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ABSTRACT

DISCOURSE MARKERS IN NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE SPOKEN ENGLISH:
A CORPUS-BASED COMPARISON OF TURKISH AND BRITISH UNIVERSITY
STUDENTS’ EMPLOYMENT OF DISCOURSE MARKERS IN INFORMAL INTERVIEWS

Yusuf OZTURK

Department of Foreign Language Education
PhD Programme in English Language Teaching
Anadolu University, Graduate School of Educational Sciences, May 2018

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Giil DURMUSOGLU KOSE

Discourse markers serve a variety of functions in spoken discourse and are
valuable for being pragmatically competent in a language. However, non-native
speakers are reported to differ from native speakers in their use of discourse markers.
Moreover, the literature on the use of discourse markers by Turkish EFL learners has
been limited, and the research available is restricted to mostly planned and monologic
speech. In this regard, this study aims to investigate the use of five most common
discourse markers, namely so, like, you know, I mean and well, by Turkish and British
university students, and examine the relationship between the Turkish students’
discourse marker use and speech fluency. A corpus of informal interviews was compiled
of interviews with 50 Turkish ELT students, and a native speaker corpus created at a UK
university was obtained. The results showed that Turkish students used the discourse
markers in textual functions in a higher proportion and interpersonal/interactional
functions in a lower proportion compared to the British students. The first-year Turkish
students employed the markers significantly more frequently than their fourth-year
peers. Moreover, there was a moderate, and significant relationship between discourse
marker use and their utterance and perceived fluency. These results were discussed in
the light of the relevant literature, and various implications and suggestions were

offered for teaching and further research.

Keywords: Discourse markers, Turkish students, British students, Informal interviews,
Speech fluency.
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OZET

ANADIL VE YABANCI DiL KONUSURU SOZLU INGILIZCESINDE SOYLEM
BELIRLEYICILERI: TURK VE INGILiZ UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERININ INFORMAL
GORUSMELERDE SOYLEM BELIRLEYICILERI KULLANIMININ DERLEM TEMELLI

BiR KARSILASTIRMASI

Yusuf OZTURK

Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dal1
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Doktora Programi
Anadolu Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Mays 2018

Danisman: Prof. Dr. Giil DURMUSOGLU KOSE

Soylem belirleyicileri sozlii sdylem igerisinde bir dizi isleve sahiptir ve bir dilde
edimbilimsel olarak yetkin olmak icin 6nemlidir. Ancak, yabanci dil konusurlarinin
sOylem belirleyicileri kullaniminda anadil konusurlarindan farklilastigi bulgulanmaistir.
Ayrica, Tiirk Ingilizce 6grenenlerin kullanimiyla ilgili alanyazin smirlidir ve mevcut
arastirmalar planli ve monolojik konusmaya dayalidir. Bu anlamda, bu ¢alisma (a) Tiirk
ve Ingiliz iiniversite 6grencilerinin bes sdylem belirleyicilerini (yani so, like, you know,
I mean ve well) kullanimmi arastirmay1 ve (b) sdylem belirleyicileri kullanimi ile
konusma akicilig1 arasindaki iliskiyi incelemeyi amaclamaktadir. 50 Tiirk Ingilizce
olusturulmus anadil konusuru derlemi edinilmistir. Sonuglar, Tirk 6grencilerin bu
belirleyicileri daha az siklikta kullandiklarini ve Ingiliz dgrencilere gére bunlarin
metinsel islevlerini daha c¢ok, kisilerarasi/etkilesimsel islevlerini ise daha az
kullandiklarini gdstermistir. Tlrk 1. sinif 6grencileri, dordiincii sinif 6grencilerine gore,
incelenen belirleyicileri daha sik kullanmiglardir. Ayrica, Tirk o6grencilerin bu
belirleyicileri kullanimi ile konusma akiciliklar1 arasinda orta diizey anlamli bir iligki
bulunmustur. Bu sonuglar, ilgili alanyazin 1s1ginda tartisilmig, 6gretim ve gelecek

arastirmalara yonelik ¢ikarimlar ¢aligmanin sonunda sunulmustur.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Séylem belirleyicileri, Tiirk dgrenciler, Ingiliz 6grenciler, Informal
goriismeler, Konusmada akicilik.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Background to the Study

Pragmatic competence is a crucial component of communicative competence
(Bachman, 1990, p. 87; Bachman and Palmer, 1996, p. 69). It is the ability to
communicate one’s intended message along with its nuances in a particular context and
interpret his/her interlocutor’s message in the way it is intended (Fraser, 2010, p. 15). A
key element that is argued to play a significant role in the pragmatic competence and
spoken interaction of a speaker is discourse markers (Miiller, 2005, p. 1; Mullan, 2010,
p.- 9). Discourse markers are lexical items that individuals use to create textual
coherence and express their feelings and views (Carter and McCarthy, 2006, p. 208),
and are argued to be pragmatically indispensable in spoken discourse (Mei, 2012, p. 2).
They are words or phrases such as so and well that individuals employ to connect,

organise and manage what they say or to express their attitudes:

(1a) A: I like him. B: So you think you’ll ask him out then.
(1b) A: Did you like it? B: Well, not really. (Fraser, 1990, p.383)

With the emergence of many spoken corpora, such as The Michigan Corpus of
Academic Spoken English (MICASE) and the British Academic Spoken English
(BASE), there has been an expanding literature addressing spoken English, an area
where the use of discourse markers has been a popular research topic. In the literature,
native speakers’ use of discourse markers has been extensively investigated in many
studies including Schourup (1985), Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1990, 1999), Jucker
(1993), Lenk (1995), Aijmer (2002) and Carter and McCarthy (2006), which provided
valuable results. As for non-native speakers, their use of discourse markers attracted
little, though increasing, attention in the recent decade. However, it is also important for
non-native speakers who are expected to interpret native speakers’ use of discourse
markers and to use them in appropriate contexts and situations (Huang, 2011, p. 11).
Discourse markers form useful contextual coordinates for both native and non-native
speakers of English to structure and organise speech as they perform important textual

and interpersonal functions (Fung and Carter, 2007, p. 411).



Discourse markers arose from the close study of spoken discourse and is
predominantly a feature of spoken rather than written discourse (Brinton, 1996, p. 33;
Miiller, 2005, 27; Mullan, 2010, p. 44). According to Schiffrin (1987, p. 31), the term
refers to “sequentially dependent elements which bracket units of talk” . For Fung and
Carter (2007, p. 411), these units are intra-sentential and supra-sentential linguistic
elements having non-propositional and connective functions at discourse level. Lenk
(1998, p. 52) defines discourse markers as “short lexical items" that are employed "to
signal for the hearer how the speaker intends the present contribution to be related to
preceding and/or following parts of the discourse”. These definitions indicate that
discourse markers ensure coherence within and among utterances as well as turns in
discourse.

Discourse markers, like “well”, “I mean” and “you know”, are highly frequent in
conversation. “You know” and “I mean” are reported to be the most frequent two-word
combinations in the Cambridge and Nottingham Corpus of Discourse in English
(CANCODE), a spoken corpus of British English. Though each of these discourse
markers has a simple lexical meaning, they also have a function that they fulfil in
discourse, and it is argued that this function contributes most to their high frequency
(O’Keeffe, McCarthy, and Carter, 2007, p. 172). Furthermore, one of the most important
properties of discourse markers is their multi-functionality, which means that they
usually have more than one function in discourse. For example, so mostly marks a result
or consequence, but it also has a function of marking a potential turn-transition
(Schiffrin, 1987, p. 223). Therefore, the specific function of a discourse marker is
determined by the context in which it is used (Aijmer, 2004, p. 177), which can make its
acquisition difficult for learners/non-native speakers. At this point, there are two aspects
that seem to have a role in learners’ acquisition of discourse markers: informality of the
learning context, and the functional levels of the discourse markers concerned. Firstly,
since discourse marker use is regarded as being related to informal contexts,
competence in this area can be acquired in such contexts (Miiller, 2005, p. 47), which
poses a difficulty for EFL learners if they are exposed to English only in a formal school

environment. Secondly, discourse markers that functionally operate at the ideational or



textual levels are to be expected earlier than those that operate at other planes/levels
such as interactional and interpersonal, because the former are overtly taught (Hays,
1992, p. 24). This also poses a challenge for learners because they presumably have

difficulty in using discourse markers in non-textual functions.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Many studies in the literature reported that non-native speakers of English differ
from native speakers in their use of discourse markers (e.g. Romero Trillo, 2002; Fung
and Carter, 2007; Buysse, 2010). In these studies, the differences include non-native
speakers’ preferences for different discourse markers (Romero Trillo, 2002), their
restricted use with limited functions (Fung and Carter, 2007), and overuse or underuse
of certain discourse markers (Buysse, 2010). Aijmer (2002, p. 3) argues that non-native
speakers’ incorrect use or underuse of discourse markers may result in
misunderstandings. Moreover, they can be perceived as dysfluent when they
demonstrate non-target-like use of discourse markers (Hellermann and Vergun, 2007, p.
160). Consequently, discourse marker use, which is performed by native speakers
effortlessly, is also necessary for learners to express themselves in a fluent and confident
way in that language (Sankoff et al., 1997, p. 214). The importance of being competent
in using discourse markers particularly for non-native speakers is highlighted by

Svartvik as follows:

[I]f a foreign language learner says five sheeps or he goed, he can be corrected by
practically every native speaker. If, on the other hand, he omits a well, the likely reaction
will be that he is dogmatic, impolite, boring, awkward to talk to etc, but a native speaker

cannot pinpoint an “error” (1980, p. 171).

Svartvik (1980) points out that learners’ underuse or misuse of discourse markers
could be more problematic than their grammatical mistakes in conversation. It thus
seems self-evident that mastering the use of discourse markers should be equally
important as the acquisition of grammatical competence. In this regard, learners’
communicative competence would be greatly impaired if they did not understand the

meaning of discourse markers (Wierzbicka, 1976, cited in Mei, 2012, p. 3). In other



words, discourse markers have an empowering function, in that their absence leaves
individuals potentially disempowered in conversational interaction and puts them at risk
of becoming a second-class participant (O'Keefe, McCathy and Carter, 2007, p. 39).

Given the importance of discourse markers provided above, previous studies on
the use of discourse markers in conversation focused on learners from a variety of L1
backgrounds (e.g. Chinese, Japanese, Flemish, etc.). However, the literature on Turkish
learners of English has been extremely limited in terms of both quantity and scope. For
instance, Asik and Cephe (2013) investigated the use of discourse markers in the spoken
English of Turkish EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learners (i.e. ELT, or English
Language Teaching, teacher candidates), but their examination included in-class student
presentations, or in other words planned speech. Yet, discourse markers are more likely
to be used in dialogic genres or in situations where more than one speaker is involved
(Huang, 2011, p. 348), which is not actually the case in planned speech. Therefore, it
can be argued that there is a need for further studies to explore Turkish learners’ use of
discourse markers and compare their use to that of native speakers of English in more
spontaneous or natural conversation. The fact that discourse markers are not used by L2
learners to the degree that native speakers would use them (Hellerman and Vergun,
2007, p. 162) may be partly because discourse markers are not the focus of classroom
language teaching and it is difficult for non-native speakers to acquire the discourse
markers with functions that are more implicit to them (Nikula, 1993, p. 136).
Furthermore, non-native-like use of such pragmatic items may lead to being marked as
separate from the target speech community and inhibit chances for continued
meaningful interaction (Boxer, 1993).

In addition to being highly frequent and useful in conversation, discourse markers
are also argued to contribute to speakers’ speech fluency through the functions they
fulfil in discourse (Olynyk et al., 1987, p. 121). If, as is argued, they play a role in
speakers’ speech fluency and how fluent they sound to hearers, then this potential
relationship deserves scientific effort for examination so that the importance or place of

discourse marker use for learners/non-native speakers can be better demonstrated.



1.3. Aim

In this regard, this study aims to investigate the use of discourse markers by
Turkish and native English-speaking British university students in informal interviews,
and to determine whether discourse marker use is in fact related to speaking fluency. In
line with these aims, the following research questions are addressed in the study:

1. Are there any differences between Turkish and British university students in
terms of the frequency and function of discourse markers they employ?

2. Are there any differences between first- and fourth-year Turkish university
students in English language teaching (ELT) in terms of the frequency of
discourse markers they employ?

3. Is there a relationship between Turkish university students’ use of discourse

markers and their utterance fluency and perceived fluency?

1.4. Significance of the Study

This study can have significance in terms of providing data regarding the extent to
which Turkish EFL learners employ discourse markers in spoken discourse. Such data
can be useful to determine what aspects of discourse markers should be addressed and
emphasised more in English language instruction in the Turkish context. On the other
hand, since the university students to be examined in this study major in English
language teaching and will be teachers of English, data on their use of discourse
markers can provide insights about how competent Turkish pre-service EFL teachers are
in this respect. Moreover, comparing first and final year students’ performance can
show whether the training they receive during their undergraduate teacher education
contributes to their use of discourse markers.

Another aspect of the employment of discourse markers is that they positively
contribute to listeners’ perception of non-native speakers’ fluency through the functions
they fulfil such as turn management and holding the floor (Olynyk et al., 1987, p. 123).
Although native-like use of discourse markers is argued to be crucial for learners to
express themselves in the target language in a fluent way (Hellermann and Vergun,

2007, p. 160; Sankoff et al., 1997, p. 191), whether the use of discourse markers is in



fact a characteristic of fluent language use has not been addressed sufficiently in the
literature before. In this regard, this study focuses on the use of discourse markers by
Turkish EFL university students in comparison with British university students in
informal interviews, and investigate whether frequent and native-like use of discourse
markers is related to speaking fluency.

A further possible significance of the present study can be related to the nature of
the data collected. In the literature, a considerable amount of the studies on learner
language have examined the written mode of English, whereas fewer studies focused on
learners’ spoken language. This is partly due to the fact that compiling a spoken corpus
requires much more time and effort because language samples need to be audio-
recorded and then the spoken data have to be manually transcribed. However, it seems
to be an area that, considering the limited literature, needs to be further explored. In this
sense, this study can also contribute to the literature as it compiles and analyses a

spoken corpus of learner language consisting of informal interviews.

1.5. Limitations of the Study

The findings of this study aim to reveal the nature of discourse markers as
employed by Turkish and British university students, and of the relationship between
discourse marker use and speech fluency. However, the generalisability of these
findings can be limited in terms of the genre analysed in this study, the scope of the
discourse markers examined, and the characteristics of the participants contributing to
both corpora included.

The data analysed in the present study consist of informal interviews. The nature
of this genre is more casual and less structured compared to formal interviews. When
interpreting and generalising the findings of this study, one should keep in mind that the
speech context is limited to informal interviews in which an interviewer who is a
research assistant or a lecturer and an interviewee who is a student and may or may not
have acquaintance with the interviewer have a conversation around certain topics.
Therefore, certain functions of discourse markers that are more frequent in other speech

contexts may not appear here. This is not really a significant downside because in such



studies there has to be a restriction regarding the type or context of the dataset since
collecting and creating a spoken corpus is a tiresome and time-consuming process.

The discourse markers examined in this study include so, like, you know, I mean
and well. Why or based on what criteria these discourse markers were selected is
explained in detail in the method section below. However, the findings should be
interpreted by keeping in mind that only these discourse markers were analysed in this
study. Considering that conducting a functional analysis of discourse markers requires a
considerable amount of time and effort, most studies focus only on certain discourse
markers if they have functional analysis in their methodologies.

The characteristics of the participants who were interviewed for both the Turkish
corpus and LOCNEC (i.e. British corpus) (De Cock, 2004) are not fully balanced in
terms of gender and age. For instance, 32 of the 50 interviewees were female in the
Turkish corpus, while 30 of the 50 interviewees were female in the LOCNEC; in other
words, most of the interviewees were female. There are different studies that
specifically focused on gender differences in the use of discourse markers. For instance,
Ostman (1981, p. 70) concluded that you know tended to be employed more frequently
by women than by men although it was not the same in all conversations. As for age,
the Turkish interviewees ranged from 18 to 30 (the average was about 21), and the age
of the British interviewees was also between 18 and 30 (the average was about 22). For
instance, Blyth et al. (1990: 219) report that the “use of be like dropped off sharply after
the age of 25 and disappeared altogether at the age of 38”, which can be regarded as an
outdated finding, though. However, it should be noted that the British corpus was
bought to be analysed in this study, so the researcher did not have any choice in this
respect, while the target population of the Turkish corpus mostly included female
students, so it is normal that the sample also includes more female students. To sum up,
the limitations mentioned above should be considered while interpreting and

generalising the results of this study.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

In this section, the terminology used to refer to discourse markers in the literature
is firstly clarified. Secondly, the definitions of the concept ‘discourse markers’ are
discussed with reference to different approaches in the literature. Thirdly, the
characteristics of discourse markers are elaborated, and lastly, empirical studies on the

use of discourse markers, particularly by non-native speakers of English, are addressed.

2.1. Terminology

A variety of descriptions were attributed to the phenomenon of discourse markers
before large scale studies were conducted. They were described as fumbles, hedges,
fillers, evincives, starters, conversation greasers and compromisers (Andersson and
Trudgill, 1990). As they obviously have discourse-marking functions, they were also
regarded as the main organizers and facilitators of discourse (Levinson, 1983: Schiffrin,
1987: Fuller, 2003). In comprehensive works, the concept of discourse markers has also
been termed differently by various researchers. These terms include discourse particles
(Aijjmer, 2002; Fischer, 2006), connectives (Bazzanella, 1990; Fraser, 1988), pragmatic
markers (Erman, 2001; Aijmer, 2005), discourse operators (Redeker, 1991) and
discourse markers (Schiffrin, 1987; Blakemore, 2002; Fuller, 2003; Miiller, 2005; Fung
and Carter, 2007).

When the literature on this concept is thoroughly examined, two of the terms
provided above seem to be used more commonly than the others: discourse markers and
discourse particles. However, discourse particles were mostly used in studies focusing
on languages other than English. This is because ‘particle’ is used to traditionally refer
to a specific grammatical category in certain languages (e.g. modal particles in German
and Chinese) (Miiller, 2005, p. 3; Mei, 2012, p. 19). This term appeared in studies on,
for example, German (Abraham, 1991; Fischer and Drescher, 1996), French (Hasen,
1998) and Chinese (Lee-Wong, 2001). Therefore, the term ‘discourse markers’ was

adopted in the current study since the focus was on spoken English.



2.2. Discourse Markers: History, Definition and Theoretical Approaches

Discourse markers are generally agreed to contribute to the pragmatic meaning of
utterances; therefore, they play an important role in speakers’ pragmatic competence.
However, there seems to be no consensus regarding the definition of discourse markers,
or which linguistic items should be considered as discourse markers. More specifically,
as Schourup (1999, p. 227) states, fundamental issues that are not agreed upon in the
literature include "how the discourse marker class should be delimited, whether the
items in question comprise a unified grammatical category, what type of meaning they
express, and the sense in which such expressions may be said to relate elements of
discourse". In other words, scholars have viewed discourse markers from different
perspectives.

In the literature, one of the early references to discourse markers as a linguistic
entity is perhaps that of Labov and Franshel (1977 cited in Fraser, 1999) in which they

stated the following with regard to well:

As a discourse marker, well refers backwards to some topic that is already shared
knowledge among participants. When well is the first element in a discourse or a topic, this
reference is necessarily to an unstated topic of joint concern. (p. 156)

Later, before comprehensive works were published, Levinson (1983) also
provided brief comments on discourse markers in that he considered them as a class that

1s worth to study, but did not name them. He argued his views as in the following:

[...] there are many words and phrases in English, and no doubt most languages, that
indicate the relationship between an utterance and the prior discourse. Examples are
utterance-initial usages of but, therefore, in conclusion, to the contrary, still, however,
anyway, well, besides, actually, all in all, so, after all, and so on. ... what they seem to do is
indicate, often in very complex ways, just how the utterance that contains them is a
response to, or a continuation of, some portion of the prior discourse. (pp. 87-88)

Levinson, as is seen, provided sample words and phrases as having certain
functions in discourse, but did not elaborate on this beyond these comments. Certain

comprehensive and widely cited seminal works were conducted by various scholars in



the following period. These scholars and their works can be argued to represent, at least,
three theoretical accounts to the understanding of discourse markers: coherence-based,
grammatical-pragmatic, and relevance-based perspectives.

In the coherence-based perspective, the first comprehensive analysis was
conducted by Schiffrin (1987), which is also seen as the first and most detailed effort
addressing discourse markers. In her early definition, she defines discourse markers as
“sequentially dependent elements which bracket units of talk” (p. 31). Here, what she
means by ‘sequentially dependent’ is that the units of talk before and after a discourse
marker indicates the social and pragmatic meaning communicated or inferred. In her
book, she suggested a general framework of discourse markers, and analysed and,
because, but, I mean, now, oh, or, so, then, well and y’know in unstructured
conversations and spontaneous speech. She claims that discourse markers do not easily
fit into a single linguistic class; moreover, she also suggests that even paralinguistic
features and non-verbal gestures are possible discourse markers.

Schiffrin (1987) mainly focused on the ways in which discourse markers function
to "add to discourse coherence" (p. 326). Coherence is "constructed through relations
between adjacent units in discourse" (p. 24), and in her framework, she considers
discourse markers as contextual coordinates for utterances by locating them on five
planes of talk, each with its own type of coherence. These planes of talk include
ideational structure, action structure, exchange structure, participation framework and
information state. She argues that coherence is established by means of the relations
between adjacent units in discourse due to their semantic and syntactic properties.
Ideational structure reflects certain relationships between the ideas (propositions) found
within the discourse, including cohesive relations, topic relations, and functional
relations, whereas action structure reflects the sequence of speech acts which occur
within the discourse. Exchange structure reflects the mechanics of the conversational
interchange and shows the result of the participant turn-taking and how these
alternations are related to each other, while participation framework reflects the ways in
which the speakers and hearers can relate to one another as well as orientation toward
utterances. Lastly, information state reflects the ongoing organisation and management

of knowledge and meta-knowledge as it evolves over the course of the discourse.
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According to Schiffrin (1987), discourse markers such as and, but, or, so and
because are operative on the ideational structure, and indicate three types of relations
that contribute to the configuration of idea structures: cohesive relations, topic relations
and functional relations. Those such as well, oh, now, y ’know and I mean operate on the
other levels: exchange, action, participation framework and information state. For
example, oh, she states, is a marker of information management, and “marks shifts in
speaker orientation (objective and subjective) to information which occur as speakers
and hearers manage the flow of information produced and received during
discourse” (p. 101). In overall, what she proposes is that discourse markers provide
contextual coordinates for an utterance by (i) locating the utterance on one or more
planes of talk of her discourse model, (ii) indexing the utterances to speaker, hearer, or
both, and (iii) indexing the utterances to prior and/or subsequent discourse. In her
account, discourse markers serve an integrative function in discourse and thus
contribute to discourse coherence.

Although Schiffrin (1987) published the first comprehensive work on discourse
markers, she also attracted some criticism from other scholars. For instance, in her
critique of Schiffrin, Redeker (1991) argues that some discrepancies exist between the
descriptions of individual markers and the places of these markers in her model (i.e.
assigning markers to the planes of talk), and that the planes she proposed in her model
are not all comparable, and not well-defined. Regarding the first point, she says that
some functions of discourse markers that are not included in Schiffrin (1987) can be
found in other works in the literature (p. 1151). As for the second point, she argues that
the information structure and participation framework are not the same with other three
planes (i.e. ideational structure, action structure and exchange structure) because “the
cognitions and attitudes composing those two components concern individual
utterances, while the building blocks at the other three planes are relational
concepts” (Redeker 1991,p. 1162). As a result, she proposed a broader framework
embracing all connective expressions. She labelled them as ‘discourse operators’ instead

of discourse markers and provided the following definition:
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A discourse operator is any expression —a word or phrase- that is used with the primary
function of bringing to the listener’s attention to a particular kind of relation between the
discourse unit it introduces and the immediate discourse context. An utterance in this
definition is an intonationally and structurally bounded, usually clausal unit. (p. 1168)

Redeker presented examples of what are not discourse markers: clausal indicators
of discourse structure (e.g. let me tell you a story, as I said before, since this is so),
deictic expressions as far as they are not used anaphorically (e.g. now, here, today),
anaphoric pronouns and noun phrases, and any expressions whose scope does not
exhaust the utterance (1991, p. 1168). On the other hand, she also concluded that among
Schiffrin’s five planes of talk, information structure and participation framework are not
independent of the other three planes, and therefore, should be incorporated into them.
She thus provided a revised model of discourse coherence based on three components:
ideational structure and rhetorical structure, which are somewhat equivalent to
Schiffrin's ideational structure and action structure, and a sequential structure, which is
somewhat equivalent to an extended version of Schiffrin's exchange structure. She
points out that any utterance in discourse is considered to always participate in all three
components, however, one of these components will be usually dominant. Redeker’s
definition was also shared in that of discourse connective in Blakemore (1987) which
will be mentioned below.

As for the second theoretical account, Fraser (1990, 1996, 1999) took a
grammatical-pragmatic perspective of discourse markers, which he labelled ‘pragmatic
markers’. His definition was slightly different from that of Schiffrin, and included
vocalisations such as o and ah. According to him, discourse markers are linguistic
expressions signalling an intended relationship between the utterance introduced by a
discourse marker, and the preceding utterance. He characterised a discourse marker as a
linguistic expression only (unlike Schiffrin who argues that paralinguistic features and
non-verbal gestures are possible discourse markers) which: (i) has a core meaning
which can be enriched by the context, and (i1) signals the relationship that the speaker
intends between the utterance the discourse marker introduces and the foregoing
utterance (rather than only highlighting the relationship, as Schiffrin suggests) (Fraser,
1999).

12



Fraser (1999) defines discourse markers as a class of lexical expressions drawn
primarily from the syntactic classes of conjunctions, adverbs, and prepositional phrases.
Compared to Schiffrin’s coherence model, Fraser seems to contribute to a more
complete generalisation and a pragmatic view towards different markers within his
grammatical-pragmatic perspective. Thus, he suggests that discourse markers do not
only ensure textual coherence as in what the coherence model argues, but also signal the
speakers’ intention to the next turn in the preceding utterance.

The third theoretical perspective is the relevance theory framework, which is
mainly advocated by Blakemore (1987, 1992) who was studying discourse markers
almost at the same time with Schiffrin (1987). Blakemore focused on how discourse
markers, which he actually preferred to call ‘discourse connectives’, impose constraints
on implicatures. More specifically he defined them as “expressions that constrain the
interpretation of the utterances that contain them by virtue of the inferential connections
they express” (Blakemore 1987, p. 105). According to Blakemore, one draws inferences
based on the relevance of his/her assumptions and the contexts in understanding an
utterance, and this process is constrained by discourse markers. She provides the

following example:

[On seeing someone carrying lots of parcels]

So you’ve spent all your money. (Blakemore, 1988, p. 188)

In this example, the utterance so you 've spent all your money is produced based
on what the speaker has seen, while the hearer’s comprehension is constrained by the
discourse marker so; accordingly, the speaker is drawing a conclusion after he has seen
the listener’s parcels. Apparently, so does not have a linguistic antecedent in this
example, but interprets the following utterance in a way that is relevant to the situational
context.

Blakemore then proposes that discourse connectives do not have a
representational meaning the way lexical expressions have, but only have a procedural
meaning, which consists of instructions about how to manipulate the conceptual

representation of the utterance (Blakemore, 1992). In other words, he claims that
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discourse connectives merely have a procedural meaning and are limited to a specific
context. The meaning of discourse connectives can be understood, as he argues, by
looking at the context presentation of when they are uttered in discourse. Similar to
Fraser (1999), he suggests that discourse connectives do not contribute to a
representational meaning, but rather to a procedural and pragmatic meaning, which
encodes instructions for processing propositional representations of the utterances
(Blakemore, 1992). Within this procedural meaning, unlike Schriffin (1987), both
Fraser (1999) and Blakemore (1992) agree that discourse markers mainly focus on the
way communication is negotiated between the speaker and listener in the discourse,
rather than on its content.

Another scholar who also adopts a relevance theory approach, Jucker (1993)
believes that it is “the only theory that can account for all the uses of well on the basis of
a general theory of human communication based on cognitive principles and discusses
that the notion of context is highly fundamental in relevance theory” (p.438). He
provides the following three aspects of the theory that should be considered to

understand how the notion of context is used in it:

1. Every utterance comes with a guaranteee of its own optimal relevance.

2. The relevant context is established as part of the utterance interpretation.

3. Discourse coherence is the outcome of negotiating relevant background. (Jucker, 1993, p.
438)

Therefore, discourse coherence is established when an utterance is recognised as
relevant by the hearer in the context provided by the immediately preceding/following
utterance. Additionally, Jucker (1993) argues that cohesive devices can ensure
coherence since it is a function of utterance interpretation, and thus “relevance theory
provides more plausible explanations for a wide range of occurences of discourse
markers and it is superior as it accounts for all the examples in the relevant
literature” (p.440). Above all, discourse connectives, as in Blakemore’s terms, do not
contribute to the proposition expressed by an utterance, but point the hearer to the
context in which he/she is expected to process the utterance as well as to the

conclusions he/she should be drawing from it (Rouchota, 1996: 5).
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Other than the three theoretical accounts of discourse markers discussed above,
more recent works provided definitions and explanations based on these accounts as
well as the corpus-based evidence they reported. In a more recent work, Aijmer (2002)
defined discourse markers as “a class of words with unique formal, functional and
pragmatic properties” (p. 2). She took into account that indexical potential of discourse
markers and argued that they are indexed to attitudes, to participants and to the text.
Consequently, they have discourse functions both on the textual and interpersonal level,
and need to be described in terms of discourse contexts that extend beyond turn
boundaries (Aijmer, 2002). On the other hand, based on both Schiffrin’s (1987) model
of coherence and Aijmer’s (2002) interpersonal perspective, Fung and Carter (2007)
argued that an exclusive emphasis on textual coherence and relevance is not sufficient,
and both textual and interpersonal dimensions of discourse markers should be
considered. Thus, their theoretical framework adopted a functionally-based account, and
categorised discourse markers under functional headings that include interpersonal (i.e.
marks the affective and social functions), referential (i.e. marks relationships between
verbal activities preceding and following a discourse marker), structural (i.e. indicates
the discourse in progress) and cognitive (i.e. provides information about the cognitive
state of speakers, e.g. reformulating, elaborating, or marking hesitation) categories.

Apart from the accounts described above, some scholars (e.g. Nikula, 1996;
Ostman, 1981) approached the notion of discourse markers from the perspective of the
politeness theory. For instance, Ostman (1981) examined you know in this framework.
He argues that the speaker uses you know because he/she wants the hearer not to argue
with him/her, but to cooperate and accept the content of the speaker’s utterance.
Because the hearer’s opposition to the content of that utterance can be a threat to the
speaker’s face, you know here operates as a face-saving device (pp. 17-22). Ostman
(1981, p.19) also provides other ways in which you know can contribute to politeness.
For instance, by using you know, the speaker pretends shared knowledge, which
achieves intimacy. He exemplifies this explanation: after an hour of teaching, a
professor starts to frequently use you know to show that he switches to a more informal
style and ensures a more equal or balanced, and after ten minutes, the students accept

this style and do the same relationship. There is another way in which you know fulfils
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politeness functions. By using it, the speaker pretends shared knowledge, and this

achieves intimacy.

2.3. Properties of Discourse Markers

With respect to the properties of discourse markers, Schiffrin (1987) states that
discourse markers are independent of sentential structure, and thus, it is difficult to
syntactically define their locations within a sentence. Here, she refers to two properties:
syntactic independence and place of occurrence in relation to sentence structure. To
clarify these properties, a discourse marker is not bound to the sentence structure, yet
stays “outside the syntactic structure” (Erman, 2001, p. 1339), and can occur in sentence
initial, medial and final positions (Schiffrin, 1987; Brinton, 1996). Moreover, discourse
markers lack semantic content, which means that they have “little or no
meaning” (Erman, 2001, p. 1339) and “relatively little semantic content” (Simon-
Vanderbergen, 2001, p. 82). Multifunctionality is another property of discourse markers
and refers to serving more than one pragmatic function in different instances or in a
particular instance (Lam, 2008). With respect to their functions, discourse markers can
fulfil a variety of functions in discourse. Brinton (1990) provides a list of general

functions that discourse markers fulfil:

initiate discourse

mark a boundary in discourse, i.e. to indicate a shift or partial shift in topic
preface a response or a reaction

serve as a filler or delaying tactic

aid the speaker in holding the floor

effect an interaction or sharing between speaker and hearer

bracket the discourse either cataphorically or anaphorically

mark either foregrounded or backgrounded information (Brinton, 1990,

pp. 47-48)

Following the broad categories in Halliday and Hassan (1976, pp. 26-28), in her

later work, Brinton (1998) proposed that the functions presented above can be classified
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into two broad groups: textual and interpersonal. This grouping was also adopted in
Aijmer (2002) and later in Buysse (2010) who both argued that discourse markers
function in one of two levels, being structural or textual, and interpersonal or phatic.
While textual function plays a role in the organization of discourse, interpersonal
functions are more interactional. Textual functions include getting the hearer’s attention,
initiating and ending discourse, sustaining discourse, marking boundaries (topic shifts
and episode boundaries), constraining the relevance of adjoining clauses and repairing
discourse. On the other hand, the interpersonal category has subjective functions such as
expressing response, reactions, attitudes, understanding, tentativeness, or continued
attention, and interactive functions such as expressing intimacy, cooperation, shared
knowledge, deference, or face-saving (politeness) (Brinton, 1998, p. 12). However, it is
not possible to make a clear cut distinction regarding which discourse marker can be
regarded in which of these categories. All discourse markers perform a variety of
functions. The same marker can contribute to discourse in one of these categories in an
instance, and in the other category in another instance (Buysse, 2010).

In addition to the two categories in Brinton’s framework, i.e. textual and
interpersonal, most studies further include a third domain: interactional category (e.g.
Miiller, 2005; Lam, 2010). Interactional functions are mostly associated with the
speaker’s planning process and turn-managing activities. They create an area of sharing
and intimacy by helping the speaker to hint to the hearer to interact and in this way
create common knowledge (Miiller, 2005, p.68). Thus, they ensure the smooth flow of
communications through such functions. Moreover, discourse markers with
interactional functions can help speakers overcome difficulties in their planning process.
For instance, when speakers search for the right word or structure, they can employ
expressions such as I mean and you know for time stalling purposes so that their
processing phase can be lengthened, or the hearer may contribute to the interaction and
help them out (Erman, 2001). Interactional functions also facilitate interactions through
turn-taking or floor-holding (Aijmer, 2002). Such elements can be used when the hearer

intends to take the floor from the speaker or to hold the floor to speak when interrupted.
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2.4. Discourse Markers and Second Language Acquisition

Given the definition and characteristics of discourse markers, work has also been
done on how these lexical items are acquired by learners in the contexts of different
languages such as English, French, Spanish and Japanese. In an earlier study, Hays
(1992) examined the employment of different types of discourse markers by Japanese
learners of English. He reported that certain markers such as ‘but’, ‘and’, and ‘so’ were
used frequently, ‘well’ and ‘you know’ were used by very few learners. He then argued
that there is a developmental order for learners’ acquisition of discourse markers, and
those on the ideational plane are taught and used first, but those that are more pragmatic
appear later in learner speech. In a later work, Andersen et al. (1999) stated that textual
functions of discourse markers are acquired somewhat earlier than their register
functions. Based on both American and French role-play data, they also concluded that
the social meanings of these forms develop at a later stage. Similarly, Romero Trillo
(2002) stated that learners follow a formal and pragmatic track in their linguistic
development, in that the formal track relates to the grammatical and semantic rules
while the pragmatic track relates to the social use of language in various contexts and
registers. He further argued that native speakers develop both tracks simultaneously
through contact with natural language, but non-native learners in a non-target language
environment develop these two tracks by means of formal instruction. Therefore, the
pragmatic track is more difficult since it is linked to cognitive, affective and socio-
cultural meanings expressed by language forms, which is also difficult to integrate in
educational curricula. As a result, he also argued that non-native speakers find the
formal-functional dichotomy problematic in their learning process due to the nature of
their learning environment being not contextualised, which lead to an acquisition of a
simplified and context-free register of the target language with, in most cases, no
explicit relationship between form and function.

Research also focused on how discourse markers should be presented to learners
in a classroom context. Hernandez (2008) examined the effect of explicit instruction and
input flood on students' use of Spanish discourse markers on a simulated oral
proficiency interview. Explicit instruction combined with input flood was found to be

more effective than input flood alone in promoting students' use of discourse markers.
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Later, in a further study, Hernandez (2011) investigated the combined effect of explicit
instruction and input flood vs. input flood alone on students’ use of discourse markers to
narrate a past event. According to the results, the combined effect of explicit instruction
and input flood was not superior to input flood alone in promoting learners’ use of
discourse markers. In a more recent study, Kim (2016) explored the effect of a
pragmatically-oriented intervention, which introduced a unified concept of ndesu that is
a Japanese discourse marker, in which the pragmatic aspect was emphasised in
comparison to a textbook-based approach based on several representative functions of
this discourse marker with no mention of how each function is related to each other. The
results yielded a positive, immediate effect for learning ndesu; in other words, explicit
ndesu instruction was effective regardless of the type of instruction (i.e. pragmatically-
oriented or textbook-based). Yet, the pragmatically-oriented group performed
significantly better than the textbook-based group in the posttest. In other words, an
approach emphasising the pragmatic aspect of this discourse marker was more effective
than merely presenting certain representative functions through a textbook.

To sum up, research that focuses on learners’ acquisition of discourse markers
shows that non-textual discourse markers, or those that are more pragmatic, are
acquired later than textual markers or functions. As for classroom instruction, explicit
instruction of discourse markers with an emphasis on their pragmatic or non-textual
functions can be more effective compared to merely adopting an input-enhanced

approach.

2.5. Empirical Studies of the Use of Discourse Markers

Having mentioned the terminology, properties and functions regarding the concept
of discourse markers, it can be asserted that it has been a topic of interest by researchers
in pragmatics for almost three decades. It has been studied from a wide range of aspects
including descriptive functional approaches (Schiffrin, 1987; Fraser, 1990), taxonomic
discussions (Andersen, 2001) and gender differences in the use of discourse markers
(Erman, 1992). All of these studies agree that discourse markers contribute to pragmatic
meaning in language use, and play a significant role in speakers’ pragmatic competence.

Discourse markers are like “the oil which helps us perform the complex task of
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spontaneous speech production and interaction smoothly and efficiently” (Crystal, 1988,

p. 48).

2.5.1. Empirical studies on non-native speakers of English

Most of the early studies on discourse markers focused on the language produced
by native speakers, and studies on non-native speaker discourse have existed in the
literature only for the last decade. The use of discourse markers by non-native speakers
has been studied from different aspects in various contexts. Table 2.1 presents a brief
summary of some of the recent studies on the use of discourse markers by non-native

speakers.

Table 2.1. Recent studies on the use of discourse markers (DMs) by non-native speakers

Study Context Focus
Romero Trillo (2002) Spanish EFL Pragmatic fossilization of DMs
Miiller (2005) German EFL Use of four DMs in various spoken
corpora
Fung and Carter (2007) Chinese EFL Use of DMs in classroom interactions
Hellerman and Vergun (2007) Adult ESL Learners Use of t'hree DMs in clas§room'
interactions and at home interviews
Liao (2009 Taiwanese and Use of nine discourse markers lecture
iao ( ) Chinese ESL discussions and interviews
Buysse (2010) Flemish (EFL) g;: r?;ifesvlvxs discourse markers in informal
. Use of three DMs in informal interviews
Polat (2011) Turkish (ESL) by a Turkish immigrant
. Use of nine DMs in classroom
Bu (2013) Chinese (EFL) discussions and interviews
Mei (2012) Chinese (EFL) }:Josr(; gf atwo DMs in various spoken
Asik and Cephe (2013) Turkish (EFL) Use of DMs in in-class presentations

Dutch, French,
Buysse (2015) German, Spanish, Use of well in informal interviews
Chinese, Swedish EFL

Dutch, French,

Buysse (2017) German, Spanish EFL Use of you know in informal interviews
Diskin (2017) POhSh(éLSE? fnese Use of /ike in sociolinguistic interviews
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Use of DMs in teacher lectures in EFL

Zorluel Ozer and Okan (2018) Turkish (EFL) lassSrooms

Some of these studies compared the use of discourse markers by non-native
speakers and native speakers of English (Romero Trillo, 2002; Miiller, 2005; Fung and
Carter, 2007; Buysse, 2010, 2015, 2017; Mei, 2012; Asik and Cephe, 2013; Diskin,
2017; Zoruluer Ozer and Okan, 2018) while others focused merely on non-native
speaker performance (Hellerman and Vergun, 2007; Liao, 2009; Polat, 2011; Bu, 2013).
Romero Trillo (2002), one of the early studies in the literature on non-native speaker
discourse, investigated the use of six discourse markers look, listen, you know, I mean,
well and you see by native speaker and Spanish EFL learner children and adults. The
results revealed that native speakers increase their use of involvement markers, which
are mostly concerned with the argumentative process and the social and cognitive
relationship between speaker and hearer, as they grow up while non-native speakers do
not. However, non-native speakers are able to use operative markers, which are mostly
related to the mechanics of interactions, in a way similar to native speakers. In a later
study, Miiller (2005) examined the use of well, you know, like and so in German EFL
learners’ conversation in comparison to that of native speakers of English. The results of
his analysis showed that although German speakers employed the four discourse
markers, there were differences in the use of the individual functions. Some functions
used by native speakers were almost completely unknown to German speakers while
some functions were only used by Germans.

Focusing on classroom interactions, Fung and Carter (2007) compared the use of
discourse markers by learners in Hong Kong and British native speakers. The Hong
Kong learners demonstrated an abundant use of referentially functional discourse
markers (e.g. and, but, because, OK and so), but a limited use of other markers
including yeah, really, say, sort of, I see, you see and well while native speakers used a
wider range of pragmatic functions. Hellerman and Vergun (2007) focused on adult
learners’ use of discourse markers in classroom interactions and at home interviews.
The participants who did not have any previous formal second language instruction

rarely used three discourse markers, i.e. well, you know, and like, and those who were
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more acculturated to the United States exhibited higher use of these discourse markers.
Liao (2009) studied Chinese and Taiwanese learners in an ESL context in the US. Her
participants were teaching assistants at a university and the data consisted of their
lecture discussions and interviews conducted with them. In general, the participants’ use
of nine focal discourse markers was comparable to native speakers (i.e. as reported in
previous studies), but they performed an infrequent use of well and I mean in overall. In
another study on Chinese learners, Mei (2012) investigated how [ mean and you know
are used by Chinese EFL learners as compared to British speakers. I mean was
markedly underused by the Chinese learners, but they used most of its functions
appeared in the native speaker data. This difference was argued to stem from the
learners’ L1 and the Chinese equivalent of I mean was not infrequent in language use
and did not have a pragmatic function. As for you know, it was markedly overused by
the Chinese learners compared to the native speakers, and this difference was also
explained by L1 influence.

Some of the studies in the literature (Buysse, 2010, 2015, 2017; Polat, 2011)
examined non-native speakers’ use of discourse markers in informal interviews. Buysse
(2010) focused on six discourse markers, namely so, well, you know, like, kind of/kinda/
sort of and I mean in interviews with Flemish and British university students in
linguistics and language teaching. While Flemish students seem to have slightly
overused so and well, they significantly underused you know, like, kind of’kinda/sort of
and / mean compared to British students. He explains this difference by referring to the
categories of textual and interpersonal functions proposed by Brinton (1998) and Aijmer
(2002). This means that so and well were more typically textual markers compared to
you know, like, kind of/kinda/sort of and I mean, which were more typically
interpersonal markers. Buysse then conducted two further studies on two specific
discourse markers well (2015) and you know (2017). In Buysse (2015), he examined the
use of well in the Dutch, French, German, Spanish and Chinese components of the
Louvain International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage (LINDSEI) and
compared these results with Aijmer’s (2011) findings for the Swedish component of
LINDSEI and a comparable native speaker corpus (i.e. LOCNEC). All learner groups

used well significantly more frequently than their native peers; the Chinese learners who
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used it extremely less frequently were an exception. The learners employed well in
functions that are mostly related to speech management. On the other hand, in Buysse
(2017), the researcher this time focused on you know in the Dutch, French, German and
Spanish components of the LINDSEI and its native speaker equivalent, LOCNEC. All
learner groups used you know considerably less frequently compared to the native
speakers. In these two studies (2015, 2017), Buysse also conducted a functional
analysis, and compared and reported the findings in the two corpora in this respect. In
another study based on interviews, Polat (2011) interviewed a Turkish immigrant in the
US over a one-year period and examined the use of you know, like and well. The
participant used you know extremely frequently during the interviews while he
employed like to varying degrees throughout the data gathering process, but never used
well as a discourse marker. The participant’s explanation for overusing you know was
that he wanted to make sure the interviewer understood him because he did not trust his
English. To sum up the results of the previous studies, non-native speakers show a clear
difference in their use of discourse markers from native speakers, and this difference
varies depending on the L1 and the focus of studies.

Although discourse marker use has been studied in various contexts, the literature
on the Turkish context has been extremely rare. There are two studies that examined the
use of discourse markers in the speech of Turkish speakers of English (Asik and Cephe,
2013; Zorluel Ozer and Okan, 2018). Asik and Cephe (2013) investigated the use of
discourse markers in the conversation of Turkish EFL learners in comparison with a
native speaker corpus. The learners were pre-service EFL teachers studying at a
university and their presentations for two courses, Sociolinguistics and Language
Teaching, and Pragmatics and Language Teaching, comprised the Turkish learner
corpus in the study. The data were manually examined to determine discourse markers
used by the Turkish participants, and their occurrences in their spoken English discourse
by comparing them with the ones used in native speakers’ spoken discourse and their
use of functions. With respect to raw occurrences, the native speakers’ use was more
frequent, and besides, they used much more different markers with several functions.
The researchers explained this difference by arguing that the Turkish learners had not

been exposed to such items while learning English as a foreign language through
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instructional materials or their language teachers. Their study merely focused on
planned or scripted language produced by the students and investigated a number of
words and expressions that were identified as discourse markers. Another study by
Zorluel Ozer and Okan (2018) examined the discourse markers used by Turkish
teachers and native teachers in EFL classrooms, and comparing them in terms of variety
and frequency. The data they analysed consisted of audio-recordings collected from two
Turkish teachers working at a Turkish university and two native English speaking EFL.
teachers’ lectures working at a language school in London, UK. They were mainly
interested in teachers’ use of discourse markers because they argued that using such
items could improve students’ comprehension of lectures. The results showed that the
Turkish teachers used 29 different discourse markers, while the native teachers used 37
different discourse markers; so, the Turkish teachers employed discourse markers with a
less variety. It was also found that the Turkish teachers significantly underused most
discourse markers when compared to their native counterparts. Based on these results,
the researchers claim that it is necessary to raise non-native English language teachers’
awareness towards the significance of discourse markers in the spoken discourse of
native speakers. However, their study included data collected from only four individuals
who teach English in a classroom setting, which may provide insights about teachers’
competence in this issue, but the language that a teacher uses in such context can be
monologic at most times, and their performance may differ in a more dialogic
atmosphere. As a result, it can be argued that there is still a need for studies that would
examine Turkish EFL learners’ use of discourse markers in more natural or spontaneous

speech to reveal to what extent they approximate to native speaker performance.

2.5.2. Discourse marker use and fluency

Another key construct to be focused in this study is speaking fluency that is
briefly described as the speed and smoothness of oral performance. A detailed working
definition would be the rapid, smooth, accurate, lucid, and efficient translation of
thought or communicative intention into language under the temporal constraints of on-
line processing (Lennon, 2000, p.26). However, Segalowitz (2010) makes a distinction

between three notions of fluency that include cognitive fluency, utterance fluency and
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perceived fluency. Cognitive fluency is about speakers’ abilities to efficiently plan and
execute their speech. Utterance fluency refers to the fluency that is measured by means
of the temporal aspects of a speech sample, and it has three other aspects within itself:
breakdown fluency, speed fluency, and repair fluency (Skehan, 2003; Tavakoli and
Skehan, 2005). Breakdown fluency is related to the ongoing flow of speech, which can
be measured by counting the number and length of filled and unfilled pauses. Speed
fluency that is measured by calculating speech rate (e.g. number of syllables per second)
is about the speed at which speech is delivered. Repair fluency is the frequency of false
starts speakers use, corrections they make and repetitions they produce. As for the third
notion of fluency, i.e. perceived fluency, it is related to the impression that listeners
have of the fluency of a speech sample (De Jong, Steinel, Florijn, Schoonen and
Hulstijn, 2013). In the literature, a number of temporal variables such as speech rate,
articulation rate, mean length of runs, and number and mean length of pauses per
minute, which contribute to utterance fluency, are used to evaluate overall fluency of
oral performance along with the perceived ratings of native speakers, which is evaluated
as perceived fluency (Kormos and Denes, 2004).

Since discourse markers are argued to play a significant role in the pragmatic
competence and spoken interaction of a speaker is discourse markers (Miiller, 2005;
Mullan, 2010), speakers can be perceived as dysfluent when they perform non-target-
like use of discourse markers (Hellermann and Vergun, 2007). Consequently, discourse
marker use, which native speakers perform effortlessly, is also necessary for learners to
express themselves in a fluent and confident way in that language (Sankoff et al., 1997).
The employment of discourse markers can indicate more advanced and successful use
of language because when individuals use discourse markers, they have greater
involvement in the ongoing communication, attend to situational needs, manage the
social and cognitive relationship with the addressee, get the floor, avoid gaps within
interaction, fill the pose they need for cognitive processing, and have more skilful turn
management (Wei, 2011). These advantages of individuals’ use of discourse markers
may indeed bring a higher level of fluency in their speech.

With respect to the relationship between the use of discourse markers and

individuals’ oral fluency, Olynyk, d’Anglejan and Sankoftf (1987) argued that the use of
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discourse markers, which they called speech markers, can be seen as a positive
contributor to listeners’ perception of non-native speakers’ fluency. In a study they
conducted with French speakers’ L2 English in a military context, they compared
individuals of high fluency with those of low fluency. Their study reported that more
discourse markers were employed by the high fluency group. Similar findings were also
obtained by Sankoff et al. (1997) who examined how speakers of English use discourse
markers in their L2 French. Their results showed that “very low-frequency use of
discourse markers is a signal of lesser overall linguistic competence, whereas higher
frequency is the hallmark of the fluent speaker” (Sankoff et al., 1997: 204). They thus
suggested that “the ability to express oneself fluently and confidently in a second
language entails the use of those discourse markers that native speakers produce so
effortlessly” (Sankoff et al., 1997: 214).

Although it is self-evident that the use of discourse markers can contribute to non-
native English speakers’ oral fluency (Mei, 2012), the relationship between the use of
these markers and fluency has not attracted much attention as a direct topic of
examination in the literature. Exceptions are Olynyk et al. (1987) and Go6tz (2013). For
Olynyk et al. (1987), there are two aspects that can be evaluated as downsides of their
study. Firstly, they focused on learners in a very specific context, i.e. a military college
in Canada where individuals are nearly English-French bilinguals. Secondly, their
indicator of fluency was merely Olynyk’s personal observations of the participants over
a period of several months in test situations, classrooms and informal contexts, which
seems a little subjective and lacks temporal variables that have been widely used in the
literature in more recent studies (Kormos and Denes, 2004). On the other hand, Gotz
(2013) conducted a rather comprehensive study on temporal and perceptive fluency of
native and non-native speakers, and the relationship of these two dimensions of fluency
with speech management strategies (e.g. pauses, repeats) and other features including
discourse markers. She reported that the use of a high proportion of discourse markers
did not have a positive impact on the temporal fluency performance of native and non-
native speakers. She also looked at perceived fluency based on native speaker ratings,
but she did not specifically include the use of discourse markers in that analysis.

Consequently, there is a need for further studies that examine the relationship between
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non-native English speakers’ use of discourse markers and their oral fluency by taking
into account both utterance fluency with temporal indicators such as speech rate and

articulation rate, and perceived fluency ratings of native speakers of English.
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3. METHOD
3.1. Selection of Discourse Markers

In the literature, a wide range of discourse markers have been studied in various
studies so far. These studies sought after a theoretical/functional description of
discourse markers in general, or a comparison of their use in different registers, task
types and groups of speakers. There have been 31 discourse markers as a topic of
examination in studies on spoken English discourse. A list of these discourse markers is

presented in Table 3.1 below.

Table 3.1. 4 list of discourse markers that appeared in the literature

Discourse Marker Studies (e.g.) Appearance

well Ostman (1982), Schourup (1985), Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1990), 14
Redeker (1990), Romero Trillo (2002), Taguchi (2002), Miiller
(2005), Fung and Carter (2007), Hellerman and Vergun (2007),
Liao (2009), Buysse (2010), Polat (2011), Gilquin (2016)

you know Ostman (1982), Schourup (1985), Schiffrin (1987), Redeker 14
(1990), Romero Trillo (2002), Taguchi (2002), Miiller (2005),
Fung and Carter (2007), Hellerman and Vergun (2007), Liao
(2009), Buysse (2010), Polat (2011), Mei (2012), Gilquin (2016)

I mean Ostman (1982), Schourup (1985), Schiffrin (1987), Redeker 10
(1990), Romero Trillo (2002), Taguchi (2002), Liao (2009),
Buysse (2010), Mei (2012), Gilquin (2016)

like Ostman (1982), Schourup (1985), Miiller (2005), Fung and Carter 9
(2007), Hellerman and Vergun (2007), Liao (2009), Buysse
(2010), Polat (2011), Gilquin (2016)

oh Ostman (1982), Schourup (1985), Schiffrin (1987), Redeker 7
(1990), Taguchi (2002), Fung and Carter (2007), Liao (2009)

50 Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1990), Redeker (1990), Miiller (2005), 7
Fung and Carter (2007), Buysse (2010), Gilquin (2016)

now Ostman (1982), Schourup (1985), Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1990), 6

Taguchi (2002), Fung and Carter (2007)
kind of/kinda/ Ostman (1982), Schourup (1985), Taguchi (2002), Fung and 6

sort of Carter (2007), Buysse (2010), Gilquin (2016)

but Ostman (1982), Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1990), Redeker (1990), 5
Fung and Carter (2007)

okay Fraser (1990), Redeker (1990), Taguchi (2002), Fung and Carter 5
(2007), Liao (2009)

and Ostman (1982), Schiffrin (1987), Fung and Carter (2007) 3

or Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1990), Fung and Carter (2007) 3

because/cos Schiffrin (1987), Redeker (1990), Fung and Carter (2007) 3
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then Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1990), Gilquin (2016) 3
you see Fraser (1990), Romero Trillo (2002), Taguchi (2002) 3
yeah Taguchi (2002), Fung and Carter (2007), Liao (2009) 3
right Taguchi (2002), Fung and Carter (2007), Liao (2009) 3
ah Schourup (1985), Fraser (1990), Redeker (1990) 3
look Romero Trillo (2002), Taguchi (2002) 2
actually Fung and Carter (2007), Liao (2009) 2
really Taguchi (2002), Fung and Carter (2007) 2
uh Ostman (1982), Schourup (1985) 2
mind you Schourup (1985), Redeker (1990) 2
all right Fraser (1990), Redeker (1990) 2
listen Romero Trillo (2002) 1
Just Fung and Carter (2007) 1
1 think Fung and Carter (2007) 1
yes Fung and Carter (2007) 1
see Fung and Carter (2007) 1
say Fung and Carter (2007) 1
anyway Fraser (1990) 1

As is seen in Table 3.1, well and you know were the discourse markers that
attracted the mo