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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Discourse markers (DMs) have been increasingly recognized as anlipeetict
coherent discourse in context, which contribute to the comprehension and co-camstructi
of the communicative process. It has been solidly established that they function in the
metalinguistic domain beyond the description of traditional semantic and syntact
approaches. Research has provided a great deal of theoretical and magpod that
these expressions function beyond propositional content and have an important effect on
how discourse proceeds by integrating discourse units or pointing to social ingaotvem
in verbal communication.

Although no consensus has been reached as to what should be considered
discourse markers and in what ways they function as coherence builders lidmir sa
function in discourse organization has triggered vast research interests iry tineyva
affect verbal interaction. Most work views discourse markers as devit¢esttiea move
the discourse forward smoothly by helping people understand the interrelatedness of
various discourse units, or index social and interpersonal relationships. Newgsittiede
majority of existing research studied individual DMs, rather than treBiiig as a well-

defined category functioning at both ideational and interactional levels.



A major strand in discourse marker research is the way discourse mar&ets aff
oral communication. Discourse markers have been shown to improve people’s
understanding of a conversation as a coherent whole. In addition to a discourse
structuring function, they are also useful conversational devices that ensuaagoaige
is used in socially and situationally appropriate ways. In particular, Boguastic
expressions have been found typically associated with spoken interactiorfadihate
the natural development of the interaction and assist people in managing and
understanding the conversation flow.

Because of their importance in verbal communication, discourse markers
constitute an intrinsic part of one’s communicative competence. Various aspects of
communicative competence may involve the use of discourse markers which dye close
associated with communicative effectiveness. Therefore, it is negésseme a model
that embodies both the textual and interpersonal domains of discourse marker use in
spoken discourse because it reflects the ability of participants to tieligmurse not
only to the linguistic environment but also to the interactional context.

The fact that use of discourse markers is an intrinsic part of communicative
competence sparked a concern about their relevance to second and foreigrelanguag
learning. Much of existing research compared the use of discourse markermafive
speakers to that of native speakers with the starting point that native speake@sssa
point of reference for learners. Such research provides valuable pedagogbés,ins
which evaluate learners’ language capability in terms of how close discoarker use
is to native speakers. Nevertheless, little empirical evidence is known asth@mwhe

discourse markers are a linguistic parameter that distinguishe&diffevels of



speaking performance, although existing evidence leads to the assumption thaeeffec
use of discourse markers positively relates to oral proficiency ratiigdhermore, there
is hardly any work on how various speaking tasks and contexts can affect learners
discourse marker performance. Such information may be useful in the effort twempr
learners’ discourse management skills. Since it is believed that the gresehase of
discourse markers may be part of the reason why some texts are messtud¢han
others and why some participants appear more communicatively competent thgn othe
the features identified with more advanced speakers can be encouraged in thenslassr
for learners to develop their competence in spoken interaction.

Another area in existing research that is relatively underexplored is tloé use
DMs in the Chinese context. This context is of particular interest becausdtiehas
largest population learning English as a foreign language. The teaching@amaddef
English in China has been largely exam-oriented and used to neglect speaking and
listening. With a growing emphasis on communicative competence in English educati
in the past decade, the importance of speaking and listening have been inlgreasing
recognized; as a result, speaking has been included as an integral componentotimore
more exams. A washback effect of this is that English oral proficiencydeasdrawing
unprecedented attention from teachers and learners alike. Neverthelesslithesthat
at present a large proportion of college-level learners are not able toeattteewal
proficiency desirable for effective communication, which frustratghl teachers and
learners. In light of the functions of discourse markers in spoken interactioted etrzd

comprehensive descriptions and analyses of discourse markers from the perspect



how they help achieve textual and interpersonal coherence may generateth in-de
understanding of the use of the English language by Chinese learners.

This study builds on the proposition that by uncovering what more proficient
learners, as opposed to less proficient learners, tend to do in the production of spoken
discourse, communication problems of language learners can be partly edidnessgh
incorporating the differences into L2 teaching and learning. It atteiptseek
discrepancies, if any, through quantitative and qualitative analyses, behgdaiot
proficiency groups in their use of discourse markers. It is believed that the use of
discourse markers, if found to be a discriminating factor in the quality ofregideal
performance, should be part of speaking class syllabi.

The dissertation is comprised of five chapters. Chapter Two provides the nesearc
background of this study. It reviews the major approaches to discourse srarlleéhe
role of discourse markers in spoken discourse. It also surveys previous litdrature t
investigates the relevance of discourse markers to second language ledrapigr C
Three presents the research questions and hypotheses. It introduces tleenaoddys,
the instruments used for data collection, as well as the procedures taken &oraiigdas.

It also reports briefly the results of the pilot study. It finally outlittesspecific phases
of the primary study. Chapter Four and Chapter Five present the results of guantita
and qualitative analyses of the collected data for ideational and inteedctiarkers
respectively. Chapter Six discusses the findings of the study and concludes dingrovi

some pedagogical implications as well as limitations of the study.



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Within the last several decades, discourse markers have attractedigcreas
attention from discourse analysts, which resulted in extensive coverage ipridie i
including articles, overviews and books which represent different theoretica\works,
approaches and languages. The theoretical status of discourse markerscisstiof f
discussion which revolves around their definitions, meanings and functions. On the
whole, definitions of what a discourse marker is and what it does vary amongst the
researchers: not one single definition of the term discourse marker remasutedior
unaltered by other researchers for their purposes, despite the wide axeying éabels
applied in various discourse functions and on various discourse levels beyond the
propositional content (Lenk, 1998a), such as pragmatic markers (Brinton, 1996; Fraser,
1996), pragmatic expressions (Erman, 1987), discourse particles (Schourup, 1985),
discourse operators (Redeker, 1991), and discourse markers (Fraser, 1996; Lenk, 1998b;
Schiffrin, 1987). Such multiplicity in terminology implies distinct theoretaggproaches
and perspectives.

The disagreement is not restricted to the term used. Although it is suggested by

some researchers (e.g. Watts, 1988) that it may be possible to ascribe@comm



grammatical function to discourse markers and to account for them in “ardedte
model of syntax” (p.242), the general agreement is that discourse markers should be
understood as a functional-pragmatic category, but not a formal, morphosyateti
This perspective presents a primary obstacle to the formation of a homogeneous
conceptualization of DMs. For one thing, there are various suggestions as to what
morphological form discourse markers should take. Suggestions range fromnvordlti-
lexical phrases such &sreturn to my original poinfFraser 1988, 1990), teell andlike
(e.g. Watts 1988; Jucker 1993; Schourup, 20andbut (Schiffrin 1987),0h andmhm
(e.g. Jucker & Smith, 1998Recause, and, thare included by Schiffrin (1987), but not
by Schourup (1985) whileeyandahaare included by Schourup (2001), but not by
Schiffrin, 1987). Blakemore (1987) who uses the term "discourse connectivesfaacl
elements such dkerefore, so, after glandmoreover Erman’s (1987) “pragmatic
expressions” consist of more than one word, yg.know, you se& | mean These

terms obviously do not share the same formal properties. Overall, there are no uniform
criteria as to what counts as a “discourse marker”, which poses a majengbah the
field.

To make things more complex, the terms proposed are not easily related to the
functions they perform. As noted by Jucker and Smith (1998), different perspectives on
discourse markers have the tendency to emphasize one particular function osdiscour
markers. The functions are as varied as helping create discourse collleeakc@998a;
Redeker, 1990; Risselada & Spooren, 1998; Schiffrin, 1987), marking a sequential

relationship between discourse segments (Fraser, 1999), and contributing to the



inferential process of the audience (Andersen, 2001; Blakemore, 1995; Jucker, 1993;
Rouchota, 1996), to name a few.

Despite the multiplicity of approaches to discourse markers and the didrsity
properties and functions attributed to them, here, following Lenk (1998), Stenstrém
(1994) and Jucker and Ziv(1998), among others, for the sake of convenience, this
overview will use the term “discourse marker” (DM hereafter) as arcav@e in its
widest definition. There is no prescriptive intention in this terminological chbemause
it seems to be the term with the widest currency and least restrictgdaapplication;
and in line with this philosophy the various terminological instantiations in eifter
research will also be left unchanged.

This review will first provide some background of DMs by referring to $ais
model (including Redeker’s modification) because Schiffrin’s work lays the &iomd
for the booming field of DM research. It will then introduce two major approdohes
function of DM (i.e. the coherence-based approach and the relevance-theomiit)acc
and Fraser’s model which not only integrates both perspectives but also provigas a cle
definition that helps identify those DMs that function on the ideational level. Atér t
this chapter will briefly describe the relatively theory-independemussbased approach
which is particularly relevant to examining DMs in spoken context. Then it willisiss
the specific role of DMs in spoken interaction. Lastly, it will relate DMsgoken

language learning.



Discourse Markers

Schiffrin and Redeker

Schiffrin’s work (1987) is still one of the most detailed and comprehensive
studies on DMs, and firmly establishes the term of DM in discourse studies. Her
characterization of DMs is solidly based on her perspective of discoursemoder
Discourse is believed to be understood through the structures formed, meanings@¢onvey
and actions performed; its coherence results from the joint efforts to ietég@ting,
saying and doing on the part of the interactants. It is the outcome of “the onganifat
speaker goals and intentions which are taken up and acted upon by hearers, and from the
ways in which language is used in service of such goals” (p.10). Schiffrin lselieate
these elements are interdependent and must be considered when analyaurgadisc
Schiffrin’s model of discourse coherence consists of five different planatkpf t
namely, an exchange structure, an action structure, an ideational stragiargcipation
framework, and an information state. Speakers alternate sequential rolexchamge
structure; their speech acts are situated in an action structure in telras speaker
identities and social settings as well as interrelatedness of actionay¢helated to each
other and to their utterances in a participation framework; their knowledge and meta
knowledge about ideas are organized and managed in an information state; linguistic
units represent propositional, cohesive relations, topic relations and functiconeeiat
an ideational structure. This model has both linguistic and non-linguistic components tha

are inter-connected, the integration of which creates discourse coherence.



The need for DMs arises from the ability of DMs to enable speakers to build and
integrate multiple planes and dimensions of “an emergent reality” (Schif87,

p. 330), out of which coherent discourse results and discourse tasks are successfully
accomplished. Defined as “sequentially dependent elements which bracket tedks of
(p-31), DMs contribute to the synthesis of the underlying components of talk. Schiffrin
proposes that DMs function through placing the utterances that contain them within the
emerging local contexts. Such an indexical function is crucial to the understaitieg
function of DMs as the contextual coordinates for the production and interpretation of an
utterance. Although all the markers are multi-functional on the five differanep] they
have one primary function; meanwhile, they also serve a secondary function. For
exampleoh marks information state transitions as the primary function; it signals the
production and reception of information, the replacement and redistribution of
information, and the receipt of solicited, but unanticipated information. At the same tim
it works in the participation framework and in action structuses.an be used to mark

an information state transition because it represents a shift from unsharec@tb sha
knowledge; meanwhile, it also functions in the organization of transitions in the
participation framework.

Overall, the core meanings of Schiffrin’s DMs lie in the organization of
referential meanings at the textual level. DMs themselves do not cngade@al and/or
expressive meanings. Rather, they select a meaning relation from the poteatiangs
given through the content of utterances and then display that relation. Natheally, t

meaning of the marker has to be compatible with that of the surrounding discourse.



Schiffrin’s model of the five planes of talk, illuminating as it is in enriching our
knowledge about the basic functions of DMs, is questionable on several accounts. Her
definition of DMs is too vague,; it is unclear what constitutes “a unit of talkhcAigh
Schiffrin proposes that DMs can work selectively at multiple levels of diseours
simultaneously, her concern is primarily with relationships at the local beweteen
adjacent utterances. She does not illustrate how markers can signal discbarsaae
on a more global level. In some contexts, DMs have been found to also signal relations
between discourse segments further apart and should be considered functionalen a mor
global level of discourse. Also, the multifunction of DMs to work on more than one
structural level poses an interpretative problem for the hearer: how carealieeaertain
that his interpretations of that discourse marker’s function in that partioatance is
correct? With this problem unaddressed, Schiffrin left a noticeable gap nmooe!.

Schiffrin’s model is also considered problematic for several other reasons.
Redeker (1991) criticizes Schiffrin’s model by pointing out that her DMs couldllgctua
function on all five planes of talk; consequently, the model is unable to adequately
distinguish various DMs. This adds to the problem of uncertainty faced by the addressee
when having to cope with DMs since it is not always clear which planes s{demg
belong to. Redeker (1997) also believes that the planes are not all compatible, well-
defined or consistently treated, which is a major flaw of Schiffrin’s fraonkew
Specifically, she argues that the elements of information structure arcigadidin
structure are obviously not on the same level with the other three planes: “thteoosgni
and attitudes composing those two components concern individual utterances, while the

building blocks at the other three planes are relational concepts” (p. 1162). Radeker

10



notes that individual DMs are not consistently assigned to planes of the modalsdt is
noteworthy that Schiffrin’s model is only illustrated by several individnglistic

items, without providing a model that characterizes DMs in such a way that subistanti
helps us understand what types of lexical devices can be considered DMs.

To address the problem of Schiffrin’s multiple planes, Redeker (1990) proposes a
model that distinguishes three parallel components of discourse coherencenadleat
structure, rhetorical structure, and sequential structure. She clainmsetbathree levels
are always compatible with each discourse unit; one of them is usually mone teire
the others in anchoring an utterance in its context. Her ideational struchitay; ®
Schiffrin’s ideational structure, indicates “the speaker’'s commitnoethtet existence of
that relation in the world the discourse describes” (p. 369), including relationsssuch a
temporal sequence, elaboration, cause, etc., which can be signaled by simplevesnnec
such as subordinat{that with sentential complements), relative pronouns (bag,
who, whicl), semantically rich connectives suchbas, because, as, so, what, how, why
Her rhetorical structure is roughly identical with Schiffrin’s action&ure, which
expresses the speaker’s illocutionary intentions. The third level, callgdéeiseal
structure”, is claimed to be “an extended variant” of Schiffrin’'s exchamgetste by
Redeker (1991, p. 1143); it represents the paratactic and/or hypotactic relaticeenbe
discourse segments that are adjacent in a loose sense. Parataditcsratatthose
between completed segments adjacent at the same level, such as listsafrtopi
subtopics, actions, agenda points and so on. Hypotactic relations refer to transitions

“involving interruption or suspension of an incomplete unit with parenthetical mdterial

11



such as those leading into or out of a commentary, correction, paraphrase, aside,
digression or interruption segment (p.1168).

Within this framework, Redeker defines what she calls ‘discourse operasor
‘word[s] or phrase[s]...that [are] uttered with the primary function of bringonidpe
listener’s attention a particular kind of linkage of the upcoming utterance with the
immediate discourse context” (1991, p.1168). However, Muller (2005) does not find
Redeker’'s model more convincing than Schiffrin’s because its definitions areynot an
more accurate and it does not account for all uses of DMs either. For exampés, Mull
points out that Redeker’s sequential transitions seem to be an aspect of ideational
relations, unlike Schiffrin’s exchange structure whose basic units are turnsfoféere
Schiffrin’s model is not able to account for turn-transitions or the negotiation of
interpersonal relationships. Overall, as Muller notes, Redeker's model sebemmerely
a deviation of Schiffrin’s pioneering work which firmly established the statusvisf i
discourse and verbal communication. The following two sections will introduce two other
major theory-based perspectives on the function of DMs: Coherence Theory and
Relevance Theory, which are complementary to each other and contribute to a more

comprehensive understanding of the role of DMs.

Coherence Theory

Unlike the above models proposed by Schiffrin and Redeker, particularly that of
Schiffrin which encompasses various aspects of spoken discourse, CoherencesTheory
largely built on coherence relations within texts. According to Coherence Tlasory

succinctly summarized by Rouchota (1996), the most important property of texts is
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coherence, which results from and is analyzable in terms of a definablecebeagnce
relations, i.e. a set of implicit relations that bind/hold the text together.ucheree
establishes coherence by relating different information units in the textedbweery of
such coherence relations is essential for text comprehension. These areethe thr
assumptions that are generally upheld by text analysts. For example, Mann a
Thompson’s (1988) Rhetorical Structure Theory, an approach to textual coherence and
organization, accounts for coherence in a comprehensive way to describe a kedrarchi
connected textual structure in functional terms, where “every part of a textrolesto
play, function to fulfill, with respect to the other parts of the text” (Taboaba, 2006,
p.570). Sanders and Noordman (2000) also suggest that coherence relations are an
integral part of the cognitive representation.

In Coherence Theory, DMs can signal various coherence relations and make such
relations explicit. Although Knot and Dale (1994) point out that in some cases the heare
has to make inferences about the particular relation that binds two sentences based on
other clues, the relations are mostly associated with a typical connsotigealthough
very often the relationship between cue phrases and the relations theyssigaal/ito-
many. For example, the relation of concession can be signaled by conjunctions such as
but, regardless, rathegetc., as well as verbs suchasmcedgTaboaba, 2006). However,
some relations are not always clearly marked by any relational phirases)e cases,
they are rarely signaled, e.g. evaluation, background, summary, elabdiia@boaba,

2006). Sanders and Noordman (2000) also warn against overestimating the usefulness of
DMs by claiming that linguistic markers are only expressions of cobertations that

guide the audience toward selecting the right coherence relation. Ne\s=thiede
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importance of DMs cannot be ignored since they guide the text receiver icdigaiton
of coherence relations which hold together different parts of the discourse, whath are
least partly responsible for the perceived coherence of a text (Taboaba, 2006).

Despite its power in explaining text organization, the applicability of coherence
theory in spoken interaction is challenged. Redeker (1991) contends that coherence
theory cannot fully account for spoken discourse, because it merely depends on the text
inherent properties without taking into account the communicative situation, such as the
extralinguistic environment. This is particularly important to note when considéat
spoken discourse is affected by various contextual factors. Along this lind,dratde
assumption that discourse is hierarchically structured, Unger (1996) gilss against
treating coherence relations as cognitively real entities. Theréf@renodel of
coherence relations cannot fully explain conversational coherence and does not do

adequate justice to the motivation for the existence of DMs.

Relevance Theory

Another major approach to understanding the function of DMs is the relevance-
theoretic account, which accounts for the role of DMs from a more general peespéc
text processing. Instead of assuming that DMs fulfill the function of signetihgrence
relations, this theory sees DMs as devices providing instructions for the ¢tmmgian
of utterances. It states that a speaker has a specific interpretatiodiamd expects the
hearer to arrive at that interpretation. To obtain the intended interpretation, thie hear
must process that utterance in the intended context. The selection of the isontext

governed by considerations of optimal relevance. As put by Sperber and Wilson (1986),
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“every act of communication communicates the presumption of its own optimal
relevance” which requires a certain interpretation (p.158). Recognition adlévamce
of an utterance can help a hearer understand how different parts of the atomvéfis
together well and form a united whole” (p.124). Based on this assumption, the speaker
may have reason to believe that the hearer will select the appropriatetcaintéments
for interpretation without extra help from the speaker. Meanwhile, the hearer oeslerg
continuous process of figuring out how new contributions and the prior conversation are
relevant to each other within the context.

However, accessing the intended context involves a cost. The greater the
processing effort, the less relevant that interpretation is. This meang dthieve
efficiently the conversational goal of relevance, unnecessary cogrffovestould be
minimized. In other words, the less the cognitive effort needed to understaraha giv
utterance, the greater its relevance. As a cost-benefit model of humamocognit
relevance theory (Blakemore, 1987; Sperber & Wilson, 1986) claims that human
cognition processes are organized to achieve maximum cognitive effect forumini
processing effort. Signaling the relevance of an utterance in the emttextcof a
conversation is thus functional in explaining the existence of the utterance in that
particular context by indicating to the hearer how it connects with the surroyratitsg
of the conversation. That is, the speaker can direct the hearer by resortingito cert
guides for the benefit of the hearer to give a clear indication of his/hed@uteneaning.

The extent and degree of guidance provided by the speaker will affect taéshear
interpretation of the development of the given discourse. The more guidance is provided,

the easier it is for the hearer to construct the coherence intended by the.speake
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According to Blakemore (1987), DMs are such guides at the speaker’s digyadsal
effectively direct the audience’s interpretative process and hdljgeehe processing
effort to a considerable extent. Using DMs thus assists the hearer in movarg tow
perception of the higher degree of relevance of an utterance in a pacantiext; this
ensures “the hearer’s continuous cooperative participation by enabling hirovo thud
flow of conversation more easily” (Lenk, 1998, p.24). In other words, DMs are signals
that facilitate the hearer’s integration of materials by narrowinghdbe scope of
potential interpretations of the utterance available to the hearer (\VRO@5). Like
Fraser, relevance theorists such as Blakemore believe that the functiscootse
connectives is primarily procedural, not representational or propositional mgsdlay
coherence theorists in that they provide instructions for the representation of
propositional content of the discourse.

Such a view of DMs has been widely endorsed. For example, according to Lenk
(1997), DMs, when used to mark topic boundaries, contribute to the various mental
processes that take place between participants in a conversation. On the orfeelzand, t
facilitate the planning processes on the speaker’s side because they hedakliee s
understand her own sequence of utterances. On the other hand, they help with the
hearer’s interpretative processes by guiding the hearer towardsraupettrstanding of
the speaker’s intentions as to how various parts are connected to each other. That is, they
allow the hearer to draw inferences about the intended relevance of alpauti@rance
in relation to the immediate context, thereby helping develop the participants’
understanding of the coherence of the entire conversational interaction, wimztelit

enhances considerably the smooth flow of the interaction.
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Researchers have studied the role of some individual DMs within the framework
of relevance theory. Sperber and Wilson (1986) discuss connectives sathats
encode a procedural constraint to the hearer by instructing the hearer toamatigrst
relevance of the upcoming utterance as being consequential to the prior one. Unger
(1996) explains further thab does not add to the referential meaning of the utterance
that contains it; rather, it functions as a constraint on the inferential coropstati
Blakemore (1987) suggests that DMs, suchrag after all, you see, but, moreover,
furthermore,can constrain the hearer’s interpretation possibilities of the speaker’s
intentions by signaling the interdependence of the relevance of discogmsense.
Rouchota (1996) shows thalsois a cue to the hearer, indicating that the proposition it
precedes should be processed in parallel with some other proposition. Jucker’s study
(1993) of the discourse markesell argues that relevance theory is the only theory that
can accommodate all the usesvadl including marking insufficiency, mitigating face-
threat, framing and delaying, because it provides plausible explanation fotalces of
the word cited in other work. In general, as pointed out by Jucker (1993), the merit of this
theory lies in that it is built on a general theory of human communication based on
cognitive principles.

Jucker and Smith (1998) and Jucker and Ziv (1998) extend the cognitive role of
DMs to the establishment and negotiation of conversationalists’ common ground. Hobbs
(1982) earlier notes that in a typical event of discourse, the speaker speake hedaus
aware of the gap in what he and the hearer know, believe, imagine or desire;toe tries
bridge such gap for certain purposes by providing some connection; on the other hand,

the listener is also active in making inferences to fill the gap. Jucker andlleagaes

17



also argue that in addition to their cognitive perspective of guiding the pnoges the
information contained in an utterance, DMs are used to “reconcile both her own state of
knowledge with information provided by her interlocutor and her model of what he
already knows with the state of knowledge she hopes to create in him” (p.197). The
notion of common ground considerably enhances our understanding of the cognitive
importance of DMs in various forms of interaction.
Important similarities exist between Coherence Theory and Relevanaey e
their account of DMs. They both agree that DMs have a constraining functiorh@®auc
1996). Within coherence theory, DMs constrain the propositions connected by the
coherence relations to be recovered by the hearer in their attempt tceindedscourse,
while relevance theorists see the constraining function of DMs differaafttirecting the
interpretation process towards the intended contextual effects. These tviogsgem
distinct perspectives are not entirely exclusive to each other. They campiementary
in the account of the role of DMs in the accomplishment of communicative tasks. Hobbs
(1982) captures this compatibility in the following quote:
It is thus part of the speaker’s job to provide the necessary linkage and to try
to manipulate the listener’s inference process to lead him to the correct
interpretations. This description of the discourse situation enables us to
categorize the coherence relations according to their communicative

functions (p.228).

While the coherence framework focuses more on the textual functions of DMs,
Relevance Theory is grounded on cognitive processes. Rouchota (1996) points out that

coherence theory does not provide the motivation or psychological explanation for using
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linguistic devices like discourse connectives. Relevance theory is moreagka@und in

that it acknowledges explicitly the facilitating role of DMs. It sg@s as a basic

assumption that the speaker attempts to ensure the intended interpretation by foointing
the inferential process the receiver is expected to go through. The procestomation
encoded by the connective is powerful in helping the hearer figure out an optimally
relevant interpretation of the utterance that contains the connective. |OwWesaheory is
important in that it makes possible a more flexible perspective of discourseoartkepr

a unified account of the functions of DMs within a general theory of communication
(Stenstrom, 2002; Unger, 1996). On the other hand, the value of Coherence Theory
cannot be overlooked because it contributes to our understanding of DMs by attending to

the textual connections they help build between various parts of discourse.

Fraser

A DM model that deserves our particular attention is the one proposed by Fraser
(1988, 1990, 1999), who looks at DMs from a grammatical-pragmatic perspective,
because it both reflects the role of DMs in marking coherence relations| @s wel
acknowledges their significance in influencing the interpretation of the agdrésvards
the intended meaning of the speaker. Another important advantage is that it provides a
tool for us to identify DMs. This theory builds on a distinction between content and
pragmatic meaning. Content meaning, often referred to as the propositionatentiafe
content, is “a more or less explicit representation of some state of the idpdaker
intends to bring to the hearer’s attention by means of the literal interpretattos of

sentence” (Fraser, 1990, p.385). For example, the basic content meaniols wives
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Mary, Does John love Margndl suggest that John loves Maaye the same. Content
meaning is conveyed by lexical meaning and syntactic structures and ism&ntdhto
literal communication. Pragmatic meaning concerns the speaker’s conatiuenic
intentions or direct messages conveyed in uttering the sentence.

DMs are a type of linguistic expressions that encode the latter typeaafnge
i.e. pragmatic meaning. Specifically, they signal comments that speeifygt of
sequential discourse relationship between utterances. By definition, theg»acal’l
expressions which are syntactically independent of the basic sentecta@rstand have
a general core meaning which signals the relationship of the current wtewdhe prior
utterance” (Fraser, 1988, p.29). Mostly drawn from the syntactic classesjonctions,
adverbs, and prepositional phrases and idioms, they are lexical expressions that do not
constitute a separate and homogenous syntactic category (Fraser, 1999).\ioatber
their value is not grammatical; nor do they contribute to the propositional content of the
discourse segments they relate. Rather, they provide links between disconmsetsdyy
indicating to the hearer how one discourse segment is intended to be interpreted in term
of its relation to the other. Except for a few cases fegause, although, wh)leheir
presence does not affect the grammaticality or intelligibility of a seate

Fraser (1999) categorizes DMs into two groups: “those that relate thatexpli

interpretation conveyed by S2 [the second discourse segment] with some aspect
associated with the segment S | (the first discourse segment]; and thostathdhe
topic of S2 to that of S1” (p.950). Fraser does not explain what she means by “discourse
segment”. However, a review of her work suggests that “discourse segnams’ &ebe

an utterance that can stand on its own.
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The value of DMs lies in their control of the interpretation of the message
conveyed by one discourse segment in relation to the interpretation of anotker,(Fra
1998). DMs provide a useful signal about the commitment the speaker makes about the
relationship between the current segment and the prior segment. TherefergjVeM
instructions on the processing of utterance relations, and thus have a core niediméng t
procedural, not conceptual. They constrain the interpretation of messages aid force
relationship between discourse segments. According to Fraser, the way discourse
segments are interpreted should be agreeable with the use of particulésr2Ms
sequence to be coherent. For examplé|ome Boston drivers. However, | seldom yell at
them the presence ofioweverequires that the first segment be interpreted as ironic
since the underlying meanings of the two segments are supposed to be contrastive to ea
other.

Fraser’s suggestions help clarify our understanding of what types otsixure
should be labeled as DMs. However, her taxonomy is not exactly precise on several
accounts. The main argument is that, like Schiffrin who defines DMs as “sedjyentia
dependent elements” (Schiffrin, 1987, p.31) and the majority of coherence-based
theorists, Fraser also implies that DMs only relate the utterance thatinest to the
linguistic co-text, not to the context in a wider sense. While admitting thatdhikang of
co-textual connections might be the prototypical function of DMs, Hansen (1996), along
with Blakemore (1987), argues that there are relations signaled by a imdeigte that
are not between linguistically realized meaning. Blakemore’s pbeap, you've spent
all your moneyis perfectly acceptable when uttered to start a conversation at thefsight

someone coming with an armful of parcels. It is obvious here that DMs are diglo use
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expressions when used in connection with non-linguistic context. More specifigally, a
advocated by Hansen (1996), they not only guide interpretations in a given context, but
also actively facilitate the construction of that context.

To understand this limitation in a different way, we can compare Fraser’'s
grammatical-pragmatic framework with Schiffrin’s sociolinguistiodel. Fraser’s focus
is restricted to the relationships on the message level of discourse, whileiBshiff
model considers various aspects of the communicative situation. Consequently, their
views on communicative meaning are different. Fraser approaches commenicati
meaning as speaker intention and subsequent hearer recognition of intentionnSchiffr
(2001) model assumes that communicative meaning is co-constructed by the pésticipa
of the interaction and “emergent from jointly recognized sequential expectatidns
contingencies of talk-in-interaction” (p.72). Schiffrin’'s model acknowledges t
multifunctionality of DMs on different planes that facilitate the inédigin of a variety of
simultaneous processes going on during the construction of discourse. Therefore, as
expounded by Schiffrin (2001), her model clearly incorporates various aspects of the
communication situation, thus enabling us to understand DMs from a more
comprehensive and systematic perspective. Another drawback of Frasensngxs
that she does not make it clear what she means by discourse segmentdihtt her
claimed to link, although it can be inferred from her examples that this notios seé&e
roughly equivalent to the concept of clause and sentence that are relativplgteam
meaning and syntactical structure.

Nevertheless, Fraser's model has an important advantage in terms of DM

identification. As mentioned earlier, Schiffrin’s vague definition and chamaeation of
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DMs presents practical and major obstacles in its application. This problem @sindt f
with Fraser’s framework which clarifies the territory of DMs bfimiag that DMs can

be syntactically separated from the basic sentence structure and intheatdationship
between utterances. In addition to helping with the interpretation of a givem @M i
specific textual context, as claimed by Fraser (1990), more importdrghpvides a
feasible method to identify DMs, which brings considerable convenience for vaniesis
of research in the sphere of discourse analysis. On the other hand, it is worth mgntioni
again that this model primarily focuses on connectives that link textual unitshenéat
communication, particularly spoken interaction, there are lexical devica® kgt the
speaker to the interactional context. To understand such a functional distinction, it is
necessary to look into how spoken discourse is characterized as distinguished from
written discourse before going into the way these lexical devicessreaed with

spoken discourse.

Discourse Marker and Spoken Interaction

Spoken vs. Written Discourse

Considerable amount of research suggests that major differences exisrbetwe
spoken and written discourse, which, according to Brown and Yule (1983), are based on
the phenomenon that the former is essentially “transitory” and the latignelé$o be
“permanent” (p.14). Overall, speech is characterized by being fragiremdenvolved,;
it is generally unplanned and produced under certain cognitive and processing
constraints, or communicative (Hansen, 1996), as reflected in the messinesistoelat

filled and unfilled pauses, repetitions, and incomplete grammatical seagt@hafe,
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1982). In contrast, writing is more integrated, distant and detached from its audience
(Chafe, 1982; Nattinger & Decarrico, 1992), which is due to the absence of features of
surrounding circumstances that provide shared assumptions with their audience. As a
result, it is more self-contained and detached from the physical context wisere i
produced (Chafe, 1982).

Time constraint is, according to Lenk (1998), a major cause for such distinctions
between spoken and written discourse. Usually the writer is under less carscaiuse
he/she only needs to deal with “the appropriate indexing of what comes next andshow it i
related to the overall scheme of writing” (p.18). This results in a relgtsmeboth topic
development and clear discourse structure. Unplanned casual conversations are
structurally different because they take place under substantial timeagat)shre
required mental planning load of spoken discourse is naturally heavier than that of
written discourse, on top of the physical oral production of the utterance.dnggfti
ideas has to be additionally marked if the speaker wants the hearer to understand the
textual structure as intended.

Some other aspects of situational needs are also associated with theatstincti
between discourse production in the spoken medium (not including recitations or reading
from a prepared manuscript) and in the written medium. For example, as Hansen (1996)
explains, in the phonic medium, discourse production is an on-line, incremental process
that involves “the transformation of a non-linguistic hierarchically-stinecl mental
representation into linear linguistic expression” (p.109). Speakers are undeucost
cognitive and interactional pressure of not losing the floor too early in cartaitaking

conditions. Furthermore, spoken interaction involves negotiations of actions, meanings
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and relevancies with the interlocutor, as well as possible intrusions and chaogent
conditions in various ways. These situational needs are not expected to be seen in the
case of writing.

Spoken discourse has also been examined from the perspective of the sources
people need to draw on in the completion of communicative tasks. In order for the
message to be properly interpreted by the hearer(s), the speaker needs to avoid any
misunderstanding caused by possible misleading productions (Celce-MOt&h&ain,
2000). To address such demands, the speaker must consider both linguistically and
pragmatically controlled resources in order to ensure successful acdomgiisof
speech tasks. Linguistically, speakers have to use their grammatiga¢tence
(morphological and syntactic knowledge) to produce linguistically proper fofms
utterances as well as phonologically intelligible sounds. Besides, in ordezate
meaningful utterances, the speaker also has to incorporate his/her understbinding
factors of appropriacy which are under the control of the speech situation and the
dominant cultural and social norms. As noted by Celce-Muria and Olshtain, “poany
the level of knowledge and processing skill might facilitate or interfete twe
production of the spoken discourse, but ultimately it is the contextual featurefebiat a
the efficacy of communication” (p.168). This is particularly true for peoplaileg a
non-native language.

In general, as succinctly summarized by Stubbs (1996), we can understand the
dichotomy of written and spoken language as follows: written language is ircasest
“standard, formal, planned, edited, public and non-interactive”, whereas spoken language

is typically “casual, spontaneous, private and face-to-face” (p. 64). Asila re
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propositional coherence seems to be more characteristic of written lavguége
interactional coherence is more typically found in spoken discourse wheoairdis
participants “share the immediate pragmatic context of communicatiteatittance
planning is done, and immediate feedback is possible” (Lautamatti, 1990, p.34).

Earlier attempts at generalizing features characteristicitiEmand spoken
modes of text are challenged by researchers who believe that new appragcheeded
to have a broader view on mode-related linguistic features. Biber ()86&sents one
of such early efforts. He questions the appropriateness of using a sitigé texension
to describe and discriminate the relations among various English text typesd€&ing
the complexity of the communicative possibilities offered by a languegeroposes a
multidimensional view of text types which is claimed to better fit our géka@owledge
of actual language use. His factor analyses, which were based ontya ofdiigguistic
features measured in various spoken and written text types, generatedridesadntal
parameters of textual variation which underlie speech and writing in Englistaative
vs. edited text, abstract vs. situated content, and reported vs. immediate stylgt e f
the three dimensions is similar to Brown and Yule’s (1983) and Nattinger and
Decarrico’s (1992) distinction between interactional (those that estabtismaintain
relationships) vs. transactional discourse (those that transmit informatibaj’sBi
dimensions appear more comprehensive and compatible with findings of prior studies.

Lautamatti (1990) shares Biber’s concern about the distinction between spoken
and written language. She argues that most of the listed features aradmettented for
as factors distinguishing formality of styles rather than modes ofidaygguse. This is

reflected in Chafe and Danielewicz’s (1987) observation that conversation is
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distinguishable from writing and more formal speech. Hansen (1996) also argiret ag
treating the distinction between spoken and written language as an absolutenaychot
Instead, she suggests placing individual texts along a continuum of formalitgiagcar
their type, with informal, largely phatic conversation between intimates@gndpoint

and written academic prose as the other endpoint of this continuum. She illubigates
through the examples of a letter written by a ten year old to her pen pdi, lvdaics

more features with the “spoken” end, as opposed to a bishop’s Easter Sunday sermon,
which is closer to the “written” end of the continuum.

Nattinger and Decarrico (1992) draw a distinction between social conversation
and non-social discourse. The former is interactional in nature both in form atidriunc
while the latter, such as academic lectures and the discourse of gi@aigoais, or
various meetings, is typically transactional because its primary pupts&ansmit
factual information. In transactional discourse, DMs not only signal theoresaip
between one piece of discourse and another; they also help with top-down processing in
discourse comprehension since they impose patterns by organizing discourse at various
levels (Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992). By contrast, in interactional disepuvhich is
more random and looser in structure, such a feature of DMs is not typicallgtpeese
indicate distinct levels and patterns of co-ordination and subordination, and mark
interrelationships of discourse content in such a structured way, as they do in
transactional discourse, because the primary use of interactional dissoexpesissing
social relations and personal attitudes.

Accordingly, interactional and transactional discourses are differem itypes

of organizational linguistic items typically used (Nattinger & Ddcafr1992). In the
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case of transactional discourse, which is often organized by a frameworkithlectr
the audience to benefit their comprehension, macro-organizers, which sigoettakk
direction of a given discourse, are the primary markers of this organizatidteshpa
which provide clues to the overall direction and organization of discourse content. The
markers in interactional discourse do not function in the same way. Ratheneghmsed
mostly to maintain social interaction. They are signals indicating to therhleatra topic
is being changed, a piece of information is being evaluated or being relatedhera
piece. But their use is limited because social interactional discourse dassially
contain a large amount of factual information expected to be conveyed in a strictly
organized way. However, it is important to note that there isn’t a clear-cub ldraw
between the lexical devices used for transactional discourse and intexladiscourse.
The distinctions made above are merely a matter of degree.

In spite of the justifiable challenge against distinguishing spoken artdmrit
discourse, the dichotomy is still valid in an important sense. As argued by Na#tinthe
Decarrico (1992), although transactional and interactional discourse marfirsindi
uses of DMs, and transactional spoken discourse and transactional written disotiurse
transmit factual information, DMs used for them are not necessarily ideinticaim.

The common functions of lexical terms do not have a one-on-one correspondence with
their forms. For example, to mark consequenass result, thereforare typically used

in written transactional discourse, whersasthis means that, what happens sr&

more frequent in spoken transactional discourse. Also, as noted by Crystal (1988),
expressions such gsu knowact as the lubricant which is conducive to the smooth and

efficient performance of the complex task of spontaneous speech production and

28



interaction. Schiffrin (1987), among others, also sees lexical terms sych ksow
contribute to conversational coherence by serving as contextual coordinatesr In othe
words, some DMs are more characteristically seen in spoken interaction thatein w
interaction.

Such major differences in these two modes of speech have prompted research
interest in DMs featuring speaking and writing. For example, Brown and Yule (1983)
found that the presence of interactive expressionsiMéteandoh contributes to the
impression that spoken language has less densely packed information than expository
prose. Stenstrom (1990) also provides some examples of linguistic devices thatar
characteristic of speech than of writing or occur solely in speech, swalagou know,
you see, actually, sort oétc. Nattinger and Decarrico (1992), in their distinction, found
that certain lexical markers are common in spoken discourse and serve functions not
normally found in written texts, such ysu knowas far as | am concerned, by and
large, for the most part, let's get back to the poiriite consensus is that certain DMs are
more likely to be found in spoken language than in written language.

The distinctiveness of such lexical items has sparked immense researest iint
the function of DMs in spoken discourse. A corpus-based approach is particulaly frui
in revealing the role these lexical items play in spoken interaction. The iioj®sction
will review briefly the justification for this approach in DM studies provided pgnér

(2004) and Muller (2005).
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Corpus-based Approach to DMs

Aijmer (2004), among other researchers such as Muller (2005), while agreeing
that DMs function as instructions to the hearer’s interpretation of the texteiraan
way, proposes a model that resorts to theoretical notions from discoursesasiatyrsas
move, act, exchange, which are supposedly better able to address these isases beca
they provide a useful perspective on where and why discourse particles occur. She is
particularly concerned about those markers (e.g. phrases symh lasow single words
such aswvell, like) that are prevalent in informal conversation.

Both Aijmer and Muller work towards showing how corpus linguistics can
contribute to the description of discourse particles and enhance our understanding of their
function in discourse. Unlike top-down approaches such as Coherence Theory and
Relevance Theory that focus on discourse structures and the role of DMétatifax
the processing and comprehension of the text, they adopt a bottom-up model that
describes linguistically individual particles. The reason is that discparsieles are
“placed with great precision at different places” in the discourse and gogetant clues
to the segmentation and processing of discourse (Aijmer, 2004, p.1). Muller and Aijmer
do not follow any existing models or frameworks; instead, they take a cornpas-dr
approach, according to which, evidence from the data takes precedence over theoretica
constructions; to put it differently, data categorization is adjusted to filatae not vice
versa.

Aijmer’s corpus-based approach examines longer stretches of text armkanaly
functions of discourse particles in their social and situational contexto ltaddss into

account the effects of linguistic and contextual factors such as collocatiossdyprtext
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type and position in the discourse. In Aijmer’s (2002) account, discourse pant&les a
characteristically polysemous with conventional discourse functions on both temxtual
interpersonal levels since they are indexed to attitudes, to participants hadextt

(2002). They are flexible and are believed to occupy different positions in thengter

This method is particularly useful in dealing with spoken discourse because & alow

to consider DMs in discourse contexts beyond turn boundaries. For example, the value of
the markeryou knowdoes not rest in changing or enriching the propositional content of

the utterance, but in involving the hearer in the interpretation of the utterance by
indicating that the information is shared.

Despite its apparent problem of not leading to a unified account of the
conceptualization, characterization and function of DMs, this corpus-driven perspecti
further broadens our understanding of the unique pragmatic value of DMs and allows
considerably more flexibility in dealing with DMs than theory-based fraoniesv Along
with most researchers in the field, Aijmer upholds the view that DMstteilihe
interpretation of the utterance through means other than propositional truth-semantic
She, among others, rejects the view that discourse particles are simplydgnorations
or a verbal ‘crutch’ in discourse indicating low speaking proficiency (Hénklsey,

1998, p.134). In particular, this approach contributes significantly to the understanding of
the role of DMs in spoken interaction. It helps researchers find out how DMs provide
clues about the speaker’s attitude to the hearer and surrounding discourse andhgreases
interaction between discourse participants. This approach has made it possibleofor

identify the use of a particular type of lexical terms that are connediedhe& complex
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mechanism of spoken interaction. The next section will introduce some of the corpus-

based endeavors in examining the use of such lexical terms in spoken interaction.

DMs Specific to Spoken Interaction

DMs have been found to be a powerful device associated with conversation
management. For example, Byron and Heeman (1998) in their investigation of the role
DMs have in signaling the upcoming speech in task-oriented dialog found thaicspecif
DM use is connected with specific conversational moves, adjacency pairs, or the
speaker’s orientation to information presented in the prior turn. Their data showed that
DMs could be used at the beginning of a contribution to indicate the way it is related t
the current discourse state. For example, some expressions are used to ngakiochan
the global discourse structut®y the waysignals the start of a digression, @amyway
signals the return from a digression. DMs inform of the speaker’s dr@nta message
given in the preceding turn and coordinate mutual understanding of shared beliefs and
discourse structure. It can be inferred that DMs with their salient functionscioudse
organization can contribute to natural discourse development and people’s effsstivene
in managing and understanding the conversation flow.

DMs also improve people’s understanding of a conversation as a coherent whole.
Lenk’s (1997) work is particularly illuminating in this respect. She approdahkissas
lexical items used in spoken interaction that have a discourse structuratgh for the
benefit of the hearer. She believes that everyday conversations have feathras
various topics and interactional moves whose connections sometimes have to be properly

indicated so that these topics and moves can be clearly recognizable. Appugariate
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signaling devices can considerably aid the audience in the understandingrehtliffe
parts of a conversation as coherent (i.e. how they all fit together), treedihy people
in their participation in the interaction, not only between adjacent utterancesdut als
between segments that are more remotely placed. In Lenk’s words, “thbg &gests
that run the whole exchange into a sensible and comprehensible interaction” (p.3).
Stenstrom’s (1989) work addresses the use of pragmatic markers in spoken
interaction in the form of two-party dialogues in a more detailed and systdasdtion.
Despite the difficulty in classifying this type of item due to the multifiometlity at
multiple levels and the many-to-many relations between form and function,dshe di
manage to put the linguistic expressions of concern into three categoriesst he fir
category includes lexical items that are only interactional and cannotdéddsas
syntactic elements of clauses (e, aha, mhm, oh, yeah, yefhose DMs in the
second category are mainly interactional and include those primarily usedrastional
devices as well as clause elements @rgght, | mean, | see, no, OK, please, right, sure
tags thank you, that’s alright, that’s right, well, you know, you)s€&ge third group,
known as also interactional, are those adverbials used as interactional or discourse
organizing devices (e.gbsolutely, actually, anyway, certainly, honestly, however,
indeed, in fact, maybe, now, obviously, of course, perhaps, probably).really
Stenstrom (1994) later groups her lexical devices identified in the London-Lund
Corpus of Spoken English into interactional signals and discourse markers. The former
are used to start, carry on and terminate the conversation. They appeal fakidedba
right), give feedback (e.g.seg, respond (e.gees, that’s right involve the listener in

the conversation (e.gou know, and so on. Therefore, they play a crucial role in
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guaranteeing that the communication proceeds smoothly. The latter (dist@wkses,
i.e.well, OK) are used to organize and hold the turn and to mark boundaries in the
discourse. They help the speaker organize the discourse. They serve to start a
conversation, introduce and mark the end of topic, introduce a digression and mark the
resumption of the old topic, and signal the end of a conversation. Overall, these studies
indicate clearly that there are linguistic expressions that are llyd@eilitative in

maintaining interactional coherence. Investigating how these items &keatéractional
process has become a vigorous area of research in helping people understand the

mechanism of communication.

DMs and Comprehensibility

The value of DMs in spoken interaction is reflected more directly in the
comprehensibility of speech production. Explicit marking is an indispensable factor i
discourse processing for native speakers, which has been recognized byegsiztai

of research on native speakers’ spoken output. As noted by Tyler and Bro (1992),

in any communicative situation, participants bring a set of expectations
concerning how discourse-structuring cues signal relationships among the
expressed ideas... When [these] cues are missing or are used in unexpected
ways... [listeners] find a meaningful interpretation difficult to construct, and

therefore judge the discourse as incoherent (pp. 74-75).

Dunkel and Davis (1994) also note that listening comprehension is affected gyaaty b
interrelatedness of various units and structure of a discourse. Speciattalbyyjgh DMs

do not represent an independent class in the syntactic structure, they are important i
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spoken language because they can address the cognitive demand of the interaction. The
is sufficient evidence that discourse cues can facilitate the constructi@moloéent
interpretation of spontaneously produced discourse on the one hand while attending to the
sociocultural aspect of communication on the other hand (Muller, 2005). The absence or
misuse of DMs fails to provide appropriate direction to the audience and may prevent
them from building a coherent interpretation of the discourse.

Some research concentrates on the role of textual structuring cues in the
comprehension of instructional texts. For example, the work by Hron, Kurbjuhn, Mandl,
and Schnotz (1985), Tyler (1992) and MacDonald, Richard and White (2000) all showed
that markers signaling textual relations facilitated the audience’prety@nsion of
lectures. A more recent investigation by Perez and Macia (2002) also proveditha va
connectives that help the speaker organize ideas affected the levehaifdiste
comprehension. As noted by Tyler (1994), listeners continually make “constrained
guesses” about speakers’ intentions (p.245); cueing such intentions considerably
influences the understanding of listeners.

Another group of studies addresses the use of DMs peculiar to spoken interaction.
Flowerdew and Tauroza (1995) and Fox Tree and Schrock (1999) analyzed their use in
lectures. The former showed that expressions sualelhsOK andnowwhich signal
relationships between segments of discourse had a positive effect on comprehiresi
latter proved thabh contributed to the comprehension of a spoken lecture. In Ostman’s
(1995) and Ferrara’s (1997) wodknywayhelped manage discourse and signaled to the
listener about the organization of the talk in spontaneous speech and narratives

respectively. In short, DMs are used by native speakers both to plan their oaim spee
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comprehend others’. Nevertheless, methodologically, it is necessary tp wilaat types
of lexical terms are counted as DMs before going into the specific dnratid use of
DMs.

Considering the value of DMs in verbal communication, it is not surprising that
knowledge of DMs benefits various strands of research; it can inform us of the
“properties of a set of frequently used expressions, the organization of serittions
and situations in which they are used, but also about the cognitive, expressive nsbcial a
textual competence of those who use them” (Schiffrin, 2001, p.67). Analyzing the use of
DMs is a productive means that uncovers how interlocutors intend to monitor the
interpretation process and their social involvement in verbal communicatiots(Wat
1988). One of the major lines of interest is the relevance of DMs to languagadear
The following section will first introduce briefly how DMs relate to commanie

competence and then focus the discussion on their relevance to second language learning.

Discourse Marker and Communicative Competence

Theory

The concept of “communicative competence”, defined as “the knowledge which
enables someone to use a language effectively and their ability to use thisdgeofor
communication” (Cook, 1998, p.174), has been given overarching importance in
language teaching and learning and represented a revolutionary paradidrorshilfte
traditional focus on grammar. As stipulated by Canale and Swain (1980) and Canale
(1983), it is made up of several sub-competencies: grammatical, straradjic

sociolinguistic which was later separated into sociocultural and discourse eaoget
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Strategic competence refers to strategies one can resort to wreeis theisk of
communication breakdown which often results from misunderstanding or limited
vocabulary. Discourse competence concerns the combination of grammaticahfam
meanings to achieve unity of spoken and written text with cohesion in form and
coherence in meaning. This composition of communicative competence correspbnds wit
features characterizing communicative events, including the presence caictssin
language use and clues to utterance interpretation in discourse and sociamriterds.
Competent communicators are depicted by Ellis (1994) as those individuals who are
“more actively engaged in the interaction and the communication context, ...seek to
control the situation in pursuit of their goals, ... tie their utterances togathenore
complex fashion, ... [and] produce more verbal embellishment, elaboration, and
intricacies” (p.164).

Pragmatic competence is proposed as a cover term for the above non-grammatic
components of a language learner's communicative competence, as opposed tlinguis
competence, and an important goal of second language learning by Bachman (1990),
Kasper (1997) and Nattinger and Decarrico (1992), among others. One’s language
knowledge and ability concerns knowing how to create sentences and “prefabricated
patterns” (grammatical competence), as well as knowing “how to setkcttmieve
ready-made form/function composites (pragmalinguistic competencappoopriate
situations or contexts (socio-pragmatic competence)” (Nattingercaimeo, 1992,

p.13). Pragmatic competence is important in that it is associated with the Spabiiy
to access grammatical forms as “pre-assembled chunks” to use them iapgxoior

particular contexts of use (Jorwaski, 1998; Trillo, 2002). A lack of this compeiartbe
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part of learners may affect negatively the achievement of smooth comnamicat
Therefore, pragmatic competence is by no means something extra or ortharaiea

it is what people can not afford to overlook in their language learning. This perspscti
consistent with Nattinger and Decarrico’s (1992) comment that linguistipetemce
should be extended to include ability of speakers to use language to attain meaning in
context.

Knowledge of DMs is an intrinsic part of one’s communicative competence. DMs
have been considered relevant to various spheres of communicative competence. For
example, sociolinguistic knowledge, which is needed to negotiate the relationship
between speaker and hearer during a conversation, involves the use of wordsasich as
or you know with regard to discourse competence, certain DMs li@wgever still)
contribute to global discourse coherence (Lenk, 1998). Ability to use discourse
connectors such agell, oh, | see okayare also treated as part of one’s discourse
knowledge. Strategic competence involves the ability of someone to use DMsdssexpr
themselves in case of lexical difficulties or to appeal for the addisssekerstanding.
Williamson (2005) adds that the use of DMs constitutes an aspect of strategic
competence that people can exploit to compensate for skills that they lack to exert
immediate effect on the listener's comprehension. This discrepancy is/alelsgéd to
the way communicative competence is categorized. A more generaliasdgfb assign
DMs to pragmatic competence, as opposed to linguistic competence, as proposed by
researchers such as Nattinger and Decarrico (1992). For example, actwrding
Wierzbicka (1991), DMs as useful conversational devices can maintain discourse

cohesiveness and communicative effectiveness in interpersonal and ctowsa-cul
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interaction. They are part of one’s ability to use language in “culturallyalgoand
situationally appropriate ways” (Celce-Murcia & Olshtain, 2000, p.433).

The way DMs relate to communicative competence has important implications for
second language teaching and learning. Cots (1992) states that achievemergnin for
language learning is evaluated against the similarity of the linglishiavior of the
learner to that of the native speakers of the language (as cited in Muller, 200%)the
fact that DMs have an important role in native speaker communication leadslyp&tura
the assumption that they should be a learning objective for non-native speakers who want
to communicate effectively in the target language. This role of DMs irgfotanguage

learning is observed by Svartvik (1980) as follows:

If a foreign language learner says five sheeps or he goed, he can ltedorrec
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” (p. 171).

Such negative judgments are certainly not desirable for most learnerslishEng
even if native-like competence is not necessarily always the goal. Yoshimi (2001)
suggests that the development of pragmatic competence of the targetjaegtals the
ability to use a wide range of conversational routines and discourse strategeemgem
one's communicative interactions with others. Fung and Carter (2007) alswr tadl f
need to strengthen language learners’ pragmatic competence in spoken ldryguage
creating opportunities to improve their use of DMs. This attention to DMs in tdeofie

second language acquisition has triggered huge interest among researobers. M
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empirical studies have shown that there are major differences in the Dbts dfetween

native speakers and nonnative speakers of English, which will be reviewed below.

Empirical Evidence

Native vs. Non-native Speakers

A great bulk of research has compared the use of DMs of learners of English
(NNSs) from various language backgrounds to that of native speakers (NSs) iag$asel
for second language teaching and learning. DMs that are typically interactive
characteristic of spoken interaction have been mostly examined with redghairtuse in
informal conversations. For example, in a comparative study of conversationsrbetwee
native and Finnish speakers of English, Nikula (1996) describes differencesrbtieee
two groups’ uses of what she calls ‘pragmatic force modifiers’. She sudigaisten-
native speakers tend toward a greater directness in their verbal performhaicteoften
results from their failure to use pragmatic force modifiers in inteopeafgerms. For
example, expressions likeore or less, kind of, and stuff like thahdand everything
were used less often by nonnative speakers than by native speakers in her study. Not
surprisingly, the non-native speakers’ pragmatic success tended to be judged le
favorably. Accordingly, this gives rise to the presumption that more proficimeies
may be more likely to attend to the interpersonal domain of communication than less
proficient learners.

Hasselgren (2002) studied the use of “smallwords” (suell aght, okayand
kind of) of native English and non-native Norwegian teenagers in the data collected

through a series of tasks such as description, narration, discussion, giving. This analy
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revealed a smaller use of such words in the non-native group in terms of both quantity
and range. Hasselgren argues that this type of smallwords should be a part of one’s
language repertoire because it not only serves communicative functionsoberlzsces
the learner’s overall fluency. However, this study did not distinguish the usesaf t
lexical devices in specific types of tasks. In addition, a drawback of thig isttitht
decisions as to what counted as smallwords were made by the researdiewherdid
not specify the criteria adopted.

Similar studies were also carried out by other scholars. Santanarigiin
(2005) compared the use of DMs of NNSs and NSs from a corpus of academic spoken
American English. Quantitative analysis revealed that the NNSs barely use
conversational hedges suchkasd of, sort of, well, you knovdther researchers such as
Fuller (2003a) and Muller (2005) also made such comparisons between the use of
interactional markers between native speakers and nonnative speakers &f Botilis
suggesting that non-native speakers tend to be characterized by “forasgdatsome
DMs and an overall lower rate of DM occurrence” (Fuller, 2003a, p.187). These studies
all point to the relevance of this type of DMs as part of interlanguage pragruati
language teaching and learning. They serve to indicate that if people wamhtwebe
successful in learning the target language, they have to be able to use suctoinétra
devices to be more alive to contextual needs.

Trillo (2002) goes beyond describing the NS vs. NNS differences. He attempts t
give an explanation on the limited use of interactional DMs of NNSs. To this end, base
on the analysis of two corpora of naturally-occurring conversations by nataieespe

and learners, he investigated the evolution of the use of pragmatic markerseandti
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non-native children and adults. The quantitative analyses suggested that although the
children in both groups demonstrated a similar pattern in DM use, there was an increase
in “involvement markers” (e.grou knowyou seewell, which involve the listener in the
thinking process of the speech) use as the NSs grew up whereas this type of device w
not mastered by the non-native adults. Trillo explains that this was probahlyskec
involvement markers are connected with “the articulation of the argumentatcespr

and the social and cognitive relationship between the speaker and the addressee” (p.782
lack of competence of such pragmatic aspects of the learned language anag e of

the non-natural teaching environment which does not provide adequate access to the
pragmatic resources in their learning process. Trillo also suggestsdlgaatmmatical

and pragmatic aspects of language in L2 have different rates of develptiradatter,

which is particularly required in casual conversation, is typically undelasae:in non-
native learners.

Trillo thereby proposes the term “pragmatic fossilization”, defined as the
phenomenon that a non-native speaker systematically fails to use certaroform
language in pragmatically appropriate ways. It is associatixdpragmatic distance
which refers to “the variants in the social, cognitive and contextual dimensions of
linguistic communication that govern and systematize social relations imSgeecr/1).
Foreign language learners, according to Trillo (2002), follow a “binagktt in their
linguistic development: the formal track, which relates to the grammatidasemantic
rules, vs. the pragmatic track, which relates to the social use of languaderendif
contexts and registers. Pragmatic fossilization occurs not as a resuk of la

competence of the formal track, but due to a delay in exposure to the pragmatic track,
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relative to the way communication competence is acquired in the mother tongwés Trill
work indicates clearly that lexical terms that tie in with interactiooherence should be
made an integral element in second language learning and teaching and opgortunitie
should be created in the classroom for learners to use them in pragmaticad|yriapgr
ways. In addition, it can be inferred that more proficient L2 speakers may be
pragmatically fossilized to a lesser degree and use more actively thasthBNhdicate
their involvement in the ongoing context than less proficient speakers.

Similar comparisons have also been made on DMs in terms of their contribution
to the textual aspect of discourse coherence. For example, some studieeddhgase
of such DMs in presentations and lectures given by native-speaking interhationa
teaching assistants (ITAs) and non-native speaking teaching asqistasitén the U.S.
Tyler (1992) compared qualitatively the planned spoken text of a native speaker of
Chinese from Taiwan who was an international teaching assistantWifA)hat of a
native speaker of U.S. English. The ITA was perceived by native speakerglishEas
difficult to follow, which was, as Tyler (1992) pointed out, possibly a result of
unexpected and nonparallel use of discourse markeraelgthen, firgtthat signal
ideational relations. Tyler concludes that signalling of microlevel Ibgiaa prominence
relations is important in terms of its contribution to comprehensibility. She emebas
the need to train L2 speakers to use discourse structuring devices in a natiaeylike
This was unsupported by Williams’ (1992) study. Williams’ comparison of the planned
and unplanned topic-related presentations delivered by some native TAs and Kiodean- a
Chinese- speaking ITAs’ indicated that explicit cueing of macro discous#ises (e.g.

Todayl want to spend a few minutes for exampl@ had a more immediate effect on the
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comprehensibility of the presentations of the ITAs than those of the native gp@al&n
Williams therefore proposes that the ITAs, instead of simply tagétth behavior,

should develop their strategic competence to compensate for skills they do not have at
their disposal or are hard to improve, e.g. pronunciation. This type of skill, not of any les
importance than linguistic competence, is relatively easy to learn andl sfeoul
incorporated into NNS instruction in order to counteract the communication problem
NNSs might encounter. In spite of the discrepancy in their findings, the work of both
Tyler (1992) and Williams (1992) implies that nonnative learners of the tanggptdge

can improve the comprehensibility of their spoken discourse by paying maorgoatte
discourse structuring cues. It can also be speculated here that sucle ¢ogsoeant in

the construction of extended transactional discourse.

The above studies only focused on DMs that function on either the interactional
or ideational level. Hays’ (1992) work with the classroom oral discourse by some
Japanese learners of English studied seven DMs including both ideational and
interactional markers. Only three students were found to be able welisehile the
great majority of students were able to asd, buf andsoideationally. Hays claims that
ideational DMs are acquired earlier because they are overtly taughtmdriters on the
interactional plane are delayed because there is not enough exposure te tineiiheis
discourse community. This study makes us aware of a possible difference in the
acquisition of the two different types of DMs by nonnative learners; more ¢entpe
learners are expected to be better able to use interactional DMs. Neasithké the
majority of the studies reviewed above, it only analyzed a rather limited lesdcal

terms.
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In a more recent study, Fung and Carter (2007) adopted a multi-dimensional
functionally-based framework which consists of interpersonal, referesttiattural and
cognitive categories of DMs. They made a comparison based on a pedagogigsisb-cor
from a corpus of spoken British English, and a corpus of interactive classro@urdgésc
of secondary pupils in Hong Kong. They found that although both groups of speakers
used DMs as “interactional maneuvers” to organize speech on interpersonahtizfe
structural and cognitive levels (p.414), Hong Kong learners displayed a liseraf
referentially functional DMsand, but, because, OK, so, gttut a relatively restricted
use of other markergéah, really, say, sort of, | see, you see, well, right, actually, cos,
you know, etg; native speakers were found to use DMs for much more varied purposes.
This phenomenon gives rise to the speculation that more proficient students mag be mor
capable of using DMs to attend to both the ideational and interactional aspects of
discourse coherence. These findings lead Fung and Carter to the concludiivighat
should be a learning objective for second language learners and should be encouraged to
improve the skills to communicate more fluently and naturally, and to avoid
misunderstanding in communication, so that learners can have “a sense of get@tity
(p-433). They also suggest that it is important to attend to both textual and interpersonal
dimensions of coherence. On the other hand, although the authors specify in the general
description of their native speaking and non-native speaking corpora a whsegech
acts and contexts, like Hasselgren (2002), they do not make such distinctions in their data
analyses; in other words, they do not take into account the possibility that diffeslent

functions and contexts may have an effect on the DMs used.
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Overall, the above studies provide us with enlightening insights into the relevance
of DMs in second language learning. They suggest that nonnative learners ajehe tar
language tend to underuse DMs, particularly interactional markers. Neesghtleir
underlying assumption seems to be that native speakers are the source of norms for
nonnative speakers, which has been questioned by a large body of studies (e.g. Hu, 2004,
Kachru, 1990; Nelson, 1982; Quirk, 1985), which argue that English used by non-native
speaking people should also be understood and respected in its own right. Some studies
examined DM use among learners themselves in the effort to find out if profidesmty

is a possible predictor of DMs use, which will be discussed in the following section.

DMs and Proficiency Level

Proficiency-based comparisons of ideational markers were mostly ddne wit
students’ writing products. For example, Evensen’s (1990) study on some EFL learners
writing also showed differences between learners of different proficlemels. Its less
proficient group tended to use more unmarked means, such as the local, multifunctional
additive connectoand to link different parts of the text, while the more proficient
students could relate textual structures in a clearer manner using othvencelaevices.
This study also suggested that the less proficient group clung to the chroalologic
dimension as a primary structuring strategy in their written narrativeks mlore
proficient students had other coherence devices at their command. A more tebent st
was conducted by Martinez (2004) who investigated the use of DMs by Spanish
university students in the expository composition discussing the importance ofyga theor

because she noticed that Spanish students of English found it very difficult taaconstr
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an organized and coherent text in English. She used Fraser’s taxonomy of DMs to
analyze what DMs were used by first-year English students in th&mggrin relation to
students’ writing proficiency. The results indicated a significant pogigikaionship
between the scores of the compositions and the number of DMs used; also the essays
with more elaborative (e.@nd also), contrastive (e.dout, although, and topic relating
DMs (e.g.with regards toin relation tg scored higher than those with fewer such DMs,
among which elaborative markers were used most frequently and had strongemeffec
the compositions' quality. Thus, Martinez concludes that the frequency of DMarse is
indicator of students’ writing skill in English; therefore, students should be encdumge
use DMs in order to improve their writing and focused lessons are necessariaio e
the meaning and correct use of DMs in English. The work of both Evensen (1990) and
Martinez (2004) suggests that there are indeed differences in the way ®Msedrto
organize ideas in written discourse by students at different proficiemelg! On the
other hand, it is important to understand that since there are distinctive differences
between written and spoken discourse according to what was reviewed above, it is
reasonable to expect that features in spoken discourse that distinguish studakitsgyspe
proficiency may not be the same as those that are present in written discourse,
particularly when considering that spoken discourse is typically not astweliused and
there are lexical terms that are characteristically assdcvath spoken interaction.
Elhindi (1996) is one of the few studies comparing the use of DMs in spoken
English across various proficiency levels. He analyzed the use of SchifftBB7) seven
DMs (i.e.oh, well, now, then, you know, | mean, so, because, and, pi tloe

interview data of his Arabic-speaking subjects and found that the occurrahesef
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lexical terms per ten turns increased with proficiency. Also, more addapeakers

could use them to achieve a wider range of communicative goals including rementat
of information, coordination of ideas, marking contrasting claims, modifying previous
response and marking noncompliance with a request. However, this study only
investigated a very short list of DMs which were considered only when they@dcur
turn-initially. Besides, it did not compare the specific use of these DMs across
proficiency levels.

A study that is particularly noteworthy is that by Hasselgren (2002).eAlsave
reviewed earlier, this investigation revealed more use of DMs by nativieespd¢han by
nonnative speakers. In the same study, Hasselgren also compared the usal détmsc
such asvell, you know(called “smallwords” in the study) by Norwegian learners of
English differentiated by fluency levels measured according to pausesgtiddé
utterance) to that of native speakers of the language. The more fluent studerftauwe
to be closer than the less fluent ones to native speakers of English in quantitygend ran
of such expressions used. This study lends support to the assumption that more proficient
learners are probably likely to use interactional DMs to a greater extarthtisee who
are less proficient. Nevertheless, what is disputable of Hasselgrerysstudether it is
appropriate to treat smallwords as contributory to speech fluency; in addition,tto wha

extent fluency is relevant to proficiency is still open to debate.

Summary

This chapter reviews different frameworks and approaches employed in DM

studies and explains their use in spoken interaction and discusses the relevancemnf DMs
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language learning. Existing work has contributed valuable perspectivesfie dhef

DM regarding what DMs are and what functions they serve. Nevertheleas, @n DMs
abound and are far from unified. DM is still a fuzzy concept with no common and
homogeneous definitions. As claimed by Aijmer (2004), “we are only beginning to define
what we mean by discourse particles and to classify them into functioegboas”

(p.55). The complexity is that formal grammar is not capable of accounting for the
meaning and function of DM which is not associated with its morphosyntactic feature
No word class fits with the broad range of DMs.

Despite all the disagreement and difficulties in delineating a common catdgor
DMs and different frameworks proposed and employed, there are several general
agreements. One is that the major function of DMs is on the pragmatic level, not on the
propositional level. DMs are largely non-propositional at the discourse level; thei
functions are normally not associated with their morphosyntactic featuvissirilude
linguistic items that “mark off one segment of the overall discourse witherafe to
some other segments” (Watts, 1998, p.242). One has to go beyond the content meaning of
the utterance.

Another important general assumption is that DMs are multifunctional, which
explains their enormous usefulness and frequent occurrences in discourse. A major
function DMs serve, as discussed in a substantial amount of work in discoursesarsalysi
that they help create discourse coherence. On the one hand, DMs can hold various parts
of the discourse together. On the other hand, they can be indexically used asiabntex
coordinates signifying various aspects of the interaction. Empirically ailkdethe

addressee in comprehending what is intended by the speaker. This flexibiéyg ia
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possible for DM studies to formulate their own definitions, depending on what DMs are
targeted and the specific purposes of the study.

A consensus is that DMs contribute significantly to the co-construction of
meaning and understanding between interlocutors and help build coherence not only
textually but also interactionally. As Fung and Carter (2007) summarize, Sitpes
transitions in the evolving process of the conversation, index the relation of an etteranc
to the preceding context and indicate an interactive relationship betwe&nrsearer,
and message” (p.411). In spoken discourse, which is distinguished from written discourse
in language use, DMs are particularly valuable in managing interlocutongipation in
the interaction.

Most existing work on DMs revolves around DMs as tools contributing to
coherence at either the textual or interpersonal level. So far, there is mofi@angtwork
that incorporates such multifacetedness on the one hand and sets definirgfariteri
DMs on the other hand. It is tentatively proposed here, based on what was reviewed
above, that by combining Fraser’s (1999) taxonomy that can be used to recognize the
DMs that are primarily functional on the ideational plane, and Stenstrom'’s inyetor
lexical items used in spoken interaction that are largely interactionabuie at least
identify in the first place those expressions that are typically assdaiath the two
major levels of discourse coherence; it is hoped that this combination can sa@rve as
relatively sound basis for more systematic examinations of how DMs relasetudie
management by tying the ongoing discourse not only to the linguistic context biat also

that of their interlocutors.
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In the field of second and foreign language acquisition, DMs are believed to be an
intrinsic part of one’s communicative competence and are closely reldteedffective
communication. Therefore, it would be useful and meaningful to understand how DMs as
an important linguistic parameter are used by learners of English asga fareguage.
Relevant findings have provided abundant evidence that there tends to be an underuse of
ideational and interactional DMs among nonnative learners of English as opposed to
native speakers of the language, which indicates that learners need to be mive s@nsi
this aspect of language in their learning process. Although such a differemseeiss to
be true between more proficient learners and less proficient ones, reseaaimative
English per se is rather limited; also, most relevant studies concentrated a@schpy
the difference quantitatively. It is believed that specific ways Didsiaed should also
be looked into in order to obtain a more complete picture, and integrating quantitative
and qualitative perspectives can contribute to more convincing and interestinggindin

In addition, previous work on DM use by nonnative speakers did not distinguish
the use of DMs in different situations. Little is known about how speaking tasks and
contexts can affect learner's DM performance. There is barely amynaftion on how
nonnative learners of English use DMs to connect ideas for different typesariadiet
tasks and to relate to different interactive contexts. Another underexplored Hreaise
of DMs in spoken discourse by English learners in China. Methodologically, most
existing research that involved nonnative learners use of English in spoken @iscours
studied individual DMs, rather than treating DMs as a well-defined catégetioning
at both ideational and interactional levels. Since DMs and spoken language are both

complex concepts, it is believed that a detailed, structured and functional desasipt
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needed to generate an in-depth understanding of the use of the English language of the
Chinese learners.

Such studies are particularly important in terms of their possible pedagogica
implications. When planning speaking classes or speaking programs for seprapz
learners, we are often faced with the need to define the goals of the program. The
research reviewed in this chapter can lead us to the speculation that NNSs more
competent with DMs of the target language are likely to be more efféctsgoken
interaction than those less competent ones, which is yet to be proved with morea¢mpir
evidence. It would also be useful to uncover what more advanced and skilled lgarners i
second language acquisition tend to do in the production of spoken discourse. We assume
that such work can yield useful insights with regard to the development of learners’
communicative competence, and the features identified in more advanced spaakers
possibly be encouraged in the classroom for learners to develop their capacity to
communicate in the spoken form of the target language.

The following chapter will present the general research purposes and specific
research questions addressed by this study. It will also introduce the erstused for
speech elicitation, analytical framework adopted, operationalizationkofuiastions and

contexts, as well as data collecting and processing procedures.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

General Research Purposes

The purpose of this study was to investigate the use of DMs in the spoken
discourse of Chinese college learners of English in relation to their pnafjcievel.
Specifically, the study attempted to identify DMs, analyze the reldtipietween the
use of DMs and oral proficiency level, and find some patterns, if there are any, that

characterize students’ speaking with regard to the choice and use of DMs.

Elicitation Instrument

Specifically, this study compared DM use by intermediate and advanced speaker
as measured by the ACTFL (American Council on the Teaching of Foreiguages)
oral proficiency guidelines (Breiner-Sanders, Lowe, Miles, & Swerg#0) in the
Video Oral Communication Instrument (VOCI). As an alternative and techicalbgi
mediated modification to the Oral Proficiency Interview, the VOCI was dieveloped

by the Language Acquisition Resource Center at San Diego State Uxiversi
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Incorporating visual as well as audio input presented through an audiovisual tape,
it uses technology rather than a face-to-face conversation to elicihsgsraples ratable
on the ACTFL scale by means of a variety of carefully constructed (idskyon, 1998).

It is supposedly a more authentic test instrument than one that merely provides audio
stimuli. This test provides various contexts or situations, following each ohwattigsk

is given to the candidate. The VOCI consists of a total of 23 tasks, broadly defined in
four task levels, i.e. novice, intermediate, advanced and superior, and in terms of speech
functions (such as “asking questions,” “giving a simple description,” “suppating
opinion”), discourse types, content, and contexts. It assesses four proficiezisyle
candidates according to ACTFL guidelines: novice, intermediate, advanced andrsupe
(see Appendix A).

The VOCI can be group-administered in a language lab. A master tape plays the
test directions and the test taker responds to the video-stimulus. It has both anime
untimed version. The timed version of this instrument used for this study shows some
colored balls on the screen that decrease gradually in number, representing thatt
remains. The test taker is supposed to finish before the disappearance d$.all ball
candidates' responses are recorded for later scoring by raters. Thinamgtis
approximately 60 minutes in length. It was digitized to be playable on computdrsfor t
study. In this study, proficiency levels were measured against the lAQUi8elines
through the VOCI. This decision was made on the following two considerations. On the
one hand, candidates would be dealing with the same tasks in the same situation so that
the comparison of their speech samples would be more reliable than thosd biicit

individually conducted interviews or naturally occurring conversation. On the othéy ha
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the instrument is a more authentic test instrument than one that merely pemdaes

stimuli, since candidates could see on the screen people talking to them.

Research Questions

In accordance with the general purposes specified earlier, the folloqwesgions

were addressed in this study:

1. What ideational and interactional markers are used by intermediate and
advanced students respectively?

2. Do advanced students use ideational and interactional markers more often
than intermediate students?

3. Do advanced students use a greater variety of ideational and interactional
markers than intermediate markers?

4. What types of ideational markers are used by intermediate and advanced
students respectively?

5. Do advanced students use various types of ideational markers more
frequently than intermediate students?

6. Is there a difference in the use of ideational markers with different task
functions between intermediate and advanced students?

7. Is there a difference in the use of interactional markers in contexts of

different interaction levels between intermediate and advanced students?

Question 1 and 4 were open-ended. Hypotheses were made associated with Question

2,3,56,7:
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Hypothesis 1: Advanced students use ideational and interactional markers more
often than intermediate students.

Hypothesis 2: Advanced speakers use greater varieties of ideational and
interactional markers than intermediate speakers.

Hypothesis 3: Advanced students use various categories of ideational markers
more frequently than intermediate students.

Hypothesis 4: There is a difference in the use of ideational markers formtiffere
task functions between intermediate and advanced students.

Hypothesis 5: There is a difference in the use of interactional markers in
contexts of different interactive levels between intermediate and

advanced students.

Analytic Models

As discussed in Chapter Two, there are no uniform and generally-acceptable
models available for the interpretation and description of DMs. Reseahawersidopted
different approaches for their own purposes. As this study attempts ¢émipaes
comprehensive account of the use of DMs in terms of both textual and interactivs aspec
of coherence, the adopted analytic framework consists of two parts: Fra8e83 (
taxonomy, which is message-based and includes linguistic devices contribugxtual
coherence, and Stenstrom’s (1994) inventory of the most often used lexical items in

spoken discourse, which help construct interactional coherence.

56



Fraser's Taxonomy

The reason for choosing Fraser’s taxonomy is that it defines DMs elearly
“lexical expressions which are syntactically independent of the basicmsersteucture
and have a general core meaning which signals the relationship of th@ attesance to
the core meaning” (Fraser, 1988, p.28). As Fraser (1990) explains, this approach
contributes to a clear understanding of how interlocutors determine how to ingerpret
given DM in a given context. As we have seen in Chapter 2, her model helpstblarify
function of DMs in context and equips us with a tool that can be used to recognize DMs.
The first group of Fraser's DMs is made up of three major subclasses: teeafras
elaborative and inferential markers. Contrastive markers signal that ssageesntailed
in the second discourse segment contrasts with the message of the first sAgment
second subclass of DMs consists of expressions called elaborative markase lheeg
indicate that the message of the second discourse segment is parallel ésgshgenof
the prior segment. A third subclass, inferential markers, is composed of DMs which
suggest that the second segment is to be taken as a conclusion based on the first segme
Fraser’s second major category of DMs is made up of DMs that relate. {fbpec®Ms

that these categories include are provided in Figure 1.

Fraser (1999) also identifies some additional subclasses of DMs, which are
relatively smaller in size. One group, unlike the inferential group whichdates a
conclusion following the first discourse segment, refers to those expre¢sons t
introduce causes for ideas presented in the other discourse segment. In thisrgeaup, F

lists:
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Figure Eraser's Major Categories of DMs

Contrastive but, however(al)though, in contrast (with/to this/thatyhereas,

markers

Elaborative
markers

Inferential
Markers

Topic
Markers

in comparison (with/to this/that), on the contracgntrary to
this/that, conversely, instead (of (doing) this/thegdher (than
(doing) this/that), . on the other hand; despite (doing) this/that
in spite of (doing) this/thaheverthelessaonetheless, still

And, above all, also, besides, better yet, for another thing,
furthermore, in addition, moreover, more to the point, on top of it
all, too, to cap it all offwhat is more, | mean, in particular
namely parentheticallythat is (to say), analogouslgy the

same tokercorrespondinglyequally, likewise similarly, be that

as it may, oyotherwisethat said well

So, of course, accordingly, as a consequence, as a logical
conclusion, as a result, because of this/that, consequently, for
this/that reason, hence, it can be concluded that, thergfuus,

in this/that casgunder these/those conditigrien, all things
considered

back to my original point, before | forget, by the way,
incidentally, just to update you, on a different note, speaking of
X, that reminds me, to change to topic, to return to my point,
while | think of you, with regards to

after all, because, for this/that reason, since

Fraser does not give this group a label. This study proposes to call thesendords a

phrases causative markers.

While | agree with Fraser’s way of defining DMs, her lists are by no means

complete. For one thing, some linguistic devices (evpat’'s moré, “to concludg)

which do not appear in her lists could have been included as they also signal a two-way
relationship of discourse segments. In addition, some other expressions, though not a
member of any of the major classes as identified by Fraser, are alsbyDiiaser’s

definition. For example, in one of her endnotes, Fraser briefly mentions that words such
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asafter, before, whilewhich specify the time of S2 relative to S1, are also DMs. But she
does not go into detail. Thus, instead of identifying DMs strictly according todjoe m
categories Fraser provides, this study also adopted a bottom-up corpus-dtived; mme
other words, it recognized DMs according to Fraser’s definition first, and then
categorizes them according to discourse functions.

As a result, it was found that most DMs identified in the data collected for this
study according to Fraser’s criteria corresponded to Fraser’'s mases]although some
were not present in her lists. For examftst, firstly, second, secondly, third, thirdly,
finally were put into the category of elaborative markessto, as fawere added to the
realm of topic markers. The remaining DMs could be put into several groupaticaus
markers, such agnce(as inSince | were a teacher myself, | have a lot of stories like this
to tell), as, for, unlessemporal markers, such sisice(as inl’'ve not seen my parents
since | came to universijtybefore, after, after that, before that, as, wheonditional
markers such asslong as, if On the other hand, there is an obstacle in applying Fraser’'s
notion of “discourse segment” into spoken data, since spoken discourse is not always
made up of well-formed clauses; instead, it is often characterized byefeatigh as
false starts, back channel cues, repetitions and repairs. In this studyrsismEgments
were understood as the shortest utterance that can be punctuated as a sentengeyand ¢

a complete message. For example, in:

[3.1] There are many cars, many tr-, and many cars and traffic jam in Beijing.

Butin Liaoyang, we, I, | will not worry about traffic jam.

Although [3.1] contains some repetitions and self-correction, it is treated asstooiidie

segments connected by a contrastive DM [oud).
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Based on such criteria, it should be noted that some lexical terms that can serve as
DMs do not always count as DMs. They are syntactically inseparabletieanhosting
sentences. For example, in the following pairs of sentences, the fisstcasif the
underlined word is not a DM; only the second instance of each pair serves as a DM
(Note: all example sentences in this chapter were taken from the corpudenftst

participating in this pilot study, unless otherwise specified).

[3.2] a. My hometown has some skyscrapers notitas many as big cities.
bWe lost the game, bthiey behaved very brave.
[3.3] a. And we, we know each other from, from junior, junior high school, and
we are, we have been very good friendstiserce
b.l miss you very much. Um, it's a long time sim@met last time.
[3.4] al just type them on computer and th@mted them out.
d.just spell the few words of them, and thiea system will correct
them automa-, automatically.
[3.5] a.1 am very sorry that | not turn up in the dinner appointment, because |
am very bosy with my business that | forgot the, the date with you.
d!ve decided to pursue my further education at another university, so
have a lot of, a lot of to prepare.
[3.6] al can find some informations there, and, um,also, kam, learn much
from it.
kLiving in big cities is not so good, and al$ere, there is a, there is

the big environmental problem.
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Butin [3.2a] indicates a contrastive meaning. Howeret,as many as big cities not
complete syntactically; nor does it convey a complete message on ithevafote, it is
not a discourse segment; therefdmnatis not a DM eitherSincein [3.3a] is a temporal
prepositionthenin [3.44] is not followed by a complete discourse segment, although
printed them outan be restored then | printed them ousoin [3.5a] is an adverb
modifying busy alsoin [3.6a] does not precede a discourse segment. Therefore, none of
them counted as DMs in this study. By contrast, the underlined words in [3.2b], [3.3b],
[3.4Db], [3.5b] and [3.6] are all DMs because they signal how two discourse segments
relate to each other. Specificalbytin [3.2b] is a contrastive DM, indicating that the
discourse segment it introduces contrasts with the one that precateseiy [3.3b] is a
temporal DM, suggesting what follows marks the time starting from wtischeen a

long time thenin [3.4Db] is a temporal DM, showing that the hosting discourse segment
takes place after the prior one; awln [3.5b] is an inferential DM, signaling that what
follows is a consequence of the decision to go to another univedsityf3.6b] is an
elaborative marker, indicating that the fact ttiegtre is the big environmental problem
augments the assertion tliging in big cities is not so good he primary function of

these lexical devices is not to add the propositional content to their hosting sentence
rather, they signal how the sentences they introduce relate to the sentere¢hieefioin
short, only those linguistic devices that indicate the relationship between two gescour
segments were considered DMs in this study and counted as ideational marketatthat

to content-level coherence.
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Stenstrons Inventory

The other model adopted in this study is Stenstrom’s inventory of lexical.item
As we have seen earlier, it is important to achieve coherence not only atieniale
level, but also at the interactional level. Content-level coherence is only onedafspect
successful spoken communication. It is also necessary to be able to integoaigoing
discourse with context. As accounted for by Stenstrém (1994), a discourse is coherent
when “what the speakers say fits in and makes sense to the speakers uelhmatsxt”
(p.14).

Stenstrom’s (1992) lexical items, as explained in Chapter 2, are those that are
peculiar to spoken discourse and all have an interactional function. They are used
frequently in native-speakers’ spoken discourse to start, carry on, and tertménate
conversation, or organize or hold the turn, mark boundaries in the discourse. Stenstrom
(1994) provides an inventory which reflects the most common lexical items thegegie

for such purposes:

Figure 2. Stenstrsinventory of the Most Common Lexical Iltems

actually | think right ah mhm sort of all right

no sure anyway now guestiontag God oh

That's right goodness OK yes/yeah gosh please  you know
| mean quite you see | see really well

This inventory containsmeanandwell which are also listed by Fraser as elaborative
markers. Existing literature mostly considers these two devices to bl cklaged to

interlocutors’ situational roles. For example, Schiffrin (1987) claimsl timetanhas
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broad interactional effects; it tells the listener to continue payingtiatteto prior
material so as to understand how the speaker will modiyetl, according to Schiffrin,
shows that the speaker is attending to the need for coherence in spite of thalihcapa
of the speaker to meet the need in ways fully compatible with the context sethg by
prior discourse. Fuller (2003b) also argues that the uselbis closely geared to
situational needs, such as utterance reformulation, face-mitigatindagral@éesponse.
Stenstrom (1989) explicitly classifies these two expressions as pyimnéeractional.
Therefore, to solve the overlap with Fraser's model, it is more reasonaldattariean
andwell as interactional markers.

Following Stenstrom (1990), all the items listed in Figure 2 serve asiacts i
communication, not parts of the propositional content. They only count when they
function beyond sentence boundaries, such as when they marked transitions in discourse
by serving as responses to the previous speakers’ utterances]yais [3.8], OK in

[3.9a], andright in [3.10], or signaling the end of one’s turn as OK in [3.12Db].

[3.8] A: He did it.
B: Really?
A: Yes, indeefStenstrom, 1990]
[3.9]a.OK, | have a lot of friends. | just choose, um,my boy friend to describe.
Ht is the most important thing for man to be a man. Okanks.
[3.10] A:Would twelve o’clock be OK?

B: _Right [Stenstrom, 1994]

The following instances of the same words are not DMs because none of theon&incti

at the level of discourse.
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[3.11We are reallygood friends, because we share the same value towards
life.
[3.12] But if you use some newspapers or papers, it will be totally OK
[3.13] I will try to helped him, no matter in daily life, or in, before the

examination in a righay.

These terms do not contribute to the understanding of a sequence of utterances that
communicate a coherent message. Rather, they are used within the sentence boundary
and contribute to the propositional meaning of the sentence. Specifieally,in [3.11]
is merely an intensifier for the adjectives they moddi in [3.12] andright in [3.13]
both carry propositional content.
Similarly, the following instances gbu knownow, andwell are DMs.
[3.14Hi, Coco. | am s-, terribly sorry to miss the date with you. You khow
am super busy with my study.
[3.15Nowall this happened last nigHStenstrom, 1990]
[3.16] ATell us about it

BWell, lately, | had, | almost had a car accident.

You knowin [3.14] appeals to the hearer for common groddain [3.15] marks a

topic changeWellin [3.16] as a response to the question posed by A, as claimed by
Schiffrin, is a marker of indirect answers which are “not fully consonant widn pr
coherence options” (1987, p103). In contrast, the following group of sentences are not

DMs.

[3.17]Um, you knowny address?

[3.18)’'m living in Beijing_now
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[3.19] It's very common to cheat in the examination. Why it's common because

the students did not study very iwgltevious classes.

You knowin [3.17],nowin [3.18],wellin [3.19] in the utterances are part of the
propositional content of the utterances that host them. They are linked with the hest of t
utterances syntactically and semantically, not pragmatically. Tdrer¢hey do not count

as DMs.

The lexical terms included in Stenstrom’s inventory function beyond the content
level of their host utterances and contribute to various interactional purposes intgnded b

the speaker, and were therefore called interactional markers in this study.

Data Processing

Each individual test was evaluated against the ACTFL guidelines by two
independent raters: one certified ACTFL rater and a trained graduate s@udigrihose
tests that received the same ratings from both raters were chosenysisana

The novice-level questions were disregarded because they were designed to only
elicit short answers consisting of discrete sentences with infrequent DMndseere
considered irrelevant for the purpose of this study other than serving asupsifior-
participants. Therefore, this study only considered the intermediate, ad\artte
superior level questions (see Appendix B). In addition, in cases when it was obvious that
the subjects were answering a wrong question (e.g. a student in the pilot stuihedescr
the painting shown on the screen when he was supposed to argue whether it was art or
not), or left certain tasks unanswered (e.g. a student in the main study reglied t

couldn’t understand the wotdlevisein response to the task of discussing televising
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criminal trials on TV), those questions were also disregarded to ensuediahdity of

the comparison especially when considering that students’ responses would beedompa
with regard to task functions and contexts. Only those tasks that were addredsed by a
participating students were examined.

The selected speech data were then transcribed fully by the researcher. The
transcription symbols (see Appendix C) used for this study were adapted from<$u Boi
Schuetze-Coburn, Cumming, and Paolino (1993). Only those aspects of transcription
relevant to this study were represented in the transcription. Pausing informasion w
indicated because it provided important information distinguishing DMs from other
sentence elements. Also some punctuation marks including periods and question marks
were used to mark completed intonation units. Pseudonyms were used to conceal the
identity of the participants. The transcripts were rechecked by anothelaggastudent to
ensure the accuracy of transcription.

DMs in the transcripts were then identified according to Fraser’s taxoandty
Stenstrom’s inventory. They were counted manually and double-checked via a computer
search. Since the analysis was based on an occurrence count of DMs, it @rpecess
clarify how DMs were counted. DMs were considered only as single occusnehes

they were used repetitively, aslithinkin [3.20] andif in [3.21].

[3.20] Well, 1 think, | thinkif the city is too big, it's easy to lose your way.

[3.21But if, if this is not permitted by the individuals themselves, you cannot do

this kind of thing.

Alsoin [3.22],s0in [3.23] andbutin [3.24] were also counted only once since they were

intended to work only once as links between the discourse segment they introduced and
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the prior segment. The segments where these DMs first appeared were athandone

followed by an immediate repair that contained the same DM.

[3.22] Beijing is_alsq | alsolike Beijing very much, because Beijing is very

beautiful and is a modern city.

[3.23]And there are, there are a lot of competition between peopleal®ays
feel, speople will, will fell very nervous, and, and bearing a lot of
pressure.

[3.24])'m sorry | missed the date. Um, ldbere’s some, actually | was going

to, to the date, bnére was some emergency popped up.

Also, instances such aghenin [3.25],andin [3.26], andf in [3.27] were excluded
because they were abandoned by the speakers who were trying to nesthastu
utterances. In [3.25)yhenwas replaced by DMas, while in [3.27] the attempt to

introduce a conditional clause was canceled.

[3.25Um, | think whenasthe, tech, techni, tech-, technology develop,
develops, there are more, um, there are, more machines, such as
computers, to, to be, to help us do lots of work.

[3.26] And_if and there are too much pollution in big cities due to too much

people.

In terms of word count used for frequency calculation, unfinished words were

ignored, asor- in [3.28],coi-, andcom- in [3.29].

[3.28] My hometown is located in the npm the south of China.

[3.29]Every, every, every coievery coin has two sides, and coosmputer is
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also such a thing.

Based on the above criteria, instances of each ideational and interactidge mar
were recognized according to Fraser’s definition and Stenstrom’s invenbay.were
then counted and added up. Frequencies of DMs were primarily examined in telms of t

ratio of occurrences per 1000 words.

Operationalization of Task Functions and Contexts

Task Functions

In order to explore the relationship between task functions and the use of
ideational markers in organizing spoken discourse in relation to proficiency leadis, e
of the VOCI tasks selected for the pilot study was identified in terms of thedusithe
test taker was supposed to perform. As a result, six functions were recognized to
characterize the tasks: description, apology, narration, comparison, opinion and
hypothesis.

Then one task was taken from the VOCI to represent each of the task functions.
The specific considerations in task selection were as follows (see Apjfatitask
details). There were three description tasks, i.e. Tasks 1, 2, and 3. Task 1 involved one’s
hometown, which overlapped to a certain extent with Task 5 which demanded a
comparison between one’s hometown and another city, while the context set up in Task 2
was not solely a description task, it also involved addressing and greetiegda f
Therefore, Task 3 was chosen as a description task. There was only one apology task

(Task 4), one narration task (Task 7) and one hypothesis task (Task 12) respectively
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Task 8 was not considered for the examination on task functions either because itis a
hybrid of various discourse functions. There were two comparison tasks, i.e. Task 5 and
Task 16. Task 5 was chosen because it specified clearly the two things to beecdompar
while Task 16 was too broad since it required candidates to compare the VOCI with other
tests they'd taken; for Task 16, many participants mostly ended up focusing thei
discussion on the VOCI rather than fulfilling the function of making comparisonse Ther
were six opinion tasks. Although Task 6 which required a discussion of the advantages
and disadvantages of city life was also a task asking for opinions, it turned obethat t
participating students repeated many things they already mentioned irefipeinses to

Task 5 which was selected as a comparison task. Therefore, Task 6 was excluded. As for
Task 9, a large part of the participating students of this study either did not argue
whether what was shown was or was not art, or gave very short responses. Tasks 11 and
13 were not considered either because they were not very relevant to the Gimteste ¢

and therefore might not be able to elicit sufficient and appropriate output for the main
study which was conducted in China. As a result, Task 10 was selected to represent the
function of opinion. Specifically, all chosen tasks are provided in Figure 3 (seadippe

B for task details):

Figure 3.Tasks Selected for Task Functions
Narration: Tell about a past experien¢€ask 7)
Description:Describe one of your friend3ask 3)
ComparisonCompare hometown with another cfiyask 5)
Opinion:  Discuss the dependence on modern mach{iiesk 10)

Hypothesis:How to deal with students’ cheatirifask 12)
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Apology: Apologize for missing a da{@ask 4)

It happened that all the above task functions and chosen tasks used for the pilot study
were also applicable to the main study based on the criteria specified aberefoile,

the same tasks were also adopted for the primary study to operationalizentdsing.

Task Contexts

The other type of DMs, i.e. interactional markers, was examined in termsrof the
use in response to the context set up by tasks. The majority of the VOCI tasks wer
interview questions asking for information. Students were supposed to provide answers t
various questions. The tasks were raised in the form of either direct requesis!(es
about your hometowror questions which include one yes/no question@as you
compare your hometown with a city that you visited or you know vegitPa variety of
wh-questions (e.gdow might your life look ten years from ngwSince it turned out that
these tasks were all treated similarly as requests for informatidndgngs and there
was no distinct difference in the way students reacted to these tasks, thallwer
considered as one type of context, i.e. interview instruction. Except for the overall
simulated interview setting, these tasks were inherently transactiohat ithé only
requirement was for students to transmit topic-related information.

There were three tasks on the VOCI that required simulated interactions, i.e
Tasks 2, 4 and 9. Task 9, which asked students to convince people to buy books from
them, was disregarded because it was either unanswered or misunderstood by some
students in both the pilot study and the main study. Task 2 required students to send a

cassette message to a friend at home describing where they were living atiteyda
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been doing recently; it was considered semi-interactive because it involveddkeepi
contact with a friend on the one hand and the function of description on the other hand.
Task 4 asked students to apologize for missing a date, which was treatechatvate

since it was mostly about fulfilling a social function. As a result, intevaatimarkers

were examined in terms of their use in response to three types of contextgevwnte
instruction (Tasks 1, 3,5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15), recorded message (Task 2)
and apology (Task 4). These three types of contexts varied in terms of the level of
interaction simulated: interview instruction was the least interacipogy was the

most interactive and cassette message was in the middle.

The Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted as an initial attempt to test the researclogeestd
check the feasibility of the research design before launching the mayn Bivel native
speakers of Chinese volunteered to participate in the pilot study. They weliagiatda
large comprehensive American university in the Midwest. They were threeantatevo
female graduate students from the fields of education (n=2), food science,tchands
economics respectively.

Consent forms were given to the participants for them to sign. A brief explanation
of the test and the recording instructions were provided. The VOCI was played on the
computer; the participants’ responses were recorded onto a tape using aynanuall
operated recorder placed next to the computer. The participants were lefhalome

room while taking the test to avoid distraction.
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Two students were found to be at the advanced level, and three were at the
intermediate level. One intermediate student was abandoned because he either
misunderstood or did not answer a greater number of questions compared to the other two
intermediate students; this would ensure the largest possible number of tas&slthat c
be used for comparisons and analyses; another advantage was that there would be an
equal sample size for both intermediate and advanced proficiencies. Aftey dalki
those questions that were unanswered or misunderstood, the responses to 14 tasks
remained (i.e. Tasks 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15) and were transcribed for analysis,
resulting in speech data totaling 6722 words. Ideational and interactional madais/us

the four students are provided in Table 1.

Table 3.1 Summary of DMs Used in the Pilot Study

Student Ideational Marker Interactional Occurrence
Category Occurrence Marker
-1 elaborative| and (9), secondly(2), | think 3
thirdly(2), also(1), firstly | I mean 1
(1), for example (1) you know 1
contrastive | on the other hand (2), | actually 1
although (1)
inferential | so (31)
temporal when(4), until(1), after
that (3)
causative because(13)
conditional | if (4)
Total 75 Total 6
Ratio 0.50 0.03
(%0)
-2 elaborative| and (27), also(7), in the | | think 2
meantime (1), at the samgyou know 1
time (1), first (1) please 1
contrastive | But (8), although (1), eve®K 1
if (1) actually 1
inferential | so (8) No 1
temporal when (7), after that (2),
as, since(1)
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causative because (7), since (2)
conditional | if (5)
Total 79 Total 7
Ratio 0.57 0.05
(%0)
A-1 elaborative| and(51), at the same timjg/ou know 16
(1), first (1) | think 7
contrastive | but(9), although(4), on thé mean 2
other hand(2) well 1
inferential | so(24), of course (1) you see 1
temporal whenever(1)
causative since (1), because (1),
because of this (1)
Total 97 Total 27
Ratio 0.59 0.17
(%0)
A-2 elaborative| and(52), also(10), or(2),| you know 50
too, for example(1) well 6
contrastive | but(20), even though(6), | think 5
instead(1), actually 2
whereas(2), still (1), OK 1
however (1), rather(1), | mean 1
yet(1), still(1) you know 1
inferential | because(10) yes 1
temporal | if(2), as long as(1) yeah 1
causative since(1), after(1), until(1),
Inferential | overall(1)
Total 116 Total 68
Ratio 0.68 0.32
(%0)
Note: | = Intermediate =~ A = Advanced

findings. Apparent similarities existed between the two intermediate anddvanced
students in the overall choice of ideational and interactional markers. Alboraive
markers were used more often than other types of ideational markers forsatdusth
proficiency levels. However, it was not clear from this small corpus whetherweze

variety differences in interactional marker and whether proficiencyawasdicator of
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Numbers next to DMs represent their occurrences.

Analyses of the spoken performance of the four students yielded some interesting




students’ preferences for categories of ideational markers. Wahdregoverall use, the
difference in frequency of ideational markers between the two levels afiprafy was

not as great as that of interactional markers. It was not obvious whethey vatikt
discriminate the two proficiency levels. On the other hand, apparent discrepaisoie
existed between the intermediate and advanced participants. Both advanced ssetent
interactional markers more frequently than intermediate students. Wit tegask
functions, advanced students seemed to use ideational markers to mark various levels of
discourse structure more effectively than intermediate students. Askardatexts,
advanced students were able to use interactional markers more frequently than
intermediate students although they shared the use of some context-specédational
markers.

The pilot study yielded some valuable information regarding the research
guestions presented at the beginning of this chapter. In addition to the resultsediscus
above, it is also worth mentioning that the VOCI did create a context thagalicée of
interactional markers although it provided no real interlocutors. Therefore,Ittis pi
study provided sound justification for the feasibility of the research questionseande
of the VOCI as an instrument for speech elicitation and encouraged the meséarc
conduct a more thorough and larger-scale investigation that could hopefullytgenera

more definitive answers to the questions examined in this study.

74



The Main Study

Participants

The subjects were drawn from a major Chinese university. They comprised 50
undergraduate students from the field of English. The choice of major was madebas
the researcher’s years’ of intuitive observation that Chinese collegeisaf English
are relatively weak in English speaking. It would be rather difficult tbegahe desired
number of advanced-level English speakers from fields other than English tatwarra
statistical comparisons. In other words, selecting those majoring in Epglisired a
better chance to get more advanced-level speakers. Also, it could controéthe@eff
academic background on language use.

The subjects consisted of 15 sophomores, 31 juniors, 2 seniors, and 2 first-year
graduate students. There was only one male student. Their ages ranged from 20 to 22,
with an average of 20.85 at the time of data collection. Their mean years ohEnglis

learning were 9.9.

Data Collection and Processing

A copy of the digitized VOCI, and a consent statement with the researcher’'s
signature were mailed to a personal friend of the researcher who wasgdadhie
English Department of the Chinese university. She explained briefly this fpimjeer
sophomore and junior classes. Forty six students showed interest in the study. Two senior
students and two graduate students who had previously been taught by the researcher’s

friend also volunteered to take part in the study.
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The participants were assigned to two language labs simultaneously;gbsgur
was to prevent any possible leak of the VOCI information to ensure the reliabilitg
test. The consent statement was read out to the students first. After that Ghe/&%O
administered. A master disc played the test directions; the candidgtesises were
recorded in MP3format and then written onto a CD for later scoring by.rBeftge the
students left, a pencil case was given to each participant as a rewardrfor thei
participation. The disc containing the speech performances of the parsoisthen
mailed to the researcher.

Each individual test was assessed independently against the ACTFLrgpsdgfi
the two raters. Three students were excluded because one quit in the middlestf the te
and there was too much static in the recordings of the other two students. The raters
disagreed on only three VOCIs. The VOCIs considered for analyses wgithase
whose ratings were agreed upon by both raters, which resulted in thirty-fooradiate

students and ten advanced students. Ten were selected randomly from the intermediate

Table 3.2 Labels and Years of School of Students

Intermediate Students Advanced Students
Student Year of School Student Year of School

I-1 sophomore A-1 junior

-2 junior A-2 junior

-3 sophomore A-3 junior

I-4 junior A-4 junior

I-5 sophomore A-5 sophomore

I-6 sophomore A-6 junior

I-7 sophomore A-7 junior

-8 graduate student A-8 sophomore
I-9 sophomore A-9 junior

I-10 sophomore A-10 sophomore

Note: I=intermediate; A=advanced
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speakers to equate the intermediate students to the advanced students in number. As a
result, the speech samples of twenty female students were analyZed $budy,

including ten advanced and ten intermediate students. The labels of students used for late
analyses and their years of school are provided in Table 3.2.

The speech data of the chosen subjects were then transcribed. As in the pilot
study, the analyses disregarded the novice tasks and those that were misundeleftood or
unanswered. It turned out that 12 questions (i.e. Tasks 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,12,15)
remained for analysis. The data were then transcribed, resulting in a @5l4& words,

and analyzed according to the criteria specified earlier in this chapter

Statistical Procedures

The DM data were coded for statistical analyses to address the resessiobngu
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, version 16.0) was asalyze the
data. In addition to descriptive statistics, Mann-Whitbegsts were computed to
compare the occurrence ratio per 1000 words and variety of ideational andioneatac
markers used by students at the intermediate and advanced levels in ternmesgahzh

guestions presented at the beginning of this chapter.

Summary

This chapter presented the specific research questions addressed bigyhil$ st
explained the analytic models adopted to classify DMs in the collected corpus, i.e
Fraser’s (1999) taxonomy of DMs and Stenstrém’s inventory of lexicasipgevalent in

spoken discourse. It also introduced the instruments used for data collection and data

77



processing procedures. Then it presented briefly the results of the pilot study. This
chapter also described how subjects were drawn for the main study. itasttiined the
steps taken to select data and the statistical treatment of the data.

The following two chapters (i.e. Chapters Four and Five) will report the sesfult
both quantitative and qualitative analyses of the data regarding the use of idaattbna

interactional markers respectively.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS OF IDEATIONAL MARKERS

This chapter will report the results of analyses regarding the reseastlogse
related to ideational markers raised in the previous chapter. It will contgaoeerall
occurrences and varieties of ideational and interactional markers in the speeth dat
intermediate and advanced students and then present the analysis of ideaticralisear

across various task functions, in relation to students’ proficiency levels.

Overall Use of Ideational Markers

This study first looked into the overall occurrences of ideational markers aorthes by
proficiency level. Evident similarities existed in the choice of ideatiorakers. Table

4.1 summarizes the ideational markers that occurred five times and above in dgscendi
order in the responses of intermediate and advanced students respectively. thehows
total occurrences of these markers as well as their occurrences per 1680 wor
(represented by %o in the table). Although there were more occurrences (n=943) of
ideational markers in the advanced group than in the intermediate group (n=812), the
ratio of occurrences per 1000 words of intermediate students (ratio=.591) was only

slightly higher than that of advanced students (ratio=.573). This table also iadiGzte
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there were more types of such ideational markers in the responses of aduaheeis s
(type=18) than in those of intermediate students (type=15). However, advanced and
intermediate students showed a similar pattern of ideational marker usethettap

four ideational markers weend but, also andsg, in exactly the same order for both
proficiency groups. Moreover, these ideational markers outnumbered the other ideational

markers considerably in the speech of both intermediate and advanced students.

Table 4.11deational Markers that Occurred Five Times and Above by Proficiency Level

Intermediate Students Advanced Students
Ideational Number of | Ratio Ideational Number of | Ratio
Marker Occurrences| (%o) Marker Occurrences| (%o)
and 363 0.283 | and 396 0.252
but 91 0.071 | but 122 0.078
also 53 0.041 | also 79 0.050
SO 45 0.035 | so 74 0.047
when 29 0.022 | because 43 0.027
if 26 0.020 | if 29 0.018
because 19 0.015 | when 24 0.015
first 18 0.014 | for 12 0.008
for 14 0.011 | or 10 0.006
for example 10 0.008 | for example 9 0.006
if 8 0.006 | although 8 0.005
then (temporal) | 7 0.005 | firstly 8 0.005
although 6 0.005 | first 8 0.005
while 5 0.004 | then (temporal) | 8 0.005
secondly 5 0.004 | of course 6 0.004
while 6 0.004
secondly 5 0.003
still 5 0.003
Total of all 812 0.591 | Total of all 943 0.573
ideational ideational
markers markers

The ratio of ideational marker occurrences per 1000 words was compared

between intermediate and advanced students. The ratio median of intermediats stude
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(median=0.65, range=32) was the same as that of advanced students (median=0.65,
range=.65). A Mann-Whitney test was then conducted to compare the ratio of

ideational markers between intermediate and advanced students. The test did not show a
significant differencez=-.113,p>.05. Therefore, advanced students did not use ideational

markers more often than intermediate students as hypothesized previously.

Table 4.2Distribution of Students who were in the Higher Half in Ideational
Marker Frequency in Descending Order

Stud. Ideational Marker

Ratio(%o) Proficiency

A-9 .86 advanced
-9 .78 intermediate

A-7 74 advanced
I-5 .73 intermediate

A-3 71 advanced
-8 .69 intermediate
-4 .67 intermediate

A-10 .66 advanced

A-8 .66 advanced
-1 .65 intermediate

Table 4.2, which provides the distribution of students who were in the higher half
in ideational marker occurrence ratio, i.e. students whose ratios of ideatidnal a
interactional markers per 1000 words were higher than the ratio median of ideational
markers (median= 0.64) of all selected participants, further proves the ldidtecgnce
in ideational marker frequency between the intermediate and advanced sttidantss
an even distribution of such students: five of the ten students were at the inteemediat
level and the other five were at the advanced level.

In short, intermediate and advanced students showed similar patterns in the use of
ideational markers in that they used certain ideational markers more oftentéiem ot

This was consistent with the lack of significant statistical differeircdse ratio of
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ideational markers and the even distribution of the higher half of students in oceurrenc

ratio.

Variety of Ideational Markers

In regard to overall ideational marker variety, the median variety dioteh
markers of intermediate students (median=14, range=9) was only slightlytlamethat
of advanced students (median=14.5, range=10). In order to examine whether advanced
students used a greater variety of ideational markers than intermegltkgets, a Mann-
WhitneyU test was computed to compare the number of ideational marker types between
intermediate and advanced students. The result was insigniicar¥9,p>.05, which
indicated that more proficient students overall did not use more types of ideationa
markers than less proficient students, which was inconsistent with the previous
assumption that more advanced speakers would overall use a greater varietyoofaldea

markers to create textual coherence in speaking.

Table 4.3Types and Tokens of Ideational Markers Used by Intermediate and Advanced

Students
Intermediate Students Advanced Students
Student Type Token Student Type Token
I-1 19 98 A-4 20 104
-3 19 66 A-7 17 85
-4 16 109 A-5 17 80
-8 15 104 A-3 16 109
-2 15 101 A-8 15 108
-9 13 111 A-6 14 82
I-10 12 53 A-9 13 90
I-5 11 72 A-1 12 153
I-7 11 52 A-10 12 103
-6 10 46 A-2 10 94
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In order to show individual variations of ideational marker use by intermediate
and advanced students, Table 4.3 provides the types and tokens of ideational markers
used by each participating student. The type range was very close betiggeediate
and advanced students; the former had a range from 10 to 19, and the latter from 10 to 20.
Students whose number of types was higher than the overall median of 14.5 (see Table
4.3 for highlighted cases) evenly distributed across the intermediate and allexets
i.e., they were made up of five intermediate students and five advanced students. In
general, there were rather similar individual variations across thengdeate level and
advanced level. In other words, there was not a clear tendency as to whichrprgficie
level was associated with a greater variety of ideational markers.

The above statistical results and analyses of individual variation suggest that
variety of ideational markers does not necessarily increase with onecqmofi level.
There was no clear indication as to whether a greater variety of ideatiarkadrs was
predictive of higher speaking proficiency. The above examination of ideationalrmarke
variety only gave us an overall view of the level of connectivity of students’ oral
discourse. It would be interesting to look into ideational markers in greasdrfosn
the perspective of the kinds of relations that were marked, i.e. what typeataindé
markers were used to provide transitions between ideas. Therefore, in addifam#b ef
investigate ideational marker variety, this study also compared the spatédgories of
ideational markers determined by the type of connection they establishesgbetw
utterances as specified in Chapter Three between intermediate and aduzcheets,s

which will be reported in the following section.
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Categorization of Ideational Markers

Ideational markers used by participating students were classifedifferent
categories. In addition to the major classes proposed by Fraser’s taxoreomy (i
elaborative, contrastive, inferential, and topic markers), three moredategere
identified: temporal, causal, conditional markers. A common trend of all partisjpa
regardless of their proficiency levels was that elaborative mar&assitted the highest
proportion of all ideational markers for all the participants, followed by cettea
markers. The other markers scattered over the categories of infertentiabral,
causative and topic markers.

Table 4.4 is a summary of the number of occurrences of ideational markers
(represented by #) and the occurrence percentage of each category inqoropait
ideational marker occurrences (represented by %) by proficiency gt was
especially interesting was that the percentage ranks of the severriestegre exactly
the same for both proficiency groups: elaborative markers accounted foggestbi
portion for both proficiency levels, followed by contrastive markers, infetenagkers,
causative markers, temporal markers, conditional markers and topic maheers. T
phenomenon that topic markers were rarely used probably related to the intemviext c
where topics were nominated. Overall, intermediate and advanced speakers did not show
any distinct differences in their choice of ideational markers. Rattesr both were

likely to count more on certain types of connectives than others.
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Table 4.4. Category Distribution of Ideational Markers by Proficiency Level

Total | Elaborative | Contrastive | Inferential | Temporal | Causative Conditional | Topic
# % # % # % # | w | # % # | % #| %
| 812 462 | 56.90 11.3 13.92 73 8.99 5% 714 49 8.90 38.06 4| 0.49
A | 943 573 | 60.76 15.0 1591 83 8.80 44 467 99 6.6 33.50 2| 021

Note: | = Intermediate A= Advanced

Mann-WhitneyU tests were run to compare the ratios (occurrences per 1000
words) of elaborative, contrastive, inferential, temporal, causative, conditindabpic
markers respectively between intermediate and advanced students (seeS)able
Although intermediate students had a median either higher (i.e. elaboragveniii,
temporal, causative and conditional markers) than or equal (i.e. contrastive and topic
markers) to that of advanced students, the test result was only significeerhfmral
markersz=-2.01,p<.05. The median of intermediate students (median=.05, range=.11)
was higher than that of advanced students (median=.03, range=.05). This suggested that

intermediate students overall used temporal markers more often than advanaad.stude

Table 4.5Comparisons of Ideational Marker Categories between Intermediate and
Advanced Students

Category Level Median | Range z Significance
(%0) (%)
Elaborative| Intermediate .35 37 -.08 n.s.
Advanced .33 .28
Contrastive| Intermediate .09 13 -.19 n.s.
Advanced .09 .08
Inferential | Intermediate .06 .08 -.08 n.s.
Advanced .05 .09
Temporal Intermediate .05 A1 -2.01 *.04
Advanced .03 .05
Causative Intermediate .05 .08 -.88 n.s.
Advanced .04 13
Conditional| Intermediate .03 .02 -.90 n.s.
Advanced .02 .05
Topic Intermediate .00 .03 -.49 n.s.
Advanced .00 .02
* p<.05
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To illustrate the heavier use of temporal markers of intermediate stuelieritge
to advanced students, the following two complete responses given by intermediate
student I-8 and advanced student A-4, who were closest to the occurrence ratio median of

their respective proficiency group, are provided below.

Intermediate Student

[4.1Nowadays, wi-, with the development of computer and other high-
developed technologies, we refer to them more and more. Me, for
example sincel had computer, | have never read the articles in papers. |
just type them on computer and then printed them out. | think that, in this
way, I'd, | even don't know how to spell a word, especially for some
difficult words. I just, for, whehread on the computer, | ju-, | just spell
the few words of them, and thére system will correct them automa-,
automatically. Savhenl want to use it aurally, | don't know how to say it.
This is the disadvantage of technology. | think that people should use them
with care, not just refer to computer, uh, or some other macHi@eslent

1-8]

Advanced Student

[4.2] | think, dependence. | think the modern machines can bring, definitely can
bring conve-, convenience to human beings. For instarme the
Internet, | am always, | almost check my email everyday. | almost go
online everyday to find information and to communicate with our friends

far away through email. Bwvhat may happen Ifsuddenly one day |

86



cannot, | cannot go online and | lose all my contacts with my friendg? So
made us, it makes us more dependent on it._ Uinthsak the most viable
solution is to see this modern technology on two, um, um, critically. On

one handit will bring us convenience; but on the other hangdve must,

we must be cautions, we must be aware of its shortage, or its harm. Yes,

we cannot too, go too dependent on modern techndi8tgdent A-4]

Students I-8 and A-4 were talking about the benefits and consequences of using
computers. In [4.1], there were altogether four instances of three tempodal autrof

six ideational markers. Student I-8 usgaceandwhento mark specific time antthento
introduce the utterance that hosted it as subsequence of the forggsingpell the few
words of themSincewas considered temporal, not conditional, because it could be
reasonably considered as specifying a starting point for the experigmessed by

present perfect form of the verbad and the unspecificever In addition, althougkhen

and the two instances wihenconnected two utterances that were logically conditional,
such a categorization was still derived from the original temporal relatlmrefore,

these two words were also viewed as temporal markers. Intermediate $#@ident
developed her argument by presenting a series of situations defined by thetpacdm

time. By contrast, in [4.2], advanced student A-4 did not use any temporal markers in her
discussion of the designated topic of computer. She built her discussion on a number of
different logic relations, including elaboration (signaleddryinstancg, inference

(signaled byso), condition (signaled bif) and contrast (signaled Iyt on one hand..

on the other hand
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To sum up, there were both similarities and differences in the way various
categories of ideational markers were used by intermediate and adstudeats. Both
groups tended to use elaborative and contrastive markers most often and conditional and
topic markers least often. However, intermediate students overall excebaetted
students in temporal marker use. More detailed comparisons will be made in the
following section which will discuss how ideational markers were used bynatkate
and advanced students for the six different types of tasks (i.e. narratiorpti@scri

comparison, opinion, hypothesis, and apology) specified in the prior chapter.

Task Functions

For each of the six task functions, | will first report the results of Manna&it
U tests conducted to compare the occurrence ratio per 1000 words and the variety of
ideational markers between intermediate and advanced students. | will iessdise
overall use of ideational markers by proficiency level. After that, thafgpgpes and
tokens of ideational markers will be provided in tables in descending order of individual

occurrence ratio and discussed.

Narration

This task required students to tell about an unforgettable past experience (see
Task 7 in Appendix B). Temporal markers were expected to be seen in students’
responses since narrating a past experience probably involves confining the extoount

a time frame.
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Overall Use

Intermediate students (median=0.63, range=1.04) were higher than advanced
students (median= 0.54, range=.67) both in median and range of frequency ratio of
ideational markers. However, the Mann-Whitiéyest on occurrence ratio was not
significant,z=-.79,p>.05, which indicated intermediate and advanced students did not
differ significantly in ideational marker frequency. With regard to variatermediate
students had a higher median (median=4, range=3) than advanced students (median=2.5,
range=4). Again, the Mann-Whitn&ytest was insignificaniz=-1.25,p>.05. Therefore,
overall there was not a significant discrepancy between intermediate amdedlva

students in ideational marker variety.

Table 4.6.Summary of Ideational Markers by Proficiency Level for Narration

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%)
Intermediate | 0.64 | 979 13: and(21), but (8), when (8), so (5), 63
words because (5), also (4), at last (3), then

(2), although (2), of course (1), after
(2), before that (1), though (1)

[€%)

Advanced 0.51 | 1164 | 13:and (31), but (11), when (6), so (5); 59
words also (3), because (3), then (1), late
(2), at last (1), finally (1), still (1), fg
(1), although (1)

Note: numbers in parenthesis to the right of markers represent the number of
occurrences of each marker.

= —

Table 4.6 summarizes the ideational marker use by proficiency level. The
intermediate group (ratio = 0.64, token=63) had a higher ratio and more occurrences of
ideational markers than the advanced group (ratio = 0.51, token=59). These two groups

had the same number of types (type=13) of ideational markers. Howevealy#need
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group overall had longer narratives (length= 1164 words) than the intermediape gr
(length = 979 words). This table also indicates much use of temporal markers in both the
intermediate and advanced groups. For the intermediate group, five among the thirtee
types (i.ewhen, at last, then, after, before thatere temporal markers with a total of 16
tokens; for the advanced group, five among the thirteen tyen( then, later, at last,
finally) were temporal markers, with 10 tokens. This was consistent with the prior
expectation about the use of temporal indicators. As Table 4.7 shows, this tagk elicite
the second greatest proportion of temporal markers in all occurrences ofdempor
markers for the intermediate group and the greatest proportion for the advamged gr
Temporal markers were used differently for the hypothesis task, whidhevdiscussed

in a later section.

Table 4.7Use of Temporal Markers by Proficiency Level across Tasks

Narration | Description | Comparison | Opinion | Hypothesis| Apology

| | Token 16 8 0 4 14 1
Proportion| 0.25 0.10 0 0.04 0.34 0.03

A | Token 10 10 2 3 6 3
Proportion| 0.17 0.13 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.07

Note: Ratio represents tokens of inferential and causative markers divided by odke
all ideational markers.

Table 4.8.1deational Markers Used by Individual Students for Narration

Intermediate Advanced
Stu. Ratio | Type Token | Stu. Ratio | Type Token
(%o) (%o)
-8 1.41 | 5:when(1) 6 A-4 0.98 | 9: because(2) |12
and(1) and(2)
also(2) also(1)
so(1) so(1)
but(1) but(1)
then (1)
later(1)
at last(1)
finally(1)
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I-5 1.30 | 6:and(4) A-3 | 0.79 | 5:but(4)
also(1) and(2)
but(1) so(1)
although(1) when(1)
of course (1) at last(1)
at last (1)

-3 0.72 | 6: when(2) A-2 |0.71 | 5:and(b) 9
and(1) but(1)
after (2) still (1)
but(1) for(1)
so (1) so(1)

-2 0.72 | 4:and(3) A-10 | 0.74 | 4:and(7) 10
but(2) but(1)
because (2) also(1)
also(1) when(1)

I-1 0.68 | 6:and(4) A-8 |0.65 | 3:and(b) 7
so(1) but(1)
when(1) because(1)
then (1)
because(1)
before (1)

I-7 0.58 | 4:and(1) A-1 0.53 | 5:and(4) 9
when(1) but(2)
although(1) although(1)
but(1) also(1)

when(1)

I-4 0.54 | 4:and(3) A-6 0.44 | 3:and(3) 5
so(1) so(1)
because(1) when(1)
at last(1)

I-6 0.53 | 3:when(2) A-9 0.41 | 2:and(2) 3
but(1) but(1)
because(1)

1-9 0.52 | 4:and(3) A-7 |0.24 | 2:s0(1) 2
when(1) when(1)
but(1)
at last (1)

[-10 | 0.37 | 4:and(1) A-5 0.18 | 2:and(1) 2
so(1) when(1)
though(1)
then(1)

Note: Stu.=Student
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Individual Variation

The feature of frequent temporal marker use could also be seen in their wide
distribution among individual students at both proficiency levels (see Table 4.8).
Temporal markers occurred in the responses of most intermediate (n=9) amceadva
students (n=7)Whenoccurred in narrations of six intermediate students and six advanced
students respectively to specify the time of experiences. The followoegs of

narratives are provided as examples.

Intermediate students

[4.3] Um, | should say | have some impressived, impressive momentl When
study at high school, just near the college entrance exam, one of my
classmate just, one day my classmate just fall, fall on the ground suddenly.
(Student 1-3)

[4.4] Whenl was in high school, my best friend and my boy friend betrayed me.

(Student 1-8)

Advanced Students

[4.5] Whenl was in the second year of my junior middle school, | had the chance
to go to Japan as a student representative to attend a environmental
meeting in Takasaki, a friendly city of my hometown Cher{§tedent A-

5).
[4.6] Well, at the, until now my most unforgetting experience is um, in Taiwan,

whenl visited Taiwan last winte(Student A-6)
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All the above excerpts were the beginning part of narrations. The usenindexed the
temporal setting when the narrated experience took place.

In spite of the common use when there were higher instances of other temporal
markers thanvhenin the narratives of intermediate students than advanced students.
Specifically, eight intermediate students used five different typesf(ilast, then, after,
beforg eight times altogether, while only two advanced studentstbeadlater, at last,
finally with a total of five occurrences. The following two excerpts of narratives are

provided to illustrate the frequent use of temporal markers by intermetlidénts.

Intermediate Students

[4.7] Um, when think of this topic. The first thing occurred into my mind was
whenl was, | guess, | think ten years old. That was, that thing happened
in a class.The teacher, was left, left for some reasonsst8dents in the
classes are not quiet any more. They began to play with each_other. And
after the teacher came back, he ask, he asked who had been play, had
been playing with each other, and not doing, not, but not do exercises. |
said no. Bugfter that he found that | am one-{Student 1-3]

[4.8] Um, yeah, | have, have one good experience in BeidaihanAny first,
ever before my life, I, I've never seen the sea, and so in this, in last years’
National Day, | and my boy friend went to the Beidaihe, to see the sea.
When | see the sea at first, at first sight, | was totally shocked by it; it's so
big; | can never see the end of it, and terrific, fantastic, and bieeause

before that I've never been, been swim, swimming in the water, in, in the
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sea, or even in the water, | rented some, the cir-, swimming circld, gnd

| went to swim in the sefStudent I-1]

In [4.7] and [4.8], after specifying the time when the experience happened, intanedi
students I-3 and I-1 usedter andthenandbeforerespectively to signal time sequences.
Such words were indexical of temporal relations within the time frame of thegetar
episode by pointing back to a prior utterance. Use of these temporal pointeedrigsult
linear accounts of episodes.

Comparatively speaking, advanced students tended to structure their narratives
differently in ways that were less chronological. Two complete nansfrom the
advanced group are provided below as examples to illustrate this distinctiorrsThe fi
was by advanced student A-8 who was right above the occurrence ratio median of 0.59 in
occurrence ratio of the advanced group, and the second was by student A-6 who was just

below the type median of 3 of the advanced group.

Advanced Students

[4.9Um, well, I think, this, this morning | went to a publication house,land
kind of applied for a part-time job on the Internet. It’s the translation of a
book, from English to Chinese. Ahthet the man who has been sending
emails to me. Antle gave me a book, that, that, which is about the
leadership skills. Anthis is the first time | ever had a face to face
interview with anyone. Bute did not ask me too much questidhst,he
just let me go through the books and talked casually. | think it's quite

unforgettable, because it’s the first tili®tudent A-8]
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[4.10Well, at the, until now my most unforgetting experience is um, in Taiwan,
whenl visited Taiwan last winter. Um, my Taiwan’s, um, um, classmates
tell me, tells me that the Yaomingshan is such an interesting place that |
couldn’t miss it. | know the chance is so valuable; maybe sometime, maybe
in my whole life | couldn’t visit Taiwan again. §e took me in motorcar
andwe rushed to the Yaomingshan in the dark of the nightl Azl
smell the warm spring of the Yaomingshan. edcould see from the
mountains the whole outlet, outlook of Taibei. | think that’s the most

fascinating light in my whole life. | couldn’t forget (Student A-6)

Advanced student A-8 did not use any temporal markers at all in [4.9]. She started by
introducing the physical setting of her episode including the time and place; then she
explained why she was there at the publication house. What followed was a brief
explanation of the relevance of the man. The student then talked about the uniqueness of
her experience and concluded by reiterating why it was special. AdvandedtsA-6
organized her narrative of [4.10] in a similar manner. No other temporal markers
occurred thamvhenwhich defined the time frame of the episode. This student first
introduced the time and place of her experience. What followed was an explartation w

it was a special experience, after which was an account of her experience at
Yaomingshan. Like student A-8, she also wrapped up her narration by emphasizing how
that experience was special. Overall, the above two narratives extrexi@ost peculiar
aspects of the episodes, which led the hearer naturally to the conclusion of the
unforgettableness of the experience. Compared to the above narratives bgdraterm

students which were organized sequentially by temporal markers, these @ivesuof
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advanced students were more sophisticated in structure. This result wasnbonsibt
Evensen’s (1990) study in which the medium-level group was more likely than the
advanced-level group to resort to the chronological dimension as a primary stguctur
strategy in their written narratives.

Another discrepancy between the intermediate and advanced groups involved the
use of another temporal marlarlastwhich introduced the ending of the episode. The

excerpts that contained this connective are given below.

Intermediate Students

[4.11]1 see, | saw a very old man who sit in a, sit alone, and, | felt very pity and
want to help him. But at lashere is a little girl, went, went, went there
and called him grandfather, and, and take him, him hdBteident 1-9)

[4.12And um, we, our, our class play very well in the game, although um, at
last we lost the game, they behave very bréSaudent I-5)

[4.13And | think, | thought it, thought it over, and at ldsthade my own

decision to study again, to attend the examination ad&itadent I-4)

Intermediate students I-9, I-5, and I-4 all uagthstin the above three examples. The
discourse segments introduceddtyastwere only connected with the other parts of the
narrative sequentially; the ends of the episodes were given abruptly witmsiidnal
information before them. To be specific, in the case of [4.11], there was no apparent
relation between the fact that the speaker wanted to help the old man and thd little g
showed up to help. In the case of [4.12], the resuliiledbst the gameas somewhat

surprising regardless of the appearancat ddistwhich came right aftesur class play
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very wel| no explanation was given about the failure of the game. Similarly, in [4.13],
although the decision to study seemed to be the resulhofight it oveyagain, it was

not clear what specific considerations contributed to such a decision. Comparative
speaking, the following two, and the only instanceatdéstin the corpus of advanced

students, functioned more effectively as a transitional device.

Advanced Students

[4.14] But later because | was too, because | was too, | think because | was too
nosy, | asked him a lot of private questions, and she, ashasturned out

to be very unhappyStudent A-4)

[4.15] But my friend, my friend kept encouraging me. At lagot the

admission, but she failefA-3]

In both of these two excerpts of narrations, the two discourse segments connatted by
last were not only related by being sequential in time; the second segment in bsth case
was also a logical result of the first segment. In [4.44¢, turned out to be very happy
was caused blyasked him a lot of private questioris [4.15], the fact thany friend
kept encouraging m&as a factor contributing tiogot the admissionTherefore, these
two occurrences dt lastboth provided smoother transitions between ideas.

To sum up, there were no significant statistical differences betweemaaiate
and advanced students in occurrence ratio and variety of ideational markerstieed
in narrations of past experiences. Both the intermediate and advanced groups had many
instances of temporal markers. Nevertheless, use of temporal markeesl seera

characteristic of intermediate students whose narrations were oftenteces the form
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of a sequential combination of events, while advanced students tended to structure their
narratives in a more sophisticated and logical way. In addition, the arafigsigst
showed that some advanced students were able to use it more effectively asreceohe

device.

Description

This task required students to describe one of their friends (see Task 3 in
Appendix B). It was expected that students would depend heavagato add ideas in
a rather loose manner and parallel discrete features of their friendsh&nask involved
putting together various points, particularly when considering the transitory rdtur
speaking and lack of preparation time. Another possibility was less use of &mpor

markers compared to the above narration task.

Overall Use

Statistically, the median of intermediate students (median=0.70, range=0%9) wa
higher than that of advanced students (median=0.56, range=0.73). However, the Mann-
WhitneyU test on occurrence ratio was not significant,98,p>.05. Therefore, overall
there was again no significant difference in frequency ratio betweentthese
proficiency levels. The same was true for ideational marker variety. Tiegywaedian
of intermediate students (median=4, range=4) was slightly higher than Huhtasfced
students (median=3, range =5). But the Mann-Whithégst was not significant=-.28,
p>.05. This suggested that intermediate and advanced students did not differ significantly

in variety as expected.
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Table 4.9. Summary déleational Markers by Proficiency Level for Description

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%o)
Intermediate | 0.69 | 1169 | 12: and (44), but (12), when (8), also 81
words (4), so (4), because (3), or (1),
first (1), second (1), for exampl
(1), still (1), for (1)

Advanced 0.55 | 1419 | 12:and (47), when (7), because (6
words so (5), also (3), but (3),
whenever (2), particularly (1),
although (1), since (1), if (1), for
1)

(D

78

We can see from Table 4.9 that although advanced students overall made longer
descriptions than intermediate students, the intermediate group (token = 81) &d slig
more occurrences of ideational markers than the advanced group (token =78)ly\Natura
the intermediate group (ratio =.69) exceeded the advanced group (ratio =.55) in
occurrence of ideational markers per 1000 words. Both proficiency groups used ¢he sam
number of types of ideational markers. These comparison results were the shose as
for the above narration task. On the other hand, compared to the narration task discussed
above, this description task did not elicit as much use of temporal markers ascxpecte
There was only one type (iher) with a total occurrence of 8 for the intermediate
group, and three types (ivwhen, whenever, singevith a total occurrence of 11 for the
advanced group. Also, as expected abamndwas used predominantly by both
proficiency groups; it accounted for the majority of all occurrences of ideatiwaréers
for both proficiency groups, with a percentage of 54% for the intermediate grdup a
60% for the advanced group. These proportions were noticeably higher than any other

five tasks, as shown in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.1QUse of Andby Proficiency Level Across Tasks

Narration | Description | Comparison | Opinion | Hypothesis | Apology

| | Token 21 44 46 35 11 13
Proportion| 0.33 0.54 0.41 0.38 0.28 0.40

A | Token 31 47 57 29 15 20
Proportion| 0.53 0.60 0.47 0.31 0.33 0.47

Table 4.11ldeational Markers Used by Individual Students for Description

Intermediate Advanced
Stu. | Ratio | Type Token | Stu. | Ratio | Type Token
(%o) (%o)
-9 0.99 | 4:and(9) 14 A-10 | 1.03 2:and (12) 13
but(2) also(1)
so(2)
when(1)
I-4 0.82 | 5: and(6) 14 A-4 |0.95 4: and(5) 9
when(3) when (2)
because (2 because (1
also(2) particularly(1)
so(1)
-1 0.79 | 2:and (8) 9 A-5 0.64 7: because (2) | 10
when(1) when (2)
whenever (2)
and (1)
but(1)
so(1)
since (1)
I-5 0.77 | 2:and (b) 6 A-8 0.60 2: and(8) 9
but (1) if(1)
-2 0.73 | 4:and (5) 10 A-3 | 0.58 2: and (6) 7
but (3) also(1)
also(1)
so(1)
-8 0.67 | 6:and(2) 8 A-2 0.54 5:and (4) 8
when(2) so(1)
first(1) but(1)
second(1) because (1)
for for(1)
example(1)
also(1)
I-6 0.56 | 4: but(2) 5 A-9 0.53 2:and (3) 4
and (1) when (1)

100



when(1)
or(1)
I-7 0.55 | 3:and(3) A-7 0.46 4: and (2)
but(1) also(1)
for(1) so (1)
when(1)
-3 0.53 | 4:and (3) A1 | 041 5:and (4)
but(2) S0 (2)
because(1) but (1)
still(1) when (1)
although (1)
[-10 | 0.30 | 2:and(2) A-6 0.30 2: because (2)
but(1) and (2)

Individual Variation

It is shown in Table 4.11 that there were five intermediate students and five
advanced students who used temporal markers (melsdgpwhich occurred.6 times out
of 19 occurrences of temporal markers). Although there were some uses of temporal
markers by students at both proficiency levels, unlike those used for the nagasiion t
which were mostly used to indicate specific time or time sequence, tempokalsrifar
this description task were often invoked to characterize general situations. Among
students who usedhen except for student I-9 in the intermediate group and students A-
1, A-7 and A-9 in the advanced group who us@nto mark specific time, all other

students usedhento define general circumstances. The following excerpts were drawn

from the descriptions of all those students to illustrate this feature.

Intermediate Students

[4.16] Whenhe smiles, | can see the delight in his eg@aident 1-1)
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[4.17] And sometimes when_I, whiewas not my, not myself, he will, he will
chat with me, and make me, make me happy a@tudent I-4)
[4.18And also she gives me a lot of help whers in a very hard situation.
[Student I-6]
[4.19Whenyou told her, when you told her a very sad story, sh-, she will cry a

lot. (Student I-8)

Advanced Students

[4.20] And she never, never turns her back to me whem trouble.Um, per-,
particularly whenl face suspects and diffi-, difficulties, | will call him, |
will call her and she will always offer her help to rff&tudent A-4]

[4.21]ButJust wherl want her, she’s always thergtudent A-5]

Intermediate students I-4, 1-6, -8 and advanced students A-1 and A-5 alWloseth
define the situation when their friends were there to help. Such use of this temporal
marker helped these students characterize their friends to fulfillsketaescription.

Table 4.9 also indicates that in many cases in both the intermediate and advanced
groups, there was a heavy usepod In particular, the intermediate student I-1 and
advanced student A-10 both usadl almost exclusively. Their descriptions are provided

in full below:

Intermediate Student

[4.22]Um, |, | have a best friend. We just know each other for one year, and
he’s a boy, antdhe’s very special to me. She, he’s tall, about 1.8 meter,

meters tall,_andhe’s not so thin as general Chinese boys. She’s strong,

102



not fat, but strong. Antle likes playing, he, he likes playing football. He
doesn't like playing basketball, an¢hat attracts me most is his eyes; and
his eyes like, it's like the beautiful new moons, new moon in the sky, its
arches. Wheihe smiles, | can see the delight in his eyes, herslvery

kind to people, very kind to people. Amgl he always treat me. Yeah.

[Student I-1]

Advanced student

[4.23]Um, | have a lot of friends. Artley have different personalities and
characters. Anabne of my friend, she is very beautiful. Ahe likes
travel, andshe loves visit a lot of interest, place of interest. Aedaim is
to have the certificate of tourist in Beijing. Ahd succeed, ante had
that certificate last year. Anlde likes his, her career very much. Arel
likes to communicate with others, especially foreigners. | think her English
was very excellent. He can speak fluently English with foreigners. And
also she is very good at communicating with other peoplel Ak
she’s very, he has a, he has the ability to do her job welll Anak he

has a bright future[Student A-10]

Advanced student A-10 (ratio=1.03) used ideational markers more frequently in [4.23]
than intermediate student I-1 (ratio=0.79) in [4.22]. Except for one instance of the
temporal markewhenby intermediate student I-1 and one instance of another elaborative
markeralso by advanced student A-1&ndwas the only connective used, with 8 and 12

occurrences respectively. It strung the utterances together loosealyadditive manner
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in the two descriptions. There was no clear indication of structure in their diesript
their friends. This is consistent with the expectation that additive markers would be
heavily used in oral description.

On the other hand, there were also students who invoked the use of more varied
ideational markers in their descriptions. This can be illustrated by the iiofjdwo
examples which had the greatest variety of ideational markers in theédiate and
advanced groups respectively. They were descriptions made by intermadiatd 8

and advanced student A-5 respectively.

Intermediate Student

[4.24] My best friends now is studying in Jiangxi, Nanchang. | like her very
much._First he’s very lovely, and cute. Um, he, he like-, wiien
together, he often told me some special things, for example, the stars, and
also the information about her favorite, her idle stars. And secsine]
she always bring me some special gifts. For exanople time he went to
Anhui to, paint. He bringing some beautiful direction back, I like them so

much. My best friends is, a, a little sensitive. W§mntold her, when

you told her a very sad story, sh-, she will cry a lot. And siheds very

kind. I like, I like her very much, my best frie(8tudent I-8)

Advanced Student

[4.25] My best friend is called Liang Xuying. Her, she’s studying in Tianjin
Industrial University, one of the best universities in Hebei province. We

were friends ever sinage were first grade in primary school, that about
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13 years of friendship. She is so unique to me, not only besausave
known each other for such a long time, but also becawseave very

similar experiences. Um, whenevenet a problem, | always telephone

her, she seems to be always ready to help me get out of my difficulty. |

remember last time whérsuffers from the loss of my boyfriend, | was so

sad. Ancshe just, whenevehe had time, she just gave me a phone call

and make sure that | am happy on that day. Well, | don’t think friends
need to contact much, butst when want her, she’s always there. 5o

am very thankful of he(Student A-5)

Students I-8 and A-5 used 6 and 7 different connectives respectively to relatntiffe
parts of their descriptions. Interestingly, intermediate student |I-8&igé&on [4.24] used
enumerators (i.dirst, secongito list sequentially the primary characteristics of her friend
andfor exampléeo illustrate her second point. Comparatively, advanced student A-5’s
description was more casual and spontaneous. She used ideational markers taindicate
variety of relations: causativsifce, becaugetemporal $hen, whenevgrcontrastive

(but) and inferentialgo), in addition to parallel relations marked dnyd Nevertheless, it

was fairly easy to get the major points: one was that they’d known each othdomgr

time, and the other was that her friend was always there when needed. Ingraher

use ofsincehighlighted the durability of their friendship and the two usestanever

served to emphasize how nice her friend was. A similar phenomenon was observed in the
description of advanced student A-4 who ugadicularly to stress points. The excerpt

that contained the word is provided below to illustrate its use.
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[4.26] | admire her a lot because she always does whatever she likes. And she
never turn, turns her back to me when I’'m in trouble. Um, par-,
particularly when | face suspects and diffi-, difficulties, I will call him, |

will call her and she will always offer her help to me.

Here,particularly was used to highlight the point made in preceding utterances that the

student’s friend was always there when she needed help. Sophisticated words such a

whenevemndparticularly were not seen in the discourse of intermediate students.
Overall, there were no statistical differences in the frequency aietywaf

ideational markers between intermediate and advanced students for this taskilohdes

a friend. For both the intermediate and advanced groups, there was a heavgnasesof

an additive strategy to connect utterances, and less use of temporal narksased to

the narration task above. Furthermore, temporal markers were used difftrantfor

the narration task in that they were used to characterize general situations. The

comparison of the descriptions of an intermediate and advanced students showed that the

intermediate student used enumerators to mark idea divisions sequentiallthehile

advanced student resorted to more varied discourse relations to highlight the points she

was making. Another feature was that two advanced students had uses of some

sophisticated ideational markers (whenevelandparticularly) which were not found in

the discourse of intermediate students.

Comparison

For this comparison task, students were asked to compare their hometown with a

city they visited (see Task 5 in Appendix B). As this task nominated two things {(places
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to discuss, compared to the narration and description tasks which only involved one (a
past experience and a friend respectively), it was expected that there wénrddre
answers and greater use of ideational markers. It was also assuhueshtiestive

markers would be used to compare and contrast different aspects of two places.

Overall Use

Like the above statistical comparisons made for the narration and description
tasks, although intermediate students (median =0.71, range=0.58) exceeded advanced
students (median=0.64, range=0.68) in occurrence ratio median, the Mann-Whitney
test was not significanz=-1.1, p>.05. Overall students at these two proficiency levels
did not differ significantly in ideational marker frequency. As for varidtg,rhedians of
intermediate and advanced students were both 5, with a range of 4 for intermediate
students and 6 for advanced students. Mann-Whlth&gt on variety was not significant
either,z=-.12,p>.05. This indicated that there was not a major discrepancy in ideational
marker variety between intermediate and advanced students when they made
comparisons.

Compared to the above narration and description tasks, this comparison task
overall elicited much longer answers, more occurrences and a much graatgrofa
ideational markers for both the intermediate and advanced groups, as expatsed. |
had the most frequent use of ideational markers among all task functions (see late
sections for other task functions than narration and description). On the other hand, Table
4.12 also suggests that as with the narration and description tasks, the intergnedpate

used ideational markers with greater frequency as suggested biidhd0®?2 vs. 0.65),
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although the advanced group (1875 words) made longer comparisons than the
intermediate group (1209 words), and their raw tokens (token=122) were higher than

those of the intermediate groups (token=111).

Table 4.12Summary ofdeational Markers by Proficiency Level for Comparison

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%)
Intermediate | 0.92 | 1209 | 16: and (46), but(22), also(10), so(6), 110
words while (6), because (4), if(3),

although (2), since (causative)(2),
for (causative) (2), for (topical)
(2), ‘cause(1), of course (1), first
(1), first of all(1), second(1),

Advanced 0.65 | 1875 | 19: and(57), but(22), also(14), 122

words because(4), so(4), while(3),
secondly(2), although(2), if(3),
firstly(1), thirdly(1), third(1),
still(1), as for (1), when(1), that
is(1), whenever (1), for
(causative) (1)

Also as expected, Table 4.12 indicates many instances of contrastive nrarkers
both proficiency groups. Specifically, the intermediate group used three typésifi.e
while, although with a total occurrence of 30, and the advanced group used four types
(i.e. but, while, although, stillwith a total occurrence of 28. As suggested by Table 4.13,
among all selected tasks, this comparison task elicited the most tokens a$toamtr
markers as well as the greatest proportions in relation to all ideatiori@moacurrences
for both proficiency groups. It appeared typical of students at both profydevels to

contrast two places with such connectives.
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Table 4.13Use of Contrastive Markers by Proficiency Level across Task Functions

Narration | Description | Comparison | Opinion | Hypothesis | Apology
| | Token 11 12 30 12 1 4
Proportion| 0.13 0.15 0.27 0.13 0.03 0.11
A | Token 13 4 27 13 I 4
Proportion| 0.19 0.04 0.23 0.15 0.16 0.07

Meanwhile, Table 4.12 also shows instances of some other types of markers that

were not seen in the answers to the above narration and description tasks. 3pecifical

topic markers appeared in the discourse of both proficiency groups, which were not used

for any other tasks except for the opinion task that will be discussed in the nmxt.sect

The intermediate group uséat twice and the advanced usasiforonceto mark topic

change. Another phenomenon was the emergence of enumerators for both the

intermediate (i.€first, first of all, secongland advanced groups (firstly, secondly, third,

thirdly), which occurred three times 3 both groups.

Table 4.14.1deational Markers Used by Individual Students for Comparison

Intermediate Advanced
Stu. | Ratio Type Token | Stu. | Ratio Type Token
(%o) (%o)
-8 1.07 | 8: but(b) 15 A-8 1.05 | 8:and(11) 20
and(4) if(2)
also(2) while(2)
so(2) so(1)
since(causative firstly(1)
(1) secondly(1)
first (1) but(1)
although (1) thirdly(1)
for (1)
-9 1.07 | 4:and (11) 11 A-3 0.81 | 8:and (7) 15
but(2) but (2)
because (2) so(1)
so(1) also(1)
because (1)
although(1)
still(1)
as for (1)
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I-5 1.02 | 5:and(6) 18 A-1 |[0.78 | 4:and (10) 21
but(2) also (6)
also(1) but(4)
since when(1)

(causative)(1)
while: 1

-3 0.79 | 6:and(3) 9 A-6 0.69 | 5:and(6) 11
also(2) but(3)
but(1) and(1)
so(1) because (1)
because(1)
of course (1)

[-2 0.71 | 5: and(6) 15 A-4 |0.64 | 7:and(b) 12
also(3) also(2)
but(3) because(1)
s0(2) secondly(1)
because (1) third(1)

so(1)
if(1)

I-6 0.70 | 3:and(4) 8 A-7 0.63 | 5: but(4) 9
but(3) and(2)
‘cause(1) so(1)

that is(1)
while(cont)(1)

[-10 |0.55 | 5: but(3) 8 A-2 0.49 | 4:also(4) 10
and(2) and(3)
second(1) but(2)
if(1) still(1)
first of
all(1)

I-4 0.53 | 5:and(5) 10 A-5 |0.49 | 5:but(4) 10
but(2) and(3)
although(1) although(1)
if(1) because(1)
for (causative) whenever
1) 1)

-1 0.50 | 3:while 9 A-10 |0.49 | 3:and(7) 9
(contrastive) also(1)

(5) for
and(3) (causative)
if (1) 1)

-7 0.49 | 5:also(2) 7 A-9 0.37 | 2:and(3) 5
and(2) but(2)
but (1)
when(1)
for (1)
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Individual Variation

As shown by Table 4.14, contrastive markers occurred in the comparisons of all

intermediate students and eight advanced students. The following excerptadrom t
intermediate and advanced students respectively are provided to illustrate tla¢ wsne

of such markers to establish contrast.

Intermediate Student

[4.27]My hometown is in the east of Bei-, Beijing. Um, it is not very famous.
_BuBeijing is very famous to the worlGtudent 1-4)

[4.28]It [Beijing] is very big, and a lot, um, have a large, um, amount of,
popula-, big population, whileny hometown, there are, lit, little

population.(Student I-5)

Advanced Students

[4.29]In Changchun, the students in college, they will feel that they are not
under stress. And they also strive for their future in every aspect. They

will, they will fill themselves with so many knowledge.iBubut in

Beijing, everyone have narrowed their view they will strive for, and very

specified goal, which is very bad, very hai@tudent A-1)
[4.30] Weihai is very close to the sea, whileijing is a mainland city

(Student A-7)

In [4.27] and [4.28], intermediate students I-4 and I-5 made contrasts between their

hometowns and Beijing in terms of famousness and population respectively. In [4.29] and
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[4.30], advanced students A-1 and A-7 contrasted people in Changchun and Beijing, and
Weihai and Beijing respectively. Such contrastive relations were exaulieit either by
butin [4.27] and [4.28] or bwhile in [4.29] and [4.30]. Use of such contrastive devices
enabled students at both proficiency levels to explicitly establish diffeydmmteeen two
places.

There was also a greater variety of ideational markers in individual anf@wers
this task compared to the narration and description tasks above, which was suggested by
the higher medians as well as individual variation (see Table 4.14) for both proficiency
groups. In particular, intermediate student I-8 and advanced students A-8 and A-3 all
used eight types of ideational markers to mark discourse structure. Thegolhses
made by intermediate student I-8 and advanced student A-8, which also had the most
frequent use of ideational markers in the intermediate and advanced groupsvedgpec

are provided below to illustrate such diversity.

Intermediate Student

[4.31]Well, sincd have not been to so many places, | just can compare my
hometown with Beijing. First should admit that Beijing is one modern
city. There are many departments, and also many markets, and also many
place to buy beautiful clothes. Beampared with Beijing, | like my
hometown. Buftfirst my hometown’s people is very poor. And although
they are very poor, and not very rich, compared with Beijing’s people,
they are very kind. Andlsoespecially for the people came from other
place, they are very kind to them. Baon’t, | don't like Beljing’s people

very much. They are a little ironi-, ironit. Maybe we can say ironic. For
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the people from other place, the, the Beijing people are not very kind, and
| don't like them. And alstor my hometown, there are many people
familiar with me, sd can communicate with them very well. But

Beijing, many strangers. For me, it's a little difficult to communicate with

them. (Student I-8)

Advanced Student

[4.32] Well, my hometown is a small town. It's very peacefulibhds a
population of 20,000 people. Atige city | am living in now is Beijing.
It's a huge city. It's the capital of China. One of the largest city of, in
China. Sahere are more, more differences than similarities between my
hometown and Beijing. Firstlyhe traffic in my hometown is extremely
smooth. There’s no problem with that. BuBeijing, you better luck, you
stuck anywhere any time. And secontlg people in my hometown are
very, are very innocent, ifcan say so, and I, whil@ Beijing | met a lot
of very sophisticated people. They had very colorful experiences; and
they, they had a lot of experiences both in China and abroad. And thirdly
my hometown is very peaceful, and very quiet. iAride morning, ifyou
run on the street, you can hear the bird singing, #&isdrery clean, while
in Beijing, it's very noisy angtou can hardly hear the bird singing. And

it’s not that clean. The pollution is very serio(Student A-8)

Although both [4.31] and [4.32] used a wide range of ideational markers, with the ratio of

intermediate student I-8 slightly higher than that of advanced student A-8 (1.07 vs. 1.05),
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a closer look revealed that discrepancies existed between them in the wapadeat
markers were used to organize their comparisons. The major points the intermediate
student I-8 was trying to make in [4.31] were the modernity of Beijing andefite

between people in Beijing and the student’s hometown. However, it was not verg easy t
follow the development of her arguments. After characterizing the moderriBsijofg,

with the occurrence dfutas a clue, the addressee would expect a characterization of her
hometown along a similar line. But instead of providing information as to how her
hometown was different in the level of modernity, the student lmsetd mark her

positive attitude towards her hometown. Then without explaining why she liked her
hometown, she used anothert to direct the addressee to the negative fact that people in
her hometown were poor. After that, with no further elaboration or comparison with
people in Beijing, she used another contrastive mailkeoughto start another contrast

of her hometown, i.e. the people in her hometown were kind. Although it can be inferred
that the real purpose of the student was to build the argument that people in her
hometown were nice, equal emphasis of all points and local use of ideational markers
made the comparison rather confusing. Furthermore, her two ulsiest were also a bit
confusing in that she did not really introduce another point parallel to what shetpdese
as the first point. The combinationfof andand alsoin And also for my hometown,

there are many people familiar with me,Istan communicate with them very wels

also confusing becaus$ar indicated a topic shift whiland alsomarked a continuation of

a topic. In addition, the student did not elaborate much on the point that people in her

hometown were more familiar. In general, in this comparison, ideational markess
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used to connect relatively small chunks of ideas; furthermore, some instattoes afid
not provide transitions that were coherent even between adjacent discourse units.
Comparatively, in [4.32], the comparison made by A-8 who used eight different
ideational markers, ideational markers played a more positive role in idealaeat.
The connections they built were at a more global [&&@in so there are more, more
differences than similarities between my hometown and Beigisgtransitional not only
for adjacent utterances. Rather, it introduced a conclusion of the prior gaefmraktion
about Beijing and her hometown as well as prefaced a thesis that was supported by
details that followed. In additiofiirstly, secondlyandthird were used to highlight the
major differences and similarities which were all supported by furthaisleAlso, the
two whiles were also transitional beyond adjacent utterances in that they presented
contrastive ideas that were supported further by succeeding utterancetréhére
ideational markers used in this comparison marked clearly how the discourse proceeded,
which made it easier for us to see how the two places were different and.simila
We have just seen that intermediate student I-8 used topic narkaly for a
minor division of ideas. Advanced student A-3 also used a topic markexs(i@) to
signal a change of topic, but for a more major division of ideas. The full respohse of t

student is provided below to illustrate this difference.

[4.33] want to compare my my ci-, city, hometown, with the hometown of
Beijing. Andl have been studying in Beijing for almost two years. And
the first time | came here, |, I, | felt that Beijing is a great city, and so big,
and | often get lost, around the city. And the major difference between

Beijing and my hometown is that Beijing is a more international country,
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international city. And it's very important in China. And it's, because it's
the capital, and it is also the economic and political center of China, so |
think Beijing is more international, and more global, globalized. As for

my hometown, | think there’s still, there’s still room for improvement,
because although, although my hometown is famous for its co-, coal, and,
and its contribution to the international energy, there are still some,

some, there’s still some improvements to be, needs to be made, such as
the, such as the problem of the unemployment, and the rising price of the
house. But that is a common problems in, both in Beijing and my

hometown. | think Beijing is more<{Student A-3)

The major aspect advanced student A-3 compared was the modernity of Beijing and he
hometown As forwas used here to separate the discussion of these two places in the
middle of the discourse. It was placed clearly at a point where the disto$8eijing
ended and the discussion of her hometown began. Furthermore, this marker introduced a
general statemetitere’s still room for improvemerdround which the latter half of the
discourse revolved. In comparison, intermediate student I-8faised[4.38] which
prefaced a topic that was not discussed in such great detail. This distinctiorin topi
marker use was especially noteworthy when considering that studentaile a longer
comparison than student I-8 (188 words vs. 168 words). Therefore, the advanced student
used the topic marker to mark a more major discourse boundary than the intermediate
student did.

In short, compared to other tasks, for both the intermediate and advanced groups,

the task of comparing two places overall elicited a more frequent use of ideationa
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markers in general; it also had longer answers that contained a greasr ofari

ideational markers than the above narration and description tasks. Furthermore,
contrastive markers were used more often than any other task functiondlistesta

contrasts between two places. Statistically, there was no statistieatnce in either
occurrence rate or variety of ideational marker use between intermaxddtelvanced

students, although the intermediate group overall had a higher occurrence frequency tha
the advanced group. On the other hand, the examples we examined above suggested that
the advanced students used ideational markers, particularly topic markers andsiumeri
more effectively to constrain larger spans of discourse than the intermeddeat,

which resulted in a more coherent discourse.

Opinion

This task asked students to talk about the positive benefits and negative
consequences of modern machines like computers (see Task 10 in Appendix B). For this
task, connectives indicating transitions from the benefits to the consequenees wer

expected to be seen in the answer.

Overall Use

Although the median of occurrence ratio of intermediate students (median =0.77,
range =0.48) was higher than that of advanced students (median=0.56, range=0.57), the
Mann-WhitneyU test was not significant=-1.59,p>.05. This suggested that the
discrepancy in ideational marker frequency for this task was not signifisifibr

variety, the median of variety of intermediate students (median =6, rangas@&)so
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higher than that of advanced students (median=4, range=4). However, th&\Manay
U test was not significant eithexs-1.21,p>.05. Therefore, the difference in type of
ideational markers was not statistically significant between imeiate and advanced

students.

Table 4.15.Summary ofdeational Markers by Proficiency Level for Opinion

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%o)
Intermediate | 0.74 | 1251 20: and(35), also (11), but(10), if(7
so(4), for(3), for example(4),
when(3),because(2), then(2), at
the same time(2), on the other
hand (2)since (temporal(1)of
course(1), as for(1), as to (1),
whenever(1), on one hand(1),
secondly(1), first(1)

Advanced 0.61 | 1247 15: and(29), but(9), so(7), also(7), 76
if(5), when(3), still(2), for
example(2), for instance(1), on
one hand(1), on the other
hand(1), although(1), then(1),
firstly(1), as(1)

93

Table 4.15 shows the overall use of ideational markers for this task by proficiency
level. Compared to the above comparison task which also involved discussion, this task
elicited a lower ratio of occurrence per 1000 words for both the intermediate and
advanced groups. This may be an effect of task topics. The topic of computer was more
abstract than the topic of places where students had lived or visited, therefoldyproba
more difficult to handle. The table indicates that the intermediate groupdexttee
advanced group in type (20 vs. 15) and token (93 vs. 68). Furthermore, like most task
functions (i.e. narration, description, comparison, and hypothesis that will be discuss

later), this task also elicited more frequent ideational marker use from ¢hmaaliate
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group (ratio=0.74) than the advanced group (ratio=0.61). With regard to specific

ideational markers, there were some that were not used for the above narration,

description and comparison tasks, nor for the hypothesis and apology tasks that will be

discussed in later sectiort8n one hangdon the other hanevere found in the discourse of

both proficiency groups, which was not surprising considering that the task reguired

discussion of opposing aspects of computer use. Another newly emerged marier was

Table 4.161deational Markers Used by Individual Students for Opinion

Intermediate Advanced
Stu. Ratio | Type Token | Stu. Ratio | Type Token
(%0) (%)

-1 0.90 | 5:and(8) 13 A-9 |0.93 | 6:and(2) 8
also(2) if(2)
but(1) for example(1
if(1) but(1)
so (1) so(1)

when(1)

I-5 0.86 | 5:and(5) 9 A-4 | 0.71 | 8:but(2) 9
also (1) so(2)
but(1) if(1)
at the same for instance(1)

time(1) on one hand(1
on the other on the other
hand (1) hand(1)
and(1)

-9 0.85 | 6: and(6) 12 A-1 0.69 | 5:and(8) 15
also(2) also(3)
because(1) so(2)
so(1) but(1)
if(1) if(1)
whenever(1)

[-10 |0.84 | 7:and(3) 11 A-3 0.67 | 3:but(1) 3
also(2) although(1)
s0(2) still(1)
but(1)
on one

hand(1)
on the other

hand(1)
if(1)
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-4 0.74 | 8:and(4) 13 A-6 |0.56 | 5:and(3) 7
but(2) but(1)
if(2) also(1)
then(1) for example(1
for still(1)
example(1)
because(1)
secondly(1)
when(1)
-7 0.67 | 2:and(5) 7 A-2 0.56 | 4:and(5) 10
for(2) but(2)
also(2)
so(1)
[-2 0.64 | 4:and(3) 9 A-10 |0.48 | 4:and(3) 8
also(3) but(2)
but(2) also(2)
first(1) for
example(1)
-3 0.64 | 7:for 8 A-7 0.47 | 4:and(2) 5
example(2) but(1)
and(1) then(1)
if(1) when(1)
but(1)
also(1)
at the same
time(1)
as (1)
I-6 0.56 | 4: but(2) 5 A-8 0.43 | 4: and(3) 6
and(1) firstly(1)
also(1) if(1)
If(1) so(1)
-8 0.45 | 7:when(2) 8 A-5 0.36 | 4:and(2) 5
and(1) as(1)
since also(1)
(temporal(1) when(1)
for
example(1)
for(1)
so(1)
then
(temporal)(1)
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the same timér the intermediate group. In addition, there were also some instances of
illustrating devices (i.for exampleandfor instance for both proficiency groups (4

instances for the intermediate group and 3 instances for the advanced group), which was
only used once for the description task by an intermediate student. The speatianale

markers used by each student are provided in Table 4.16.

Individual Variation

As shown by Table 4.1&n the other handvhich was peculiar to this task, was
used by two intermediate students (i.e. students I-5 and 1-10) and one advanced student
(i.e. student A-4). Excerpts were taken from their responses to this tasisti@i# its

use.

Intermediate Students

[4.34] Computer, um become more and popular. And it indeed bring a lot of

benifts. ... But on the other hartiiere are a lot of disadvantage, such as

the, also, also, the computer also have, have a lot of disease, will broken,
and you will repair it.(Student I-5)

[4.35]Well, no invention has received so, such, so much prai-, praise and abuse
like computer. On one hand, he changed our life style. He changed the
way of shopping, the way we communication, the way of ringing. And on,

on the other handhe also bring us a lot of problem, problerftudent I-

10)
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Advanced Student

[4.36]Um, so | think the most viable solution is to see this modern technology on
two, um, um, critically. On one hand, it will bring us convenience; but on
the other handt, we must, we must be cautions, we must be aware of its

shortage, or its harm(Student A-4)

In all the above three excerpts, students I-5, I-10 and A-4arsdte other hand
similarly to move in their argument from the positive aspect of computer use to the
negative aspect.

As we have noted earlieat the same timevas only used for this task; the two
instances were both by intermediate students (i.e. Students I-3 and |-B@spbeses of

these two students are provided below in full.

Intermediate Students

[4.37Pust, just, just athe man said, modern machines make our life easier. But

also, butat the same timeét cause many dif-, cause many inconvenience. |

think the positive, the advan-, the advantage of modern, modern machine
is making our life more convenient. We can pay our attention on, we can
pay more attention on the things need our to think, but not the easy, easy,
easy, but not waste our energy on the easiest things, for example typing.
Andthe disadvantage is inevitable. For examdflgour computer broken

up, most, most statistics or materials lost, it will have a big problem. For

examplethe contract in the computer is logstudent I-3)
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[4.38Computer, um, nowadays become more and popularitAmdeed bring
a lot of benefits. We can communicate with each other very well, despite
the distant between us. Ane can acquire a large number of resources in
the, on the internet, and we can know a lot of things which happened,

which happens in the world. And at the same titnam, cause a high

efficiency, using computer to do some jobs. But on the other tieard

are a lot of disadvantage, such as the, also, also, the computdraiep

have a lot of disease, will broken, ayalu will repair it.(Student I-5)

At the same timas used to contrast the positive and negative aspects of computers by
intermediate student I-3 and continue the discussion of the benefits by studeridt5. W
was shared by these two examples is that neither student provided details tiel@or
the point prefaced bgt the same timenstead, they jumped to the opposite side, i.e. the
advantage of computers in the case of student I-3, and disadvantage in the casnbdf st
I-5. Similarly, the other ideational markers used in these two responses scevsed
between short discourse units. To be spedfitjn [4.37] was a marker of minor
discourse boundaries, which only connected ideas contained in the two adjacent
utterances before and after it. In spite of the factlibain [4.38] marked the beginning
of the discussion of the disadvantages of computers, the subsequent supporting details
were rather short. The narrow scope of discourse restrained by conneetsvalsav
found in the use of another marker, fa&.examplewhich was peculiar to this task. In
the above response of [4.37] of intermediate student I-3, there were two tmes of
examplen a row at the end of the answer. The second occurrence was used to signal an

illustration of a larger illustration marked by anotf@rexamplethis illustration was
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only a single utterance with no further support or elaboration. Therefore, iralyener
ideational markers marked rather limited spans of discourse in these two response
Comparatively speaking, advanced students were more effective in using
ideational markers to signal discourse structure by marking major boundaties a
constructing structural hierarchies in their comparisons. The completasespof two
advanced students (Students A-10 and A-2), who had median varieties in the advanced

group, are provided to illustrate this distinction.

[4.39Um, high tech-, can give a lot of people, give a lot of convenience, for
example, the computers. | think it's very, it's a great discovery, or
invention of the machine in the“?@entury. It's very useful; it's very
convenient. You can get on the Internet very efficientlyyandan check
what, whatever information you want, you want to know. You can look
movies on the Internet. Aiyou can type some letters, resumes in the
computer. But think every coin have two sides. It has alssadvantages.
For examplesome people especially youngsters, rely too much on the
computers. They play computer games all day, And this ruins their
future, definitely. | think alsove rely too much on computer will make
people lazy. They don’'t want to write, but only type the letters on the
computer. People don’t want to go back, go out of home, only want to stay
a home to read, to read text novels, or watching movies all(8aydent

A-10)

In the above response of advanced student A-10, the only instamggwathich occurred

in But | think every coin have two sidesirked the primary division between the two
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major aspects of the influence of computers, unlike in both [4.37] and [4.38] of two
intermediate students where it only connected ideas conveyed in immedigaesnd
utterances. Alsdpr examplewas used here to mark a more major boundary than in
[4.37], the response of intermediate student I-3, by leading an illustration mditiiehat
computers also had their disadvantages, which lasted all the way till the end of the
response. Furthermore, the two usealsd functioned beyond immediately neighboring
utterances. In the first instance lirhas also disadvantaggst functioned as a

continuation of the general statem8uit | think every coin have two sidekich was
followed by a series of supporting details. Similarly, in the second instaatsooivhich
precededve rely too much on computer will make people,ldazgd another discussion
explaining how computers made people lazy at a lower level of the overall structura
hierarchy of the response. The only other ideational markerfahaxample, butand

alsoin this response wamdwhich linked loosely adjacent utterances within the frame
delimited by ideas marked ligr examplebut andalso. Therefore, ideational markers
helped construct a rhetorical hierarchy of argument. This phenomenon was alsafound i
the following response of [4.40] by advanced student A-2 who also had a median variety

in the advanced group.

[4.40] Yeah, | will alsaalk about computer. Computer really give us a lot,
provide us a lot of convenience in our liveswAnaie know, we do
something, we can type it in the computer. weddon’t know
something, we can search it in the Internet. svedmiss some friend, we
can send some email to her, or him. And, wagdwe could also

communicate with our professors, or student, or, or classmates through
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the computer, or in the chatroom. It is really, really very convenient. |
love it; andlI’m fond of it, using it. Buthe negative equi-, consequence

is that some of my classmates has lost in trouble that they couldn’t help
love playing computer games day and night. They don’t have the
classes. They don't finish the homework. They just indulge themselves in
playing, in playing computer games. | know it is not the fault of

computer itself. Buthe factor is that it has bring serious consequence

like this._Sceverything has the pros and cons. It is really a truth.

(Student A-2)

There were nine uses of ideational markers (@ivds, twobuts, onealsoandsog). The

use ofalsowas particularly interesting. It may appear odd at first sight sivere was no
preceding utterance for it to point to. However, it functioned in fact as a coheremnz de
in two senses. On the one hand, it related the student when taking the floor to the VOCI
where two people were talking about the use of computers, which suggested that the
student was interacting with the context. On the other hand, it connected the given
discourse and the student’s own discussion ideationally by marking the beginning of her
own discussion imwill also talk about computewhich specified her topic; that is, this
word cued the hearer to the beginning of her response. The other primary boundary
marker in this response waswhich signaled the end of the discourse by concluding the
entire answer 150 everything has the pros and cdnsthe middle of the respondmyt
marked the major transition from the advantages to the disadvantages of conijgters
other instance dbut (in but the factor is that it has bring serious consequences liKe this

signaled the conclusion of the discussion of the disadvantages. As in the example of
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[4.39], all instances adnd occurred within the boundaries setdmandbutto signal a
continuation of the same line of argument. Overall, ideational markers in thosses as
those in [4.39], provided useful cues for discussion development.

To conclude, although there were no significant statistical differend¢bs use
of ideational markers, the intermediate group overall exceeded the advamagedhgr
both frequency and variety like the situation of most other task functions. It also used
more types of ideational markers than the advanced group. Qualitativeeanalysaled
some similarities and differences in the specific use of ideational méddsveen
intermediate and advanced students. Some markersielye other hand, for example
that were never or rarely used for other tasks were found in some responses of both the
intermediate and advanced groups for this task. On the other hand, although some
intermediate students adopted the usat dhe same timeavhich was not used by any
advanced student, their use of this connective as well as other ideational markers
indicated that intermediate students tended to use them only to mark minor divisions
between immediately adjacent utterances, while advanced students have beew shown t
be able to use ideational markers to provide clues to various levels of argunnetotest
It was also interesting that an advanced student invalsedt the beginning of her
response to relate to the prior speaker on the VOCI, which contributed to both ideational

and interactional coherence.

Hypothesis

For this task, students were required to provide an account of what they would do

as a teacher when a student had been found cheating on a test (see Task 12 in Appendix
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B). An important point to note is that although this task was designed for candidates to
show that they are able to construct hypotheses, which is a feature to be seenah the
discourse of superior level learners according to ACTFL guidelines, idtoutehat in

this study overall it did not elicit a key language feature related to nggist(except for

two advanced students A-5 and A-6), i.e. use of subjunctive modality. Instead, there was
a predominant use of auxiliary verhll that indicates simple future tense in the
responses of most participating students, which made their responses less ibgpothet
and more like narratives of proposed actions. This is not surprising since successful
construction of hypotheses is supposed to be a language feature exhibited by only
superior level students according to the ACTFL guidelines, while the subjehts of

study were all at either the intermediate or advanced levels. Ndesghtheir responses
still had research value since our primary concern in this study was ideatiarkar use.

It was expected that there might be some uses of lexical devices indicgtiegce of

actions in the responses of students to this task.

Overall Use

The occurrence frequency median of advanced students (median=0.53,
range=0.75) was higher than that of intermediate students (median=0.43, range=0.78).
However, again, as with the other task functions we’ve examined so far, the Mann-
WhitneyU test on occurrence ratio was not significant,49,p>.05, which suggested
that advanced students did not use ideational markers significantly more often than
intermediate students. As for variety, advanced students (median=3.5, range=4) we

higher than intermediate students (median=2.5, range=4) in median. But the Mann-
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Whitney U test on variety was not significant eitte+,50,p>.05. Therefore, advanced
students did not use more types of ideational markers than intermediate studegs for

task of hypothesis.

Table 4.17.Summary ofdeational Markers by Proficiency Level for Hypothesis

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%)
Intermediate | 0.56 | 735 12: and (11), first (7), then(5), if (5), 41
words because(4), so(2), for(2), but(1),
also(1), at first (1), at last(1),
or(1)

Advanced 0.51 | 875 10: and(15), but(7), first(6), if (5), 45
words because(4), so(3), or(3), also(1)
of course(1)

As shown by Table 4.17, this task elicited a slightly lower occurrenceafati
ideational markers from advanced students (ratio=0.51) as a group than thediatierme
group (ratio=0.56), which, together with the higher median of advanced students and lack
of statistical significance mentioned above, indicated a lack of differendeational
marker frequency between the two proficiency groups, which was consistienih&vi
comparisons on the other task functions. Also like the majority of other task functions
(i.e. narration, description, comparison, opinion and apology which will be discussed in a
later section), the advanced group was higher than the intermediate group in8&agth (
words vs. 735 words). However, this hypothesis task brought forth shorter answers and
fewer occurrences of ideational markers than those tasks for both the instenaedi
advanced groups. A noticeable feature for both groups was the occurrence ofltempora
markers that indicate temporal sequence, as expected earlier. As wedraeardier in
Table 4.7, temporal markers accounted for the greatest portion (33%) of adindeat

markers for the intermediate group. As for the advanced group, this task fuackexd r
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third (13%), after the narration and description tasks, and was the only other task that

elicited the use of markers signaling temporal sequence than the narisitidretzause

the description task used temporal markers to characterize genetasstuaot to

Table 4.18ldeational Markers Used by Individual Students for Hypothesis

Intermediate Advanced
Stu. | Ratio Type Token | Stu. | Ratio Type Token
(%o) (%o)

-1 1.35 | 5: because(4)| 10 A-4 |0.84 5: and(2) 7
and(3) if(2)
at first(1) so(1)
then(1) but(1)
but(1) first(1)

-8 0.67 | 5:first (1) 6 A-10 |0.83 4: and(3) 6
if(2) first (1)
so(1) because(1)
and(1) but(1)
also(1)

[-10 | 0.76 | 4:and(2) 5 A-6 0.70 4: and(2) 6
first(1) because(2)
then(1) so(1)
at last(1) also(1)

12 0.73 | 3:then(3) 6 A-7 0.70 3: or(3) 5
and(2) first(1)
first(1) so(1)

I-5 0.48 | 3:and(1) 2 A-2 053 4: if(2) 5
for(1) first (1)

and(1)
but(1)

-4 0.37 | 2:if(2) 3 A9 |0.52 1: and(3) 3
first(1)

-9 0.36 | 2:and(2) 3 A-8 0.46 4: and(1) 4
first(1) but(1)

first(1)
because(1)

I-6 0.31 | 2:first(1) 2 A-3 0.44 4: and(1) 4
if(1) but(1)

first(1)
of course(1)

-3 0.43 | 2:first(1) 3 A-5 0.34 2: and(2) 3
so(1) if(1)
or(1)

-7 0.16 | 1:for(1) 1 A1 |0.16 | 1:but(2) 2
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sequence events. For this hypothesis task, Table 4.17 suggests that the inteegregat
usedfirst, then, at firsendat lastwith a total of 14 occurrences and the advanced

students usefirst with a total of 6 occurrences, which marked sequence of future actions.

Individual Variation

As shown in Table 4.18, sequence markersf(rs, then, at first, at la3twere
used by more intermediate students (n=8) than advanced students (n=6), among whom,
seven intermediate students and five advanced students started their angwess, wi
and one intermediate student wathfirst. Three of these intermediate students also
resorted to other types of sequence markers in additiinsttan their answers to signal a
succession of actions, while all the six advanced students used only one type ofesequenc
markers (i.efirst). The responses of these three intermediate students are provided in full

to illustrate the sequence markers by the intermediate and advanced prplicns.

Intermediate Students

[4.41] At first, | will be, | will be very proud, because | found their, | discovered
that. And then think, | maybe, | will be a little angry, becaubey
cheated in my exam. Amhy, why did they cheat? Because they didn’t
work hard in my class. And, buwill not repart her, her or him, because
everybody, | should give everybody another chance, shouldn't just,

should, should be tolerant the(&tudent I-1)

[4.42] Eirst | will recall that what the, what the student which copy other, other

people’s work, um, the his, his condition of study. And itketh ask, ask
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some, ask the student some, something happened recently upon this
student. Themthink I will didn’t take, take quick action upon this issue. |
think I will watched over for some time. And themll take action. Maybe
that’s, that’'s some difficult for the student to do, finish the job, the task.

(Student 1-2)

[4.43First, | will ask him the reason why he cheat, the reason of his, um,

cheatment. Um, and thénvill try to communicate with, with him. I try to,

um, | try to make him realize that, the seriousness of cheating. dowdt,
| don’t want to, to him, to be an honorable person. At lason't give

him a high score. | will dismiss hirfGtudent 1-10)

Intermediate student I-1 usadlfirstin [4.41] to mark her first reaction to the given
situation, i.e. she would be proud. Immediately after that, shetlusetb signal a
subsequent reaction that she would get angry. In [4.42], the response of studiesit -2,
was used to mark the beginning of the chain of her actionthandas used three times
to introduce succeeding actions. Student I-10 signaled her sequence in [4.43] inra simila
way except that she usatllastto mark what she would do at the end. These three
intermediate students in general all structured their responses sdiyuentia

In comparison, although six of the advanced students alsditst¢éd mark what
they would do first, none organized their answers as sequentially as the above
intermediate students did. The following complete responses by two advanced students

who had median varieties in the advanced group are provided to illustrate this difference

Advanced Students
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[4.44]First, | will call that student who copied others’ work, arask her, and |
ask him why. Maybe he has, recently his family is in troublehand
doesn’t, he can’t squeeze time for the exam. ®eilf situation is really
goes this way, | will probably forgive him. But maybe, bbeifloesn't put
his heart on the home, on the work, on, on the study. | will probably

punish him, and teach him the harm of cheat{fgudent A-6)

[4.45First, | think | will fail this student without any que-, hesitation, because
is a very serious issue of, of cheating in these exams. Morally, it is
unacceptable. Butwill not simply fail, fail the students without having a
talk with him or her. | will tell her or him why | would fail him or her. |
will tell him the consequences that he or her must face by doing such a

stupid thing. And think she or he can learn the lesson w@kudent A-8)

In [4.44], advanced student A-6 invokidst to mark what she would do, i.e. to have a
talk on the phone with the student who cheated. The rest of her answer was all associated
with this general statement. She ugdwice to mark two possible situations connected
with her phone call with the student who had cheated. These two conditions would then
lead to different subsequent actions. In addition, this student alssaaedbut to
preface the two uses bf which made the logical relations more explicit. Specificaity,
marked an expected result of her preceding speculation dtitégnaled a contrastive
division of the two possible situations. Overall, this advanced student established a
relational hierarchy in her account.

Similarly in [4.45], advanced student A-8 also uBexl at the beginning of her

response to signal the major action she would take. Shdasadsdo explain why she
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would take the action of failing the student. Tlhethwas used to signal a divergence
from the harshness of failing the student, i.e. she would talk with the student. Fimally, s
usedandto introduce the general purpose of her actions. Therefore, both advanced
students A-6 and A-8 used ideational markers to structure their responses in a more
hierarchical and logical manner than the intermediate students examined above who
organized their answers sequentially.

We can conclude that on the one hand, there were no significant statistical
differences either in frequency or variety of ideational markers overlleen
intermediate and advanced students when they constructed hypotheses. However,
gualitative analyses of students’ responses suggested that although the wiajority
intermediate students and half of the advanced students infisked signal what they
would do before anything else, advanced students had more complex structures through
marking different reasoning and discourse levels with various ideational mathiérs
intermediate students showed a heavier reliance on sequence markersunrgjrireir

account of hypothesized actions.

Apology

This task asked students to apologize to a friend on an answering machine for
missing a dinner engagement and explain why. It was expected that lexicakde
marking reasons or results were typically used by students since thegaskad an

explanation of the reason for not being there.
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Overall Use

Although advanced students (median=0.63, range=0.81) slightly exceeded
intermediate students (median=0.58, range=0.58) in occurrence ratio mediannthe Ma
WhitneyU test on occurrence ratio was not significant,30,p>.05, which suggested
no significant difference in frequency between these two proficiencysleSighilar
comparison results were found with variety of ideational markers. The median of
advanced students (median =3, range=2) was slightly higher than that of intéemedia
students (median=2, range=>5), but the Mann-Whitaégst was not significant=-1.17,
p>.05, indicating that overall variety difference between students at the twoigmofi

levels was not significant.

Table 4.19. Summary dfieational Markers by Proficiency Level for Apology

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%o)
Intermediate | 0.61 | 543 6: and(13), so(9), because (4), but(4), 33
words for(2), when(1)
Advanced 0.62 | 674 8: and(20), so(12), but(4), when(3), 43
words before (1), if(1), for(1), because (1

N

There were several features that distinguished this task from the other tasks
discussed above (i.e. narration, description, comparison, opinion and hypothesis). The
advanced group had a slightly higher occurrence ratio than the intermediatesg®up (
Table 4.19); it also had a greater variety than the intermediate group (8 vs. 6).
Nevertheless, these two differences lacked statistical signiGcasave have seen.
Another characteristic is that both proficiency groups produced shorter anstiers w
fewer tokens of ideational markers than they did with any of the other five tabksicdit

like the other tasks, the overall discourse length of the advanced group for thissask w
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longer than that of the intermediate group, as indicated by the number of words (674 vs.
543). The shorter length was likely a result of the specificity of the tasthwdid not

give students much room for elaboration and a higher level of interactiveness as opposed
to the other tasks that were more content-based, which naturally led to less use of
ideational markers than for the other tasks. As expected, there were marsydbke

markers indicating cause-effect relations @@.because, fpfor both the intermediate

(token=15) and advanced groups (token=14).

Table 4.20Use of Cause-effect Markers by Proficiency Level Across Tasks

Narration | Description | Comparison | Opinion | Hypothesis | Apology
Token 11 8 15 10 8 15
Proportion| 0.17 0.10 0.14 0.11 0.20 0.45
Token 9 11 9 8 8 14
Proportion| 0.15 0.16 0.07 0.11 0.18 0.33

The use of connectives marking causal relations was more charactdribisc
task than the other tasks, as predicted. Table 4.20 compares the use of such markers
across all six tasks. It suggests that both the intermediate and advangeduged more
such markers for the apology task than for any other tasks. Meanwhile, fastithese
markers had the highest proportion in relation to all ideational markers for both

proficiency groups (ratio= 0.45 for the intermediate group, 0.33 for the advanced group).

Individual Variation

Specifically, as shown in Table 4.21, all intermediate and advanced students

except intermediate students I-5, I-8 and advanced student A-3 used inferential
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causative devices to mark causal relations. Complete apologies made bgdirézrm

student 1-9 and advanced student A-6, who ranked first in their respectivegmoyici

Table 4.211deational Markers Used by Individual Students for Apology

Intermediate Advanced
Stu. | Ratio Type Token| Stu. Ratio Type Token
(%) (%)

-9 0.94 | 3:and(1) 4 A-6 1.11 6: so(3) 8
s0(2) and(1)
because (1 but(1)

when(1)
before (1)
if(1)

I-5 0.85 | 3:and(2) 4 A-8 0.79 2:and(4) 5
but(1) so(1)
so(1)

-1 0.85 | 3:and(4) 6 A-5 0.76 3: and(3) 5
but(1) but(1)
because(1) so (1)

I-4 0.60 | 3: because(1) 3 A-4 0.71 3: and(2) 5
so(1) so(2)
and(1) because (1)

[-10 | 0.58 | 2: but (1) 3 A-7 0.63 3:and(1) 3
s0(2) so(1)

when(1)

I-6 0.58 | 2:and(2) 3 A-3 0.58 3: and(2) 4

so(1) but (1)
when (1)

-2 0.54 | 2:and(3) 4 A-10 |0.47 2:and(2) 3
so (1) so(1)

-3 0.53 | 2:and(1) 2 A-1 0.44 2: and(3) 5
because (1 s0(2)

I-7 0.53 | 1:for(2) 2 A-2 0.39 3: and(1) 3

so(1)
for (1)

-8 |0.36 | 2:but(1) 2 A-9 0.30 2:and (1) 2

when(1) but (1)
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groups both in terms of occurrence ratio and variety, are provided below totdubtra

use of connectives in signaling causal relations.

Intermediate Student

[4.46Hello, is, is Jenny here? |, I'm so-. I'm sorry to apologize for not come to

the dinner on the time, becaudeave a lesson, | have a lecture that gives

by my professors. Sy it lasts so long, sbdon't have time to give you the
message. I'm sorry for, for make you wait so long time. Am that’s
all. Thank you. And I—Student I-9)

Advanced Student

[4.47Hi, Jim, um, I'm very sorry that | have a meeting that post-, that, that last
very late, be, becau-, beforeealize it. Sd, I'm late for our dinner, sp
um, I’'m terribly sorry. | just wanted to inform you, lyatu are not home.
Socould you contact me, itfis convenient for you? And maybe we could
have some dinner the other day whemare both available. OK? Bye-bye.

(Student A-6)

There were two uses sband one use dfecausen [4.46] and three uses sbin [4.47].

In [4.46], intermediate student 1-9 first udeelcausdo mark the reason for missing the
dinner. Then there were two instancesoin a row, both in the past tense frame. Use of
sogenerally implies that its hosting utterance is a result of the precetlerance;
however, its first instance 8o it, it lasts so longn [4.47] was somewhat confusing
because it was not clear how the fact that she had a lecture given by ass@etould
logically lead to the fact that it lasted long. Immediately after; tha student used

anothersoto mark the result of not telling her friend earlier about not being able to come.
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In short, the two instances sbin this response were either misleading or placed
between short discourse spans.

In [4.47], advanced student A-6 also had multiple usmof her apology. After
giving the reason, she ussdto mark the consequence in the past temporal frame that
she was late for the dinner. Then immediately she used amsotteeintroduce the
present act of apology; her third usesoimarked the request of her friend to contact her
as a reasonable result of the prior message that her friend was not home. &herefor
student A-6 employesdoto transit smoothly from the past to the present and from the
present to the future. She not only provided logical connections between ideas contained
in her utterances, but also established links among what already happenedetiteactirr
of apology and request of a future act, and shifted the participation responsibhiy to t
hearer regarding the accomplishment of a requested act. Although the ttaeecs®f
the word were more closely placed in the response than the responses of other advanced
students we have examined so far, compared to intermediate student I-9, thieédvanc
student was more skillful in using reasoning to fulfill varied pragmatic purpobes. T
was important considering the nature of the task was inherently interactike, the
other task functions that asked for transmission of information.

Furthermore, it is also noteworthy that this advanced student also invoked several
other ideational markers (i.before, if, whepto mark subordinations of meanings. The
temporal markebeforeforegrounded the meeting and backgrounded the student, which
implied that it was the running-late meeting to blame, not the student. Heritiieabf
introduced the clauseis convenientor youhedged her request by specifying the

condition for the expected act to take place. Lastly, another temporal méudein
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when we are both availabldso saved the face of the hearer by specifying the condition
for the proposed make-up dinner to take place. Therefore, the use of ideational markers
organized this apology in such a way that indicated more interactiveness witatee
than the apology made by intermediate student I-9 in [4.46].

The successive use & at such a close interval as in [4.46] to mark past logical
sequence was also found in the apology of intermediate student I-10, which is provided in

full as follows.

Intermediate Student

[4.48Hi, I'm, I'm, Jenny. | was so sorry | miss the dinner appointment. Um |
must apologize for you. Btliere’s some emergency happen to me. One of
my best friend, uh, was broken his leg, so | must take hinmast take

him to hospital. Sbmiss the appointment. Sori§student 1-10)

Intermediate student I-10 ussdtwice consecutively linking immediately adjacent
utterances. Like intermediate student 1-9 in [4.46] who also ssezbeatedly, she used
this word twice to mark inferential relations among three past eventsf(iendis leg

was broken, she took him to hospital, and she missed the appointment), wislo each
connecting two short utterances. This simple logical sequence signaled twptdiin

these two intermediate students’ responses was consistent with the dependence on
temporal markers to indicate temporal sequence for the narration and hypo#kessis ta
discussed earlier, unlike advanced student A-6 in [4.47] who used this word for explicit

interactive purposes in her apology.
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The other two advanced students (A-1 and A-4) who sséadlice in a row did
not organize their apologies as sequentially as the above intermediate sSt9damis

I-10 either. Their complete responses are as follows.

Advanced Students

[4.49Hey, honey. | am really sorry that | missed your party. | know it's very
very bad. But had to say that during the way, there’s a very, the traffic is
paralyzed, and could not get to there. Angdu know, you know, the
traffic in Beijing is really terrible and paralyzing. So whiegot there, |
found so many people they are leaving. | really don't know whether it's
comfortable to just go there and say hi.I$ast turn back to my home, to
my house. | think whether we will make another time tomorrow, will be
OK. Thank you. Andould you, could you please forgive m&udent

A-1)

[4.50Hi, I'm very sorry | can’t make it to have dinner this evening. Um,
becausd must, my teacher, my teacher just called me,shradtold me
that there was some problem in my graduate paper.nged to revise it.
It's very urgent; | can’t say no to my teacher. [@ease forgive me. And
maybe we can make it next time. Have a good night. By¢Siydent A-

4)

In [4.49], which was a long apology, neither ussmivas inserted between two past
events. The firssodid not occur until the student appealed for the hearer’'s sympathy by

emphasizing it was generally known that the traffic was bad in Beijingor&#ie
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second use dfo, the student gave the reason for her decision of not showing up, which
better prepared the addressee for the consequence that she was absarty, imil

[4.50], between the two usessi advanced student A-4 not only explained the result of
her teacher’s call, but also emphasized the fact that it was an urgent sitodttbe a

norm that one was not expected to refuse to do what was asked by a teacher, which could
contribute to a better understanding of her situation on the part of the addressee. These
three instances @oin [4.49] and [4.50] all linked larger discourse units than it did in the
above responses of intermediate students -9 and I-10. The secondadikefthe
secondsoin the apology [4.47] by advanced student A-6, marked a shift from the past
account to the present act, in this case of a request for forgiveness. Ovesdlhube
comparisons indicated that the advanced students were more skillful and actitheetha
intermediate students in gearing the use of ideational markers towardatéreictive

needs through expressing social relations and personal attitudes. This discvegency
probably the cause for the higher overall occurrence ratio of ideationetmméor the
advanced group than for the intermediate group, which was contrary to all okiseiotas
which the intermediate group had higher ratios than the advanced group.

In short, in spite of the lack of significant difference between intermeedrat
advanced students in frequency and variety of ideational markers, we have sdwre¢hat t
were both similarities and differences in the use of ideational markeapdtogies
between intermediate and advanced students. On the one hand, both intermediate and
advanced students tended to use lexical devices marking cause-effemtselatich
was expected since the task required an explanation of the reason for being\ngent

importantly, there were suggestions that advanced students were likely toogesze m
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detailed explanation and use causasiwé signal pragmatic transitions, while
intermediate students have been shown to use the word to connect events that were
factually sequential. Advanced students have also been shown to use ideationa marke
to relate personally to the addressee for specific pragmatic effesralD@advanced
students showed more signs of being able to cater their use of ideational nuattkenrs t

intended interactive purposes.

Summary

The above findings suggest that use of ideational markers relates to one’s
proficiency level in complex ways. With regard to overall use, there was no apparent
difference between the two proficiency groups. Intermediate and adivsiucknts
showed a similar reliance on certain ideational markers, which was suggeshteddict
thatand but, alscandsowere the most frequently used ideational markers for both
proficiency groups in the same descending order in terms of occurrence ratio per 1000
words. Furthermore, advanced students did not have a significantly higher occurrence
ratio of ideational markers than intermediate students as previously hypethesiz

In regard to variety of ideational markers, advanced students did not, as predicted,
exceed intermediate students significantly either. Analyses of indiwdnakion also
suggested that a greater variety of ideational markers is not ndgeadarative of
higher speaking proficiency. Specifically, both similarities and diffees existed in the
use of various categories of ideational markers between intermediate andeatlva
students. A common trend was that elaborative and contrastive markers stood out as the

most often used types of ideational markers for both proficiency groupsaehiiiional
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and topic markers had the least occurrences for both groups. This was consistére
above finding thaand, also, butwere the most heavily used for both proficiency groups,
the first two of which are elaborative markers and the third contrastive meikeever,
overall intermediate students had a significantly heavier use of tempakarsthan
advanced students.

The above general findings were reinforced by the statistical analyses of
ideational markers for various task functions. The medians of occurrerefrati
intermediate students for all tasks except hypothesis and apology wernethaghthose
of advanced students and the variety medians were higher than those of advanced
students for narration, description and opinion. However, there were no significant
differences in either frequency or variety of ideational markers foixadetected tasks
(i.e. description, apology, comparison, narration, opinion and hypothesis).

Qualitative analyses revealed both similarities and differences in the wa
ideational markers were used by intermediate and advanced students ifotdbkss
With regard to the task of narration, both groups often used lexical deviceggre.
after, before, at la3tmarking specific time or temporal sequendésvertheless, there
were signs that intermediate students were more likely to organize thetivesr
sequentially through the use of temporal markers, while advanced studerdsl séxen
to arrange their answers in a logical hierarchy. Furthermore, the conregdagéwas
used more smoothly as a coherent device by some advanced students.

As for the description task, the intermediate and advanced groups were similar i
that there was less use of temporal markers than for the narration taskybeate

markers that occurred were mostly used to define a general situation. Meaandhile
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was heavily used by both groups to add ideas, to a greater extent than for argsther t
There was an instance of enumerator use in the intermediate group to signal idea
divisions sequentially, while some advanced students were found to use ideational
markers to emphasize points in more diverse ways. Furthermore, severdicaphis
ideational markers were found in the responses of the intermediate group.

The comparison task and the opinion task had longer responses that generally
contained a greater variety of ideational markers than the other taslofisndthere were
also features that were associated with each of these two task functions. phaesmm
task elicited more frequent use of ideational markers than any tasks for batle peyf
groups. As expected, contrastive markers occurred more frequently ftasthihan all
other tasks, to contrast two aspects of one place or the same aspect of taio place
Furthermore, some advanced students have been shown to use ideational markers,
particularly topic markers and numerics for larger discourse units than¢hméaiate
student who used the ideational markers with the greatest frequency andindhety
intermediate group.

For the task of expressing opinions, several ideational markersn(itee other
hand, for examplethat were not used for other tasks were seen in the answers in both the
intermediate and advanced groupsthe same timeas found in the responses of two
intermediate students. However, advanced students were shown to use ideatiomal marke
to build a hierarchical structure of ideas while there was suggestion thatedtate
students used them between much shorter spans. It was also worth mentioning that an

advanced student usatsoat the beginning of her response to relate to the prior

145



utterance produced by the speaker on the VOCI, which enhanced both ideational and
interactional coherence.

As to the hypothesis task, a common feature for the intermediate and advanced
groups was the use fifst to mark the beginning of the sequence of possible actions,
which was expected since the task involved an account of hypothesized actions.
Nevertheless, advanced students tended to use various ideational markers in such a way
that different levels of structure were marked which gave better suppthefactions to
take place, while intermediate students showed a much stronger tendency to use&sequenc
markers to string possible future actions sequentially, which was consigtettev
sequential organization of the narrations of intermediate students and the use of
enumerators in the response of one advanced student to the description task.

The last task of apology elicited the shortest answers for both proficiemagysgr
Both groups used lexical devices to mark cause-effect relations, whidxpested
because the task asked for an explanation of the reason. On the other hand, advanced
students have been shown to give more elaborate explanation atwdapeovide both
ideational connection and pragmatic transition, unlike intermediate studentsechiv us
to signal factual sequences for minor idea divisions. Some advanced students also
involved the intended addressee into their act of apology through thessé&bére
were also some signs that advanced students used ideational markers to give more
elaborate explanation and relate personally to the addressee. Thereforegsddvanc
students generally seemed better able to use ideational markers mzireedyfeo

accomplish the interactive apologetic act of apology.
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In sum, these results indicated that although there were similaritiesuse o
ideational markers between intermediate and advanced students both in genenal and f
various types of tasks, these two proficiency groups did show important diffeiance
specific ways ideational markers were used to structure responseswabexdarge
amount of evidence suggesting that advanced students were able to structure their
responses in a more hierarchical and logical way, while intermediate stteleiéd to
use ideational markers sequentially and for more minor boundaries. Furthermore,
advanced students could even use ideational markers interactively, as shown by the
analyses with the apology task and the instanedsofin the response of an advanced
student to the opinion task. Therefore, different proficiency levels may leadeiedif
use of ideational markers under different conditions. These results will lsshsicin
greater detail in Chapter Six. The following section will report the iestiithe analyses

on the use of interactional markers.
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CHAPTER V

FINDINGS OF INTERACTIONAL MARKERS

This chapter will first examine the overall use of interactional markess

then report the analyses of interactional marker use in different contexts.

Overall Use of Interactional Markers

We can see in Table 5.1, which provides all interactional markers used by
intermediate and advanced students respectively in descending order ofrmesyrteat
the use of advanced students overall apparently outnumbered that of intermediate
students in both raw occurrence (310 vs. 206) and occurrence ratio per 1000 words (0.205
vs. 0.141) per 1000 words. Their use also exceeded that of intermediate students in the
number of types of ideational markers (11 vs. 8). The low variety for both proficiency
groups and the small difference between them was probably due to the limited number of
interactional markers on the inventory list, as compared to the open taxonomy of
ideational markers. Interestingly, there were striking similaritiegbe choice of
interactional markers between intermediate and advanced students. The top four
interactional markers for both proficiency groups were identical, thénk, well,

yes/yealandyou know In particular] think was used with much greater frequency than

148



other interactional markers for both the intermediate (ratio=0.104) and advaaoued gr

(ratio=0.117).

Table 5.1Interactional Markers Used by Intermediate and Advanced Students

Intermediate Students Advanced Students

Interactional Number of | Ratio Interactional Number of | Ratio

Marker Occurrences| (%o) Marker Occurrences| (%o)

| think 120 0.104| | think 163 0.117

yeah/yes 11 0.010| well 53 0.038

well 11 0.010] yes/yeah 30 0.022

you know 9 0.008 | you know 14 0.010

please 4 0.003| please 6 0.004

actually 3 0.002 | OK 5 0.004

oh 3 0.002| I mean 4 0.003

| mean 2 0.002 | actually 3 0.002

oh 3 0.002

anyway 2 0.002

now 1 0.001

Total 163 0.141| Total 284 0.206
interactional interactional

markers markers

The occurrence ratio median of advanced students (median=0.19, range=0.22)
was also higher than that of intermediate students (median=0.15, range=0.29). A Mann-
WhitneyU test was computed to compare the occurrence ratio of interactional markers
between students at the intermediate and advanced levels. The result wasarsigni
z=-1.51,p>.05. This showed that there was not a significant discrepancy in the
occurrence ratio of interactional markers between intermediate and ad\sindents
either, which did not confirm the initial hypothesis that advanced students would use
interactional markers more frequently. Table 5.2 presents the occurrgosefa
students who were in the higher half in interactional marker occurrenmd.@tstudents

whose occurrence ratios of interactional markers per 1000 words were higher than the
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ratio median (median=0.16) of all twenty participants. There was an obviousskew t
advanced students. Eight of the ten students who belonged to the higher half in
interactional marker frequency were at the advanced level; only twoatvdre
intermediate level. This distribution suggested some tendency for the nserattional

markers to be greater in the responses of advanced students.

Table 5.2Distribution of Students who were in the Higher Half in Interactional
Marker Occurrence Ratio

Rank Interactional Marker
Ratio(%o) Proficiency
1 31 advanced
2 .29 intermediate
3 .26 advanced
4 .25 advanced
5 24 intermediate
6 21 advanced
7 .20 advanced
8 .18 advanced
9 .18 advanced
10 A7 advanced

With regard to variety, a Mann-Whitné&ytest was also computed to compare the
number of types of interactional markers between intermediate and advancatsstude
The test was significant,= -2.08,p < .05. Advanced students had a median of 5, higher
than intermediate students who had a median of 3. This indicated that advanced students
used a greater variety of interactional markers than intermediakenss. This confirmed
the hypothesis that more advanced students would use a greater variety ciiongdra
markers than less advanced students. Table 5.3 shows that there were more advanced
students (n=8) than intermediate students (n = 3) among students who were above or the

same as the overall variety median of 4. Overall, there was a genesaldgrior
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advanced students to use a greater variety of interactional markers than irgermedi
students.

Table 5.3Distribution of Students who were in the Higher Half in Interactional Marker

Marker Variety
Rank Interactional Marker

Type Proficiency
1 7 advanced
2 6 advanced
2 6 advanced
2 6 intermediate
3 5 advanced
3 5 advanced
3 5 advanced
3 5 intermediate
4 4 advanced
4 4 advanced
4 4 intermediate

In order to illustrate the discrepancy in interactional marker yabitiveen
intermediate and advanced students, let’s consider the following complete sattstier
task of talking about one’s future plans by an intermediate and an advanced student who

were at the variety median of their respective groups.

Intermediate Student

[5.1Um, after my graduation, | want to, begin my career. Um Just | want to
work in, I, | want to work in P& G, the company, the big corpora-, global
corporation. Um, | thinkt's, it has the train-, the best, it has the best for
the training system. So | can receive the best, um, the most, the most, the
most suitable trainings. After work, work for ten years, to five years, | want

to buy a car to travel aroundStudent I-7)
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Advanced Student

[5.2Well, 1 think | also have a very clear goal. | will, | want to be an
interpreter, um, when I, an interpreter in the future..Yasst, | will try my
best to, to take the, | will take the exam, and hopefully | can be enrolled in
UIBE. Then, I will spend my two years in the academic study of
interpretation. Hopefully, | can, um, | can take some kind of part time jobs,
concerning interpretation. And, | want to, | want to, my biggest, my
ultimate goal is to become an interpreter for UN, or EU., Y, dsknow
that, it's a very big dream, and maybe it's very difficult to accomplish it.
But who knows. If | don't try, if | don’t even try, | don’t have the chance to

make it.(Student A-4)

Advanced student A-4 (ratio =0.29) had a much higher occurrence ratio of iotehct
markers than intermediate student I-7 (ratio =0.13). Intermediate studesed only
one interactional marker, i.ethinkin [5.1], while advanced student A-4 used a greater
variety of interactional markers in [5.2] which includedll, yesin addition tol think.
Wellin [5.2] performed a transitional and interpersonal function in response-giving and
floor-taking, and the two uses pésconfirmed what was just said. This varied use of
interactive markers served affective and social functions and contributeditcetiness
and naturalness of speech, which will be discussed in greater detail in therfgllowi
section in terms of their use in different contexts.

To sum up, intermediate and advanced students showed similar patterns in the use
of interactional markers in that they both tended to use certain interactiokarsiaore

often than others. This was consistent with the lack of significant stdtdiffesences in
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the occurrence ratio of interactional markers between the two groups. On thieaotther
there was some tendency for advanced students to be greater in interactionalisearke
than intermediate students. Also, advanced students tended to use signifigasxiea
variety of interactional markers than intermediate students. Since traaedenarker use
may vary with context, the following section will examine the use of intersaiti

markers in relation to the three types of context specified in Chapter 3, i.eiewter

instruction, recorded message and apology, which increased in interactlve leve

Task Contexts

This section will present the results regarding the three types of cargext (
interview instruction, recorded message, apology) respectively. Freqaetaeariety of
interactional markers will be examined for each type of context. In additiooothext
of interview instruction will also be discussed with regard to the use of interalct

markers at turn boundaries and within turns.

Interview Instruction

This type of task required students to provide information related to the given
topic. Mann-WhitneyJ tests were conducted to compare the occurrence ratio of
interactional markers per 1000 words and the variety between intermediate anceddvan
The tests were significant for both the occurrence rati€2(27,p<.05) and variety (z=-
2.02,p<.05), suggesting that advanced students were significantly higher than
intermediate students in both occurrence ratio and variety. The medians formoeurre

ratio and variety of the advanced group (ratio median=0.205; variety median=4) were
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higher than those of the intermediate group (ratio median=0.125; variety median=3)
Therefore, when students were asked to provide topic-related information, advanced
students overall used interactional markers more frequently than intetengtdidents;
they also used more types of interactional markers than intermediate students

As the tasks grouped into this type of context may involve turn management
considering the VOCI was a simulated interview, interactional marki#rigerexamined
separately regarding their use in marking the boundaries of their turns andéhe

within turns.

Turn Boundaries

As there were ten tasks in this category and ten students in each proficiency
group, there were a total of 100 responses in each proficiency group. Therefore, the
number of turn-initial occurrences of interactional markers indicated the naiti@es
responses were marked turn-initially out of the 100 responses; in other words, it
amounted to the percentage of responses marked turn-initially. Similarly, tihemnoim
turn-final occurrences of interactional markers represented therpage of responses in
each proficiency group for which interactional markers signaled the end.

A Mann-WhitneyU test was conducted to compare the occurrences of boundary
marking interactional markers (i.e. interactional markers used to take and res)d Tine
result was significani = -2.17,p<.05. Advanced students (median=5) had a higher
variety median than intermediate students (median=2.5). Therefore, advancatsstude
used interactional markers more frequently than intermediate studentktthenar

boundaries of their responses.
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Table 5.4 Summary ofnteractional Markers Used to Mark Response Boundaries for
Interview Instruction

Proficiency Turn-initial Turn-final
Intermediate | well(11),yes/yeal(5), oh (3) Yes/yea(#)
Total occurrences: 19 Total occurrences: 4
Advanced well (36),yes/yealb) Yeslyea(l5), OK(3)
Total occurrences: 42 Total occurrences: 18

Table 5.4 summarizes the interactional markers used by the internsadiate
advanced groups to take turns and end turns. It shows that the advanced group marked
response boundaries much more often than the intermediate group. It took turns with
interactional markers 42 times; that is, the beginnings of 42% of the respases w
marked with interactional markers. The intermediate group marked theiakimg bnly
at a rate of 19%. As for the end of turns, they were marked at a rate of 18% by the
advanced group, and only 4% by the intermediate group. On the other hand, there was not
much difference in the type of markers used for boundary marking. Both proficiency
groups mostly usedell andyes/yeahlin addition, the intermediate group had three uses
of oh for the beginning and the advanced group had three u§Hs foir the end of turns.
Table 5.5 summarizes interactional markers used to take and end turns by each
intermediate and advanced student in descending order of occurrences. Theoesurre
of interactional markers could be understood as the percentage of responses marked, a
explained earlier. The turn-initial and turn-final use of these markerbevdhalyzed in

greater detail separately in the following two separate sectionsdryimgfto Table 5.5.
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Table 5.5Turn-initial and -final Interactional Markers Used by Individual Students for
Interview Instruction

Intermediate Advanced
Stu. Turn-initial | Turn-final |Total | Stu. Turn-initial | Turn-final |Total
-1 yes/yeah(3) | yeah(1) 6 A-6 well(7) yes (6) 13
well(2)
1-10 | well(5) 0 5 A-1 | well(8) yes/yeah(2) 12
OK(2)
-4 oh(2) 0 4 A-8 well (8) 0 8
yes(1)
well(1)
-9 0 yes/yeah(3) 3 A-4 well(4) yes(1) 7
yes(2)
-8 well(3) 0 3 A-2 yes/yeah(4) | yes(2) 6
-7 oh(1) 0 2 A-5 well(4) 0 4
yeah(1)
I-3 0 0 0 A-9 well (3) yeah(2) 5
[-2 0 0 0 A-7 well(2) 0 2
-5 0 0 0 A-3 0 yeah (2) 2
-6 0 0 0 A-10 | O OK (1) 1
Total | 19 4 23 Total | 42 18 60

The table shows that nine advanced students and only five intermediate students
used lexical devices to mark their turn taking. Moreover, the turns were marked wit
much greater frequency (43 times) for the advanced group whavedex yes/yeah
than for the intermediate group (19 times) who wsgelli yes/yealor oh.

Wellwas the most heavily used turn-taking marker for both proficiency groups. In
order to illustrate its use, the following pairs of excerpts were takeraagpées from the

responses of the intermediate and advanced groups.
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Task 7Tell us about it [experience].

[5.3WVell, one of , one of my most unforgettable experience is that, um, um, |
was, | was, | was in charge, | was in charge, um, of a cerenf®tydent I-
10)

[5.4WVell, the most favora-, the most unforgettable experience for me is, is last

winter holiday, for | went back to my hometoéstudent A-2)

Task 9Tell us why you think this is or isn’t art.
[5.5Well, I think, this is art(Student I-8)
[5.6WVell, I don’'t know. Different people have different opinions. In my opinion,

| don’t think it's an art, kind of art(Student A-10)

Task 134ow do you think this test compares to the other English tests you have
taken?
[5.7Well, I think, I think this test is, is lively, and we can see the people by
myself.(Student I-4)
[5.8Well, I, I've taken IELTS English tests, three years ago. | think compared

to this one, IELTS oral, oral test is relatively eaStudent A-8)

Wellin the above examples was used at the beginning of turns as a reception marker in

response to the instruction given by the interviewer shown on the screen. Such @irn-initi

use of the word had a time-gaining effect, which indicated that a thinking proasss w

going on. It helped the student take the floor promptly while making a decision hatto w

to say about the designated topic. In other words, as a time buying device, iddenote

transition from a mental state of uncertainty to availability of the @rgdeype of
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information. Therefore, the turn-initial usewéll in the above examples showed the
speaker’s awareness of the need to be coherent at points where full harmowy was
guaranteed, as explained by Schiffrin (1987). Particularly interestiregaxeerpts [5.5]
and [5.6], where intermediate student I-8 and advanced student A-10 expressed their
views on a paintingVell prefaced a positive view in [5.5] and a negative view in [5.6]
towards the painting. In these two cases, in addition to being a delay devicehacis
face-saving effect by mitigating the force of assertion and softénétpne, since both
standpoints ran counter to the opinion of one of the interlocutors on the VOCI (see Task 9
in Appendix B for task details). It signaled that the impending context may natibaye
relevant to the context set up on the VOCI. Overall, the turn-initial insertiwelbf
performed important interactional functions. It was very common among advanced
students and occurred in 35% of the answers of seven advanced students. There was
much less use among the intermediate group, with only a total percentage of %, use
by four intermediate students. This difference suggested that advandentstwere
more actively involved in the speech event, and more alive to the need to provide
guidance at points where interactional coherence was otherwiskeat sta

A less densely occurring turn-taking device weas/yeatwhich was used by the
advanced group for 6% of their responses and by the intermediate group for 5%. A closer
look revealed that four of the five instances for the intermediate group could also be
viewed as responses to yes/noquestion preceding the request of narrating a past
experience (see Appendix B for Task 7) and the request of comparing one’s hometown
with another place in the form of a question (see Appendix B for Task 5). In comparison,

only three of the six uses pés/yealby the advanced group were for these two tasks.
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The excerpts of the tasks that contained the questions and of the responses of these

students are listed below.

Task 5:Can you compare your hometown with a city that you visited or you
know well?
[5.9]¥eah | will compare my hometown Qingcheng, with Beiji{8judent I-1)
[5.10)eah | have visited Taiyuan province, Taiyuan in Shanxi province.
(Student 1-7)
[5.11)es my hometown is Handan. And the city | visited or | live now is

Beijing. (Student A-1)

Task 7That’s true. Have you ever had an experience like that? Something that
you’ll never forgetlt can be something positive or it can be something
negative. Tell us about it.

[5.12Jm, yeah| have, have one good experience in BeiddiBtudent I-1)

[5.13)es | have a experience that make me very hard, it very hard for me to

forget it. (Student [-4)

[5.14)eah The most favora-, the most unforgettable experience for me is, is

last winter holiday(Student A-1)

[5.15)es it happened, it happened recen{igtudent A-4)

Although in the above instancgssyeahcould be considered a positive response to the
request raised by the VOCI and a turn-taking signal, it was also possittlectiha
emergence was imposed by the questions contained in the two tasks. Therefotee it ca

argued that in these casgss/yeatwas used passively more often by the intermediate
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students to respond to grammatical context, rather than mark their interactive
involvement.

In addition to the use gfes/yeahn the above excerpts in completing the
adjacency-pair of question and answes/yeatwere also used spontaneously three
times by the advanced group and only once by the intermediate group to react to the

instruction posed on them as boundary-marking devices, as in the following excerpts.

[5.16)es | just said | come from Shanxi ProvingStudent I-1)

[5.17)eah | will also talk about compute(Student A-2)

[5.18)es honestly speaking, this type of test is the first one | have taken.
(Student A-2)

[5.19)es | think it is art.(Student A-4)

These instances ges/yealacknowledged the reception of the task information and
signaled the beginning of responses. The corresponding tasks only presentetimstruct
regarding the topics students were required to talk about, unlike the above Tasks 5 and 7
that containeges/noquestions. Overall, this distinction in the usg@d/yealbetween
intermediate and advanced students suggested that advanced students werelyrtore like
use them to signal their participation in the interaction while intermediatergs used
them more as affirmative answers to questions.

The only turn-initial interactional marker other thaell andyes/yealwasoh
which occurred in the response of intermediate students I-4 and I-7, as ddigtréte

following excerpts.
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Task 5Can you compare your hometown with a city that you visited or you
know well?
[5.20] Oh I grew up in a small village, so it is, it is very beautiful, because,
because there is no industry, no, no company, so the air and the

environment here there is very gog8tudent 1-4)

TaskHow might your life look ten years from now?
[5.21]0h, | seldom think it over, because there’s a lot of uncertain things behind

me.(Student I-4)

Task 8Describe one of your friends.
[5.22Dh, | have a lot of friends, and among them there is one that is very

special.(Student 1-7)

According to Schiffrin (1987)h s typically used when locally provided information is
solicited but not anticipated by the speaker; it signals a shift of ormmtatinformation.

It can indicate strong emotional states. Lukall, oh also marks the reception of
information and indicates a shift of turn-taking responsibility in the exchangdse by
showing the speaker’s interactional presence (Schiffrin, 1987). In the above three
excerpts, particularly the last two whereprefaced seldom thought it oveandl have a

lot of friends the use obh as a response to the given tasks probably suggested that the
tasks were somewhat unexpected. Therefrevas used by the two intermediate
students in a nonnative like way. There were only three occurrences among thafew tur

takings among intermediate students.
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In spite of the above three instanceslofind some uses ofell andyes/yealwe
have just discussed, the majority of responses in the intermediate group (8&%) wer
started with no presence of turn-taking devices. For example, the followiegpexwere
the beginning utterances of the responses to the tasks of describing one’s hometown and a

friend respectively.

[5.23My hometown is the capital of my, is the capital of China, Beijing.
(Student 1-7)

[5.24My best friends now is studying in Jiangxi, NanchgBgudent 1-8).

Compared to those that were marked turn-initially, the above turn taking was/kam
abrupt, suggesting that the students focused more of their attention to information giving
without relating to the context interactively by recognizing the receptidmedask and
marking the beginning of answers. The huge discrepancy of the proportion of responses
with no turn-taking markers between the intermediate group (89%) and the advanced
group (51%) was a sign that the advanced group was more capable of interdhtihg w
given context in the simulated setting.

Overall, more use of interactional markers in turn taking suggested advanced
students’ higher level of interactiveness with the context than intermetidents who
tended to start their responses directly with requested content, which made their

responses more abrupt and monologic.

162



Turn-final

We can also infer from Table 5.5 that advanced students seemed to mark the end
of their discourse more often. More advanced students (n=6) signaled the end of their
responses than intermediate students (n=2). Overall, the advanced group did it for 15% of
responses wities/yeatandOK, while the intermediate group only did it for 5% of all
responses withies/yeah The following excerpts which were the last few utterances of

the responses are given to illustrate the use of these two words.

Intermediate Students

[5.25He’s very kind to people, very kind to people. And he, he always treat me.
Yeah (StudentI-1)

[5.26] like, | like hometown very much, because it's very quiet and clean. Yeah
(Student 1-9)

[5.27TThey don’t have so much relaxed, and because the, the city is bi-, so

crowded, clouded, clouded. Ye#&8tudent 1-9)

Advanced Students

[5.28] And without it, our people have, maybe have not very distinctive
difference with barbarians. Um, it really worked, makes a difference. Yes
(Student A-6)
[5.29Also0 it can improve my oral skills. And | can examine what level my oral
English is, is located at. Yeislike this form of test and | hope | will have

another chance to have text like th{§tudent A-2)
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[5.30}ve must, we must be cautions, we must be aware of its shortage, or its
harm._Yeswe cannot too, go too dependent on modern technology.

(Student A-4)

The above instances pés/yealall cued the end of the answers by setting up agreement
with the speakers’ own assertions. They provided an affirmation to the speaker’s
foregoing utterances and concluded the entire answer. In particular, ind&dfg.30],
this concluding function was reinforced by the accompanying utterantékeothis
form of test and | hope | will have another chance to have text likentfs29] andwe
cannot too, go too dependent on modern technalofy.30], which were general
statements summarizing the major point of the answer. This combinages/géah
with a wrap and tie utterance made the end of the turn more evident and contributed to a
more complete answer. This phenomenon was seen in 10 out of the 13 answers of four
out of the six advanced students who ugeslyealas end of turn signaling, and not seen
in the response of any intermediate students. It should be pointed out here that the turn-
final use ofyes/yealwas possibly an effect of the context in which students were
expected to respond to the informational nature of the task with no real presence of
interlocutors.

Another particle used to end the turn \&i§ a more common ender of spoken

discourse, which was used in two of the responses of advanced student A-1.

[5.31And also | think generally Beijing is much drier and hotter, which | could
not, what | could not say it. QR hanks(Student A-1)
[5.32)you have to be honest to yourself. It is the most important thing for man to

be a man. OKThanks(Student A-1)
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Advanced student A-1 us&K, in conjunction withithanks to signal the end of her
answers politely. This particle was not used by any intermediate student.

Overall, we have seen that advanced students used interactional markers more
frequently to take and end turns in reaction to tasks that asked for topic-related
information. These lexical devices were used either to relate back to tiveeiner or
provided an affirmation to students’ own statement and marked the end of the discourse
sometimes by emphasizing their general viewpoints. They contributed to tioteahc
coherence by marking discourse boundaries and showed that students were able to react

personally to situations and manage their interactions with the context.

Turn-medial

Overall Use

The median of turn-medial interactional markers for the advanced growp (rat
=0.13) was higher than that of the intermediate group (ratio=0.11), although the Mann-
Whitney U test was insignificart=-1.87,p>.05, suggesting a lack of significant
difference in frequency. A Mann-Whitnéytest was also run to compare the variety of
interactional markers per 1000 words between intermediate and advanced students. T
tests were significang,=-2.62,p<.05, which indicated that advanced students used more
types of interactional markers than intermediate students in the middle of turns.

Table 5.6 summarizes the use of interactional markers for the body of the
responses. The advanced group (ratio = 0.11) had a higher occurrence ratio than the
intermediate group (ratio=0.16). It (type =9) also used more types of imaiEc

markers than the intermediate group (typed43hink was densely used by both
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Table 5.6 Summary o urn-medialinteractionalMarkers by Proficiency Level for
Interview Instruction

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%0)
Intermediate | 0.11 | 10190 | 5: I think (113), you know (4), actually (3),I 123
words mean (2), yes (1)
Advanced 0.16 | 12092 | 9: I think (154), well (17), yes/yeah(8), you 195
words know (6), | mean (4), anyway(2),
actually(2), now(1), oh (1),

proficiency groups. Since the context of interview instruction requested spewdiofki

information related to designated topics from students, the dependehitendrwas

expected which could signpost one’s thinking process or commitment to their assertions.

To illustrate the effect of context on the use thfink, Table 5.7 provides the proportion

of occurrences dfthink to overall occurrences of interactional markers across the three

contexts under study. It indicates clearly that this context eliciteteg@@portions of

think than the other two contexts that were more interactive which will be examined in

later sections. Meanwhile, the intermediate group had a higher proportion of this hedge

than the advanced group (0.17 vs. 0.09).

Table 5.7Use of | thinkAcross Contexts

Interview Recorded Apology
Instruction Message
Intermediate Token 113 6 1
Proportion 0.91 0.55 0.17
Advanced Token 154 8 1
Proportion 0.79 0.42 0.09

The overwhelming use ofthink in the intermediate group elevated its occurrence

ratio of interactional markers, which gave rise to the suspicion that it waauke for

the above insignificant statistical comparison between intermediate and edlvanc
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students. Therefore, another Mann-Whithketest was run to compare the occurrence

ratio of interactional markers with the exclusion tfink between the proficiency

groups. The result was significamt-2.31,p<.05, suggesting that advanced students

Table 5.8Turn-Medialinteractional Markers Used by Individual Students for Interview

Instruction
Stu. Ratio Type Token | Stu. | Ratio | Type Token
(%o) (%o)
-2 0.38 1: 1 think (47) a7 A-1 | 0.27 | 4: Ithink (35) |48
well (11)
oh(1)
you know(1)
I-6 0.15 1: 1 think(11) 11 A-8 | 0.21| 3:lthink(14) |16
| mean (1)
well(1)
-8 0.12 1: 1 think (14) 14 A-10| 0.21| 3:l1think (24) | 26
| mean (1)
actually (1)
-7 0.12 2: 1 think(9) 9 A-3 | 0.21 | 2:1think (20) 20
-9 0.11 3: I think (8) 12 A-6 | 0.13 | 3:Ithink (13) 16
you know(3) you know(2)
yes(1) | mean(1)
-3 0.11 3: I think (7) 10 A-9 | 0.13 | 2: Ithink (14) |16
actually(1) well(2)
| mean(2)
I-4 0.07 2: 1 think (8) 9 A-4 | 0.12 | 3:1think (13) 15
you know(1) yes(2)
now(1)
-1 0.06 2: 1 think(6) 7 A-2 | 0.12 | 3: Ithink (8) 17
actually(1) yes/yeah(6)
anyway(2)
you know (1)
[-10 | 0.03 2: 1 think (2) 3 A-5 | 0.11 | 4:1think (8) 14
actually(1) well(3)
you know(2)
actually(1)
I-5 0.01 1: 1 think (1) 1 A-7 | 0.07| 2:1think (5) 6
| mean (1)

167




were significantly higher than intermediate students in the frequency atiemal

markers other thahthink, which confirmed the suspicion.

Individual Variation

In regard to individual use, as Table 5.8 shadwisink was used either as the most
frequent interactional marker for intermediate and advanced students, fexdept
intermediate students (i.e. I-2, I-6, I-8, I-5) and only one advanced student3j evi#o
used! think as the only interactional marker in all their responses to the context of
interview instruction. It was especially worth noting that in the responsegahediate
student I-2 who used interactional markers with the greatest frequetioy=(£a38) in
the intermediate group, there was an excessive reliandelunk’, while advanced
student A-3, who was the only one in the advanced group whd tlsa#l as the only
interactional marker, used it much less densely (ratio =0.21). Their resportsesaskt

of comparing two places are given below to illustrate this discrepancy.

Intermediate Student

[5.33] L think | will compare my hometown with the place now | am living,
Beijing. | think my hometown is a, | thiritks a very traditional Chinese
town. It is smaller than the Beijing Univer-, the capital of Beijing. And
it's, the air in my hometown is clean than Beijing. And also the traffic, |
think, is maybe, much better, much better than Belijing. And also the
people in my hometown is very simple. He will offer their help to you as
soon you need, you need it. But | thih&t's maybe little indifference,

indifferent in Beijing. 1,1 thinknaybe because it's my hometown, | may
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feel warmer in there than in Beijing. But |, but | thithlere’s also some
development in Beijing, | thinkhich my hometown can’t match it.

Beijing, um, is the capital of China, and so it, it developed in many
element, including economic, cultural and something etc. So maybe | think
maybe there are some, the level of development is di-, different of, is
different. But | thinkone thing is the same. It's now, it’s all one place of
China, and I like both of them very much. And | thinkll make a choice

to, in the future to work, um—{Student I-2)

Advanced Student

[5.34) want to compare my my ci-, city, hometown, with the hometown of
Beijing. And | have been studying in Beijing for almost two years. And the
first time | came here, I, |, | felt that Beijing is a great city, and so big, and
| often get lost, around the city. And the major difference between Beijing
and my hometown is that Beijing is a more international country,
international city. And it's very important in China. And it's, because it's
the capital, and it is also the economic and political center of China, so |
think Beijing is more international, and more global, globalized. As for my
hometown, | thinkhere’s still, there’s still room for improvement, because
although, although my hometown is famous for its co-, coal, and, and its
contribution to the international energy, there are still some, some, there’s
still some improvements to be, needs to be made, such as the, such as the

problem of the unemployment, and the rising price of the house. But that is
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a common problems in, both in Beijing and my hometown. | think Beijing

is more—(Student A-3)

Intermediate student I-2 uséthink exclusively a total of ten times in [5.33], with an
occurrence ratio of 0.47. She started most of her utterancekthinh. It can be argued
that too much use of the hedgink in spoken discourse could indicate a high degree of
hesitation and is possibly a sign of pragmatic fossilization, using Fung ated’ €garm
(2007). In comparison, advanced student A-3 ushkohk only twice, with an occurrence
ratio of 0.11, much lower than that of intermediate student I-2. Therefore, the
intermediate student depended much more heavilytlink as a hedging device than the
advanced student and probably had a higher degree of pragmatic routinization.

Unlike intermediate student I-2 who had the highest occurrence ratio in the
intermediate group and used ohlyrink, advanced student A-1, her counterpart in the
advanced group used more varied types of interactional markers, although 1-2
(ratio=0.38) had a noticeably higher occurrence ratio of interactional rmahan A-1
(ratio=0.27). To illustrate this distinction, the comparison response of advanced student

A-1is given below.

Advanced Student

[5.35] Well, | want to compare the city that it is my hometown, Jilin province, in
China city, also with the place | study, it's Beijing. Wkthink they are
both important cities in China. They really have so, they really share some
important, and common com-, common trends, just like the very, very fast

traffic. And people they are very open. And also they have really very
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strong background by history. But | tRivhat is im-, what is quite

different is that the people in Changchun they really feel very, very
relaxed. And they can enjoy life. But when you, when you live in Beijing,
you will feel uncomfortable . They were so politics. And alsol, thimk
they’re also busy people. They are very fast paced in order to strive for
their future. And also, maybe, maybe | can compare the students in
college. In Changchun, the students in college, they will feel that they are
not under stress. And they also strive for their future in every aspects.
They will, they will fill themselves with so many knowledge. But in, but in
Beijing, everyone has narrowed their view they will strive for, and very
specified goal, which is very bad, very hard. And also | tthakthe

people in Beijing and also in Changchun are not that kind of same. And
people in my hometown is more kind. I'm really very unfortunate to say
that. And also | thinigenerally Beijing is much drier and hotter, which |

could not, what | could not say it. OKhanks. (Student A-1)

In [5.35], four different interactional markers were used to attend to interactional
demands. In addition teell andOK that were used to mark the beginning and the end of
the response respectively, we can also find three types of interactiokalsn@ae.well,
ohandl think) within the response. The seconmdll marked a divergence from the
expectation from the foregoing utterance that the following utterance \Wwewtout be
differences between the two places. There were nine more turn-metiatasofvell

in student A-1's response®h was used to mark a sudden reaction to additional

information relevant to the ongoing discussion; it was a clue that the spedizexdrtaat
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there was something else she would like to say about the people in Beijing wheasshe w
about to move on to a different topic. This use was not found in the response of any
intermediate student. Compared to the comparison made by the above intermediate
student I-2, this answer was obviously more lively and natural.

Well, which was found to be used frequently by advanced students to start their
turns, was also used turn-medially six times by three other advanced studéatds be
student A-1, i.e. students A-5, A-8, A-9 (see Table 5.8). Two excerpts are given below to

illustrate its use.

Advanced Students

[5.36] really want to describe one of my friends, which | really feel deep-
hearted. | have really very strong relationship with her. Wedl just
established our relationship maybe, maybe one month ago. She’s a very
kindly and open girl(Student A-9)

[5.37And she just, whenever she had time, she just gave me a phone call and

make sure that | am happy on that day. Welbhn't think friends need to
contact much, but just when | want her, she’s always there. So | am very

thankful of her(Student A-5)

In [5.36], well was inserted betwedrave really very strong relationshypith herand

we just established our relationship maybe, maybe a monthtageented the hearer to
the speaker’s divergence from the message contairiddhire really very strong
relationshipwith her; advanced student A-9 probably realized that it was somewhat
strange that people were so intimate when they just met a month ago. A simii@nfunc

of well was found in [5.37]. Advanced student A-5 kept talking about how close she was
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with her friend and how often her friend would call her. Then shewskthat cued the
addressee to the need for a reorientation of the interpretation of the upcomaugcetter
(i.e.1 don’t think friends need to contact myas relevant in ways not fully compatible
with the fact that have really very strong relationship with h@hereforewell in the
above contexts was an important guide indicating to the hearer how to process the
relevance of impending utterances.

Anywayandnowwere the other two interactional markers in additiowéd and
ohused only by the advanced group, not by the intermediate group. The complete
response that containadywayand the beginning part of the response that contained

noware given below to illustrate their use.

Advanced Students

[5.38)es Honestly speaking, this type of test is the first one | have taken into,
for before the tests | have taken into are always wri-, in the written form,
isn’t with oral form. Oral form is just taken very little portion of the
whole part. So this kind of test is mainly through the whole process,
always testing our oral practice. This is really very rare in my life, in my
life of studying. Anyway like this sort of, of text, for it can practice my
response to the questions with limited time. Also it can improve my oral
skills. And | can examine what level my oral English is, is located at. Yes,
| like this form of text and | hope | will have another chance to have text
like this.(Student A-2)

[5.39] Well, | used to visit Dalian, which is also a coastal city in the east,
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northeast of China. Nowwill compare Dalian with the, with Beijing.

(Student A-4)

In [5.38], advanced student A-2 usadywayto close digressions and adjusted her
discussion from a comparison of different tests to her attitude towards thia {8s39],
nowwas indexical in that it moved the discussion from a brief introduction to Dalian to
the subsequent comparison between Dalian to Beijing. Therefore, both instances of
interactional markers performed important discourse structuring functioriseloyg to

the hearer the direction of discourse development.

We have noted earlier thygs/yealwere used to take turns more often by
advanced students than by intermediate students. They also occurred morglfrague
the responses of advanced students (i.e. A-2, A-4) who used them in eight occasions in
the middle of turns, while the intermediate group (i.e. I1-9) only had one use of them.
Excerpts of their responses are given below to illustrate the yss/gkalby these three

students.

Intermediate Student

[5.40And | think there, he's really very happy. Yehthink, | hope that every
people can treat the old people more well, more good. And, um, make

him happy(Student I-9)

Advanced Students

[5.41] But the disadvantage is that because the population is increasing in big

cities, with the results that the po-, the pollution has beenhgasbeen
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increasingly serious, and which is not healthy to, to our human beings.
(student A-2)
[5.42] think my husband should be the boy | mentioned befored¥fstely,
| believe in it (student A-2)
[5.43] think this experience told me that | need to be more considerate, yes
more thoughtful, not only think of myself, but also oth@aident A-4)
[5.44] And after that, | want to, | want to, my biggest, my ultimate goal is to
become an interpreter for UN, or EU. Yé&d know that, it's a very big

dream, and maybe it's very difficult to accomplisigStudent A-4)

Intermediate student 1-9, and advanced students A-2 and A-4esigeahn the middle

of their responses to affirm in advance the upcoming utterance in excerpts [5.40], [5.41]
and [5.44] respectively. In addition, advanced students A-2 and A-4 also used them in
[5.42] and [5.43] to point back to and emphasize what was just said. [5.40] was the only
instance of turn-medial use pés/yealfor the intermediate group, while there were six
other instances for the advanced group in addition to the above four examples.

In short, in response to interview instructions, in addition to signaling the
boundaries of their turns with interactional markers, as we have discussed earli
advanced students also used a greater variety of interactional markenghéir turns
as signposts to the hearer regarding the relevance and the speakaiis tattvhat they
said. Statistical results also suggested that advanced students usedonéracirkers
(not includingl think) more often than intermediate students. This more active turn-
medial use of interactional markers facilitated the hearer’s undensgaoihow the

upcoming information fit in the structure. In comparison, intermediate students use
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smaller variety of interactional markers. Although both proficiency grougslukink

heavily and to a greater extent than for the other two contexts (i.e. recorcstyenand
apology) probably due to the transactional nature of the tasks, the interngedigidnad
a much heavier use of it and a significantly less use of other interactiorkarsyavhich

made their responses less interactive.

Recorded Message

Overall Use

Considering that this task specified a target addressee (i.e. a frievad, more
interactive and socially functional, compared to the above interview contexétjuated
students to provide topic-based information. This was confirmed by the fact that the
majority of students (7 intermediate and 7 advanced students) startedgpeirses by
greeting their friends. Only one advanced student (i.e. Student A-6) treatesldhis a
interview question because she usadl to take the turn. Therefore, for this task, unlike
the above analyses with interview tasks, distinction was not made betweemttakn-i
turn-final markers and turn-medial markers. Instead, interactional rsasleze
compared as one category between the intermediate and advanced students.l&eanwhi
it was expected that lexical devices that explicitly involved the hearedveeulised
since the task was somewhat interactive. Meanwhile, like the context of imtervie
instruction, this task was also transactional in that students were askee &0 gi
description of their life. Therefore, statement heldegnk was also expected to be seen,

but not as frequently as for the interview instruction.
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The occurrence ratio median of the advanced group (median=0.145) was higher
than that of the intermediate group (median =0.055). However, the Mann-Whitnsty U te
was not significantz=-.59, p>.05, indicating that there was no significant difference in
the frequency of interactional markers. With regard to variety, the mediha of t
advanced group (median=2) was also much higher than that of the intermediate group
(median=0.5), but the Mann-Whitné&jytest was not significant eithexs-.87,p>.05,
which indicated that advanced students did not exceed intermediate studentastgnific

in interactional marker variety.

Table 5.9Summary of Interactional Markers by Proficiency Level for Recorded Message

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%0)
Intermediate | 0.14 | 762 3: 1 think(6), you know(4), yes(1) 11
words
Advanced 0.16 | 1187 | 8:1think(8), OK(1), oh(1), you know(4), 19
words well(1), yes(2), please(1), actually(1)

As shown by Table 5.9, the advanced group had longer discourse than the
intermediate group (1187 words vs. 762 words). Besides, five interactional magkers (
OK, oh, well, please, actuajlysed by the advanced group were not found in the
discourse of the intermediate group. As expedtddnk had fewer occurrences (6 for the
intermediate group, 8 for the advanced group), in a much smaller proportion to all
interactional marker occurrences for both proficiency groups (0.55 for tnmedate
group and 0.42 for the intermediate group) than in the context of interview instruction
(see Table 5.7). Howeverou knowhad a much higher proportion for both the
intermediate group (0.36 vs. 0.03) and the advanced group (0.21 vs. 0.03) than in the

previous context (see Table 5.10). This was consistent with the prior expectation that
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interactional markers that involved the hearer would be used for this semciinveera
situation. The comparison of this marker with apology will be made later in thensec

on apology.

Table 5.10Use of You Knowcross Contexts

Interview Recorded Apology
Instruction Message
Intermediate | Token 4 4 1
Proportion 0.03 0.36 0.17
Advanced Token 6 4 4
Proportion 0.03 0.21 0.36

Table 5.11Interactional Markers Used by Individual Students for Recorded Message

Stu. | Ratio Type Token| Stu. | Ratio Type Token
(%o) (%o)
-2 0.34 | 2: 1 think(3) 4 A-10 | 0.49 | 4:0h(1) 5
you know (1) OK(2)
| think (2)
you know(1)
-9 0.32 | 2:1think (2) 3 A-6 0.30 | 3:well(1) 4
yes(1) you know(1)
| think (2)
-6 0.28 | 1:you know(1)| 1 A-9 0.30 | 1:1think (2) 2
-1 0.16 | 2: Ithink(1) 2 A-4 0.25 | 3:you know(1) |3
you know(1) yes(1)
please(1)
-8 0.11 | 1:youknow (1) 1 A-2 0.15 | 2:yes(1) 2
| think(1)
-3 0 0 0 A-5 0.14 | 2:you know (1) |2
actually (1)
-4 0 0 0 A-7 0.10 | 1:1think(1) 1
-5 0 0 0 A-3 0 0 0
-7 0 0 0 A-8 0 0 0
-10 |0 0 0 A-1 0 0 0
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Individual Variation

We can see from Table 5.11 that more intermediate students (n=5) did not use any
interactional markers at all than advanced students (n=3). For those who used
interactional markers, one advanced student (A-10) used four types and two advanced
students (A-6 and A-4) three types, while intermediate students used either oae or tw
types. To illustrate this discrepancy in variety, the complete mesgagasby
intermediate student I-2 and advanced student A-10, who ranked top in both occurrence

ratio and variety in their respective proficiency groups, are provided below.

Intermediate Student

[5.45Hi, Mike. | am leaving to Qingdao now. Um, you kntvis is a very
beautiful city, and in 2008, there will have several sport games, Olympic
Games in there. And now | will going to Qingdao province for a visit. And
there lives some of my best friends. And recently | thimkisit to
Qingdao is the most, the most important things |, | should do. During this
period, 1 thinkl will work hard for my lessons and take care the classmate
who went there to take the examination. And also I will build his bodies,
and because | didn’t feel very well, and I thijkt more necessary for me

to take more exercisetStudent 1-2)

Advanced Student

[5.46]Um, hi, | am in the university, and after class, | will feel, | feel very
boring. I'm very tired recently. | thinkhave a lot of classes to take. Um,

my second major give me a lot of pressure. You kti@nrfinancial
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engineering is very difficult for a lot of subjects relate to advanced
mathematics. | can’t figure it out how the mathematics works| @ink
weekend, this weekend | will go outside to enjoy myself. For example, |

will go to some shop to buy some clothes, and to go to some parks with my

friends. OK see you later, or call you later. By&tudent A-10)

Both students usegbu know]ike six other intermediate and advanced students, to
present the subsequent utterance as generally known to appeal for common ground.
However, advanced student A-10 was higher than intermediate student I-2 in both
occurrence ratio (0.49 vs. 0.34) and variety (4 vs. 2) of interactional markers. Slodé used
andOK which were not used by intermediate student I-2 in [5.45] who lubétk as the
only other interactional marker thgou know She was talking about her second major
when she realized that she also wanted to tell the listener something elséoréhen
here marked a topic shift and cued to the hearer the upcoming utterance asian ofsert
a suddenly-occurring idea that was not entirely relevant to what preceded.@G¥s, fibr
was used in the message before bidding good-bye to signal to the hearerdagienes
about to finish. Therefore, this varied use of interactional markers showed that this
advanced student was better able to connect herself to the ongoing discourse and to the
hearer than intermediate student I-2.

You knowalso occurred in the messages of six other intermediate (n=3) and

advanced students (n=3). Excerpts from these students are given below.
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Intermediate Students

[5.47Hi, Coco. | am Stephanie. | am living in the dormitory of my university,
um,~XX University you knowAnd I'm very busy nowadays, maybe super
busy with my studies, and my train-, training for the coming Olympic
games(Student I-6)

[5.48] And, um, you knowtudents always do that, just study, and. Besides that,
university students, they will make girl friends, or boy frie(8@tident I-

1)
[5.49Now I'm, I’'m sophomore, you knowm for English majors, sophomore

year is the best year. Maybe we can say {{&ttident I-8)

Advanced Students

[5.50Dear friend, I'm now living in Beijing. And, and you kndwstudy in~ XX
University. I, currently, | am in the study of my university life. I'm quite
enjoying it.(A-4)

[5.51], I'm preparing for my GMAT exam. You kndwvant to go to America
for my MA study(Student A-5)

[5.52Hi, Jim, well, you know have gone to, | have been been enrolled in the

university, and I’'m on the campus-o€X University.(Student A-6)

As we have noted in Chapteny®u knowperforms two discourse functions: one is to set
up a situation where a hearer is assumed to share with the speaker a ppiticelaf
information being conveyed; another function is to mark what the speaker exgects t

hearer to share as something generally known (Schiffrin, 1987). As far as the
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intermediate students were concerngi knowwas used to signal what was assumed to
be generally known in all cases except [5.48]. In comparison, it was used by all three
advanced students in excerpts [5.50], [5.51] and [5.52] to suggest that the particular
pieces of information involved about the speakers’ life were believed to be shahed b
hearers. This use gbu knowmade the messages of these advanced students more
personal than those of the intermediate students.

There were also uses of several other interactional markers that weliarte
the advanced group: one instancelease, well, actuallyespectively. Excerpts are

given below to show the specific use of them by advanced students.

Advanced Students

[5.53]1 want to become an interpreter in the future. Ple@lene, um, your life
in, your life now(Student A-4)
[5.54Recently | am not quite busy, actualyt as busy as | used to be.
(Student A-5)
[5.55] Hi, Jim, well you know, | have gone to, | have been been enrolled in the
university, and I'm on the campus-o€X University And recently | have to

do my best and work as | can to pass exam of TEMddent A-6)

In [5.53], advanced student A-4 ugaldaseto mark the transition in a polite way from a
description of her life, to a request for information about the addressee’s litd, gdti

the addressee involved into her communicative act. In [Sa6@)jallywas used by

advanced student A-5 to cue the hearer to a digression or modification of her preceding

utterance of am not quite busyAs forwell in [5.55], it was used somewhat vaguely. It
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could be understood either as a framing device to introduce the topic of her university
life, or as a reaction to the task prompt as a delay device indicating a thinkveggrim
either case, this word provided interactional coherence to the context. Ialgeman be
argued that using these markers suggested these advanced students wetailaile t
their language use to situational considerations.

To sum up, this semi-interactive task elicited less us¢hafik and more use of
you knowfor both proficiency groups. Although there was no statistically significant
difference in either occurrence ratio or variety of interactional msyrkieere was still
suggestion that advanced students may probably use a greater varietyaofiantal
markers than intermediate students. Furthermore, there were differettvespecific
use of interactional markergou knowwas used more often personally to signal shared
knowledge of particular pieces of information for the advanced group, while itesigna
assumption of general common knowledge more often for the intermediate grayp. Als
there were interactional markers (péease, actually, wéllused only by advanced
students. These interactional markers both helped advanced students signalacethe he
as to how to understand the way particular utterances were relevant to the cuhtext a

involved the hearer into the discourse.

Apology

Overall Use

Although like the above task of recorded message, this task also asked students to
give a message to a friend, the apology act was inherently more ineréatot only

involved a more concrete context, such as a previous happening (i.e. missing a dinner
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engagement) and an immediate situation (i.e. the friend was not home when ¢alled); i
also entailed a typical social purpose, i.e. to be forgiven by the hearer.ofbeiteivas
more interactive than the above two contexts. Accordingly, it was expectekishtask
would also give rise to more use of interactional markers that engage teethaa the
above recorded message context which was less interactive.

Although advanced students (median=0.15, range=0.30) exceeded intermediate
students (median=0, range=0.28) in occurrence ratio median, the Mann-Whitesty
on occurrence ratio was not significant;1.59,p>.05. Therefore, advanced students did
not use interactional markers significantly more frequently than interteestiadents.
However, the Mann-Whitney test conducted on variety was significat,2.46,p<.05.
The median of advanced students (median=1, range=2) was also higher than that of
intermediate students (median=0, range=2). These results suggested thatdadvance
students used significantly a greater variety of interactional matkanantermediate

students for this interactive context.

Table 5.12Interactional Marker Use by Proficiency Level for Apology

Proficiency | Ratio | Length Type Token
(%0)
Intermediate | 0.11 | 543 3: Please(4), | think (1), you know(1) 6
words
Advanced 0.16 | 674 4: Please(5), you know (4), | think (1), 11
words OK(1)

The above table (Table 5.12) provides the overall use of interactional markers for
apology by proficiency level. It shows that like the other two contexts, thisxtonte
elicited less frequent use of interactional markers from the interteegtiaup than from

the advanced group (ratio=0.11 vs. 0.16). Both groups used a limited variety of
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interactional markers (i.e. 3 types in the intermediate group and 4 types in theeabdvan
group). Politeness markpleasewas the most often used for both groups (4 instances in

the intermediate group and 5 in the advanced group), which was not present in the
discourse produced in the other two contexts for the intermediate group and used only
once by the advanced group for the recorded message task. There were morgauses of
knowby the advanced group than the intermediate group (4 vs. 1). As suggested by Table
5.10, the advanced group also had a much higher proportion of this marker to all
interactional markers than the intermediate group (0.36 vs. 0.17). The advanced group
had the highest proportion of it for this context, suggesting its greater @éngitithe

contextual need of appealing for sympathy.

This apology task elicited the least usé tfink for both proficiency groups,
indicated by the proportion of this marker to all occurrences of interactional i éske
Table 5.7). The interview instruction elicited much more uddlohk for both groups,
which may be the effect of their relatively lower level of interactivenas we have
discussed earlier; the context made students focus more on information tsamsmis
rather than getting them connected with the environment in other, more inteveeyie
It is also worth mentioning that the advanced group was lower than the inteemediat
group for all three contexts in the proportion diink to all interactional marker uses,
which suggested less dependence of advanced students on this marker, therefore less

level of routinization, compared to intermediate students, as pointed out earlier.
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Table 5.13.Interactional Markers Used to Make an Apology

Intermediate Advanced
Stu.| Ratio Type Token | Stu. Ratio Type Token
(%0) (%0)

-2 |0.28 1: please 3 A-9 |0.30 1: please 1

-3 |0.23 1: I think 1 A-1 |0.28 2: please 2
you know

-4 |0.18 1: please 1 A-2 |0.27 2: please 2
you know

-6 |0.14 1. you know 1 A-10 | 0.16 1: | think 1

-1 |0 0 0 A-4 |0.16 1: you know 1

-5 |0 0 0 A-6 |0.14 1: OK 1

-7 |0 0 0 A-3 |0.14 1: please 1

-8 |0 0 0 A-7 |0.13 1: please 1

-9 |0 0 0 A-5 |0.10 1: you know 1

-10 | O 0 0 A8 |0 0 0

Individual Variation

Table 5.13 shows more than half of intermediate students (n=6) did not use any
interactional markers while there was only one such advanced student (i.e. A-8).
Therefore, in spite of the nonsignificant statistical result, interrteedtadents showed a
weaker tendency than advanced students to use interactional markers wheadbey
apologies.

With regard to specific interactional markers that occurred in studguigiges,
four advanced students usgsli knowwhile there was only one such intermediate

student. These instances of this marker are given below in the excerpts ofespolog

Intermediate Student

[5.56] | am terribly sorry to miss the date with you. You knloam super busy

with my studyStudent I-6)
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Advanced Students

[5.57] But | had to say that during the way, there’s very, the traffic was
paralyzed, and | could not get to there. And you know, you know
the traffic in Beijing is really terribl€Student A-1)

[5.58] | am so sorry that | missed our date this evening. You kinam
now busy with my GMAT exd8tudent A-5)

[5.59] She [my teacher] told me that there was some problem in my
graduation paper, so | need to revise it. It's very urgent; | can’'t say
no to my teacher, you kng®tudent A-4)

[5.60] Sophie’s leg pains her a lot, and | had to take her to the hospital,

you know(Student A-2)

You knowin examples [5.56] and [5.58] uttered by intermediate student I-6 and advanced
student A-5 respectively implied that the situation that the students werevasisy

personal condition that the addressees had presumably known. The other three instances
of you know which were all produced by advanced students, were all attached to
utterances whose meanings were believed to be consensual knowledge or.aotines

traffic in Beijing was bad in [5.57], students were expected to obey the tea¢hd9],

and people should send friends who were ill to hospital in [5.60]. It was used differently
in the above context of recorded message where the task was less focused arasthere w
no background information other than the addressee being a friend of the speaker;
therefore, it seemed more appropriate toymeknowto present information as generally
known knowledge there. This useyaiu knowin the context of apology could be

considered an attempt to appeal for the addressees’ understanding of the dliteation t
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speaker was in by highlighting the presented information as common knowledge. It
seemed a feature more characteristic of the apologies made by atistutsnts.

Although another common feature of the discourse produced in this context as
compared to the other less interactive contexts was the ptsasé which was invoked
to make polite requests, there were more uses of this word by five advanced shashents t

intermediate students (5 vs. 2). All uses of this word are given in the followiegpéxc

Intermediate Students

[5.61]So_pleasdorget me, forgive mé¢l-2)

[5.62] So, so pleastorgive me and | will call you, call you agaifi-4)

Advanced Students

[5.63]And could you, could you pleakegive me7A-1)

[5.64]Pleaseforgive me(Student A-2)

[5.65Pleasecall me when you are back, and let me know, let me know the, let
me know the, the, the time for next meeti§¢udent A-3)

[5.66]Please, could you pleasecept my apology(Student A-7)

[5.67]Um, | do apologize; and pleasxcuse mgStudent A-9)

Intermediate students I-2 and I-4 and advanced students A-2, A-3, A-7 and A-9 all used
pleaseto preface their direct requests of the hearer to forgive them. In patticula
advanced students A-1 and A-7 used please in a slightly different way. It wasdnser

into a more complicated form of request, i.e. a question, which was more polite as it
saved the face of the hearer by making the fulfillment of the request optionakand |

obligatory. This use which was unique to the advanced group and the fact that more
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advanced students then intermediate studentsplisasein their apologies may probably
suggest a higher level of interactiveness with the hearer of advancedstuden

In short, both proficiency groups used context-specific markerplgase, you
know) to make apologies; there was also less useéhirfik than for the other two contexts
(i.e. interview instruction and recorded message) that were less iver&nt the other
hand, the above analyses suggested that compared to intermediate students, advanced
students overall used a greater variety of interactional markers irmguaygies;
moreover, more advanced students used interactional markers in their apatogies. |
addition, more instances wbu knowandpleasein the advanced group, the useyoi
knowfor personal information, as well as the more sophisticated yseasfein the
apologies of some advanced students indicated that advanced students were probably
more capable of resorting to discoursal devices to augment the effectioéiesir

apologetic acts.

Summary

The analyses of this chapter indicated advanced students were both sinmthr to a
different from intermediate students in their use of interactional ma®gesall,| think,
well, yes/yeah, you knomad most frequent occurrences in both proficiency groups.
There was also a lack of statistical difference between them in occuragioc
However, the higher median of the advanced group and the skew of the medians may
probably suggest a stronger tendency of some students in the advanced group to use

interactional markers. Meanwhile, advanced students were significarttigr iigan
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intermediate students in variety of interactional markers, indicating thatyweas a
stronger indicator of proficiency level than frequency.

The discrepancy in interactional marker use between intermediate and advanced
students was also reflected in the comparison for different contexts. Althcagi M
WhitneyU tests were not significant for occurrence ratio for the contexts of ietervi
instruction and apology, and for the task of recorded message, the medians ireteese ar
of the advanced group were much higher than those of the intermediate group. It was
important to note that advanced students exceeded intermediate studentsrsigriifica
occurrence ratio of interactional markers other thidamk. Furthermore, advanced
students were significantly higher than intermediate students in indexa@atnarker
variety for both interview instruction and apology; they also used interactionegraar
significantly more frequently than the latter for interview instructiorer@ll, advanced
students were more active in the use of interactional markers, parjicnleetms of
interactional marker variety.

The analyses also revealed that intermediate and advanced students both showed
sensitivity to contexts in their use of interactional markers for the thpes of tasks, i.e.
interview instruction, cassette message and apology, which increasedantimelevel.

Both groups usetthink most densely for the least interactive task of interview
instruction and least often for the most interactive task of apology. On the other hand,
they tended to use addressee-involving interactional markers for moretintera
contexts. To be specific, they usgali knowless often for interview instruction and more

for the more interactive tasks of recorded message and apBleggewas not present in

190



the responses to interview instruction and was used only once for recorded message and
most often for apology.

Nevertheless, there were important differences in interactionabmask for
these three types of context between the intermediate and advanced groupgim taddit
the statistical discrepancies mentioned above. For the context of interviewetios,
advanced students marked the boundaries of their turns with interactional markas suc
well, yes/yealmore frequently than intermediate students, while intermediate students
tended to take and yield their turns in an unmarked way. pésdyealwere used more
interactively by the advanced group as a turn-taking device. Furthermore, edlvanc
students also used more types of interactional markers in the middle of thesratsw
cue to the hearer their orientation towards their utterances while interensidénts
relied onl think excessively. Some interactional markers were also present only in the
responses of advanced students: turn-medial useslipfanyway, now, ofor interview
instruction;yes, please, actually, wetr recorded messag®@K for apology.

Furthermore, there were higher instancegledse you knowthat are addressee-
involving in the apologies of advanced students than intermediate students.

In short, advanced students were generally more active in interactiariarmse
than intermediate students to build interactional coherence, in spite of thed share
patterns in overall and context-specific use. The following chapter willsBsihese
findings in greater detail and conclude the study by providing pedagggiekited

implications.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

This study was conducted to examine whether proficiency level had an effect on
Chinese learners’ use of DMs. Ideational and interactional markerdneapsently used
in the corpus were identified and compared between intermediate and advanced, students
both in terms frequency of use and variety. Also, use of ideational and interactional
markers was compared between intermediate and advanced students acrossashrious t
functions and contexts respectively. This chapter will discuss the resuits siftitly
presented in Chapters Four and Five; it also provides their pedagogical iropéicat
the incorporation of DMs into English speaking classrooms to prepare learners to be
more effective speakers of the target language; lastly, it explarsnitations this study

has.

Conclusions of the Findings

Ideational Markers

The results indicated that overall intermediate and advanced students both tended
to use certain ideational markers in their responses. In partiaofirput, also, swere

the most often used for both the intermediate and advanced groups. A possible reason
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was that these items mark basic ideational relations in spoken discourse. dhis is t
certain degree suggested by the consistency of this finding with that of Fungréed C
(2007) who found thaand soandbut were the top three DMs for both their Hong Kong
participants and native speakers.

No statistical differences were found between intermediate and advspeakers
in the occurrence frequency of ideational markers overall and for each indiaskal t
function. This suggests that occurrence and frequency of discourse devices cannot
reliably distinguish the intermediate level and the advanced level f@& thelss
functions. Nor was variety of ideational markers suggestive of highepraf&diency as
previously expected.

Both similarities and differences existed between intermediate andcadvan
students in the way they marked various textual relations with ideationalrmarke
result that elaborative markers and contrastive markers ranked top amatgguties
of ideational markers conformed to the above resultathdf butandalsowere used
heavily by students at both proficiency levels; it was also in accordanceragéris
(1999) major categories as well as Martinez’s study (2004) which showestuaish
participants used elaborative and contrastive markers frequently. The imtreque
occurrence of topic markers was possibly an effect of the spoken mode which is in
general transitory by nature. As discussed in Chapter Two, spoken discourseost its m
general forms is usually less planned and edited than written discoursesal af time
and mental constraint; this is particularly the case with the VOCI, whichrauegive
candidates preparation time. Clear organization is not even a property to becekpecte

the spoken interaction of native speakers. Therefore, it is neither desirableyntor eas
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always give clear indications of topic change in unrehearsed speech thatasynot

extended. Another possible reason is that the topics were already desigriaeethkis,

which did not give rise to much need for topic change. On the other hand, the finding that
temporal markers were more typically present in the corpus of intermati@aients

implied that intermediate students adhered to a greater extent to chrongagicakters

in speech organization. The example of the advanced student showed a more logical way
of text building.

Such general findings were further supported by the quantitative and qualitative
analyses of ideational markers used for specific task functions (i.e. narcesmniption,
comparison, opinion, hypothesis and apology). The higher medians of intermediate
students compared to advanced students for most of the task functions undermined the
general assumption that greater frequency leads to better proficienogr,Rpfalitative
analyses implied that specific use of ideational markers was more illumgiat
uncovering the relationship between oral proficiency and ideational markers. Qmethe
hand, both proficiency groups shared some features specific to task functions, such as
longer discourse for comparison and opinion, shorter discourse for apology, as well as
use of ideational markers specific to task functions, including temporal méwkers
narration,andfor description, contrastive markers for comparison, usiesoffor
hypothesis, causative/inferential markers for apology. On the other handytsere
repeated evidence that intermediate students tended to use ideational roarkersrf
discourse divisions, regardless of task functions. They also had a strong tendency to
organize their spoken discourse sequentially through temporal pointers or sequence

markers. This was consistent with the general finding that intermedidenss used
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temporal markers more often than advanced students. This may be a reflection of
intermediate students’ rigid reliance on concrete and sequential matenmatrelating
their text.

Advanced students have been shown to have structured their responses
differently. We have seen that in addition to providing smoother transitions between
utterances, advanced students were also able to organize their ansvedisyioally for
more major discourse divisions for various task functions than intermediate students
Also, they constructed multilayered meanings in a hierarchy. Ideationkéraavere
used to impose patterns by structuring discourse at various levels, ratherettedy
denoting relationship between one utterance and another as intermediate studehts tende
to do. These features were particularly noticeable for five of the six tadiohm@.e.
narration, description, comparison, opinion and hypothesis) which were largely
transactional in that they required transmission of topic-related infanmaid
indication of text structure was important. Ideational markers were uset/agced
markers more effectively as discourse organizers that facilitatedtimgrehension of the
hearer by enhancing the top-down processing of meaning in speech. Furthermere, mor
complex ideational markers suchvelseneveandparticularly were found in the
responses of some advanced students, which were also facilitative in the tonstfue
hierarchical structure by providing highlights to the impending informatiag. It
particularly interesting thatlsowas used by an advanced student at the very beginning
of the response, which not only helped build textual coherence but also contributed to

interactional coherence.

195



As for the apology task, intermediate students also showed signs of using
ideational markers sequentially over short discourse spans in their account of past
experiences relevant to the task. In comparison, advanced students used ideational
markers in ways different from what they tended to do for the other more information-
based tasks. They structured their apologies more interactively by egdagihearer
and relating different speech acts (i.e. explanation, apology and requesthttireusge
of some ideational markers (esm). In other words, ideational markers were used less to
manage factual information, more to maintain social interaction.

Overall, compared to intermediate students, advanced students used ideational
markers to provide better guides for the hearer by helping them understané\theael
of particular utterances in the hierarchy of meanings for tasks that wese mor
transactional, and to help fulfill social purposes for the more interactiokalTtasrefore,
they seemed generally better able to use ideational markers moteelffdo construct

coherent spoken discourse.

Interactional Markers

There were similar choices of interactional markers between thmedete and
advanced groups$think, well, yes/yealandyou knowwere the most commonly used
interactional markers for both groups. This was also consistent with Fung ded Ca
(2007) who found that these lexical items ranked among the most frequent ones for their
Hong Kong learners and native speakers.

Lack of statistical difference in the occurrence ratio of ideational ensuedso

indicates that frequency of interactional markers does not relate ylieecthe’s
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proficiency level, although the higher occurrence ratio median of advancedtsiude
along with the skew to those advanced students who ranked among the higher half in
occurrence ratio of interactional markers, somewhat suggested that iotedlactarkers
were more characteristic of some advanced students. The significargmii# in variety
between the two groups suggests that variety may be a better predictor aigpeaki
performance.

The findings regarding interactional marker use in the three contextsetet
different in interaction level reinforced the general findings with more solakate.
The occurrences dfthink in the least interactive context of interview instruction, and
you knowandpleasein more interactive contexts of recorded message and apology for
both proficiency groups indicated that both intermediate and advanced students could use
context-specific lexical devices to serve particular interactionplgsess. On the other
hand, intermediate students seemed td tlsek excessively and in a formulaic manner.
Althoughl think is useful in that it softens the tone by reducing the level of commitment
to utterances, too much use of it could be a result of pragmatic fossilization. More
proficient students are more interactive with the context while less prafstigdents are
more hesitant to commit to what they say and have a low confidence in their language
control. Meanwhile, little use of other interactional markers titaimk for the
intermediate group in all contexts studied implied that compared to advancedsstudent
intermediate students were less capable of using discourse sgategianage
communicative interactions; rather, they tended to communicate ideas in a more

monological manner.
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In comparison, the advanced group used more types of interactional markers for
all three contexts and significantly for recorded message and apology; utsed
interactional markers excludindhink significantly more often than the intermediate
group. Some interactional markers were only seen in the responses of advanced students
in specific contexts. These results suggest that advanced students could resort to
discoursal devices to attend to situational needs. The greater instaplesef you
knowthat involved the hearer into the ongoing communicative act indicate advanced
students may be more skillful in managing the social and cognitive relationshithevi
addressee.

Use of interactional markers to signal discourse boundaries for the least
interactive context of interview instruction was also more characteoisidvanced
students. Advanced students marked the beginning of their turns through insertion of
interactional markers such aell, yes/yealand signaled the end of their turns using
yes/yealor OK more frequently than intermediate students who tended to take and yield
their turns in an unmarked way. This showed that advanced students were better able to
interact with the simulated context of interaction although the addressee vipaegw®ott
physically. Turn-taking is an important mechanism of interaction. Use of apgieopr
strategies in turn-taking made it clear to the hearer that the student leastood the
message of the prior turn and was ready to take the turn. It committed studkais to t
turns and cued the hearer when their speech was about to end. Occurrences of
interactional markers at turn boundaries were particularly interastthigs study
considering that in the context of the VOCI, no real interlocutors were avditable

converse with the students. It implied that compared to intermediate studentseadva
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students perceived the context to be more communicative rather than simpksds ta
fulfill.

Therefore, this study in general indicates that use of interactional m&kaore
likely to be a feature characterizing the spoken English of more prafstigdents. Such
differences between intermediate and advanced students are comparabtistmttien
Ellis, Duran and Kelly (1994) make between high-involved and low-involved and
speakers. The former are individuals who are more involved in the situation, seositive
the flow of interaction, and can monitor the interaction more effectively, whilatiee |
are those who are uncertain and “psychologically removed from the interagtib46).
Advanced students were comparatively speaking high-involved speakers who could
invoke interactional markers to indicate their involvement in the context and ddalaye
better capability than intermediate students to respond to contextual demands and

negotiate meanings.

General Conclusion

The discrepancy in ideational and interactional marker use between intaemedia
and advanced students in this study indicates that proficiency level doesa ¢hetevay
DMs are used. This study also suggests that contextual variations aféictrnideand
interactional marker use across proficiency levels. It revedi$ebmproficient students
are relatively more concerned with text-related issues; their spoken dis@itends
more to the transactional aspect of communication. This study also shows theffdineir
of transmitting factual information is not necessarily effective in terhtise integration

of discourse units since their ideational markers tend to be used at a more ldcal leve
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which could hinder rather than facilitate the hearer's comprehension, while more
proficient students can invoke lexical devices to construct discourse that has a more
hierarchical structure, and mark more major discourse divisions, which helps itte hea
follow the direction of the discourse.

In addition to conveying information in an effective and organized way, it is also
crucial for learners to be able to maintain interpersonal convergence inraspansive
to contextual needs. This constitutes an important facet of one’s pragmatidencepe
which is closely associated with the construction of coherent conversationstlis
perspective, higher proficient students are more active communicators in yhatehe
more likely to use various interactional lexical devices in their speechrifeamediate
speakers to manage spoken interactions and perform social functions Ing ttel#tieir
utterances and the hearer in different speech contexts, which enhances dgontanei
their speech. They are also more flexible in the use of ideational markeusd#oay
can invoke ideational markers to enhance the interactive relevance of thamaeter
After all, as noted by Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992), more often than not,dhmereas
much need in oral communication for explicit cueing of distinct structural levels of
content and transmitting factual information as in written discourse.

All'in all, the study also led us to argue that it is too simplistic to trequiémcy
of ideational and interactional markers as the primary parameter of oak’s or
proficiency. It is a misconception that the more discourse markers, tee Betther, we
should also look at their variety and use in specific context. As far as ideatiokalsnar
are concerned, they have to be used in a way that contributes to the building of textual

coherence by providing useful signposts as to where the discourse is heading and how
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each utterance fits in the overall discourse. They can also function intesabgvel

pointing to the relevant context and relating various aspects of communicatiorarth reg

to interactional markers, they play a dynamic role in accomplishing roatextually

bound coherence and perform the important function of maintaining a smooth interaction.
The findings of this study also imply that competence in the use of interalctharkers

is especially closely related to one’s speaking competence. It is hopég twahparing

the use of lexical coherence devices between speakers of different prgflersls, we

can get some useful insights as yardsticks in English teaching and learning.

Pedagogical Implications

Relevance of DMs to English Speaking Classes in China

Unlike those situations where learners acquire a language by speaking in a native
speaking environment, English is a foreign language in China where learnelstleave
exposure to the language outside the classroom, which constitutes a huge obstakcle in t
language learning endeavor. The overall limited speaking competenceswasvaaled
to a certain extent by the oral proficiency of the English-major pamitspe this study,
among whom only one-fifth managed to speak at the advanced level. It is logical to
assume that the ratio of advanced speakers is even lower among non-English major
This low proportion of advanced students also justified our attention to the issues
exposed by the findings of this study which related to the differences in {gngea
between speakers at different proficiency levels. At the same time, wedgvén this
study students with intermediate proficiency, who represented the majfottiy

participants of this study, had rather limited competence in the use of DMs, which
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suggests that as an important aspect of communicative competence, DMs aséynot ea
picked up in a non-native speaking environment.

In addition to insufficient exposure to the learned language, foreign language
learning settings in general are disadvantageous to the acquisition afu2\is some
characteristics of their classroom learning environment, as observethbyasearchers.

As noted by Muller (2005) and Trillo (2002), DMs have been generally neglected and
have a low status in the foreign language teaching curriculum probably due to their low
propositional content. A common problem is that there tends to be an unnatural linguistic
input in English classes. As Burns points out (1998), many materials used for gpeakin
classes are “at the least, less than appropriate, and often misleading anpbwiseng”

in that they do not provide learners with “depictions of conversational data or with
effective strategies for facilitating spoken communication in Englislf£06). Language
functions are often introduced in scripted language samples. These magedaio be

overly well-formed, standardized, isolated, decontextualized and unnatural, which doe
not always reflect authentic use of the language in the real world. As a camsque
learners do not have sufficient access to pragmatic and discoursal knowledge which
entails the use of DMs. | also share the concern of Nattinger and Decarricot{a92)

is often markers commonly used for transactional/written discourse, shab as
howeveybecausefirstly, secondlythat are emphasized. Hays (1992) also points out that
ideational DMs are overtaught compared to other types of markers which aeddela
because there is not enough exposure to their use in the discourse community. Moreover,
these ideational connectives are often presented or explained in short spans of tex

without accounting for their use at various hierarchical levels in longer discnadee
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possibility of using them for interactive purposes. DMs peculiar to spoken disarers
generally rarely attended to. Focus has been placed on the propositional content;of words
the pragmatic and discoursal aspects of language are infrequentlysadd®sch
communicatively unrealistic approaches are not very likely to provide appsopria

support for students to speak with adequacy.

The above characteristics of foreign language classrooms are unfatotiable
promotion of pragmatic awareness in students’ learning process, and may lead to
pragmatic fossilization, as discussed earlier. For foreign languageigathe classroom
may be the major arena where learners learn and use the languadkeetefsre, vital to
reconsider how speaking competence should be addressed in English classrooms in a w
that enables learners to become truly communicatively competent. In ligjiat loénefits
of DMs for oral communication and the findings of this study, DMs should be established
as an integral part of English instruction. The English syllabus should pay dumattent
to pragmatic and metalinguistic features of language that are higlilgaés effective

communication.

Pedagogical Suggestions

It can be argued, based on the findings of this study, that adjustments should be
made on the overall views on language teaching in the decision-making process about
pedagogic issues regarding DMs. A framework that merits our attentios asé
proposed by Carter and McCarthy (1995), who notice that discourse has useful
implications for the way language is taught. They propose a three-component

methodology: illustration, interaction, and induction as a modification of the traditional
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presentation, practice and production. “lllustration” means using real Hateewer

possible as used in context. “Interaction” means engaging learners in dissens#tive
activities that concentrate on the interpersonal aspect of language andtmegoti
meanings and properties through observation and class discussion. “Induction” means
encouraging learners to make decisions about the interpersonal functions of various
linguistic options and to learn to notice such aspects of language. This approach, as
McCarthy and Carter conclude, has great potential for the acquisition of naralisac
communicative skills as it emphasizes the need for authentic language use and
encouraging learner’'s awareness of language features.

Therefore, as a starting point in promoting communication skill development, it is
important to include rich authentic teaching materials to reflect the vaDBIs in real
spoken interaction. On the one hand, as argued by Cribb (2005) and Papajohn (2005),
structured extended discourse should be adequately represented in coursésrtateri
show how to transmit information coherently. Learners should be required to produce a
sequence of language ‘chunks’ uninterrupted (Cribb, 2005). Since this type of discourse
is characterized by the use of ideational markers which can package the distaurse
coherent manner, we need to provide students with opportunities to deliver and practice
extended discourse coherently, with an emphasis on explaining the level and the type of
relations those lexical devices help accomplish. On the other hand, samples of informal
conversations that involve features such as hesitation, stalling, self-tapaitaking
should also be present for learners to understand how real life spoken interaction
proceeds with the help of spoken discourse features including interactional lexical

devices as well as ideational markers. In short, to do justice to their impartance
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achievement of textual and interactional coherence, DMs should be adequately
represented in authentic teaching materials that introduce learners tetg ofari
situations where spoken interaction takes place.

Besides learning directly from textbooks and teachers, in order to equip students
with a sensitivity to the use of discourse in various speaking situations, it islhelpf
have students analyze spoken discourse as it is actually produced. Riggenbachn(l991) a
Celce-Murcia and Olshtain (2000), among others, suggest introducing discouyseanal
to foreign language teaching classrooms. A major benefit is that discoungecana
techniques enable language learners to be conscious of the mechanism operating i
natural language comprehension and production, which includes the use of relevant
discourse strategies (including DMs). This discovering process matdtincontribute
to the development of the ability to self-monitor their own learning. Another advantage is
that such techniques entail rich opportunities for learners to engage in real
communication while also focusing on forms at all levels, including the use of DMs
(Riggenbach, 1991). Such practices on coherence strategies can have a p@sittzenm
learners’ capability in discourse management.

Since the ultimate purpose of conducting discourse analyses is to conduct
effective oral communication, it is important to create opportunities for stuttent
interact both in and outside of classrooms. Interaction, according to Allwright (1984), i
the “fundamental fact of language pedagogy” (p.156); this is particulelgase with
spoken interaction. Only in the course of interaction can learners use DMs melaningf
and effective learning take place. The classroom has the potential forrajfeadious

types of interaction. For example, teaching materials and students’ spedmhsmaurce
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materials for meaningful discussions (Celce-Murcia and Olshtain, 200£), T992).

Such activities involve learners in a wide range of discourse moves suclieasgand
changing topics, organizing materials, backchanelling, hedging and tumg,takiich

often entail the use of DMs. Also, students can be assigned to use the targefdangua
outside the classroom, such as conducting survey interviews with native speakers, or
collecting meaningful information outside the classroom, as proposed by Riggenbach
(1991). Such contextualized activities can be used to develop learners’ capacdgtict
needs related to oral communication and conversation management (Burns, 1998). They
can give rise to the need for the meaningful use of discourse stratedies dDils

during the course of interaction that can be exploited to serve situational aadtinee
purposes (Celce-Murcia & Olshtain, 2000).

The central claim here is that DMs should be incorporated into English speaking
classes, both in curriculum design and its implementation. To this end, students could be
encouraged to identify and analyze critically language features inngespeech samples
and be made aware of their relevance to the course of communication; they solld al
helped to foster the ability to reflect on their learning and communicativeiexpes,
because it is of great importance to consider what aspects of langeageassary to
the attainment of adequate communicative competence. In more genesakéaching
of spoken language should be turned into an integrative process of creating, nmgximizi
and utilizing learning opportunities to optimize learners’ chance of paticgp
effectively in authentic communication situations. It is argued here thatrotilis way

can foreign language classrooms play a more useful role in encouraging stoidakes t
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more communicative responsibilities and preparing them to be effective usiees of

language,

Limitations

There are several limitations to this study. A greater number of adl/ahments
would probably produce more statistically significant and generalizaldeds. Also, it
is important to note that there was possibly an effect of the instrument usedetdr spe
elicitation. As a semi-direct interview, the VOCI is task-based and nadiyhigbractive
because the interviewers are only present on the screen and what the testyskees
not receive immediate response from any individual, unlike face-to-face ewsrwhich
are characterized by negotiation of meanings and collaboration. We can biasona
presume that there may be some differences in students’ speaking perfornthbd¢ a
use between the language elicited by the VOCI and that produced in an informal
conversational context. Therefore, it would be interesting to look into the use of DMs in
other more natural and interactive contexts and compare students’ outpud blycite
different methods. Another possible drawback is that the inventory of interactional
markers was far from exhaustive, which included only a limited number of lexical
devices. Availability of a comprehensive model that includes a more comptaté li
interactional markers would definitely make more illuminating findingsiptes Another
important and interesting area to investigate is the effect of studenttarigstage on
their DM use in the learned language, because it was possible that cer@ibiein

this study was a result of the transfer from students’ first language.
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Pedagogically speaking, it is necessary to investigate how the Engligtulcim
affects students’ use of DMs. It would also be interesting to look into the factors
contributing to the different use of DMs by students at different proficiena@ld. In
addition, more studies need to be carried out to explore how pragmatics such as DMs can
be integrated into EFL speaking classes to empower students to be more capsble use
the language. Nevertheless, it is hoped that this study can furnish research&iFL
teachers with additional insights into how discourse coherence is a linguistitepara
relevant to EFL classrooms in their effort of providing the support students nedd to ge

communicatively competent.
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APPENDIX A

ACTFL PROFICIENCY GUIDELINES—SPEAKINGREVISED1999

SUPERIOR
Superior-level speakers are characterized by the ability to:

* participate fully and effectively in conversations in formal and informahgstbn
topics related to practical needs and areas of professional and/or schtdaelsts

* provide a structured argument to explain and defend opinions and develop effective
hypotheses within extended discourse

» discuss topics concretely and abstractly

* deal with a linguistically unfamiliar situation

* maintain a high degree of linguistic accuracy

» satisfy the linguistic demands of professional and/or scholarly life

ADVANCED
Advanced-level speakers are characterized by the ability to:

* participate actively in conversations in most informal and some formal seitings
topics of personal and public interest

* narrate and describe in major time frames with good control of aspect

* deal effectively with unanticipated complications through a variety ofraamcative
devices

* sustain communication by using, with suitable accuracy and confidence, connected
discourse of paragraph length and substance

« satisfy the demands of work and/or school situations

INTERMEDIATE
Intermediate-level speakers are characterized by the ability to:

* participate in simple, direct conversations on generally predictable tefatsd to
daily activities and personal environment

» create with the language and communicate personal meaning to sympathetic
interlocutors by combining language elements in discrete sentencesragsl st
of sentences

* obtain and give information by asking and answering questions

* sustain and bring to a close a number of basic, uncomplicated communicative
exchanges, often in a reactive mode

» satisfy simple personal needs and social demands to survive in the targagéang
culture
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NOVICE
Novice-level speakers are characterized by the ability to:

* respond to simple questions on the most common features of daily life

» convey minimal meaning to interlocutors experienced with dealing with feneign
by using isolated words, lists of words, memorized phrases and some personalized
recombinations of words and phrases

* satisfy a very limited number of immediate needs

© ACTFL, Inc., 1999
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APPENDIX B

TRANSCRIPT OF VOCI TASKS

1. A: This is a picture of my hometown.
B: Tell us about your hometown.

2. Instead of writing letters, you have decided to send a cassette message to
a friend back home. Describe where you are living now and what you've
been doing recently.

3. A: I'm so happy my best friend just got back from vacation. | really missed
him a lot.
B: My best friend moved away and she’s impossible to replace because
she’s so special.
A: Describe one of your friends.

4. Because of a last minute problem you missed a dinner engagement with a
friend. You called to apologize, but your friend is not yet home, so you
need to leave a message on the answering machine apologizing for the
date and explaining why you were not there.

5. A: Did you know that | went to New York last month? It sure is an
interesting city.
B: What's so special about it?
A: The entire time | was there | tried to compare it with our city. There a
lots of differences, but on the other hand, lots of things are similar.
B: Can you compare your hometown with a city that you visited or you
know well?

6. A: One thing that | didn’t like about New York was that it is so big. | never
really feel comfortable in big cities anymore.
B: Why not? | love city life. There’s nothing more fascinating than ayreall
big city. Not me.
A: Not me. There are too many problems | guess.
B: What do you think? What are the advantages or disadvantages of big
city life?

7. A: It's really unbelievable.
B: Yes, that was a really terrific experience.
A: There are some experiences you just can't forget.
B: That's true. Have you ever had such an experience—an experience that
you'll never forget.
A: It can be something positive or it can be something negative.
B: Tell us about it.

8. A: So, you've finally made up your mind?
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B
A
B
A
B

: Yes, and I'm really excited about it.

: Then you must have pretty concrete plans for the next few years?

: Yes, and | also have a good idea about what my life might be like.

: And you, what are your plans? What do you need to reach your goals?
: How might your life look ten years from now?

9. A: I really love this painting.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

>o>>m> >W

>

B:

A
If

: I don’t understand it at all.
: Tell us why you think this is or isn't art.

: My computer is broken again.

: Man, what a disaster!

: Yeah, | feel so dependent on these machines.

: Modern technology can make life easy, but it can cause a lot of frustoation

: Discuss the positive benefits and the negative consequences of our
dependence on such machines.

: Some undergraduates at American universities think that native speakers of
English make the most effective teachers.

On the other hand, some people think the advantages of having an
international teacher outweigh the disadvantages.

: What do you think?

you were a teacher and you discovered one of your students had cheated

on a test by copying from another student’s paper, what would you do?

A:
B:

Wr>W> >

A:

Did you know that US law allows trials to be televised?

Yes, several high profile trials have been televised recently besfause
the Freedom of Information Act.

. I wonder if that's such a good idea.

: What do you think about televising criminal trails?

: Have you noticed how many shows on TV portray violent crime?

. It's pretty hard not to notice!

: Some people feel that this creates violence in our society.

: Yes, but other people feel that it has no effect on young people. In faak they
proud of this country’s freedom of expression.

What do you think about the portrayal of violence and crime on TV?

This is the last question. If you've gotten this far, you probably have taken
other English tests. If so, how does this test compare to the other

E

nglish tests you have taken?
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APPENDIX C

TRANSCRIPTION SYMBOLS

Symbols Meanings

# Uncertain hearing (words)
e.g.#you're #kidding

~ Pseudograph (fake name, address etc.)
e.g.~Jill

- Word truncation/cut-off
e.g. wor-

-- Intonation unit truncation (Unfinished
sentence)
e.g.And some people will --

Completed Intonation Unit
e.g.There are some advantages using
computers.

Pause, short
e.g.She’s very, very special.

Extended pause
e.g.Let me see ... | don’t know.

Capital letter Sentence start
e.g.-My hometown is a beautiful village.

? Question
e.g.What do you think?
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Principal
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