0. GLOSSARY

Note: The following glossary lists the most relevant terminology used in my thesis.

adjacency pair
a sequence of two utterances by different speakers in conversation; the second is a response to the first, e.g. question-answer; they are normative structures

back-channels/back-channelling signals
in conversation, the provision of feedback from the listener(s) to the speaker; the purpose of such feedback is to let the speaker know he or she is being attended to, and to encourage the speaker to continue; the feedback may be verbal (for example, uh-huh, hmm – vocal indications of attention) or non-verbal (for example, head nodding)

background knowledge
the knowledge of the world which the reader or listener makes use of in interpreting a piece of spoken or written language

clarification request
a strategy used by the listener for a more explicit formulation of the speaker’s last utterance, e.g. What do you mean by that exactly?; a component of side sequences and misapprehension sequences

comprehension check
a strategy used by the speaker to ensure that the listener has understood correctly, e.g. Know what I mean?
confirmation request
a strategy used by the listener for confirmation that what he or she has just heard is correct, e.g. 

A: I saw a robbery a couple of weeks ago.

B: A robbery?

dispreferred
the structurally unexpected next utterance as a response, e.g. an invitation is normally followed by an acceptance, so a refusal is dispreferred

face-saving
an important principle which seems to underlay a great deal of interpersonal interaction is the need to ‘save face’; this is most commonly achieved by the use of indirect speech act strategies; if a speaker wishes to invite someone out, but is afraid of a rebuff, he or she may avoid asking a direct question such as Would you like to come out with me?, asking instead, Are you doing anything this evening?, or, even less directly, There’ a great movie on at the Capri this evening.

floor
the current right to speak in a conversation

negotiation of meaning
the interactional work done by speakers and listeners to ensure that they have a common understanding of the ongoing meanings in a discourse; commonly used strategies include comprehension checks, confirmation checks and clarification requests
preferred
the structurally expected next utterance used in a response

repair

the correction or clarification of a speaker’s utterance, either by the speaker (self-correction) or by someone else (other correction); these repairs serve to prevent communication breakdowns in conversation

topic
the subject matter of a text

topic selection and change
the interpersonal procedures through which interlocutors negotiate and agree on a conversational topic, and the procedures through which the topic is subsequently changed; topic conflicts may arise

transition relevance place (TRP)
a possible change of speaker point in an interaction

turn
one speaker’s utterance, bounded by the utterances of one or more other speakers; the opportunity to speak at some point during conversation

turn-taking
the process by which opportunities to speak are distributed between two or more speakers; the change of speaker during conversation; rules for turn-taking differ in different cultural contexts

Sources: Coulthard (1977.52-92), Nunan (1993.115-126) and Yule (1996.127-135).
1. INTRODUCTION

Discourse markers and spoken language – a marriage of an inseparable couple. It would certainly be superfluous to talk tediously about the embeddedness of discourse markers in the spoken mode of language: they are inherently bound to it (Erman 1987.1; Urbanová and Oakland 2002.25). They perform a diverse palette of functions and their use, it is argued, indicates a high degree of communicative competence (Erman 1987.1). At least, this seems to be the case with native speakers of a certain language.

The opposite bank of the river witnesses non-native speakers of English as a group whose competence in using a foreign language, as might be argued, is lower. This does not concern only pronunciation, grammar or choice of vocabulary but also their pragmatic accent
, which is, in my view, the culmination of all linguistic and non-linguistic levels and, moreover, the most “vulnerable”
 sphere of language competence.

In my diploma thesis, I will deal with one aspect of the “pragmatic accent” of non-native speakers of English: the use and functions of expressions generally referred to as discourse markers or pragmatic markers
. These expressions are among those that “contribute towards natural, native-sounding language” (de Klerk 2005.1184).

My preliminary research hypothesis can be formulated as a set of five questions:

a) do non-native speakers use discourse markers at all?;

b) if they do so, can the functions of discourse markers be traced, or are these markers 

void of function?;

c) if discourse markers occur in non-native conversations, what is the frequency of 

occurrence of these markers and are there any differences to the 



frequency of occurrence in the conversations of native speakers?;

d) if non-native speakers use discourse markers, what are they
 and are there any 


differences to the conversations of native speakers?;
e) does the level of proficiency in English have any influence on the use of discourse 

markers?.

In order to answer these questions, I compiled a corpus of eleven authentic non-native conversations and it is appended to the thesis
.

In the next chapter, I will describe my corpus in greater detail: general comments, lists of symbols and information on the speakers and contexts will be provided. In Chapter 3, I will briefly discuss some specific features of the language of non-native speakers in my corpus. Chapter 4 is a short theoretical introduction to discourse markers. Chapter 5 describes in brief my method of analysis and Chapters 6 and 7 present the pillar of my thesis: first, the individual dialogues will be analysed from those points of view discussed in the methodological chapter; then, I will summarize the main functions of discourse markers as discussed in my analysis. In Chapter 9, I will attempt to answer my initial research question and to formulate a conclusion.
2. CORPUS DESCRIPTION

2.1 General Comments

The idea behind making my corpus was to obtain as natural spoken material as possible for speakers seem to change their language if they are aware of the presence of the microphone (Crystal and Davy 1969.96). Therefore, speakers were recorded surreptitiously (with the exception of Dialogue 1 and partly with the exception of Dialogue 11), and permission to use their language for analysis was asked only afterwards.

Speakers and communicative situations were chosen at haphazard, which has some drawbacks as well, e.g. recording a conversation in a restaurant may result in the occurrence of incomprehensible sequences, due to the muzak.

The conversations contained in my corpus were recorded from July 2006 to January 2007 and the approximate word total is 4,620. As will be pointed out many times, that is the main drawback: the corpus is too small and I will not to draw any wider conclusion. The approximate word totals for each dialogue are provided in the following table:

Table 1
Word Total for Each Dialogue
	Dialogue
	Approximate Word Total
	%

	Dialogue 1
	164
	3.54

	Dialogue 2
	376
	8.13

	Dialogue 3
	525
	11.36

	Dialogue 4
	135
	2.92

	Dialogue 5
	547
	11.83

	Dialogue 6
	381
	8.24

	Dialogue 7
	1,000
	21.64

	Dialogue 8
	365
	7.90

	Dialogue 9
	407
	8.80

	Dialogue 10
	497
	10.75

	Dialogue 11
	223
	4.28


As follows from the above table, the length of the individual dialogues is not unified: it differs significantly. This is a consequence of my endeavour to achieve more authenticity.
2.2 List of Symbols

As Svartvik and Quirk argue, “transcribing spoken material, with analogous fidelity to the original, naturally requires […] elaborate conventions” (1980.11). For the purpose of my diploma thesis, simple symbols and conventions were chosen for the transcription of the recordings. It is also necessary to stress that intonation is not included in the transcription
.

The following section lists all the symbols and conventions used in the transcription:

A, B, C etc. ..................
speaker identity; speakers can either have their individual turns 



(A: turn) or they can talk simultaneously (A, B, C: turn)

A laughs ......................
contextual comments; they indicate non-verbal activity

A: no, I
| wanted

| B: yeah ........
simultaneous and/or overlapping talk

<<sylls>> ....................
incomprehensible words; either within a turn (the speaker produces incomprehensible words) of between turns (the identity of the speaker(s) producing incomprehensible words is unknown)

<<you know>> ............
partly comprehensible words

[ab], [chineer] ..............
unfinished words (about and Chinese in this case)

[з:], [hm] .....................
hesitation fillers

[…] ..............................
pause; either within a turn or between turns

[…] […] ......................
longer pause; either within a turn or between turns

All language mistakes were, of course, retained in their original form.
2.3 Speakers and Situations

My corpus represents informal spontaneous face-to-face conversations of Czech and German speakers of English
. Second language conversation – communication in everyday settings, to borrow the title of Gardner and Wagner’s study, could be a possible label for the conversations contained in my corpus. Most of the time, the participants discuss such general topics as music, computer games, life or their studies, and the participants are good friends or were at least partly acquainted with each other at the time of speaking. As to the social parameters of the speakers, they are mostly in their 20s and are educated to at least secondary school level. The reason for such a constellation of my corpus lies in the character of social contacts I had at the time of recording my corpus, i.e. there was no intention to have such a constellation and the speakers share many sociological parameters.
Analysing non-native material and attempting to answer the last research question, I consider the precise identification of the level of proficiency of the speakers crucial: it was ascertained either according to the textbook used by them at school, or the speakers were given a language test
.

In the following section, the individual dialogues will be described. Each description contains information on age, gender, profession, family background etc. Moreover, a short textual description provides information regarding the relationship of the participants and the “general character” of the dialogue, and it also pinpoints some aspects which seem to me in some cases relevant for the interpretation of discourse markers.
Dialogue 1

Table 2

Parameters of Dialogue 1

	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	23
	male
	German
	student
	university*

	middle class
	very advanced

	Speaker B
	24
	male
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	very advanced

	Speaker C
	24
	female
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	very advanced

	Speaker D
	24
	female
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	very advanced

	Speaker E
	23
	female
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	very advanced


The conversation takes place in a dormitory room.  All participants knew each other quite well at the time of speaking. Two of the speakers, A and particularly B, are the main holders of the floor and they discuss their hobby: music. The remaining speakers have almost no access to the floor. An important note concerns the fact that the dialogue was recorded non-surreptitiously.

Dialogue 2

The conversation takes place in the identical setting and among the same speakers as Dialogue 1 but its temporal setting is different. Speakers A and B are the main holders of the floor; the remaining speakers produce only a minimal number of turns. The main topic of the dialogue is music as well.
Dialogue 3

Table 3

Parameters of Dialogue 3
	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	24
	male
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	very advanced

	Speaker B
	21
	male
	German
	student
	university*
	middle class
	pre-intermediate


Dialogue 3 is set in a dormitory kitchen and it is the first verbal exchange between two students who knew each other only partly at the time of speaking. The prevailing structure of the conversation is the Question – Answer structure: the more proficient speaker interviews the less proficient one. As soon as they discover mutual fancy for music, it becomes the overall topic of the conversation.

Dialogue 4

Table 4

Parameters of Dialogue 4
	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	22
	male
	German
	student
	university*
	middle class
	upper-intermediate

	Speaker B
	24
	male
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	very advanced

	Speaker C
	21
	male
	German
	student
	university*
	middle class
	pre-intermediate

	Speaker D
	23
	female
	German
	student
	university*
	middle class
	very advanced


This miniature dialogue is set in a dormitory kitchen. Speakers A and B talk about computer games, speaker C makes only a few passing notes. All three speakers knew each other well at the time of speaking. Towards the end, a completely new speaker enters the conversation. Speakers A and D knew each other very well from university seminars and they discuss school matters. None of the remaining speakers interrupts the exchange.
Dialogue 5

Table 5

Parameters of Dialogue 5

	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	25
	female
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	advanced

	Speaker B
	28
	male
	Czech
	student
	university*
	working class
	pre-intermediate


Question – Answer, Question – Anticipation/Post-Comment – Answer, or Challenge – Response: these are the prevailing frames in Dialogue 5. Similarly to Dialogue 1 and Dialogue 2, speaker A is the ultimate topic setter. As to the mutual relationship of the participants, the speakers are good friends and they discuss such general topics as jobs and occupations, education and hobbies.
Dialogue 6

Table 6

Parameters of Dialogue 6

	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	18
	male
	Czech
	student
	secondary school*
	middle class
	intermediate

	Speaker B
	18
	male
	Czech
	student
	secondary school*
	middle class
	intermediate


In this dialogue, two schoolmates discuss computer games and they hold differing views on them: the dialogue might be labelled personal dispute. Noticeable is that speaker B’s parallel use of both English and Czech discourse markers.
Dialogue 7

Table 7

Parameters of Dialogue 7

	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	25
	male
	German
	student
	university*
	middle class
	advanced

	Speaker B
	24
	female
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	very advanced


The verbal exchange between speakers A and B, good friends, is by far the longest dialogue in my corpus. Unfortunately, due to the muzak, the transcription contains a great amount of incomprehensible sequences. The speakers discuss topics such as diploma theses, travelling or architecture.
Dialogue 8

Table 8

Parameters of Dialogue 8
	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	48
	male
	Czech
	guard
	university
	middle class
	intermediate

	Speaker B
	32
	female
	Czech
	accountant
	university
	middle class
	intermediate


This dialogue is set in a flat where two very good friends engage in a conversation.  The age of the participants is en exception to the overall constellation of the whole corpus (see p. 8). The speakers talk about friends, skiing and they also discuss A’s drawings. To add, both speakers switch frequently from L2 to L1
, not only in the use of discourse markers.

Dialogue 9

Table 9

Parameters of Dialogue 9
	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	23
	male
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	advanced

	Speaker B
	26
	male
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	advanced


This dialogue is set in a small restaurant but despite the setting, the proportion of incomprehensible sequences is very low. Both speakers are very good friends and they discuss people, clothes and computers.
Dialogue 10

Table 10

Parameters of Dialogue 10

	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	23
	female
	German
	student
	university
	middle class
	very advanced

	Speaker B
	28
	female
	Czech
	businesswoman
	secondary school
	middle class
	beginner

	Speaker C
	46
	male
	Czech
	worker
	secondary school
	middle class
	beginner

	Speaker D
	48
	male
	Czech
	student
	secondary school
	middle class
	beginner


Dialogue 10 presents a special sort of institutional interaction: it is a piece of classroom discourse and any interaction (and the topical development as well) among the speakers is regulated by a frame, i.e. the teacher sets the tasks and distributes the floor, the students fulfil these tasks (for a discussion of power asymmetry in classroom discourse see for example Coulthard 1977.93-115; Fairclough 1995). The teacher, speaker A, is almost new to the class; the remaining speakers are long-term colleagues in a business company.

Dialogue 11

Table 11

Parameters of Dialogue 11

	Participants
	Age
	Gender
	Nationality
	Profession
	Education
	Family Background
	Level of Proficiency in English

	Speaker A
	23
	male
	Czech
	student
	university*
	middle class
	advanced

	Speaker B
	23
	female
	Czech
	student
	secondary school
	middle class
	upper-intermediate


In this piece of conversation, two friends were asked to switch from Czech into English in their ongoing conversation without prior knowledge that a recording was being made. Similarly to Dialogue 8, an instance of a Czech discourse marker can be found here as well, despite the relatively high level of proficiency in English of the speaker producing the marker.
3. SOME SPECIFIC FEATURES OF NON-NATIVE CONVERSATIONS
The following chapter focuses on the specific features of the language of non-native speakers of English in my corpus. Apart from the general features of spoken language (for a more thorough discussion see for example Crystal and Davy 1969.95-124; Erman 1987.3-4; Urbanová 2001.49-55; Urbanová 2003), there are yet other phenomena that can be found in my corpus and I would like to address them briefly.
The vast majority of these features can be accounted for as language interference. Non-native speakers usually have partial access to authentic English and their “English accents and patterns of error may reflect characteristics of their first language” (Graddol 2000.11).

The following overview loosely follows the grammatical classification in Dušková et al. 2003 and Alexander 2004 but any re-arrangements and re-classification of the items could well be possible though. Since there is a heap of elements present in my corpus, I will concentrate on the recurrent and the most relevant patterns only. Many of the specific features are instances of Czenglish (for a more thorough overview see Sparling 1991).

Noun: Plural and Singular

Non-native speakers frequently use inappropriate singular and plural forms of the nouns.

Example 1:

B: I don’t like soccer nebo co to je because [з:] it’s a [з:] it’s game for mens
(D10.22).

Noun: Articles

As the Czech language does not possess the category of the definite and indefinite article, non-native speakers frequently leave these out or use them in an incorrect way.

Example 2:

B: you have friend in London? (D8.17);

Example 3:

B: yeah it’s a hobby but [зm] it’s not only a fun (D5.8).
Pronouns

Non-native speakers of English, particular the lower level ones, leave out the pronoun in the subject position, which reflects the pattern of usage in Czech.
Example 4:

D: is very good (D10.23).

Verbs and Verb Tenses

As to verb flexion and verb tenses, non-native speakers of my corpus use them from time to time in an incorrect manner.
Example 5:

B: tut but in Age you […] it’s […] player have to think (D6.11);

Example 6:

A: we watched Worlds at War Tom Cruise film (D9.19).

Prepositions

In using prepositions, non-native speakers choose a wrong one or they may be halfway to the correct form.

Example 7:

A: yeah he was or is really good on skiing (D8.17);

Example 8:

B: I think [з:] you were there not 20 years before? (D8.18).

Word Order

Word order is one of the areas in which most “inadequacies” occur. Non-native speakers usually confuse word order in questions and statements and they also use word order admissible in restricted contexts only.

Example 9:

A: you know you have to 
| watch the street closely




| B: watch the cars

B: what are they doing
A: what […] what?

B: what are they doing
A: aha […] yeah […] I see (D5.7);
Example 10:

B: that one I didn’t see (D9.19).

Lexis

Apart from word order, lexis is another area that presents a difficulty for non-native speakers of English. First, non-native speakers use a word that partly reminds of the correct form.

Example 11:

A: he has twink brother (D8.17).

They also use an existing expression or an expression from a related semantic field but its use in that particular context is incorrect.

Example 12:

B: yeah I just […] [з:] […] only high school (D5.7);

Example 13:

A: by who?

B: it’s measured […] by hour (D5.8).

Furthermore, there are other phenomena, particularly sociolinguistic and pragmatic ones, e.g. code-mixing and code-switching.
Example 14:

A: they are twink […] twins

B: twins?

A: yes

B: what is it?

A: dvojčata
B: who?

A: Jars and Christian […] he was living four in Prague […] four years (D8.17);

Most of the time, code-switching is a case of the lower levels speakers who lack the necessary language, whereas the higher level speakers resort often to code-switching in order to show participation, solidarity etc.

The following table provides overall information concerning the proportion of the specific features listed above:
Table 12

Occurrence of Non-Standard Features in Each Dialogue
	Dialogue
	Approximate Number of Significant Non-Standard Features
	%

	Dialogue 1
	0
	0.00

	Dialogue 2
	3
	0.79

	Dialogue 3
	8
	1.52

	Dialogue 4
	0
	0.00

	Dialogue 5
	14
	2.55

	Dialogue 6
	16
	4.19

	Dialogue 7
	20
	2.00

	Dialogue 8
	25
	6.84

	Dialogue 9
	6
	0.36

	Dialogue 10
	38
	7.64

	Dialogue 11
	8
	3.58


The proportion of “errors” differs significantly. The conclusion that can be made from such a rough overview is that the most of the non-standard features can be found in the language of the lower level speakers of English although such an assertion is not universal.
4. DISCOURSE MARKERS: SHORT INTRODUCTION
In the following chapter, I will address some theoretical problems regarding discourse markers and their function in communication. To begin with, Fraser argues that discourse markers are expressions such as after all, and, because, but, furthermore, however, nevertheless, or, so or thus (Fraser 1998). Other authors add more of these expressions, e.g. I mean, now, oh, then, well, you know (Schiffrin 1987); you see (Erman 1987); like (Miller and Weinert 1995); just, really (Tagliamonte 2005
); ok (Condon 2001). Now, the cardinal question is: what is it that makes these (any many other) words and phrases so unique that a special category is set up and given the label discourse markers
?

Linguists seem to propose various definitions of discourse markers and their views on their function
 in discourse differ slightly as well. Fraser argues that they typically connect “two segments of discourse, S1 and S2, but [do] not contribute to the meaning of either. […] The meaning of a DM
 is not conceptual, as is the meaning of the expressions boy or justice, but rather procedural: a DM signals how the interpretation of S2, with which it is associated, is related to the interpretation of the preceding S1” (Fraser 1998.256-257). Such a notion attempts to view discourse markers as expressions ensuring cohesion and signalling structural relations between propositions (see Taboada 2006.567-573).

Erman holds that discourse markers (pragmatic markers in her terminology) operate in three domains: in the textual domain, in the social domain and in the metalinguistic domain. In the textual domain, discourse markers perform the function of monitoring the production of language (consequently, they are called discourse markers: editing markers, repair markers and hesitation markers). In the social domain, their main function of discourse markers is to manage the flow of discourse (they are given such labels as interactive markers: turn-regulators and comprehension-securing markers). In the metalinguistic domain, discourse markers may be used when the focus is on the message proper (they are called approximators, hedges and emphasizers) (2001.1339-1348).

Schiffrin lists a set of three approaches to discourse markers: discourse markers are responsible for cohesion; discourse markers bracket portions of discourse (and discourse itself is social interaction); discourse markers express the pragmatic meaning that has to be separated from their content meaning (2001.55-59). It can also be added that discourse markers are believed to express differences in registers (see Erman 1987.30-31; Andersen et al. 1999).
Discourse markers are “exclusively confined to spoken medium” (Erman 1987.1) and the interest in their study has been a consequence of the growing interest in the study of spoken language (Erman 1987.1). The analysis of discourse markers is a relatively new field of study (Erman 1987.1-5) and “during the past ten years, the study of DMs has turned into a growth industry in linguistics, with dozens of articles appearing yearly” (Fraser 1999.932). Since various linguists hold slightly differing views on the precise formulation of the functions of discourse markers, these expressions have been given various labels up to the present day: automatic utterances, cajolers, cue phrases, discourse connectives, discourse operators, discourse particles, fumbles, hesitation markers, pragmatic expressions, pragmatic formatives, pragmatic operators, pragmatic particles, prompters, semantic conjuncts, sentence connectives, softeners, turn-holders, turn-yielders, or verbal fillers. Some of these labels indicate the type of function discourse markers were believed to perform (for a more thorough overview see Erman 1987.5-32).

Whatever the different definitions and perspectives, it seems that most of the linguists agree on the fact that discourse markers perform a variety of functions and that they operate on more than one plane of discourse (Schiffrin 1987.61). They “can be plurifunctional” (Kyratzis and Ervin-Tripp 1999.1324, emphasis mine).
In my analysis, I will concentrate on the following set of discourse markers as these are the most frequent ones: and, because, but, I mean, now, oh, or, so, well, you know, you see
. Other discourse markers
 will not be analysed, mainly due to the minimal frequency of occurrence in my corpus. As discourse markers most usually occur in turn-initial
 position, only these occurrences will be analysed (with the exception of well, you know and you see
). Prior to the analysis itself, I will need to briefly describe the method used for my analysis of discourse markers.

5. METHOD OF ANALYSIS
In my analysis, an attempt will be made to combine two perspectives: Crystal and Davy’s Model
 and the analytical tools of Conversation Analysis.

Crystal and Davy have formulated three main features of the language of conversation: inexplicitness, randomness of subject-matter and normal non-fluency. First, as participants in a conversation share background knowledge, there seems to be no need to “say things” explicitly: they are taken for granted. At the level of parole, the manifestation of inexplicitness can be seen for example in the frequent use of anaphoric devices (demonstratives, substitutes, pronouns) or vague expressions (1969.102-103).

Secondly, there is a general lack of planning and of an overall theme in face-to-face conversation: the thematic development is many a time unpredictable and any change of the topic, be it abrupt and unexpected, is not “felt to be linguistically inappropriate” (1979.103-104). This phenomenon is called randomness of subject-matter.

And thirdly, face-to-face communication is impromptu and unprepared and “cyclic patterns” of periods of creative thinking and hesitation take turns with periods of actual speech production. The parole manifestation of this phenomenon called normal non-fluency can be found in a significant number of “errors”, hesitation features, repairs, repetitions and reformulations and in the occurrence of overlapping and/or simultaneous talk (1969.104-105).

The second perspective is the field of Conversation Analysis and the tools developed by the discipline. It is rather a structural perspective (Schiffrin 1994.236) and turn-by-turn structural analysis concentrating on obtaining, holding and terminating turns; on the selection and changes of topics and speakers and on adjacency pairs are the most important tools developed by Conversation Analysis (ten Have 1999.104-107; for more introductions to the field see Coulthard 1977.52-92; Drew 1998.165-170; Mey 2001.134-170; Renkema 2004.161-174; Robinson 2006.130-155; the most important terminology is listed in the Glossary).

In the next chapter, a dialogue-by-dialogue analysis ensues: each dialogue is prefaced with an overview of the categories within Crystal and Davy’s Model; then, a detailed discussion of the sequences in which discourse markers occur follows. These sequences are discussed in the light of the analytical tools mentioned above. Each dialogue is also accompanied with a table containing statistical information on the occurrence of discourse markers.

6. ANALYSIS OF THE DIALOGUES
6.1 Dialogue 1

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
The manifestation of inexplicitness can be seen in the use of anaphoric devices. In Dialogue 1, these devices refer mainly to the extra-linguistic reality.

Example 15:

D: huh I like it (D1.1), it refers to the tea the participants drink;

Example 16:

A: ok so for the recording I’d like to say that it’s 2006 and my friend has just 

bought himself a few great CDs we have here (D1.1), here refers to a pile of CD 

through which A browses.

In contrast to inexplicitness, there is also an opposite tendency: the tendency to explicitness.

Example 17:

D: no it’s a different name 
| Lenka is a separate name





| A: oh





| B: that’s different

[…]

B: and Alenka is yet another name (D1.1).

In the above example, explicitness manifests itself through repetition.

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
First of all, a basic “topic map” will illustrate the thematic development of the dialogue: > discussing CDs > mention of drinks > enquiring about names.

As to the concrete points in the dialogue responsible for randomness, there is, for example, an instance of a partly expected digression.

Example 18:

A: and 2 Unlimited and Stakka Bo

C: by the way who sings Ecuador?
B: Sash

A: yeah Ecuador and […] well ok that’s this Dance (D1.1).

In the above example, C interrupts the conversation with a related topic and marks the interruption using the attention-getter by the way.

The digression from the main topic may also be totally unexpected.

Example 19:

D: huh I like it

E laughs

[…]

A: and your name is Helena?
D: yes (D1.1).

In the above example, speaker A sets a new topic and precedes it with the discourse connective and.

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
In Dialogue 1, there are instances of simultaneous and overlapping talk (4 occurrences per 164 words = 2.43%) and instances of significant speaker pauses (4 occurrences per 164 words = 2.43%).
2. Discourse Markers:

The first discourse marker under analysis is the discourse connective so. It occurs in the very beginning of Dialogue 1:

A: ok so for the recording I’d like to say that it’s 2006 and my friend has just 

bought himself a few great CDs we have here (D1.1).

Speaker A takes the floor and introduces the recording and none of the remaining speakers interrupts his turn. So seems to perform the function of introducing the topic and reminds of classroom discourse tactics: the teacher introduces the lesson in an authoritative tone.
Another discourse connective that can be found in Dialogue 1 is and. In the following sequence

A: it features such classics as Captain Hollywood Project

B: Culture Beat U 96

A: M.C. Sar and The Real McCoy […] I don’t remember that

B: Another Night

A: and 2 Unlimited and Stakka Bo (D1.1);

speakers A and B participate in regular turn-taking. In one of the turns, A expresses his lack of knowledge (I don’t remember that) and B quickly provides the necessary knowledge. This problem and the solution to it can be considered a side sequence. Speaker A then continues enumerating the CDs and his continuation is marked by and. It might be said that and connects both A’s turns together (the last one with the last but one) and that it also signals his continuation as the topic-setter after the side sequence (and possibly his disregard of it).

In the next sequence

speakers D and E serve the tea

D: huh I like it

E laughs

[…]

A: and your name is Helena?

D: yes (D1.1);

speaker A introduces a new topic after the previous one has been dropped and no one seems to take the floor. A asks a question and the question is preceded by and. Introducing a new topic without signalling it might be too straightforward and rude: imagine the question your name is Helena?.
In the sequence which follows

D: no it’s a different name 
| Lenka is a separate name






| A: oh





| B: that’s different

[…]

B: and Alenka is yet another name (D1.1);

and occupies turn-initial position as well but contrary to the first example, and refers back to a previous part of discourse and introduces a post-comment, i.e. its function is cohesive.

The following sequence

A: and your name is Helena?

D: yes

A: not Lenka?

D: no […] well Lenka is

A: Lenka is a diminutive?

D: no it’s a different name Lenka is a separate name (D1.1);

contains the discourse marker well. It occurs in a structure in which A asks a question, D provides a straightforward answer and A asks for clarification as he probably expects a different answer. D answers the question in a straightforward manner (no), pauses for a moment and elaborates on the information. Well thus seems to indicate the speaker’s change of mind.

In the following sequence

C: by the way who sings Ecuador?

B: Sash

A: yeah Ecuador and […] well ok that’s this Dance (D1.1);

speaker C interrupts the exchange between A and B by asking a question partly related to the overall theme of the conversation. B provides the answer, speaker A, interestingly enough, confirms the answer and terminates the discussion. The termination is preceded by well. It may be argued that speaker A demonstrates his dominance and such a resolute statement is signalled with well. Noticeable is also the co-occurrence of well with ok: the co-occurrence of these markers and the authoritarian tone may remind, again, of classroom discourse tactics.
In the sequence which follows

A: we don’t have any more juice […] well you have to drink it without it (D1.1);

the function of well seems to be similar to the previous instance as well: it marks a slight change of the topic, it indicates some problem and it occurs in a statement expressing A’s dominance (noticeable is also the switch from we to you).

In the last sequence to be analyzed

A: Lenka is a diminutive?

D: no it’s a different name 
| Lenka is a separate name






| A: oh




| B: that’s different (D1.1).

the marker oh occurs. As mentioned above, A seems to expect a different answer to his question. Upon receiving the necessary information for clearing his confusion about the names, he reacts using oh which seems to mark A’s emotive reaction to the information received and the successful acceptance of that information.

Table 13

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 1

	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

very advanced
	Speaker B

very advanced
	Speaker C

very advanced
	Speaker D

very advanced
	Speaker E

very advanced
	Total

	and
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3

	well
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3

	oh
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	so
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 8 occurrences per 164 words = 4.87%.

6.2 Dialogue 2

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
Inexplicitness in Dialogue 2 manifests itself through the use of anaphoric devices, the antecedents of which are retrievable from the immediate context, and through the use of vague expressions.

Example 20:
C: that’s delicious (D2.2), that refers to the tea;

Example 21:
A: once again? no no it’s black tea we should get a new […] dry thing (D2.2), thing 

refers to the tea-bag.

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
The basic topic map might be described as follows: > talking about photos > discussing CD covers and music > mention of tea > talking about music. The main subject of the conversation is music; the other topics are mere sub-topics or even digressions.

The following two are examples of unexpected turns in the thematic development of the dialogue:

Example 22:

B: I love it

A: but the problem is that it is Michael Jackson you see

B laughs

A: you haven’t tasted your lemon tea yet (D2.2);

Example 23:

A: once again? no no it’s black tea we should get a new […] dry thing and then boiling water […] we can do it if you want but

all speakers laugh

A: [зm] shall we put on some music? (D2.3).

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
In Dialogue 2, there are instances of simultaneous and overlapping talk (7 occurrences per 376 words = 1.86%), significant speaker pauses (23 occurrences per 376 words = 6.11%), hesitation fillers (4 occurrences per 376 words = 1.06%) and cases of repair, reformulation and repetition (5 occurrences per 376 words = 1.32%).

2. Discourse Markers:

You know is by far the most frequent marker in Dialogue 2 and it is used solely by speaker A who is the main holder of the floor (see also Dialogue 1: it is one and the same speaker). All four occurrences of you know can be found in the following sequence:
A: I had one […] yeah you know I had some periods when I was recording CDs to someone I was [зm] I took great pains to make a good cover with tracklisting and everything

B laughs

A: and […] and […] you know and 
| I I I






| B laughs

A: yeah and I inspected like books and albums and you know just […] for the appropriate thing […] and I like made a whole series of covers for […] [з:] what’s his name?

B: Bon Jovi

A: no no Insomnia who did Insomnia God Is a 
| DJ?








| B: Faithless

A: yeah I made whole series of covers for Faithless

B: hey finally I have Insomnia and God Is a DJ on CD uuu […] because I have never

A: I have the whole Best of on 
| mp3s





| B: and Salva Mea

A: good that’s good

B: tu du duu

A: yeah really good […] anyway you know I just […] I took the album and […] 

yeah (D2.2).

Speaker A engages in what could be called explanatory discourse: he presents, almost in a monologue-like manner, his personal experience. The first instance of you know occurs within a repair (thus you know might function as a repair marker), the second instance of you know accompanies hesitation (the function of a hesitation marker could be assigned to it), the third instance occurs in the combination anyway you know (thus it might function as an attention-getter). There seem to be nuances in the meanings of the individual instances of you know but given the length of his contribution the global function of you know could be the mitigation of the extremely long floor-holding. Moreover, speaker A may appeal to the listeners to follow his talk and it could also be argued that speaker A treats the remaining speakers, or at least speaker B, as partners with mutual knowledge.

As to the marker well, there are altogether two occurrences in Dialogue 2. In the following sequence

A: you haven’t tasted your lemon tea yet

B: jééééé tea […] we can already drink?

D: ehm

B: well I haven’t noticed (D2.2);

speaker A produces a statement referring to the extra-linguistic reality. B reacts to that in a joyful manner, pauses for a moment and requests confirmation because his expectations do not seem to be in harmony with the real-life situation. Speaker D provides the required confirmation and B’s turn seems to be a defence or an apology. This defence is preceded by well. It could be argued that well performs the function of hesitation as well: speaker B might be taken aback and does not know what to say next.

In the sequence which follows

B: have you seen [з:]?

A: yeah?

B: the cover of Michael Jackson’s Dangerous?

A: yeah well that’s ok (D2.2);

speaker B poses a question but the question remains unfinished. Speaker A invites speaker B to finish the question and speaker A provides a straightforward answer to that question (yes) and a personal evaluation of the item. It can be seen that A’s attitude towards Michael Jackson is rather lukewarm. The marker well might be interpreted as signalling some problem. And, indeed, A’s views on Michael Jackson are rather negative, consider the whole sequence:

B: have you seen [з:]?

A: yeah?

B: the cover of Michael Jackson’s Dangerous?

A: yeah well that’s ok

B: I love it

A: but the problem is that it is Michael Jackson you see
B laughs (D2.2).

Moreover, there are other markers occurring in the sequence. Using but, speaker A expresses an opposition to B’s statement (I love it versus it’s Michael Jackson). A’s argument is completed with you see. It occurs in turn-final position and it could be argued that you see highlights A’s argument and that A appeals to the hearer to accept that argument.

In the last sequence to be analyzed
A: oh we have to take out the […] 
| tea bag







| C, D: tea bag

all speakers laugh

C: or if we let it infuse again?

B: it’s hot

C: what about letting it infuse once again?

B: no that would be disgusting (D2.3);

speaker A suddenly recalls that the tea is ready. This sudden recall is preceded by oh. Then all speakers laugh and speaker C offers an alternative: the tea-bag should be thrown away or used once more. This alternative is preceded by or. Offering alternatives to the remaining speakers has interactional repercussions: C takes the others into consideration and invites them to co-operate.
Table 14
Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 2
	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

very advanced
	Speaker B

very advanced
	Speaker C

very advanced
	Speaker D

very advanced
	Speaker E

very advanced
	Total

	you know
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	well
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2

	oh
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	or
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	you see
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 9 occurrences per 376 words = 2.39%.

6.3 Dialogue 3

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
Inexplicitness in Dialogue 3 is manifested through the occurrence of anaphoric devices referring to the immediate linguistic or non-linguistic context and through the occurrence of vague expressions.

Example 24:

A: hm […] it’s hot it’s actually too hot (D3.4), it refers to a dish prepared by 

speaker A;

Example 25:

B: you was to the Love 
| Parade?


A: 



| never

B: never?

A: no never

B: I was in Berlin

A: and?

B: and it was great yeah […] it was perfect (D3.4-5), it refers not only to Berlin but 

to this particular music festival;

Example 26:

B: and you think about […] taking a job?



| A: well



| B: or what?

A: something like that yeah (D3.4).

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
The topic map of Dialogue 3 could be schematized as follows: > talking about jobs > talking about music > talking about the Love Parade (a music festival). Randomness of subject-matter can be seen in the occurrence of unexpected thematic twists and turns.

Example 27:

A: hm […] it’s hot it’s actually too hot […] ok and how old are you? (D3.4);

In the above example, speaker A diverts his attention from preparing the dish to the dialogue and sets the topic of the conversation.

Example 28:

A laughs: you look like coming from Jamaica

B laughs: I am not no no no

[…]

B: you was to the Love Parade? (D3.4).

In the above example, speaker B asks a question that is related to the topic of music but is still unexpected, at least partly.

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
As to normal non-fluency, there are cases of simultaneous and overlapping talk in Dialogue 3 (2 occurrences per 525 words = 0.38%), instances of significant speaker pauses (48 occurrences per 525 words = 9.14%) and cases of repair, reformulation and repetition (7 occurrences per 525 words = 1.33%).

2. Discourse Markers

There are altogether two occurrences of the discourse marker so. In the following two sequences

A: hm […] it’s hot it’s actually too hot […] ok and how old are you?

B: 21

A: 21 ok […] I’m 24

B: really? […] so you must

A: work already?

B: yeah (D3.4);

B: there are not many patient people and very […] not very tolerant

A: hm

B: so I prefer music that […] which creates special atmosphere of […] 

collegiality? […] fairly things like […] so I like reggae (D3.4).

the original meaning of so as a conjunction denoting a relation of result penetrates into its discourse meaning: it expresses a logical deduction. In the first sequence, speaker B uses so to introduce an inference from what A says and so seems to perform an interactional function: one of the speakers makes meaning from what the other says. In the second example, so seems to perform the cohesive function: speaker B explains his reasons for disliking dance music and provides a logical deduction.

In the following dialogic sequence

A: isn’t that too much?

B laughs: yeah

A laughs: […] but the money you know
B laughs: yeah (D3.4);

speaker A asks a question, B answers the question with yeah and A produces a statement that contains a contrast. This contrast is preceded by but. Therefore, but seems to serve the cohesive function, linking A’s turn to B’s turn. The sequence also contains the marker you know. Speaker A seems to persuade the hearer, as it were, as well as himself (they both have a rather lukewarm attitude to work). In using you know, speaker A seems to highlight the argument, to appeal to background knowledge and to give the turn to the other party, or at least seek confirmation (that is provided in B’s very next turn).

In the next sequence

B: I was in Berlin

A: and?

B: and it was great yeah […] it was perfect

A: hm I’m a bit afraid too many people you know […] I’m a bit afraid to go there

B: no should not

A: should not?

B: yes […] it was fun (D3.5);

B produces a statement (concerning his visit to Berlin), A invites him to continue developing the topic, A provides a short description and speaker A produces an argument (for not having gone to Berlin yet). Using you know, speaker B highlights his argument and seeks understanding on the part of the hearer. The sequence also features the discourse marker and. As mentioned above, A invites B to continue his turn and B does so. It is interesting to see that a discourse marker can be used for interactive purposes: as an invitation signal. The second instance of and, then, serves the cohesive function, linking B’s turn to his previous one.

In the following sequence

A: hm […] it’s hot it’s actually too hot […] ok and how old are you?

B: 21 (D3.4);

speaker A comments on the happenings in the extra-linguistic reality and then diverts his attention to the conversation. And introduces a question that sets the topic and we may also argue that it serves the face-saving function: a question of the type ok how old are you? would sound impolite and authoritative.

As to the following sequence

<<sylls>> considerable amount of discourse incomprehensible

A: and you?

B: what I listen? not really dance music no (D3.4);

the quality of the recording is too bad to enable perfect transcription and interpretation. Nevertheless, it seems that speaker B has been talking about a certain subject and has asked B a question. And precedes a construction which is an invitation for speaker B to take the floor and it links the two parts of discourse together.

In the sequence which follows

B: yeah yeah yeah that’s the place

A: and you have to pay for some tickets or?

B: no (D3.5)
speaker B confirms A’s previous turn and A asks a question. This question is preceded by and, as in the previous examples. Similar uses of and can be found in other sequences as well:

B: it’s nice […] I loved the Love Parade […] all the Love Parade people were great

A: ok […] yeah […] and this is one day two days?

B: yes one day (D3.5);

B: yeah […] you always have to pay for to drink to eat

A: yeah […] and what about the accommodation?

B: the accommodation?

A: accommodation (D3.5);

B: and you think about […] taking a job?

| A: well

| B: or what?

A: something like that yeah (D3.4);

A: well I don’t want a job either but people need money so […] I would like to find some

B: and […] you agree to work 40 hours in the week?

A: hmm […] oh once again? (D3.4).

Question-Answer structure is the prevailing structure in Dialogue 3 and the discourse marker and precedes the majority of questions and ensures continuity. The instance of and in the last sequence might also be understood as a hesitation marker and a turn-taking marker: speaker B signals his willingness to take the floor.

The following dialogic sequence

B: and you think about […] taking a job?

| A: well
| B: or what?

A: something like that yeah (D3.4);

contains the marker well. It occurs in the Question-Answer adjacency pair, as the second pair part. Well seems to express A’s hesitation (he does not know what to say) as well evasiveness (he does not want to provide a straightforward answer), which is supported by A’s next turn: something like that is also vague and evasive.

In the sequence which follows

A: yeah […] and what about the accommodation?

B: the accommodation?

A: accommodation

B: ah accommodation […] for me?

A: well where did you stay?

B: I went to a youth hotel (D3.5);

speaker A asks a question, B asks for confirmation which might concern the word itself (a lexical problem). A merely repeats the item and B requires second confirmation. Speaker A merely reformulates his initial question and precedes it with well: it thus performs a function of preceding a reformulation. Moreover, in using well, speaker A may also show dominance over B and his willingness to terminate the lexical problem as quickly as possible and continue in the due development of the conversation.

In the next sequence

B: I don’t want to be […] have a job

A: you want?

B: I don’t want

A: a job

B: no […] yes

A: well I don’t want a job either but people need money so […] I would like to find some

B: and […] you agree to work 40 hours in the week?

A: hmm […] oh once again?

B: you agree to work 40 hours in the week?

A: isn’t that too much?

B laughs: yeah (D3.4);

speakers A and B discuss jobs. B expresses his personal view (I don’t want a job) and A provides the identical view (I don’t want a job either). It could be argued that well marks a specification and that it precedes a construction in which speaker A shows sympathy and sociability. The above sequence also features the discourse markers oh. Speaker B asks a question (you agree to work 40 hours in the week?), speaker A produces a dispreferred (a back-channelling signal rather than an answer to the question), pauses for a moment and requests repetition of the question. Oh thus seems to be used as a marker of recall: A’s wandering mind returns to the conversation and he recalls that a question has been asked by the second participant.

In the following sequence

B: yeah […] I went to Berlin to a hotel and <<suddenly>>

A: oh […] you mean accidentally?

B: yeah (D3.5);

speaker B produces a statement and speaker A, as it seems, does not respond to the “meaning” of the message but concentrates on the wording of the message. This sort of reformulation initiation is preceded by oh.

The last discourse marker to be analysed is because. In occurs in the following exchange

A: hm I’m a bit afraid too many people you know […] I’m a bit afraid to go there

B: no should not

A: should not?

B: yes […] it was fun […] great I loved it […] policemen are everywhere […] everywhere […] so you can you can yeah you can

A: I see […] because I was always afraid somebody could kill me or I could get 

lost I don’t know (D3.5);

in which speaker B describes Berlin at the time of the Love Parade and he ensures speaker A that there is no need to be afraid of anything. Nevertheless, speaker A continues to provide reasons for his fears. His justification is preceded by because.

Table 15

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 3
	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

very advanced
	Speaker B

pre-intermediate
	Total

	and
	6
	3
	9

	but
	2
	1
	3

	well
	3
	0
	3

	oh
	2
	0
	2

	so
	0
	2
	2

	you know
	2
	0
	2

	because
	1
	0
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 22 occurrences per 525 words = 4.19%.

6.4 Dialogue 4

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:
a/ Inexplicitness
In Dialogue 4, inexplicitness can be traced in the occurrence of vague expressions.

Example 29:

B: sometimes yes sometimes no then I play again (D4.6);

Example 30:

A: yes me too […] it’s all about jumping to the right and to the left (D4.6);

Example 31:

C: I know somebody so if you want to see (D4.6).

Speakers also use expressions referring to shared knowledge.

Example 32:

D: yeah I know but [зm] I’m absolutely busy with those essays you know (D4.6).

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
Dialogue 4 is very short but that explains the relative thematic unity of it: the participants discuss computer games. Towards the end of the dialogue, a new speaker enters, which results in a sudden twist in the topical development of the conversation.

Example 33:

A laughs: yes yes I’d like to […] or we could go to a party instead 

C: yeah yeah

[…]

B: hi what a surprise
D: hi (D4.6)

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
In Dialogue 4, there is one case of simultaneous and overlapping talk (1 occurrence per 135 words = 0.74%), there are also 8 significant speaker pauses (8 occurrences per 151 words = 5.92%) and instances of hesitation fillers (2 occurrences per 135 words = 1.48%).

2. Discourse Markers:

In the following sequence

A: on the PC?

B: yes

A: and the Playstation?

B: no never Playstation […] I don’t play too much (D4.6);

and precedes A’s question to speaker B. Speaker A seems to use the same technique as speaker A in Dialogue 3. Similar use of and occurs in the following sequence as well:

A: yes me too […] it’s all about jumping to the right and to the left

B: well […] you’re right

A: and Civilisation?

B: oh yeah […] my brother loves it (D4.6).

In addition, well and oh can be found above. First of all, speaker A comments on what has been said previously in the conversation on computer games, pauses for a moment and expresses his personal views regarding computer games in general (they are rather negative views). B expresses the identical view, preceded by well and a pause. Well seems to express hesitation or slight even disagreement (but for whatever reasons, B decides to agree with A eventually). Speaker A then asks B about a particular game and speaker B reacts to the question in an emotive way, using oh. Oh marks the acceptance of the information and the combination oh yeah functions as a reminder.

The last sequence

B: how are you Anne?

D: fine and you?

B: the same […] [зm] […] I wrote you an e-mail

D: yeah I know but [зm] I’m absolutely busy with those essays you know
B: yeah me too […] well I also write back after months

D laughs: but I will write you

B: ok (D4.6);

is a short exchange between B (a well-established participant in the conversation) and D (a newcomer). Speaker B reminds speaker D of having written her an e-mail (which might be interpreted as a friendly reproach). Speaker D justifies herself and this justification is completed with you know. The marker may express an appeal to the listener but it may also refer to shared knowledge (both of them study in the same department; see also Example 32). Speaker B accepts the justification, pauses for a moment and produces a statement that could be understood as irony. The switch from a neutral statement to irony is preceded by well. D laughs because she might have probably recognized the irony and defends herself, introducing her turn with but. In that turn, speaker D ensures B that she will do the opposite of what B thinks.
Table 16

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 4
	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

upper-intermediate
	Speaker B

very advanced
	Speaker C

pre-intermediate
	Speaker D

very advanced
	Total

	and
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2

	but
	0
	1
	0
	1
	2

	well
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2

	you know
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	oh
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 8 occurrences per 135 words = 5.92%.

6.5 Dialogue 5

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
The occurrence of anaphoric devices, the antecedents of which are retrievable from the immediate context, are means used to express inexplicitness in Dialogue 5.
Example 34:

A: I see […] and […] and […] so you’re happy with your job?

B: I’m happy there (D5.7).

There are also instances of hedges.
Example 35:

A: do you have to be kind of patient or or? (D5.7).

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
The topics discussed in Dialogue 5 are: > work > hobbies. There seem to be no cases of unexpected changes of the topic. Extremely speaking, the respective sub-topics seem to follow logically each other.

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
In this dialogue, there are cases of simultaneous and overlapping talk (7 occurrences per 547 words = 1.27%), instances of significant speaker pauses (66 occurrences per 547 words = 12.06%), hesitation fillers (3 occurrences per 546 words = 0.54%) and cases of repair, repetition and reformulation (9 occurrences per words 547 = 1.64%).

2. Discourse Markers:

Oh is the first marker that will be analysed. In the following sequence

A: why chess? […] for me it’s too boring you know

B: no […] there are so many combinations on the chessboard

A: yeah too many of them millions

B: like […] like in our life

A: oh
B: you can do everything

A: you’re a
| philosopher as well



| B: you should try everything

B laughs: sometimes (D5.8);

speaker A asks about the reasons for B’s fancy for chess and speaker B starts a philosophical debate containing a simile: playing chess is similar to life. Speaker A does not obviously expect such a simile and he reacts exclamatorily with oh. The marker seems to perform the function of expressing strong surprise.
The next sequence

B: no […] when we have the match we play with the chess clock

A: match?

B: match […] takovej zápas

A: and […] so you play chess not only as a hobby but you take part in competitions

B: yeah yeah

A: oh I see (D5.8-9);

seems to be a misapprehension and a clarification sequence: speaker B provides certain information, A asks for confirmation, B repeats what A misunderstands and provides a translation. Speaker A makes an inference in order to clarify the problem, B confirms the inference and A acknowledges the confirmation and shows the successful integration of the information (notice also the co-occurrence of oh with the response signal I see).

In the following sequence

B: I am a tram driver

A: tram driver?

B: hm

A: oh […] really?

B: oh really (D5.7);

the marker oh is used by both speakers in an adjacency pair Confirmation Request-Confirmation: speaker A asks for confirmation (tram driver?) because she seems to be surprised at the fact that B has such an unusual occupation. A seems to use the marker to express that surprise. Now, a curious phenomenon occurs: B repeats A’s turn including the marker. The second instance of oh is void of any function: as a non-native speaker, B knows the form but does not know the meaning yet.

In the sequence which follows
A: [зm] ehm […] and […] what about money? […] do they pay a lot?

B: ehm […] they pay quite well

A: quite well […] ok […] I don’t anybody who is a tram driver so

B: so […] so what? laughs do you wanna be one of us? (D5.7);

speaker A asks a question, B provides the answers, A confirms the answer and utters a justification for his incessant asking. The justification remains unfinished and speaker B makes an attempt to draw an inference from the unfinished statement: this attempt is preceded with so.

In the following dialogic exchange
B: you play it with […] hour […] we should do forty moves per hour

A: so it’s measured?

B: yeah it’s measured

A: by who?

B: it’s measured […] by hour

A: so you kind of train yourself like […] to do the moves in time?

B: no […] when we have the match we play with the chess clock (D5.8);

speaker B describes the usual procedure when playing chess and speaker A asks for clarification, using so to introduce an inference. The same applies to the second instance of so: speaker B repeats the fact that any game of chess is measured with a clock and speaker A makes an inference. Speaker A, in making the inferences, seems to be unsure of their validity: that is why they take the form of a question and, in the second instance, the inference is accompanied with the hedge kind of.
In the next sequence

B: yeah I just […] [з:] […] only high school

A: I see […] and what kind?

B: it’s a kind […] chemistry faculty

A: so you’re a […] an engineer?

B: no […] unfortunately not

A: I see […] and […] and […] so you’re happy with your job?

B: I’m happy there (D5.7);

speaker A requires more information regarding B’s education (and what kind?) and introduces his question with clause-initial and. B provides more information and A makes an inference. The inference is preceded with so and, as in the previous case, the inference takes the form of a question. Later in the sequence, speaker A uses and (this seems to be almost an idiosyncratic feature of A throughout the whole dialogue), he is hesitant for a moment and then switches to using so which seems to be the appropriate expression for the type of relation intended.

In the following sequence

A: match?

B: match […] takovej zápas

A: and […] so you play chess not only as a hobby but you take part in competitions

B: yeah yeah

A: oh I see (D5.8-9);

the use of the and […] so combination seems to be identical to the previous example: a speaker uses and, pauses for a while and switches to using so which introduces an inference. The only difference lies in the form of the inference
: the inference in the above sequence takes the form of a statement but its function as a confirmation request is identical to the type of inferences analysed in the previous sequence.
In the following exchange
B: I’m happy there

A: yes?

B: yeah

A: [зm] ehm […] and […] what about money? […] do they pay a lot or?

B: ehm […] they pay quite well (D5.7);

speaker B produces a statement (I’m happy there) and A requests confirmation. The confirmation is provided in B’s next turn. Then, A pauses for a moment and asks another question. As has been mentioned elsewhere, this is very typical of speaker A. It can be said that and has a cohesive function and it “chains” parts of discourse together and that it performs the function of face-saving and ensuring politeness. Similar examples of this use of and can be found in the following sequences:

B: I like driving […] by tram

A: really?

B: yes

A: and what’s your education? <<school>>?

[…]

B: yeah I just […] [з:] […] only high school (D5.7);

A: aha […] yeah […] I see […] and that’s a bit difficult or […] very difficult […] no?

B: interesting and difficult work

A: hm […] and […] what is interesting about this job?

B: hm money […] the money (D5.7);

A: why? […] why tram drivers?

B laughs: because because […] it is a difficult work

A: just because of 
| this




| B: we should have more holidays

A: and more money […] just 
| because of this





| B: and we have

A: ok […] and what do you usually do with these free days? I would (D5.8).

There seem to be only slight differences in the use of and in these sequences: in the first two sequences, and precedes a question; in the last sequence, the first and second instance of and occur due to overlap and they seem to perform the cohesive and additive function.

The last of the above sequences also contains the marker because. As can be seen, it occurs as a consequence of the type of the question asked: it is a WH-question and why-because constitute a logical pair.
In the dialogic sequence which follows

A: for normal people because you have to […] you have you have to eh […] you must know how to drive you must know 
| the rules








| B: the basic yeah

A: and then […] a tram […] you know a tram is not a car so […] for me it would be very difficult […] and you have to be patient I suppose and I’m not […] do you have to be kind of patient or or? […] you know you have to 
| watch the street closely









| B: watch the cars 

(D5.7);

speaker A connects his turn with his previous one after overlapping talk has occurred: she makes use of and then combination, associated mainly with “story-telling”. As can also be seen, A’s contributions are relatively long: it may be that speaker A wants to compensate for the long floor-holding. Using you know seems to be one of the ways to do so.

Moreover, there are additional functions of you know. The first instance of the marker accompanies a restart and you know may be understood as a repair marker. The second instance occurs in the transition relevance place: speaker A asks a question but does not leave space for B to answer or at least to back-channel. Therefore, you know seems to signal A’s willingness to continue the turn. It is also noticeable that you know occurs in explanatory discourse here (see also D2.2, p.30).

In the next sequence

A: <<sylls>> interesting combination

B: hm

A: why chess? […] for me it’s too boring you know
B: no […] there are so many combinations on the chessboard (D5.8);

speaker A asks a question, pauses and produces a post-comment in the TRP: in it, she expresses the reasons for her dislike of chess. This explanation is completed with turn-final you know.

In the following dialogic sequence

B: so […] so what? laughs do you wanna be one of us?

A laughs: no no no […] not really […] no

B: why?

A: well […] it’s just […] you know […] it’s too difficult no? (D5.7);

well and you know occur in one and the same turn. Speaker B asks a direct question (why?). The question may sound too direct to A and not a straightforward question follows but rather a hesitant and evasive well. The second marker, you know, accompanies a restart: it might be understood as a repair marker and it might also be used for the purpose of ensuring fluency.

In the last sequence under analysis

B: there is […] stress too

A: stress? 

B: stress

A: but why stress? when it’s a [jo] […] when it’s not a job there is no

B: you play it with […] hour […] we should do forty moves per hour (D5.8);

speaker A does not understand why there is a lot of stress connected with playing chess. Therefore, he asks a question and this question is preceded but: it stands in contrast to B’s preceding turn and the function of but is cohesive.
Table 17

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 5
	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

advanced
	Speaker B

pre-intermediate
	Total

	and
	10
	1
	11

	so
	5
	1
	6

	oh
	3
	1
	4

	you know
	4
	0
	4

	because
	0
	1
	1

	but
	1
	0
	1

	well
	1
	0
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 28 occurrences per 546 words = 5.12%.

6.6 Dialogue 6

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
The domain of inexplicitness in Dialogue 6 manifests itself in the occurrence of anaphoric devices and vague expressions.

Example 36:

B: the last Return of the Jedi the sixth film movie

A: I don’t remember that <<one much>> (D6.10);

Example 37:

B: no […] not only […] he also made the first Railroad Tycoon […] […] but nowadays all games are [з:] not good

A with a tone of disagreement: [hз]

B: yes […] it’s the same […] the oldest games are the best […] the newest copy 

the old (D6.11).

Example 38:

B: the whole is only one big […] visual effect […] all three << of them>> 

(D6.10).

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
Significant for Dialogue 6 is the relative thematic unity: from the very beginning until the end of the conversation, the participants discuss computer games. One of the reasons for that may the brevity of the dialogue.
c/ Normal Non-Fluency
In Dialogue 6, there are cases of simultaneous and overlapping talk (5 occurrences per 381 words = 1.31%), instances of significant speaker pauses (45 occurrences out of 381 words = 11.81%), hesitation fillers (4 occurrences per 381 words = 1.04%) and cases of repair, repetition and reformulation (5 occurrences per 381 words = 1.31%).

2. Discourse Markers:

In the very first sequence of Dialogue 6

B: I love the Star Wars

A: me too but […] you know […] the difference between […] eh

B: the Light and the Dark Side?

A: no […] the old series and the new series (D6.10);

speaker B sets the topic, speaker B confirms it and provides a personal comment. Nevertheless, he indicates some problem with the topic and his turn expressing the problem contains the marker you know. It occurs in a non-fluent environment: it might be interpreted as a repair marker filling the gap caused by hesitation. It might also be said that speaker A appeals to mutual knowledge in completing an unfinished statement: this completion is provided in B’s next turn, in the form of a confirmation request.

In the following sequence speakers A and B engage in an exchange initiated by a WH-question:

B: the series are better […] the old series are

| A: why?

| B: better

B: because […] I don’t know

A: why do you think? […] for me the screen and the picture are bad if

B: because they have […] special spell

A: spell?

B: yeah […] <<a>> kind of magic

A: because they are old (D6.10).

In all instances, because occurs turn-initially and its occurrence is “induced” by the question containing why. Therefore, why and because co-operate and the function of because is a cohesive one.

In the next sequence

A: yeah which of them? […] I like 
| A New Hope






| B: the last

B: the last Return of the Jedi the sixth film movie

A: I don’t remember that <<one much>>

B: it’s the best […] because there

A: well
B: the circle is […] closed

A laughs (D6.10);

speaker B’s views on the Star Wars differ from those of speaker A. No wonder that when speaker B utters a relatively strong assertion it’s the best, A most probably expresses disagreement. Therefore, well might be understood as an indicator of such disagreement. Noticeable is also that fact the marker does not precede any turn: it is a turn itself.

The dialogic sequence which follows

A: virtual effects? […] <<a>> you mean visual

B: yeah visual graphical […] computer [зm] animated graphics

A: but the story is

B: what with the story?

A: the story of the new series

B: there is only one story

A: I know but […] it’s as good as in the old series

B: but […] well […] the story may be but [з] but not the rest

A laughs: the rest is not?

B: it is only a question of effects (D6.10);

is a personal dispute between speakers A and B. They disagree on the storyline of the movie under discussion and relational opposites and contrasts could be expected in such a dispute. And, indeed, there are contrasts and disagreements and they are marked by discourse markers, namely but and well. As to the function of well, it does not seem to mark disagreement only: notice that but is used first, speaker B then pauses for a while, and switches to using well. One of the possible functions of well might be the function of marking hesitation, of introducing a concession and it could also fulfil the face-saving function: but express a contrast in a direct way, well is indirect. In a personal dispute speakers probably do not want to sound too direct and authoritative unless there is a reason for doing the opposite.
In the next exchange

A: I like it […] you have […] always stone and wood in Age 
| of










| B: tut but in Age you […] it’s […] player have to think

A: yes

B: and save […] think the moves

A: hm (D6.11);

speaker A presents a personal view on the game discussed and B comments on that, expressing an opposite opinion, preceded with a click and with the discourse marker but. Speaker A produces a response signal and B provides a post-comment. This post-comment is preceded with and which performs the linking function.

In the sequence which follows

A: why do you think? […] for me the screen and the picture are bad if

B: because they have […] special spell

A: spell?

B: yeah […] <<a>> kind of magic

A: because they are old

B: and I don’t like films […] movies with […] so many virtual effects

A: virtual effects? […] <<a>> you mean visual

B: yeah visual graphical […] computer [зm] animated graphics (D6.10);

speakers A and B discuss the movie Star Wars and one of A’s turn is preceded with and. The marker usually performs the cohesive function and it has a global scope in the above sequence: it precedes a turn in which speaker B returns back a few steps forward, so to speak.

In the next sequence

B: Camino

A: Camino?

B: yes

A: what is Camino?

B: it’s a planetary system

A laughs: <<dear>> […] and what of the six films

| B: together?

| A: no yeah […] you like most?

B: which?

A: yeah which of them? […] I like 
| A New Hope






| B: the last

B: the last Return of the Jedi the sixth film movie (D6.10);

speaker B has abandoned the previous topic and starts a side sequence. Then, A returns to the abandoned topic and signals the return using a clause-initial and.

In the following exchange between A and B

B: tut it’s the best strategy game […] in simplicity […] there is force

A laughs

B: and Sid Meier is a genius

A: the [з:] he made Civilisation (D6.11);

and marks a post-comment expressed by speaker B. The function of and is a cohesive one.

In the next dialogic sequence

A laughs

[…]

B: yes

A: and Civilisation?

B: what?

A: you played it? I don’t like it

B: tož […] yes […] it’s […] great […] it’s the best strategy game (D6.10-11);

speaker A uses turn-initial and that precedes a question. Later in the sequence, A formulates a question and provides a post-comment containing a personal opinion. Speaker B seems to hold an opposite view and his disagreement with speaker A is marked with tož. In the previous example, well has been used in similar context. It seems that tož is the Czech (or rather Walachian) equivalent of well.

The same applies to the last sequence

B: yes […] it’s the same […] the oldest games are the best […] the newest copy the old

A: that’s truth […] all tycoons are same but not strategies

B: tož
A: you played Empire Earth? (D6.11).

It seems also important to notice that speaker B makes use of both of the markers: the English well as well as the Czech tož.

Table 18

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 6
	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

intermediate
	Speaker B

intermediate
	Total

	and
	2
	3
	5

	because
	1
	4
	5

	but
	2
	1
	3

	well
	1
	1
	2

	you know
	1
	0
	1

	(tož)
	0
	2
	2


The proportion of discourse markers: 18 markers per 381 words = 4.72%.

6.7 Dialogue 7

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
In Dialogue 7, inexplicitness manifests itself in the occurrence of anaphoric devices and vague expressions.

Example 39:

B: and with the same title? The Lover?

A: the same title yes

B: I haven’t seen that (D7.12);

Example 40:

B: people speak about Brno as Brno (D7.16).

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
The topic map of Dialogue 7 can be schematised as follows: > talking about a diploma thesis > talking about a writer > discussing writings of other persons > talking about travelling > discussing architecture > discussing foreign languages and studies > mention of Brno. As can be seen, there is a considerable diversity of topic in Dialogue 7, mainly due to its length. Some topics occur unexpectedly during the conversation.

Example 41:

A: I read French everyday French novels French texts <<wou>> <<wou>> would be a pity if I lose all my English I <<sylls>> in English <<sylls>> always in English

<<sylls>>

A: is there an English name for Brno?

B: Brno […] people speak about Brno as Brno

A: oh

B: and in German it’s Brünn (D7.16).

In one instance, one of the speakers suggests a change of the topic explicitly because the topic discussed is felt to be sensitive and seems to have developed “too far”.

Example 42:

A: and […] and […] and all kinds of penetration

B laughs

A laughs: let’s talk about something completely different
B laughs: ok (D7.14);

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
In Dialogue 7, there are instances of simultaneous and overlapping talk (14 occurrences per 1000 words = 1.40%), occurrences of significant speaker pauses (56 occurrences per 1000 words = 5.60%), hesitation fillers (21 occurrences per 1000 words = 2.10%) and cases of repair, repetition and reformulation (22 occurrences per 1000 words = 2.2%).

2. Discourse Markers:

First, sequences containing the marker and will be discussed in greater detail. The following sequence is the initial sequence of Dialogue 7:

A: more coffee?

B: thanks [з:] and […] what are you writing about in your final thesis?

| B: and is it for German or French?

| A: love

A: for French (D7.12).

Speaker A offers more coffee, B agrees and sets the topic of the conversation: he uses the form of the question preceded by and. As to the second instance of and, it precedes B’s post-completor to the question and the post-completor overlaps with A’s answer to B’s original question.

Similar uses of and (and preceding a question) are relatively abundant in Dialogue 7. Another example would include the following sequence:

A: <<he/she>> had a relationship with a 50 years old <<sylls>>

B: and why do you say it’s <<sylls>>? was it made into a film or?

A: yeah

B: and with the same title? The Lover?

A: the same title yes

B: I haven’t seen that

A: maybe 10 years ago

B: aha


A: and [зm] it won some prizes

B: <<sylls>> already famous?

A: the film?

B: film

A: it’s a famous French

B: aha it’s a French film

A: French

B: ok

[…]

A: and you know the film Der Bär? of teddy bear?

B smiles: nooooooooo (D7.12);

in which the distribution of the discourse connective and is similar to the distribution of the marker in Dialogue 5: it regularly “chains” parts of discourse.

In the following two sequences

B: aha

A: very short novels

B: aha […] ok

A: and I have to analyze the erotic scenes

B: wow […] one of my friends [зm] she’s writing a Hausarbeit on […] something with the body the representation of the body in some novels

A: ehm

B: and also about masturbation

A laughs (D7.13);

A: I write now about oral […] bashfully sex

B: aaaa

A: and […] and […] and all kinds of penetration (D7.14);

both speakers engage in regular turn-taking, one of them providing some information, the other one back-channelling it or commenting upon it. The discourse marker and precedes speaker’s continuation after these back-channelling signals.

In the following sequence

B: hm [з:] a writer or?

A: a French writer

B: aha

A: a woman

B: aha […] I haven’t heard 
| I haven’t heard





| A: <<sylls>>

B: aha

A: a contemporary writer

B: yeah […] well I’ve never heard (D7.12);

speakers A and B discuss a French writer writing erotic novels (the name of the authors cannot be comprehended on the recording). Twice in the sequence does speaker B repeat the fact that he does not possess any knowledge of the writer under discussion. In the second instance, his statement expressing the lack of knowledge is preceded by well. In other words, well precedes a statement that is not “co-operative” (I don’t know the writer, I cannot develop the topic with you).
A similar case is the sequence

A: and you know the film Der Bär? of teddy bear?

B smiles: nooooooooo 

A smiles: it’s by the same director

B smiles: aha well I don’t know anything of (D7.12);

in which speakers A and B discuss the movie Der Bär. As in the previous sequence, speaker B expresses his lack of knowledge and the lack of communicative co-operation. His statement containing that information is preceded by clause-initial well.

In the dialogic exchange which follows

B: she like she is quite open about […]
| maybe







| A: why would you […] well choose 

another subject (D7.13);

speaker B continues elaborating on the information about his friend who writes a paper related to A’s diploma thesis. Speaker A seems to pose a question: the question is abandoned and A reformulates the question and provides a piece of advice. This switch is marked by well.

The following sequence

A: <<some>> Gothic style a bit

B: well do you like the gothic?

A: I prefer

B: Jugendstil

A: yeah (D7.14);

contains well in turn-initial position, introducing a question. The usual usage seems to be the other way round: a question is posed and an answer ensues, if the answer is incoherent, it is frequently preceded by well (therefore, the label “marker of response”, see Schiffrin 1987.102). The occurrence of well in the above sequence seems to me rather weird.

In the last sequence containing well
B: to be a teacher as well so
| you can






| A: would be this this strange German teaches English?

<<sylls>>

B: well me teach Czech <<sylls>> sometimes I’m not sure about (D7.15-16).

speakers A and B discuss foreign languages and A asks a question (would be this this strange German teaches English?). B does not provide an answer related directly to A’s question: rather, he starts sharing his own experience. This switch from “the other to one’s self” is preceded by well.

In the following exchange

A: and you know the film Der Bär? of teddy bear?

B smiles: nooooooooo 

A smiles: it’s by the same director

B smiles: aha well I don’t know anything of [з]

A: so that’s just what I’m writing about not only this novel but other novels 

(D7.12-13);

speaker A informs about the link between the movies Der Bär and The Lover. As we have seen, speaker B indicates that he cannot co-operate. Speaker A terminates the discussion and produces an enclosing formula. The formula is introduced by the discourse marker so. The original meaning of so as a conjunction seems to be “pushed” into background and so acquires an interactional meaning: speaker A decides on the thematic development of the conversation.

In the next sequence

A: French? […] 5 years maybe

B: so you don’t want to study English too?

A: I [зm] I could have but can only study two [зm] three (D7.15)

speaker B shows empathy and sociability: he makes an inference from what speaker A says and asks another question, thus keeping the conversation going. His inference is preceded by so.

In the sequence which follows

B: and how many novels she wrote [з] did she wrote?


| A: she


| B: you’re not writing about all others

A: no no but […] she she started writing in […] 19 […] 1944 and she 
| died












| B: 1944?

A: 1944 and she died in 1996

| B: oh
| A: so she’s

B: short life

A: no no

B: no?

A: then she is born in 1916

B: oh yeah (D7.13)

there is a misunderstanding regarding the exact length of the writer’s life. As soon as the misapprehension is clarified, speaker B accepts the information using oh. The marker stands for B’s “getting the dates right”: that is the function of information management. Later in the sequence, speaker A provides an explanation (she is not born in 1944 but in 1916). Oh seems to stand for information acceptance as well, the combination oh yeah denotes that the information is now integrated in B’s knowledge of the world (= now I know).

In the next sequence

A: I’d love to see Budapest […] I like the cities more than nature […] I like the architecture in the cities

B: oh
A: there is […] in Prague and Budapest there are many beautiful buildings 

<<sylls>> (D7.14);

it seems that speaker B does not know that speaker A likes the architecture and expresses her surprise at the new piece of information, using oh as an individual turn. A similar example would be the next sequence:

A: is there an English name for Brno?

B: Brno […] people speak about Brno as Brno

A: oh
B: and in German it’s Brünn (D7.16);

in which speaker A asks for an English equivalent for Brno, B does not provide it, as there is not any, but provides a translation into A’s mother language. It might be argued that speaker A signals information acceptance and surprise at “getting something else than expected”.
In the next sequence, the discourse marker but occurs:

B laughs: in utero

A: yeah […] but I haven’t […] I haven’t written much yet […] laughs 2 pages

B laughs: the introduction

A: yeah 

B: but you read the novels

A: but [ab] they are short novels

B: aha (D7.13).

Contrary to the personal dispute in Dialogue 6, the above sequence is not a piece of argumentative discourse. After speakers A and B have discussed the writer, A returns to a topic dropped previously. But seems to have a very global function: it refers back to a distant part of discourse. As A confesses having written two pages only, speaker B attempts to soothe speaker A, expressing a contrast (2 pages versus readings done), preceded by but. Speaker A briskly opposes speaker B signalling his argument with but as well.

In the following exchange

B: well me teach Czech <<sylls>> sometimes I’m not sure about

A: but I have

B: yes?

A: I have a special certificate <<foreign>> language […] German for Germans and […] German for […] <<sylls>>

[…]

A: but I I like the English language <<very nough/very much>> (D7.16);

speaker B provides a personal comment (well me teach ...) and speaker A returns to the topic developed by him prior to B’s turn. A’s turn remains unfinished; and therefore, B invites him to take the floor and continue. A’s next turn contains information on his language education which is a contrast to his previous turn (lack of knowledge of English versus a special certificate in German). This “contrast” is introduced with but. The second instance of but marks a return to an item dropped previously in the stream of talk (therefore, it also seems to have a global scope) and expresses a contrast of the type despite my lack of knowledge in English, I still like it.

In the next sequence

B: she’s really like red all the time when she’s writing the Hausarbeit

A: I don’t like that you know erotic scenes but (D7.13);

speaker B comments on her friend and speaker A produces a comment on his own attitude towards erotic scenes. Most usually, you know can be found in non-fluent turns. The above sequence is fluent and you know, as it seems, is used in order to appeal to shared knowledge rather than operating as a repair marker.

As to the occurrence of because, it can be found in the following two sequences:

A: the French is Art Nouveau

| B: maybe [з:]

| A: New Art?

B: New Art […] maybe

A: yeah

B: because Jugendstil <<sylls>> New Art but […] together <<sylls>> something 

new (D7.15);

A: French? […] 5 years maybe

B: so you don’t want to study English too?

A: I [зm] I could have but can only study two [зm] three

B: because that was really <<sylls>> (D7.15).

In the first one, speaker B confirms A’s suggestion for the English equivalent of the word Art Nouveau but is unsure about that (maybe). His reasons for that seem to be provided in the last turn of the first sequence and it is preceded by because. In the second sequence, speaker B, in using because, seems to link his turn to some previous one: this instance of because functions more globally than the first one. Unfortunately, both turns containing because are partly incomprehensible on the recording.

In the last sequence to be analysed

A: maybe it’s a therapy

B laughs

A: now but

<<sylls>> (D7.13-14);

it is slightly problematic to formulate the function of the marker now, due to the brevity of the turn. It might seem that speaker A wants to draw B’s attention to his own talk using now to that purpose.
Table 19

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 7
	Discourse Markers
	Speaker A

advanced
	Speaker B

very advanced
	Total

	and
	6
	9
	15

	but
	6
	4
	10

	well
	1
	4
	5

	oh
	1
	3
	4

	so
	2
	2
	4

	because
	0
	2
	2

	now
	1
	0
	1

	you know
	1
	0
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 42 markers per 1000 words = 4.20%.
6.8 Dialogue 8

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
The category of inexplicitness manifests itself mainly through the use of anaphoric devices, the antecedents of which are retrievable from the immediate linguistic or non-linguistic context.
Example 43:

A: but cross-county is great to [з:] if you [з:] <<hav>> have [з:] nice weather

B: hm

A: it’s really great (D8.17);

Example 44:

B: very nice […] and this is […] you? (D8.17), this refers to the person in the 

picture.

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
The topics discussed in Dialogue 8 are: > talking about A’s friend > talking about skiing > talking about pictures. The points in the conversation responsible for partial randomness are the following ones:

Example 45:

B: Pepa likes skiing (D8.17) (speaker A returns to the topic that has been 
mentioned in the beginning of the conversation);

Example 46:

B: I think [з:] you were there not 20 years before?

A: no

[…]

A: I think I did show you [з:] pictures of Jars (D8.18) (speaker A switches from 
the discussion of the persons to the photos in which the persons appear).

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
In Dialogue 8, there are instances of simultaneous and overlapping talk (7 occurrences per 365 words = 1.91%), significant speaker pauses (29 occurrences per 365 words = 7.94%), hesitation fillers (11 occurrences per 365 words = 3.01%) and instances of repair, repetition and reformulation (5 occurrences per 365 words = 1.36%).

2. Discourse Markers:

The most frequent marker used by speakers in Dialogue 8 is and. In the following dialogic sequence

A: he was working four as model

B: and how how many [з] how old
| is he?






| A: we had good time on […] ski

B: ski?

A: yeah he was or is really good on skiing (D8.17);

speaker A provides information on his friend and B asks a question about that friend. His question is preceded by turn-initial and. And, as we have already seen, precedes a question that asks for more information and links the respective turn to the previous one.
In the next sequence

B: Charles?

A: Jars

B laughs: Jars […] ok […] and was <<sylls>>? where it was?

A: Kitzbuel (D8.18);

and occurs in a environment similar to the one analysed in the previous sequence: one of the speakers accepts the information provided, terminates the discussion and sets a new sub-topic. Such a question is preceded by clause-initial) and. It might also be said that and saves face of the interrogator: a question not preceded by and would sound impolite.

In the following sequence

B: maybe I know it

A: ne it’s very difficult [з:] downhill

B: hm and how much you you pay?

A: it’s very expensive

B: yes […] and what? hotels ski or?

A: all (D8.18);

speaker B back-channels A’s turn (by uttering hm) and asks a question. Speaker B answers the question, speaker A accepts the information provided and asks about the details. In both instances, the marker and is placed clause-initially and precedes a question requiring information from the other party. Moreover, the scope of the first instance of and is more global than that of the second instance of and: the first one refers back to a more distant part of discourse, the second one to the preceding turn.

In the exchange which follows

B: Mario again?

A laughs: no that’s a woman friend

B: and pictures?

A: yes all my (D8.18);

and precedes a question as well: its scope is rather a local one.

In the next sequence

B: <<sylls>> too […] Pepa […] wants […] jako do Alp


A: yes yes […] but you can find good places for alpine skiing […] in north Czech Republic

B: and you ski […] in in […] abroad no? in Austria?

A: yes (D8.18).

speakers A and B engage in a discussion of various places for skiing. And precedes a question, as in many similar cases before, but the discourse marker but could be used as well, which shows a certain “universal” character of and. As to the use of but, speaker B produces a statement, speaker B reacts to that and produces another statement: a contrast (the Alps versus the Czech Republic).

But occurs in other sequences as well. In the one which follows

A: I prefer alpine skiing and I am a bit lazy

| B laughs

| A: but cross-county is great to [з:] if you [з:] <<hav>> have [з:] nice weather

B: hm (D8.17).

speaker A presents a statement containing a personal stance, speaker B reacts with laughter and speaker B produces another statement. This statement is a contrast to B’s previous one (alpine skiing versus cross-country) and but signals such a contrast.

In the last sequence under analysis

B: Kitzbuel Kitzbuel

A: Kitzbuel

B: maybe I know it

A: ne it’s very difficult [з:] downhill (D8.18).

the non-English expression ne occurs. The above sequence is a continuation of the discussion about Kitzbuel. In the last turn, speaker A returns to the issue of downhill and his return is marked by the word ne: it expresses a formula of the type whatever we say about Kitzbuel, it cannot be denied that downhill is difficult: ne seems to signal speaker return and he puts himself into the “position” of the topic setter. As the expression seems to perform a similar function as some English discourse markers (particularly but or and), ne will be considered a discourse marker.

Table 20

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 8
	Discourse Markers
	Speaker A

intermediate
	Speaker B

intermediate
	Total

	and
	1
	6
	7

	but
	2
	0
	2

	(ne)
	1
	0
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 10 occurrences per 365 words = 2.73%.

6.9 Dialogue 9

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
What is typical of the category of inexplicitness in this dialogue are deictic expressions:

Example 47:

A: we watched Worlds at War Tom Cruise film […] yeah he is not bad I loved him in Last Samurai I cried a little in the end

B: that one I didn’t see (D9.19).

Moreover, instances of vagueness can be found as well.

Example 48:

B: no […] I […] [з:] you know […] all the people who are able to work PCs 

(D9.20).

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
The basic topic map of Dialogue 9 can be expressed in the following schema: > talking about A’s friend > talking about films and clothes > personal worries > computers.

There are two main points in the conversation in which the thematic development of the dialogue changes considerably.
Example 49:

A: man I was in the cinema with my girlfriend (D9.19), an attention-getter is 

used;

Example 50:

A: did I tell you that I helped to get a computer for my American friend? 

(D9.20), a question is asked.

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
As to the category of normal non-fluency, there are instances of simultaneous and overlapping talk (6 occurrences per 407 words = 1.47%), hesitation fillers (3 occurrences per 407 words = 0.73%) and cases of repair, repetition and reformulation (4 occurrences per 407 words = 0.98%).
2. Discourse Markers:

There are altogether seven occurrences of well in Dialogue 9 and well is thus the most frequent marker in this dialogue. In the first sequence

A: I would like to visit him

B: yeah?

A: yep […] the beach New York freedom

B: well
A: yeah

B: ok (D9.19);

speaker A produces a statement regarding his wish to go to the USA and B requires confirmation. The confirmation is provided by A in the next turn and then a post-comment enumerating his reasons for going there ensues. Speaker B reacts via well. As the issue of freedom in the USA might seem to be sensitive (and B obviously does not share A’s enthusiasm), well expresses B’s disagreement or at least unwillingness to develop the topic further (relevant for the interpretation is also the terminator ok).

In the second sequence

A: I bought some sexy clothes for myself too

B: sexy clothes?

A: yep

B: well?

A: Fila […] and a Nike light blue cut out shirt

B: wow (D9.19);

speaker A boasts about having bought new clothes. Speaker A requests confirmation and speaker A provides it without further developing the topic. Then B invites him to provide more information. Well seems to perform the function of a prompter. It might also be argued that well, as a prompter, is not neutral: B might indicate that A is supposed to provide the information without being explicitly prompted to do so. In addition, B might have recognized A’s boasting and shows dislike of it.
In the third sequence

A: then you know what is usually going on in me <<bad thoughts>>

B: you don’t seem […]
| you are doing well don’t worry




| A: well
<<sylls>>

A: but believe me my thoughts would kill you (D9.19);

speaker A produces a statement that seems to be related to a previous part of discourse (incomprehensible due to the low quality of the recording). Speaker B attempts to soothe speaker A. A’s answer well supplies a full answer (a preferred would be, for example, no) and the marker seems to signal A’s disagreement with B’s utterance.
In the following dialogic sequence

A laughs: yeah […] I have just negative thoughts trouble all the time

B: what exactly?

A: ok […] future job relationship diploma work final exam

B: well similar things

A: and I’m soo tired […] I’ve

B: what did you do?

A: well I have been working all day in front of the PC (D9.20);
speaker A utters a statement about his negative thoughts that worry him. Speaker B requires more information and A provides it. Then speaker B shows sympathy with speaker A. The next turn is A’s another personal comment: it remains unfinished because speaker B takes the floor before the transition relevance place: he asks a question and A provides the answer. Both instances of well are placed turn-initially and it might be argued that the first well precedes B’s switch to “his own perspective”, as it were; the second well might express hesitation or even slight irritation at B’s interruption. It might be possible that well simply signals the initiation of the turn by the speakers of the dialogue and that the marker signals hesitation as well.
In the next sequence

A: I helped him again now hoped the computer <<shop>> for him because they got something mixed up

B: I see […] well computers 

| I






| A: it’s nothing (D9.20).

speaker A produces a statement related to his turn about his friend, speaker B reacts to that, pauses and expresses his personal view partly related to the discussed topic. The marker well is placed after the back-channelling signal and there is a switch in the perspective (B starts talking about himself). This switch is marked by well and it may be argued that well simply signals the speaker’s willingness to yield the floor.

In the last sequence containing well
A laughs: the whole night

B: now who’s the night bird

speakers A and B laugh

B: it’s not good to do that in the night

A: well there was no other time during the day (D9.20);

speaker B gives speaker A a piece of advice (in the last but one turn) that could be understood as a friendly reproach. Speaker A defends himself and this defence is preceded by well. We could say that well signals hesitation and consideration in the face of a defence.

The following sequence

B: what exactly?

A: ok […] future job relationship diploma work final exam

B: well similar things

A: and I’m soo tired […] I’ve

B: what did you do?

A: well I have been working all day in front of the PC (D9.20);

features the discourse marker and: speaker A provides a list of his worries, B comments on it and A continues in the enumeration. This continuation is marked by and and it links A’s both turns together. The marker and serves the cohesive function.

In the next sequence

A: but believe me my thoughts would kill you

B: yes and you’ll die in 30

A laughs: yeah […] I have just negative thoughts trouble all the time (D.919-20);

speaker A persuades speaker B about the killing effects of his thoughts. Speaker B seems to be irritated at that and utters a hyperbole. The hyperbole is preceded with a confirmation signal yes and with the discourse marker and and it performs the cohesive function.

In the last sequence containing and
B: ok and how long did it take you 
| to






| A: to repair it?

B: yes

A laughs: the whole night (D9.20);

speaker B produces a back-channelling signal and asks a question:  the question is preceded by and. Considering the close context (see the respective dialogue in the appendix) the marker has a very global scope because it links B’s turn to A’s turn that has been interrupted by a side sequence.

The following sequence contains two instances of the marker so:

A: Filip […] from Bulgary

B: huh so many friends from from all around the world

A: yeah

B: it seems 
| that



| A: so he

B: yeah?

A: he wrote me he won a green card for USA and

B: ooh

A: yeah […] will be moving up to 1 year

B: you said won

A: yes yes yes won [з:] there was some lottery for green cards or what

B: wow […] 
| so how



| A: I’m not sure

B: for [з:] for how long is he going to stay? (D9.19).

In the first sequence, speaker A continues in his turn, introducing his continuation with so: the marker performs the cohesive function and it seems that speaker A would like to express the relation of result but the utterance remains unfinished. The second instance of so is slightly different: speaker A provides surprising information about his friend Filip and speaker B accepts that information and makes an inference from that information. However, the inference remains unfinished until the very last turn of the sequence.
Another discourse marker occurring in Dialogue 9 is but. It can be found in the sequence

A: then you know what is usually going on in me <<bad thoughts>>

B: you don’t seem […]
| you are doing well don’t worry




| A: well

<<sylls>>

A: but believe me my thoughts would kill you (D9.19);

in which speaker B, in the last turn of the sequence, reinforces his utterance, using turn-initial but.

In the following sequence

B: I see […] well computers 

| I






| A: it’s nothing

B: you’re amazing

A: no

B: of course

A: hey

B: no […] I […] [з:] you know […] all the people who are able to work PCs 

(D9.20).

the marker you know can be found. Due to its placement in a non-fluent turn, it functions as a repair marker and a hesitation marker and may signal B’s lexical search.

Dialogue 9 also features the marker now. In the exchange which follows

B: ok and how long did it take you 
| to






| A: to repair it?

B: yes

A laughs: the whole night

B: now who’s the night bird

speakers A and B laugh (D9.20).

speaker A provides the answer to B’s question: it took him the whole night to repair the PC. Now occupies turn-initial position and seems to highlight B’s statement and draw A’s attention to it.

Table 21

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 9
	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

advanced
	Speaker B

advanced
	Total

	well
	3
	4
	7

	and
	1
	2
	3

	so
	1
	1
	2

	but
	1
	0
	1

	you know
	0
	1
	1

	now
	0
	1
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 15 occurrences per 407 words = 3.68%.
6.10 Dialogue 10

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:
a/ Inexplicitness
No significant instances found.

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
The basic topic map can be schematised as follows: > introduction > exercise being done.

Dialogue 10 is a piece of classroom discourse and the thematic development is teacher-oriented and the main activity done in the class is the exercise.

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
In Dialogue 10, there are instances of simultaneous and overlapping talk (3 occurrences per 497 words = 0.60%), significant speaker pauses (25 occurrences per 497 words = 5.03%), hesitation fillers (18 occurrences per 497 words = 3.62%) and cases of repair, repetition and reformulation (8 occurrences per 497 words = 1.60%).

2. Discourse Markers

The occurrence of discourse markers is rather sparse in Dialogue 10, due to the low level of most of the speakers. One of the few discourse markers that can be found in the dialogue is and, which serves the cohesive function. The following sequence

A: last time we did spring summer autumn and winter do you remember?

C: yes

A: and what did we do with these words? spring summer autumn winter? […] Mám ráda nemám ráda protože

C: because

A: first Mám ráda nemám ráda

| C: <<sylls>>

| B: I have […] I haven’t

A: I <<l>>

B, C: I like

A: and Nemám ráda?

B, C: I don’t like

A: all right […] and because? how should I write it?


| D: became



| B: because

D: because

B: because

D laughs (D10.20);

features three instances of and. First of all, the sequence reminds of the interview frame that can be found, for example, in Dialogue 5. In the beginning of the sequence, speaker A asks about what was done in the previous lesson, one of the students answers the question and speaker A poses another question. A’s questions in the sequence are always introduced by turn-initial or clause-initial and (except for the first one).

In the following dialogic sequence

A: soccer? [зm] it’s a game a game

B: hra? ne? a game

A: yes and what is this?

D: <<sylls>>

speakers B, C and D laugh

A: no no no

C: balón?

A: yes […] and the game?

<<sylls>>

B: fotbal […] (D10.22);

the function of and is identical: it performs the cohesive and the additive function as well.
Another discourse marker that occurs in this piece of conversation is now. In the sequence which follows

A: all right […] and because? how should I write it?


| D: became



| B: because

D: because

B: because

D laughs

A: yes great […] now let’s play a game (D10.21);

students provide an answer to the question asked by the teacher. She praises the students for the right answer and announces an activity that will be done. This announcement is marked by now: we could say that now signals a change in the development of the dialogue and performs the function of an attention-getter as well.
In the last sequence

B: wedding ty

C: a co to je? […] není to svatba náhodou?

A: yeah (D10.22);

the Czech expression a is the functional equivalent of and: it links two parts of discourse to each other and introduces a question.

Table 22

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 10
	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

very advanced
	Speaker B

beginner
	Speaker C

beginner
	Speaker D

beginner
	Total

	and
	5
	0
	0
	0
	5

	now
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	a
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 7 occurrences per 497 words = 1.40%.
6.11 Dialogue 11

1. Crystal and Davy’s Model:

a/ Inexplicitness
Some ways of the manifestation of inexplicitness in this dialogue includes anaphoric devices, the antecedents of which are retrievable from the immediate context.

Example 51:

B: the photos

A: nooooooooo […] I don’t have them in <<ele>> […] <<sylls>> (D11.25).

Moreover, an example of the opposite tendency, the tendency to explicitness can be found as well.

Example 52:

B: [з:] to [з:] do you have the photos for me?

A: I only have photos that are 5 years old (D10.25).

b/ Randomness of Subject-Matter
The basic topic map can be expressed in the following schema: > talking about Rumanian > talking about a possible birthday present > discussing A’s sister.

As in other dialogues, there are cases of sudden changes of the thematic development of the conversation.

Example 53:

B: ok I am not expert […]

<<sylls>>

B: [з:] to [з:] do you have the photos for me?

A: I only have photos that are 5 years old (D11.25), the change of topic is 

signalled by a hesitation signal and by the marker to;

Example 54:

A: oh do I have to?

B: of course no

<<sylls>>

B: what about you sister? (D11.25), speaker B asks a question.

c/ Normal Non-Fluency
As regards the category of normal non-fluency, there are instances of simultaneous and overlapping talk in Dialogue 11 (2 occurrences per 223 words = 0.89%), significant speaker pauses (13 occurrences per 223 words = 5.82%), instances of hesitation fillers (8 occurrences per 223 words = 3.58%) and cases of repair, repetition and reformulation (5 occurrences per 223 words = 2.24%).

2. Discourse Markers:

The most frequent discourse marker in Dialogue 11 is well. In the first sequence

B: you […] you learn Rumanian?

A: yes

B: hmmm

A laughs: I know that yes is da

B: da […] yeah […] as in […] Russian

A: yes because

B: because I know […] they are not one family

A: well there was […] [з:] thousands years of contact

B: hmmm (D11.25);

speaker A and B discuss Rumanian. In one of his turns, speaker B states his opinion regarding the fact that Russian and Rumanian are not one family. Speaker A clarifies the problem and introduces the clarification with well. The marker well might express hesitation and consideration regarding the formulation of the explanation.

In the sequence which follows

B: what about you sister?

A: my sister? well she is still ill

B: interesting

A: how?

B: I saw her yesterday in the city

A laughs: well [з:] she was there yes waiting for me to pick up […] yesterday 

morning (D11.25).

speaker B asks a question and speaker A provides the answer. Before providing a straightforward answer, a confirmation request precedes. The answer itself is introduced with well. It could be argued that speaker A is taken aback at the question about his sister and well thus signals hesitation and surprise. Later in the sequence, speaker B utters a remark that may be shocking for A and he reacts with laughter and provides an explanation. This explanation is preceded by well again and by a hesitation filler: it seems that speaker A does not know what to say.

In the last sequence containing well
A: yes I [з:] we may continue later

B: you’re going?

A: well yes seminar

B: ok bye (D11.26);

speaker A terminates the conversation: speaker B makes an inference in the form of a question and speaker A provides the clarification and the conversation ends. We might say that well introduces an explanation. Moreover, it occurs in an environment containing a regret, an apology.

The following dialogic sequence

B: you […] you learn Rumanian?

A: yes

B: hmmm

A laughs: I know that yes is da

B: da […] yeah […] as in […] Russian

A: yes because
B: because I know […] they are not one family (D11.25);

contains two occurrences of the marker because. In the last but one turn, speaker A seems to provide some “explanation” to the previous turn but it remains unfinished. B seems to perform the identical manoeuvre and because serves the cohesive function, introducing the relation of cause. Nevertheless, a certain contrast is present as well: Russian and Rumanian share some words but they do not belong to the same language family. Therefore, it could be argued that the pragmatic meaning of that particular instance of because is wider than its conceptual meaning.
The following sequence contains the discourse marker and:

A: look is an important thing you see

B: no no no

A: yes

B: and for beginning that’s okay too (D11.25).

In the above sequence, speaker A stresses the importance of the looks, B disagrees with that, speaker A reinforces his opinion and B produces a statement introduced with and. The connective seems to perform the cohesive function and it refers back to some of B’s turn in the previous discourse (to the photos, see D11.25), i.e. its function is more global.

In the following sequence

B: non-stop computers for students

A: [зhз]

B: not very far

A laughs: I see

B laughs: thanks

A: oh do I have to?

B: of course no (D11.25);

speaker B specifies that the computer laboratory is not very far and the statement is an indirect speech act: a request in which speaker B implies that it would take a second for A to go there and scan the photos. Speaker A reacts with laugher because he deciphers the implication. Speaker B produces another implication: he takes for granted that A will go there and do the required. In the next turn, speaker A is surprised and wants speaker A to confirm whether he is supposed to do that. This confirmation request is preceded by oh.

In the dialogic sequence which follows

A: I only have photos that are 5 years old 
| and








| B: it’s

A: I don’t like them now

B sighs: [зh]

A: look is an important thing you see
B: no no no (D11.25);

speakers A and B dispute: speaker B would like to see A’s photos but A does not want to show them to B. In one of A’s turn, the discourse marker you see occurs in turn-final position. In that turn, speaker A provides a personal opinion and a justification for the fact that he cannot show the mentioned photos to B: you see seems to perform the function of highlighting A’s argument and justification.

In the last sequence of Dialogue 11
B: ok I am not expert […]

<<sylls>>

B: [з:] to [з:] do you have the photos for me?

A: I only have photos that are 5 years old (D11.25);

speaker B expresses an apology regarding his lack of knowledge concerning the foreign languages under discussion. Incomprehensible discourse follows and in the next comprehensible turn speaker B produces a hesitation filler and asks a question which sets a new topic: this sudden change of topic is marked with the Czech expression to. The marker may be interpreted as a marker of a topic switch and as an attention-getter, as well as a reminder.

Table 23

Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Dialogue 11
	Discourse Marker
	Speaker A

advanced
	Speaker B

upper-intermediate
	Total

	well
	4
	0
	4

	because
	1
	1
	2

	and
	0
	1
	1

	oh
	1
	0
	1

	you see
	1
	0
	1

	(to)
	0
	1
	1


The proportion of discourse markers: 10 markers per 223 words = 4.48%.
7. OVERVIEW OF THE MARKERS

In the preceding chapter, I have analyzed all dialogues from my corpus, using the perspectives described in Chapter 5. Now, a summary of the main functions of discourse will be provided. The discourse markers will be listed according to the frequency of their occurrence in my corpus, from the highest to the lowest.

Table 24

Frequency of Occurrence of Discourse Markers in the Corpus

	Discourse Marker
	Total

	and
	61

	well
	29


	but
	23

	so
	15

	oh
	14

	you know
	14

	because
	11

	now
	3

	you see
	2

	or
	1

	(a), (ne), (to), (tož)
	1; 1; 1; 2


7.1 Discourse Marker and
In my analysis, we have seen that and is used by non-native speakers to express “speaker continuation” (Schiffrin 1987.132, 142, emphasis mine) and to denote the relation of connecting and adding.

Example 55:

A: it features such classics as Captain Hollywood Project

B: Culture Beat U 96

A: M.C. Sar & The Real McCoy […] I don’t remember that

B: Another Night

A: and 2 Unlimited and Stakka Bo (D1.1).

In the above example, and functions at the local level, connecting two proximate turns together. However, and can operate at a more global level as well.

Example 56:

A: hm […] and […] what is interesting about this job?

B: hm money […] the money

A: money […] yeah

B: free time
A: you have a lot of free time?

B: one week more than other workers

A: free time […] you mean holiday?

B: yeah holiday

A: I see […] more than the rest of the world?

B: more than

A: why? […] why tram drivers?

B laughs: because because […] it is a difficult work

A: just because of 
| this




| B: we should have more holidays

A: and more money […] just 
| because of this





| B: and we have

A: ok […] and what do you usually do with these free days? (D5.7-8).

In my corpus, non-native speakers use and very frequently in a “question agenda” (Schiffrin 1987.146, emphasis mine). In Dialogue 3, Dialogue 7 and partly in other dialogues as well (e.g. in Dialogue 4), speakers engage in an interview frame: one of the speakers is the holder of the floor and the interrogator and the hearer is supposed to answer the interrogator’s questions.

Example 57:

A: hm […] it’s hot it’s actually too hot […] ok and how old are you?

B: 21 (D3.4);

Example 58:

A: more coffee?

B: thanks [з:] and […] what are you writing about in your final thesis?

| B: and is it for German or French?

| A: love

A: for French

B: I see

A: about love

B: yeah?

A: about love

B: eh Liebe wow (D7.12).

Many a time, the main holder of the floor is the more proficient speaker and the use of and has repercussions for the distribution of social roles: the more proficient speaker interrogates (and dominates over) the less proficient one. It has to be noted though that the distribution of social roles is achieved mainly due to the use of questions, not due the use and only: the marker ensures continuity in discourse.

Similarly to the interview frame, the use of and to precede a question can be found in classroom discourse as well because, in my opinion, there are affinities between the interview frame and classroom discourse tactics.

Example 59:

A: last time we did spring summer autumn and winter do you remember?

C: yes

A: and what did we do with these words? spring summer autumn winter? […] Mám ráda nemám ráda protože

C: because

A: first Mám ráda nemám ráda

| C: <<sylls>>

| B: I have […] I haven’t

A: I <<l>>

B, C: I like

A: and Nemám ráda?

B, C: I don’t like

A: all right […] and because? how should I write it?

| D: became

| because (D10.20).

Schiffrin argues that the use of and has a certain effect: it implies “a pre-arranged set of questions through which speakers plan to proceed in a fixed order” (1987.146). To add, speakers may not consciously be aware of that order.
It has also been argued that and can be used for the purpose of achieving politeness and saving the face of the speaker.
Example 60:

D: huh I like it

E laughs

[…]

A: and your name is Helena?

D: yes

A: not Lenka?

D: no […] well Lenka is

A: Lenka is a diminutive? (D1.1).

It seems that, by using and, speaker A avoids the possible threat of impoliteness that would arise by merely asking the question your name is Helena? and he mitigates the tension created by randomness of subject-matter.
Another effect of the marker and is re-claiming the floor after a clarification sequence or an insertion sequence, used to indicate that the speakers “have more to say” (Schiffrin 1987.144) and to mark speaker return.
Example 61:

A: why do you think? […] for me the screen and the picture are bad if

B: because they have […] special spell

A: spell?

B: yeah […] <<a>> kind of magic

A: because they are old

B: and I don’t like films […] movies with […] so many virtual effects

A: virtual effects? […] <<a>> you mean visual

B: yeah visual graphical […] computer [зm] animated graphics (D6.10).

As we have seen, and is used sporadically as a prompter, a function that is also performed by the marker well.

Example 62:

B: I was in Berlin

A: and?

B: and it was great yeah […] it was perfect (D3.5).

In some cases, non-native speakers use and for the types of relations that are not only additive.

Example 63:

B: <<sylls>> too […] Pepa […] wants […] jako do Alp

A: yes yes […] but you can find good places for alpine skiing […] in north Czech Republic

B: and you ski […] in in […] abroad no? in Austria?
A: yes (D8.18).

In the above example, as I have argued, but could well be used in and’s stead. In the following example

Example 64:

A: match?

B: match […] takovej zápas

A: and […] so you play chess not only as a hobby but you take part in competitions

B: yeah yeah (D5.8-9);

and is used first, speaker A then pauses for a moment and switches to using some other type of a discourse marker that would express the intended relation more precisely. It could be argued that a large scale of pragmatic meanings is embedded in this conjunction.

Finally, we may reflect on the reason for such a frequent use of and in my corpus. As Urbanová and Oakland have pointed out
“spojky (angl. conjunctions) jsou nejčastějšími kohezními prostředky, které se v textu vyskytují. Frekvence spojek a jejich inventář v jazyce mluveném se značně liší od jazyka psaného. V mluveném jazyce převládá koordinace: […]. Souvětí souřadné je velmi časté, a inventář běžně užívaných spojek je značně omezený. Mezi nejčastější spojky 

patří and, but, or, so (2002.63).

In other words, one of the reasons lies in the frequent occurrence of co-ordination. Halliday and Hasan also argue that and is “the simplest form of conjunction” (1976.233) and it is, in my view, one of the expressions which non-native speakers acquire during the initial stages of their learning.

7.2. Discourse Marker well
Question-Answer sequences and Statement-Reaction frames are dimensions in which well frequently occurs in my corpus. Via well, speakers usually express some sort of a divergence from the coherence within these pairs. In other words, the “upcoming coherence cannot be guaranteed” (Schiffrin 1987.126). I suggest taking a look at Question-Answer pairs first.

Example 65:

B: and you think about […] taking a job?

| A: well
| B: or what?

A: something like that yeah (D3.4).

Non-native speakers use well to precede an answer that is rather vague and evasive and may be considered an “insufficient answer” (Schiffrin 1987.116, emphasis mine). Moreover, non-native speakers may also be unable to provide a desired answer at all.

Example 66:

A: no no no […] not really […] no

B: why?

A: well […] it’s just […] you know […] it’s too difficult no? (D5.7).

In such cases, well is used to signal hesitation and the marker has a “considerative aspect” in itself and it “portrays the speaker as pausing briefly to engage in a moment of real-time consideration before going on” (Schourup 2001.1046, 1050). It may be also argued that well signals a certain “slip” out of the adjacency pair. A similar example would include the following one in which speaker A seems to be taken aback by the question directed at him:

Example 67:

B: what about you sister?

A: my sister? well she is still ill

B: interesting

A: how?

B: I saw her yesterday in the city (D11.25).

In my material, non-native speakers use well after a confirmation signal or after a minimal answer.

Example 68:

B: have you seen [з:]?

A: yeah?

B: the cover of Michael Jackson’s Dangerous?

A: yeah well that’s ok

B: I love it

A: but the problem is that it is Michael and Jackson you see

B laughing (D2.2);

Example 69:

A: and your name is Helena?

D: yes

A: not Lenka?

D: no […] well Lenka is

A: Lenka is a diminutive?

D: no it’s a different name 
| Lenka is a separate name (D1.1).

In the first example above, well indicates a problem or marks speaker’s surprise, hesitation and disagreement. In the second example above, well introduces an “explanatory comment” (Halliday and Hasan 1976.269): speaker A switches from a negative answer to further elaboration on the topic.

As has been mentioned, well also occurs in other interactional frames, e.g. in the Statement-Reaction frame. Within this frame, well carries an understatement of disagreement and/or indicates a problem because the topic discussed is a sensitive issue.

Example 70:

A: I would like to visit him

B: yeah?

A: yep […] the beach New York freedom

B: well
A: yeah

B: ok (D9.19).

Non-native speakers also use well in personal disputes in which the marker signals disagreement of one of the speakers with a strong assertion of the other speaker, or a concession.

Example 71:

A: I don’t remember that <<one much>>

B: it’s the best […] because there

A: well
B: the circle is […] closed (D6.10);

Example 72:

A: yes me too […] it’s all about jumping to the right and to the left

B: well […] you’re right (D4.6).

Other uses of well in the Statement-Reaction domain are not that clear and it seems that disagreement is not the only function well carries in such sequences. One of the functions could be hesitation and consideration, as in Question-Answer adjacency pairs.

Example 73:
A: my sister? well she is still ill

B: interesting

A: how?

B: I saw her yesterday in the city

A laughs: well [з:] she was there yes waiting for me to pick up […] yesterday 

morning (D11.25).

Very sporadically, non-native speakers use well as a prompter.

Example 74:

A: I bought some sexy clothes for myself too

B: sexy clothes?

A: yep

B: well?

A: Fila […] and a Nike light blue cut out shirt

B: wow (D9.19)

Schourup calls this function a “a prompting function” (2001.1054) and he also implies that such a prompter is not neutral, i.e. speaker B may express a negative attitude towards A’s boasting (that is the ideational and the personal level) and indicate that there is a failure on A’s part to provide requested information without being prompted to do so (that is the interactional and the conversational level).

In my material, non-native speakers also use well in other than interactional structures: single-speaker uses (cf. Schiffrin 1987.123-126) of well can be found.

Example 75:

C: by the way who sings Ecuador?

B: Sash

A: yeah Ecuador and […] well ok that’s this Dance

[…]

A: we don’t have any more juice […] well you have to drink it without it (D1.1).

The second instance of well reminds of Schiffrin’s concept of the “reflexive frame break” – a shift from description to evaluation (1987.125). As has also been argued in my analysis, speaker A shows power and dominance and well precedes a “very final-sounding judgement” (Norrick 2001.856-857).

As we have seen, non-native speakers use well to precede an answer or use it as an individual turn. There are also cases in which well precedes a question, not an answer.

Example 76:

A: yeah […] and what about the accommodation?

B: the accommodation?

A: accommodation

B: ah accommodation […] for me?

A: well where did you stay?

B: I went to a youth hotel (D3.5);

Example 77:

B: so I know Prague but it’s a gothic city […] <<sylls>> of Budapest […] and that’s very nice particularly the buildings of the Parliament

A: really?

B: <<sylls>>

A: <<some>> Gothic style a bit

B: well do you like the gothic?

A: I prefer

B: Jugendstil

A: yeah (D7.14).

In the first above example, well precedes a reformulation of the question (Schiffrin 1987.121). In the second sequence, the use of well seems more obscure to me. It could well be possible that B wants to use a different marker (and, so), or that well is used as a hesitation marker.

To return to the concept of incoherence, non-native speakers in my corpus use well to signal divergence from coherence, due to a “switch” in perspective: a hearer does not respond to speaker’s statement or question but starts “talking about himself”, as it were.

Example 78:

A: teaching English but <<sylls>> I prefer German it’s my native language

B: to be a teacher as well so
| you can






| A: would be this this strange German teaches English?

<<sylls>>

B: well me teach Czech <<sylls>> sometimes I’m not sure about (D7.15).

In examples such as the one above, well marks a response that is not in full harmony with the options opened by the question
.

7.3 Discourse Marker but
As we have seen in my analysis, non-native speakers use but to express a contrast. This is due to the fact that but is primarily a coordinating conjunction with adversative meaning (Halliday and Hasan 1976.231, 237, 252-253). This meaning of but permeates into its pragmatic and interactional meaning (Schiffrin 1987.152-177).

Many a time but operates at a local level (Halliday and Hasan 1976.234) and in a pair-like fashion, as and frequently does.

Example 79:

B: I love it

A: but the problem is that it is Michael Jackson you see (D2.2).

But occurs in regular distribution in argumentative discourse.

Example 80:

B: and I don’t like films […] movies with […] so many virtual effects

A: virtual effects? […] <<a>> you mean visual

B: yeah visual graphical […] computer [зm] animated graphics

A: but the story is

B: what with the story?

A: the story of the new series

B: there is only one story

A: I know but […] it’s as good as in the old series

B: but […] well […] the story may be but [з] but not the rest

A laughs: the rest is not?

B: it is only a question of effects (D6.10).

Noticeable about the second instance of but is the switch from but to well. As has been argued, speaker B may want to express a direct contrast but switches to less forceful well: but is a more explicit marker of contrast and disagreement than well.

The occurrence of but in argumentative discourse seems to be a phenomenon to be expected. However, non-native speakers use but in less argumentative parts of discourse as well.
Example 81:

B: yeah sorry […] logical […] couldn’t be born in 1944

A laughs

<<sylls>>

A: written in your belly

B laughs: in utero

A: yeah […] but I haven’t […] I haven’t written much yet […] laughs 2 pages

B laughs: the introduction

A: yeah 

B: but you read the novels

A: but [ab] they are short novels

B: aha

A: very short novels

B: aha […] ok (D7.13).

In the above example, rather than expressing a contrast at a very local level, the first instance of but functions more globally, due to the lack of an antecedent in the preceding turn (cf. the use of and).

Using but, non-native speakers give an indication of what is considered a side sequence (Schiffrin 1987.165). Moreover, non-native speakers also re-claim the floor via that discourse marker (Schiffrin 1987.152-177).
Example 82:

A: and I wanted to do French and English too but <<sylls>> a teacher abroad too so I

B: <<sylls>>

A: teaching English but <<sylls>> I prefer German it’s my native language

B: to be a teacher as well so
| you can






| A: would be this this strange German teaches English?

<<sylls>>

B: well me teach Czech <<sylls>> sometimes I’m not sure about

A: but I have

B: yes?

A: I have a special certificate <<foreign>> language […] German for Germans 

and […] German for […] <<sylls>> (D7.15-16).

It can also be said that speaker A wants to influence B’s conclusions from the prior information on his language abilities (Schiffrin 1987.157).

Similarly to and, but also fulfils the function of a prompter.
Example 83:

B: I am a fan of everything so […] sometimes house music and dance music could be interesting

A laughs: but?

B smiles: yeah but not many times and […] maybe because the club music […] the clubs which promote dance music […] the people are not very nice and fairly 

(D3.4).

Nevertheless, and and but differ significantly: and suggests mere continuity whereas but denotes contrast or even controversy (Schiffrin 1987.176).
7.4 Discourse Marker so
In Dialogue 1, one of the speakers uses so to introduce the recording in a lecturer-like manner.

Example 84:

A: ok so for the recording I’d like to say that it’s 2006 and my friend has just 

bought himself a few great CDs (D1.1).

Non-native speakers also use so to signal speaker return after a side sequence.

Example 85:

A: and you know the film Der Bär? of teddy bear?

B smiles: nooooooooo 

A smiles: it’s by the same director

B smiles: aha well I don’t know anything of [з]

A: so that’s just what I’m writing about not only this novel but other novels 

(D7.12-13).

So is originally an adverb of result (Halliday and Hasan 1976.56-57, 259). In my corpus, non-native speakers use so in order to express the relation of result and to signal continuation.

Example 86:

B: there are not many patient people and very […] not very tolerant

A: hm

B: so I prefer music that […] which creates special atmosphere of […] collegiality? […] fairly things like […] so I like reggae

A: yeah (D3.4).

Schiffrin also argues that the original meaning of so as an adverb of result can be traced in its inferential function in discourse (Schiffrin 1987.201-217). Introducing inferences from the other party with so is a very frequent phenomenon that can be found in my corpus.

Example 87:

A: ok and how old are you?

B: 21

A: 21 ok […] I’m 24

B: really? […] so you must

A: work already?

B: yeah (D3.4);

Example 88:

B: yeah I just […][з:] […] only high school

A: I see […] and what kind?

B: it’s a kind […] chemistry faculty

A: so you’re a […] an engineer?

B: no […] unfortunately not (D5.7);

Example 89:

B: no […] unfortunately not

A: I see […] and […] and […] so you’re happy with your job?

B: I’m happy there (D5.7).

In these sequences, the hearer uses the information provided by the speaker as a basis for further elaboration and attempts to infer more additional information, taking partly the communicative burden load off him. Such a type of discourse tactics supports co-operation in communication and distributes the interactional roles more evenly (for a more discussion of inferences see Schiffrin 1987.203-217). That is slightly different from the function of so as used by one and the same speaker: from what I say it follows that ... versus from what you say I infer that ....

7.5 Discourse Marker oh
Oh seems to approximate its original exclamatory meaning when it signals a reaction to an impetus in the extra-linguistic reality: “new information need not be prompted through verbal means at all: context changes create new information which may be marked with oh” (Schiffrin 1987.94). We have seen such use of oh in connection with the preparation and drinking of the tea in Dialogue 1 and Dialogue 2.

Example 90:

A: no you could have copied them out and use them in some way

| C: oh
| A: I had

C: that’s delicious (D2.2);

Example 91:

A: oh we have to take out the […] 
| tea bag







| C, D: tea bag

all speakers laugh

C: or if we let it infuse again?

B: it’s hot (D2.3).

Many a time, non-native speakers use oh as an individual turn and the functions of the marker range from signalling mere surprise to marking information acceptance and information processing.

Example 92:

A: why chess? […] for me it’s too boring you know

B: no […] there are so many combinations on the chessboard

A: yeah too many of them millions

B: like […] like in our life

A: oh
B: you can do everything

A: you’re a philosopher as well (D5.8);

Example 93:

A: I’d love to see Budapest […] I like the cities more than nature […] I like the architecture in the cities

B: oh
A: there is […] in Prague and Budapest there are many beautiful buildings <<sylls>>

B: so I know Prague but it’s a gothic city […] <<sylls>> of Budapest […] and that’s very nice 

(D7.14);

Example 94:

A: is there an English name for Brno?

B: Brno […] people speak about Brno as Brno

A: oh
B: and in German it’s Brünn (D7.16);

Example 95:

A: and your name is Helena?

D: yes

A: not Lenka?

D: no […] well Lenka is

A: Lenka is a diminutive?

D: no it’s a different name 
| Lenka is a separate name






| A: oh




| B: that’s different

[…]

B: and Alenka is yet another name

A: complicated (D1.1).

Information processing connected with surprise seems to be the main function of oh. In all of the above examples, oh follows turns that seem to contain “surprising” information: in the first example, A may be surprised at B’s philosophical debate; in the second example, B may not know that A prefers cities to nature; and in the third example, A may expect a translation but does not receive any. In the fourth example, oh stands nearest to its function of a marker of information management: the confusion of the names has been clarified and A signals the acceptance of the clarification. A has undergone “some sort of change in his […] locally current state of knowledge, information, orientation or awareness” (Heritage 1984.299, quoted in Schiffrin 1987.74). Such use of oh is particularly visible in connection with response signals, e.g. I see.

Example 96:

A: so you kind of train yourself like […] to do the moves in time?

B: no […] when we have the match we play with the chess clock

A: match?

B: match […] takovej zápas

A: and […] so you play chess not only as a hobby but you take part in competitions

B: yeah yeah

A: oh I see (D5.8-9).

We have also seen that non-native speakers sporadically use oh to precede confirmation requests and requests for reformulation and repetition (cf. Schiffrin 1987.80-81).

Example 97:

A: well I don’t want a job either but people need money so […] I would like to find some

B: and […] you agree to work 40 hours a week?

A: hmm […] oh once again?

B: you agree to work 40 hours in the week?

A: isn’t that too much? (D3.4);

Example 98:

B: I went to a youth hostel and it was the time of the Love Parade

A: the time of the Love Parade?

B: yeah […] I went to Berlin to a hotel and <<suddenly>>

A: oh […] you mean accidentally?

B: yeah

A laughs: accidentally at the Love Parade (D3.5).

In the first example above, oh precedes a reformulation request and also marks speaker’s sudden recall of the question; in the second example, it precedes a request for reformulation based on a vocabulary problem.

Non-native speakers also use oh to precede “recognition of familiar information”. In that case, it is very often followed by yeah (Schiffrin 1987.91) and the combination as a whole functions as a reminder.
Example 99:

A: and Civilisation?

B: oh yeah […] my brother loves it

A: actually I don’t know anybody but me playing that (D4.6).

The following example illuminates an interesting aspect of the language of non-native speakers.

Example 100:

B: I am a tram driver

A: tram driver?

B: hm

A: oh […] really?

B: oh really

A: why tram driver?

B: I like driving […] by tram (D5.7).

In the above example, the second instance oh is void of any function and indicates the fact that non-native speakers (at least those less proficient ones) are familiar with the form of the marker but not with its function (on the form-to-function learning in non-native speakers see Romero Trillo 2002.770).

7.6 Discourse Marker you know
Erman argues that you know can operate on three possible planes: the textual, the social, and the metalinguistic (2001.1339-1342). At the textual level, you know may function as an editing marker, a repair marker and a hesitation marker (Erman 1987.175; Erman 2001.1341; Fox Tree and Schrock 2002.728, 734; Macaulay 2002.758). Such a function of you know is frequently used by the non-native speakers of my corpus: it has been shown that you know frequently occurs in environments labelled inexplicitness, sometimes filled with hesitation fillers.
Example 101:

B: no […] I […] [з:] you know […] all the people who are able to work PCs 

(D9.20);

Example 102:

A: well […] it’s just […] you know […] it’s too difficult no? (D5.7);

Example 103:

A: and then […] a tram […] you know a tram is not a car so […] for me it would 

be very difficult (D5.7);

Example 104:

A: me too but […] you know […] the difference between […] eh (D6.10).

As to the type of repair, you know marks self-initiated repair and in using you know, non-native speakers avoid a “break in the fluency” (Fox Tree and Schrock 2002.731, 739).

Nevertheless, it has also been argued in my analysis that you know occurs in fluent contexts as well.

Example 105:

A: I don’t like that you know erotic scenes (D7.13).

In such contexts, you know seems to lose its function as a hesitation marker and enters the co-operative sphere: A may want to appeal to background knowledge and “to demonstrate shared views” (Fox Tree and Schrock 2002.728, 736, emphasis mine).

In using you know, non-native speakers claim the floor (Erman 2001.1345) and the marker also performs the function of an attention-getter.

Example 106:

A: yeah really good […] anyway you know I just […] I took the album and […] yeah

B: have you seen [з:]? (D2.2).

In the example above, it is the combination anyway you know as a whole that functions as a signal of speaker return and as an attention-getter. Moreover, non-native speakers also use you know to express their willingness to continue the floor, even after the TRP.

Example 107:

B: and you have to be patient I suppose and I’m not […] do you have to be kind of 

patient or or? […] you know you have to watch the street closely (D5.7).

The position of the marker in discourse is crucial (Erman 1987.202). You know frequently occupies turn final-position and has a turn-regulating function: it means that the speaker “does not signal a desire or intention to yield the floor” (Macaulay 2002.757).

Example 108:

B: you agree to work 40 hours in the week?

A: isn’t that too much?

B laughs: yeah

A laughs: […] but the money you know
B laughs: yeah (D3.4);

Example 109:

D: yeah I know but [зm] I’m absolutely busy with those essays you know
B: yeah me too (D4.6);

Example 110:

A: why chess? […] for me it’s too boring you know
B: no […] there are so many combinations on the chessboard (D5.8).

In my analysis, it has been argued that you know seems to highlight a speaker’s argument, justification, position etc.

In Dialogue 2 and Dialogue 5, we have evidenced a regular distribution of you know in explanatory discourse.

Example 111:

A: I had one […] yeah you know I had some periods when I was recording CDs to someone I was [зm] I took great pains to make a good cover with tracklisting and everything

B laughing

A: and […] and […] you know and 
| I I I






| B laughing

A: yeah and I inspected like books and albums and you know just […] for the appropriate thing […] and I like made a whole series of covers for […] [з:] what’s his name?

B: Bon Jovi

A: no no Insomnia who did Insomnia God Is a 
| DJ?








| B: Faithless

A: yeah I made whole series of covers for Faithless

B: hey finally I have Insomnia and God Is a DJ on CD uuu […] because I have never

A: I have the whole Best of on 
| mp3s





| B: and Salva Mea

A: good that’s good

B: tu du duu

A: yeah really good […] anyway you know I just […] I took the album and […] yeah

B: have you seen [з:]? (D2.2);

Example 112:

B: so […] so what? do you wanna be one of us?

A: no no no […] not really […] no

B: why?

A: well […] it’s just […] you know […] it’s too difficult no? 
| for









| B: sometimes yes

A: for normal people because you have to […] you have you have to eh […] you must know how to drive you must know 
| the rules





| B: the basic yeah

A: and then […] a tram […] you know a tram is not a car so […] for me it would be very difficult […] and you have to be patient I suppose and I’m not […] do you have to be kind of patient or or? […] you know you have to 
| watch the street closely









| B: watch the cars

B: what are they doing (D5.7).

In my opinion, there is a tension with regard to the distribution of turns in a longer narrative: one of the speakers takes the role of the narrator and dominates over the remaining speakers. In order to overcome this tension, he might signal that the hearer is not being ignored. It seems that you know helps overcome that tension and that it also solicits hearer’s attention and takes him/her into consideration (see Schiffrin 1987.284-285; Erman 2001.1348).

7.7 Discourse Marker because
As we have seen in my analysis, because is mostly used by non-native speakers to mark support of a position in disputes and explanations (Schiffrin 1987.191-209). This is due to the fact that the original meaning of because as an adverb of “causal relationship” (Halliday and Hasan 1976.260-261) enters its pragmatic meaning.

Example 113:

A: hm I’m a bit afraid too many people you know […] I’m a bit afraid to go there

B: no should not

A: should not?

B: yes […] it was fun […] great I loved it […] policemen are everywhere […] everywhere […] so you can you can yeah you can

A: I see […] because I was always afraid somebody could kill me or I could get lost 

I don’t know (D3.5).

In my material, the occurrence of because is many a time induced by the WH-question containing why, which results in a co-operation of the pair why-because.

Example 114:

B: the series are better […] the old series are

| A: why?

| B: better

B: because […] I don’t know

A: why do you think? […] for me the screen and the picture are bad if

B: because they have […] special spell (D6.10).

It has to be noted as well that non-native speakers in my corpus use the fully accented form because
.
7.8 Discourse Marker now
As to the functions of now in my corpus, it functions as an attention-getter and as a marker of the change of topic.
Example 115:

A: she must have known […] or should have take another writing <<sylls>> to get rid of <<sylls>>

B: yeah

A: maybe it’s a therapy

B laughs

A: now but

<<sylls>>A: I don’t mind my subject but [зm] maybe [зm] […] it would be better maybe for 

me not to write about erotic topic (D7.13-14).

Such use of now shows that the original meaning of now as an adverb of time reference (Halliday and Hasan 1976.74; Schiffrin 1987.228) is pushed into the background in discourse. The following example
Example 116:

B: because

D laughs

A: yes great […] now let’s play a game

B laughs (D10.21);
is a sequence from a piece of classroom discourse and now marks a next step in the teacher’s activities which are on her list of pre-prepared activities, as it were (Schiffrin 1987.237) and it opens “a new stage in the communication” (Halliday and Hasan 1976.268).

Non-native speakers also use now for what I labelled intensification.
Example 117:

B: ok and how long did it take you 
| to






| A: to repair it?

B: yes

A laughs: the whole night

B: now who’s the night bird

speakers A and B laugh (D9.20).

7.9 Discourse Marker you see
Both instances of you see in my corpus are placed turn-finally: in the rhematic section of the turn, as it were.

Example 118:

B: have you seen [з:]?

A: yeah?

B: the cover of Michael Jackson’s Dangerous?

A: yeah well that’s ok

B: I love it

A: but the problem is that it is Michael and Jackson you see
B laughs (D2.2);

Example 119:

B: [з:] to [з:] do you have the photos for me?

A: I only have photos that are 5 years old 
| and

| B: it’s

A: I don’t like them now

B sighs [зh]

A: look is an important thing you see
B: no no no

A: yes (D11.25).

As has been argued, both statements containing you see are personal opinions, arguments, justifications and directly expressed assertions (the problem is ..., look is ...) and you see performs the function of highlighting the arguments as well as concluding a sensitive debate (Erman 1987.50, 116-117, 201).
7.10 Discourse Marker or
As regards the functions of or in my corpus, it is used in questions to introduce a post-comment that opens a “binary choice” for the interviewee (Schiffrin 1987.181).

Example 120:

B: and you think about […] taking a job?

| A: well

| B: or what?

A: something like that yeah (D3.4).

Such use of or is enabled by the original meaning of it: it is an additive conjunction suggesting an alternative (Halliday and Hasan 1976.44-47).

Besides that, or can also have an interactional character.

Example 121:

A: oh we have to take out the […] 
| tea bag







| C, D: tea bag

all speakers laugh

C: or if we let it infuse again?

B: it’s hot

C: what about letting it infuse once again?

B: no that would be disgusting (D2.3).

In the example above, speaker C uses or to offer an alternative and invites the other speakers into the conversation (cf. Schiffrin 1987.178). Or is therefore an option marker in discourse and offering alternatives takes the hearer into account and supports cooperation as well (Schiffrin 1987.177-181).

7.11 Czech Discourse Markers (a, ne, to, tož)
This sub-chapter deals with an interesting phenomenon that can be found in my corpus: Czech expressions performing the functions of discourse markers. As has been mentioned in Chapter 3, switching from L2 to L1 is a recurrent pattern in my corpus and non-native speakers sporadically switch to L1 in using discourse markers as well.

A is the direct translation of the English marker and. What is more, it is also its functional equivalent.
Example 122:

B: wedding ty

C: a co to je? […] není to svatba náhodou?

A: yeah (D10.22).

As has been pointed out elsewhere, and (and consequently a) precedes very frequently a question in my corpus.

Via ne, the speakers regard the preceding discourse a side sequence and signal a return to some previous topic. Theoretically speaking, but could well be used in its stead as an English functional equivalent.
Example 123:

B: Kitzbuel? […] 
| <<sylls>>

| A: it’s [з:] famous downhill

B: Kitzbuel Kitzbuel

A: Kitzbuel

B: maybe I know it

A: ne it’s very difficult [з:] downhill (D8.18).

In the following example, the marker to functions as a reminder and also as an attention-getter.

Example 124:

A: yes [з:] the contact is very important you you

B: ok I am not expert […]

<<sylls>>

B: [з:] to [з:] do you have the photos for me? (D11.25).

Theoretically speaking, oh could perform the identical function.

In the last example, tož marks disagreement in a personal dispute, as well frequently does.

Example 125:

A: you played it? I don’t like it

B: tož […] yes […] it’s […] great […] it’s the best strategy game (D6.11)

Interestingly enough, speaker B from the above sequence uses two different markers in his conversation to express disagreement: the English well as well as its Czech functional counterpart tož.

8. CONCLUSION

In my diploma thesis, I have analysed discourse markers in a small corpus of conversations of non-native speakers of English, constituted in the vast majority of cases by Czech speakers of English. In the following chapter, I will present the main findings obtained in my analysis and provide an answer to my preliminary research hypothesis consisting of a set of five questions:

a) do non-native speakers use discourse markers at all?;

b) if they do so, can the functions of discourse markers be traced, or are these markers 

void of function?;

c) if discourse markers occur in non-native conversations, what is the frequency of 

occurrence of these markers and are there any differences to the 



frequency of occurrence in the conversations of native speakers?;

d) if non-native speakers use certain discourse markers, what are they and are there any 

differences to the conversation of native speakers?;

e) does the level of proficiency in English have any influence on the use of discourse 

markers?.

My analysis answers the first two question in the affirmative: non-native speakers use a variety of discourse markers in a variety of functions, ranging from mere discourse connecting to expressing some attitude. It has also been pointed out that non-native speakers use discourse markers in recurrent patterns: and for linking purposes in a question agenda and sporadically for expressing politeness and face-saving, well for disagreement and incoherence (some uses of well, for example to precede a question, are slightly obscure), so for expressing the relation of result and for drawing inferences from the other, you see for highlighting arguments and justifications, you know for ensuring fluency and for appealing to shared knowledge etc.

In order to answer the third research question, all occurrences of discourse markers in my corpus have been counted and compared to the counts with S.1.5 taken from A Corpus of English Conversation
. The following table presents the percentages of the frequency of occurrence in both corpora:

Table 25

Frequency of Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Both Corpora
	Discourse Markers in My Corpus
	Discourse Markers in S.1.5

	3.83%
	3.80%


From the above table it might follow that non-native speakers use discourse markers as frequently as native speakers. Such a finding runs counter to what has been found out for example by Romero Trillo: According to him, non-native speakers use discourse markers less frequently than native speakers (see Romero Trillo 2000). Therefore, some caution is required in interpreting the results. The reason of this clash may lie in the fact my corpus does not include speakers of all ages and social groups and, what is more, the individual levels of proficiency are not represented equally.

The following table presents the exact representation of each level of proficiency in my corpus:

Table 26

Overview of Speakers
	Level of Proficiency in English
	Number of Speakers
	Number of Speakers (%)
	Approximate Word Total
	Approximate Word Total in %

	beginner
	2
	8.00%
	349
	7.55%

	pre-intermediate
	3
	12.00%
	489
	10.58%

	intermediate
	4
	16.00%
	746
	16.14%

	upper-intermediate
	2
	8.00%
	150
	3.24%

	advanced
	4
	16.00%
	1380
	29.87%

	very advanced
	10
	40.00%
	1511
	32.70%


Out of the total number of 25 speakers, the advanced and very advanced students constitute the majority of the set. Their word production, as well as the production of the advanced and intermediate students is one of the highest. Therefore, this needs to be borne in mind in interpreting the results.
In order to provide an answer to the fourth research question, the frequency of occurrence of the respective discourse markers in my corpus has been counted and compared to S.1.5. The following table provides the percentages of the frequency of occurrence of the individual markers. For a better comparative view, the table containing the information on my corpus and the table containing the information on S.1.5 have been merged. The markers are listed according to their frequency, from the highest to the lowest.

Table 27

Frequency of Occurrence of Discourse Markers in Both Corpora
	Discourse Marker in My Corpus
	Total %
	Discourse Marker in S.1.5
	Total %

	 and
	1.32
	and
	1.10

	well
	0.62
	well
	1.04

	but
	0.47
	oh
	0.62

	so
	0.32
	but
	0.46

	oh
	0.30
	you know
	0.42

	you know
	0.30
	I mean
	0.40

	because
	0.23
	you see
	0.16

	now
	0.06
	now
	0.04

	you see
	0.04
	or
	0.02

	(tož)
	0.04
	cos (because)
	0.01

	(a)
	0.02
	so
	0.01

	(ne)
	0.02

	or
	0.02

	(to)
	0.02


With regard to the counts provided in the above table, the following conclusions can be made:

a) in both corpora, and and well are the most frequent markers. Still, there are some differences: and is used slightly more often by non-native speakers of my corpus than by native speakers in S.1.5 and well is used almost twice as frequently by native speakers than by non-native speakers;

b) other discourse connectives, but and so, are used very often by non-native speakers and as regards the use of so, the difference between my corpus and S.1.5 is extreme, the reason for it being a relative frequent occurrence of inferences;

c) the frequency of occurrence of you know is very similar in both corpora; what differentiates my corpus from S.1.5 is the marker I mean: none of the speakers in my corpus use this marker;

e) the markers oh and you see appear more frequently in S.1.5 than in my corpus;

d) although the percentages for L1 markers are very low, their occurrence in my corpus is significant: it indicates that non-native speakers may, from time to time, switch to L1 not only as regards the choice of lexis but also in the use of discourse markers.

Last but not least, an answer to my fifth research question requires detailed consideration of the repertoire of discourse markers at all levels of proficiency. In the following paragraphs, the differences between the speakers of all levels of proficiency will be shown. The next table contains discourse markers used by the beginner level speakers:

Table 28

Repertoire of Discourse Markers at the Beginner Level
	Beginner Level of Proficiency in English

	(a) (1 occurrence)


It has to be stressed that the beginner level speakers are one of the two least represented groups of speakers in my corpus. Therefore, I will not draw any wider conclusions. Nevertheless, the above table might indicate that the repertoire of the speakers of this level is rather sparse.

The next table presents the repertoire of discourse markers used by the pre-intermediate level speakers:

Table 29

Repertoire of Discourse Markers at the Pre-Intermediate Level
	Pre-Intermediate Level of Proficiency in English

	and (4 occurrences), because (1 occurrence), but (1 occurrence), so (3 occurrences)

	oh (1 occurrence)


As can be seen, their repertoire of discourse markers is richer and discourse connectives are used predominantly, i.e. conjunctions operating at the level of discourse. As to the occurrence of oh, it is void of any function, as has been argued (see D5.7 in the appendix or p. 45).

The next table provides information on the repertoire of discourse markers used by the speakers of the intermediate level of proficiency in English:
Table 30

Repertoire of Discourse Markers at the Intermediate Level
	Intermediate Level of Proficiency in English

	and (12 occurrences), because (5 occurrences), but (5 occurrences)

	well (2 occurrences)

	you know (1 occurrences)

	(ne) (1 occurrences), (tož) (2 occurrences)


The representation of discourse markers at this particular level is even richer: apart from discourse connectives, well and you know are sparsely used. Moreover, Czech discourse markers ne and tož enter the repertoire as well.

The following table provides information on the representation of discourse markers used by the upper-intermediate level speakers:

Table 31

Repertoire of Discourse Markers at the Upper-Intermediate Level
	Upper-Intermediate Level of Proficiency in English

	and (1 occurrence), because (1 occurrence)

	(to) (1 occurrence)


It might seem that discourse markers are slightly less frequent at this level. As upper-intermediate speakers are represented only minimally in my corpus, the interpretation is rather difficult.
The following two tables contain discourse markers used by the advanced and very advanced speakers of English:

Table 32

Repertoire of Discourse Markers at the Advanced Level
	Advanced Level of Proficiency in English

	and (19 occurrences), because (1 occurrence), but (8 occurrences), so (9 occurrences)

	well (13 occurrences)

	you know (6 occurrences)

	oh (5 occurrences)

	now (2 occurrences)

	you see (1 occurrence)

	(to) (1 occurrence)


Table 33

Repertoire of Discourse Markers at the Advanced Level
	Very Advanced Level of Proficiency in English

	and (23 occurrences), because (3 occurrence), but (8 occurrences), so (3 occurrences)

	well (14 occurrences)

	oh (7 occurrences)

	you know (7 occurrences)

	now (1 occurrences)

	you see (1 occurrence)

	or (1 occurrence)


The reason for putting these two levels under the same umbrella is not only due to the fact that they are very similar as to their knowledge of English but also due to their repertoire of discourse markers: it is almost identical. Apart from discourse connectives and other markers used by the lower level speakers (well, oh, you know), these two levels are the only levels that use markers not found anywhere else: or, now and you see.

The main conclusion that can be drawn from an analysis of such a small corpus is that besides using discourse markers for a variety of traceable purposes (and sporadically without any), the more advanced non-native speakers in their proficiency in English are, the richer their repertoire of discourse marker is and the more “sophisticated”
 markers are used by them.
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10. ENGLISH SUMMARY
In my diploma thesis, I analyse a set of expressions generally referred to as discourse markers. These expressions are typical of spoken language in general and, moreover, of authentic spoken English. The analysis is based on a slightly unusual material: on a small corpus of authentic conversations of non-native speakers, the vast majority of which is constituted by Czech speakers of English. The approximate word total of the corpus is 4,620.

My preliminary hypothesis concerned the question whether non-native speakers of English use discourse markers at all, what they exactly are, what is their frequency of occurrence, to what intents and purposes they are used as well as whether the level of proficiency of non-native speaker of English has any influence on their repertoire of discourse markers.

My analysis shows that non-native speakers use discourse markers as frequently as native speakers of English but such generalisations should be avoided, particularly if a relatively small corpus is analysed. It also follows from my analysis that non-native speakers of English use a diverse palette of discourse markers ranging from simple conjunctions performing a discourse function (and, so) to phrases of the type you know and you see.

Furthermore, it seems that discourse markers are used by non-native speakers of English to traceable purposes, some of which form recurrent patterns: and for linking purposes in a question agenda and sporadically for expressing politeness and for face-saving purposes, well for disagreement and hesitation, etc. This shows that discourse markers as such are polyfunctional as well as the individual expressions are although such a small corpus does not enable to explore the diversity in greater detail.
The most frequent and most universal discourse markers used by non-native speakers of my corpus are and and well. This is also the case in S.1.5 as well but there are also significant differences between my corpus and S.1.5, the most important being the absence of the marker I mean in my corpus as well as the occurrence of Czech expressions that fulfil the functions of discourse markers.

Finally, there are great differences as to the repertoire of discourse in the individual levels of proficiency. My analysis shows that the beginner level speakers have a relatively sparse repertoire of discourse markers at their disposal. The repertoire becomes richer in the higher level speakers of English. The advanced and very advanced speakers of English have a very wide repertoire of discourse markers but there are also individual differences. It has to be reminded again that the levels of proficiency are not evenly represented in my corpus.

11. ČESKÉ RESUMÉ
Ve své diplomové práci se pokouším o analýzu tzv. diskurzivních částic, které jsou typické pro mluvený jazyk a obzvláště pro autentickou konverzační angličtinu. Můj materiál tvoří korpus konverzací mezi nerodilými mluvčími převážně českého původu, který jsem pořídil pro účely této diplomové práce a nachází se v příloze. Korpus obsahuje zhruba 4620 slov.

Mým výzkumným záměrem bylo zjistit, zda nerodilí mluvčí angličtiny používají diskurzivní částice jako takové, a dále pak, které z nich to jsou, jaká je frekvence výskytu těchto výrazů, k jakým účelům je nerodilí mluvčí požívají, a jaký dopad má na repertoár diskurzivních částic u nerodilých mluvčích jejich pokročilost v anglickém jazyce.

Analýza ukazuje, že nerodilí mluvčí používají diskurzivní částice stejně často jako mluvčí rodilí, avšak takový výrok nelze brát jako absolutně, analyzujeme-li korpus relativně malý. Z analýzy dále vyplývá, že nerodilí mluvčí používají rozmanitou paletu diskursivních částic, zahrnující jak jednoduché spojky (and, but) tak i fráze typu you know či you see.

Dále se ukazuje, že diskurzivní částice jsou použity k určitému účelu, z nichž některé se velmi často opakují, např. použití and pro kohezi a také pro účely zdvořilosti, well pro vyjádření nesouhlasu a pro zaváhání atd. Tím se jednak potvrzuje polyfunkčnost diskursivních částic a také polyfunkčnost jednotlivých výrazů, i když opět nelze na malém korpusu zásadně zobecňovat.

Nejpoužívanějšími a tudíž nejuniverzálnějšími diskurzivními částicemi v mém korpusu jsou and a well. Mezi mým korpusem a dialogem S.1.5 existují odchylky ve výskytu diskurzivních částic, z nichž nejvýznamnější je absence fráze I mean a dále také sporadický výskyt ryze českých výrazů, které plní funkci diskurzivních částic.

Existují také velké rozdíly v repertoáru diskurzivních částic jednotlivých úrovní pokročilosti angličtiny. Ukazuje se, že začátečníci mají poměrně omezený repertoár diskurzivních částic, který se stále více obohacuje s jejich rostoucí pokročilostí. Nejpokročilejší mluvčí angličtiny pak využívají velmi bohatý repertoár, i když samozřejmě existují jisté individuální rozdíly. Je však nutné připomenout, že počet mluvčích na jednotlivých úrovních pokročilosti není v mém korpusu zastoupen rovnoměrně.
� I seem to use the term rather freely; for a precise definition see Yule 2000.88, 132; Tárnyiková 2000.278.


� By the notion of “vulnerability” I mean the simple fact that a non-native speaker’s utterance may be grammatically correct, yet pragmatically “different”: there is usually no disguise of one’s origin.


� Throughout the whole of my thesis, the term discourse markers will be used only.


� Unfortunately, it is impossible to pay due attention to all discourse markers in my corpus. Therefore, only the most frequent discourse markers will be analysed.


� The appendix also contains an extract of S.1.5, a piece of authentic dialogue among native speakers of English. This dialogue will help answer the third and the fourth research question but is of ancillary character only. For the full version of the dialogue see Svartvik and Quirk 1980.127-133.


� The absence of intonation in the transcription is due to my insufficient training in phonetics and phonology. For a discussion on the role of intonation in the interpretation of discourse markers see for example Erman 1987.55-65; Schiffrin 1987.ix.


� Since Czech speakers constitute the vast majority of the speakers in my corpus, the corpus will not be analysed for differences in the use of discourse markers between Czech and German speakers of English.


� Quick Placement Test Version 1 issued by UCLES. My classification of levels follows the official UCLES classification. For more information see Quick Placement Test. Paper and Pen Test User Manual (2001) (Oxford: Oxford University Press).


� *ongoing studies, not finished yet


� Throughout my thesis, I use these abbreviations to refer to the speaker’s native language (L1) and non-native language (L2).


� Tagliamonte expresses the view that “innovation in language affects all areas of society. A case in point is a number of dramatic ‘new’ discourse/pragmatic markers in the English language which have gained considerable high-profile attention in recent years, from the media, educationalists and linguists alike. The innovative features are highly conspicuous and typically associated with the younger generation” (2005.1897).


� As will be pointed out later, these expressions have been given loads of labels in recent years. The type of label depended mostly on the type of function discourse markers were believed to fulfil.


� Moreover, there are also approaches to discourse markers attempting to account for their meaning as well (see Blakemore 2004).


� DM is a commonly used abbreviation for discourse markers.


� As has been already pointed out, these are the most frequently occurring discourse markers in my corpus.


� There is, for example, a single instance of anyway and several instances of ok and really (considered ‘new’ discourse markers, see note 11).


� Occurrences of discourse markers after minimal answers and various response signals are also taken into account.


� The reason for such a procedure is that fact that these markers are easily identifiable when performing discourse functions. Most occurrences of other markers are slightly more problematic, particularly due to the absence of tone units in my transcription. Such a procedure may also result in assigning such turn-initial occurrences of discourse markers the universal function of signalling the turn and joining parts of discourse together.


� Crystal and Davy’s Model is not an official term: it was coined for an easier reference in my diploma thesis.


� In other words, it is an indirect speech act.


� It has to be noted that the incomprehensible discourse in that particular sequence is only minimal. Therefore, the marker is included in the final interpretation.


� As opposed to the form cos, used almost exclusively by native speakers of English.


� Since the approximate word total of my corpus is 4,620 and all pieces of conversations in A Corpus of English Conversation have a unified length of 5,000 words, these two corpora are believed to be comparable.


� By this rather clumsy term, I mean such discourse markers as well and particularly you know and you see.
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