 

pragmatics, and 

morphosyntax 

45 Siepmann, D. 

(2005). 

Journal Experimental 

study 

Discourse markers 

across languages: 

The use se of 

multi-word 
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A contrastive 

study of second-

level discourse 

markers in native 

and non-native 

text with 

implications for 

general and 

pedagogic 

lexicography 

 

markers by non-

native speakers of 

English lies in 

lexicographical 

and pedagogical 

implications. 

 

46 Sun, W. (2013).  Journal Experimental 

study 

The importance of 

discourse markers 

in English 

learning and 

teaching. Theory 

and Practice in 

Language Studies 

Discourse markers 

do occupy a 

position in English 

learning and 

teaching. It is 

quite advisable 

and necessary to 

pay enough 

attention to them 

and try to apply 

and use them 

automatically, 

correctly and 

appropriately with 

the help of 

teachers. 

 

 

 

47 Swan, M. 

(2016).  

Journal Theoretical 

study 

Practical English 

usage 

Some aspects of 

the grammar are 

likely to be 

problematic, and 

how these can be 

most effectively 

explained. 

 

 

48 Urgelles-Coll, 

M. (2011).  

Journal Experimental 

study 

 

Theoretical 

study 

 

Corpus study 

The syntax and 

semantics of 

discourse markers. 

It provides an 

integrated, 

detailed and 

sensitive 

exploration of the 

syntax, semantics, 

and discourse 

properties, and 

makes a 
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contribution to 

each of these 

fields 

 

49 Walton, D. N. 

(2006).  

 Theoretical 

study 

Fundamentals of 

critical 

argumentation 

Arguments can be 

reasonable under 

the right dialogue 

conditions by 

using critical 

questions 

 

Source: Author 

 


