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As part of their postgraduate courses in Malaysian universities, Arab and
Malaysian students have to present their assignments and projects orally in front
of their professors. For effective and smooth conceptualization of the presented
ideas and facts, students need to employ certain language elements called
pragmatic markers (PMs) and discourse markers (DMs). In such institutional
discourse, the use of these markers can help students to present their ideas and
facts smoothly and coherently, and in a close connection to the context of the
presentations. These markers are, in fact, valuable tools in the hands of learners
to structure and organize the segments of their speech, make the content of the
presentation comprehensible and meaningful, and help their audiences follow
the sequence of ideas. Failing to use these markers properly can negatively
affect the audience’s comprehension of the presented material and consequently
affect the students’ achievement. This thesis sought to investigate the use of
DMs and PMs by two diverse cultural groups (Arab and Malay) during their oral
presentations. The focus of the investigation was on identifying the frequencies
of the types and functions of these markers realized in these students’ spoken
discourse. Besides, the thesis attempted to determine and explain the
differences in usage between the two groups of students and whether they give
rise to problems for the students or the audience. For these purposes, the current
thesis used pragmatic discourse analysis in which the data were collected
qualitatively in the form of audio-recorded presentations and then analyzed in a
mixed mode design using descriptive and analytical approaches. The recorded
data were transcribed and then analyzed based on Fraser’s (2009) framework
for the PMs and Fraser’s (1996) framework of DMs.

The findings of this study showed that there were clear quantitative and
qualitative differences between the Arab and Malay students in using these



markers. While the Arab students tended to use more PMs that reflected their
attitude, stance, feeling, and other interpersonal relationships with the audience,
the Malay students tended to use more DMs that contributed to the coherence
of their spoken discourse. These differences indicated that the use of these
markers is dependent on the type of cultural group. Further, the findings showed
that both groups of students face a number of usage problems, such as the
interference of the first language, limited lexicon repertoire of these markers,
limited awareness of the functions achieved by the use of these markers, and
transfer from written register that affected the quality of their oral presentations.
The findings contributed to better understanding of how speakers of diverse
cultural background possess different linguistic and pragmatic resources that
realize different output of oral presentations. These findings would inform better
oral presentation performance of ESL/EFL learners in general and postgraduate
students in specific. They will also add to the current body of literature in the area
of discourse research.
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Sebahagian daripada tugasan kursus pascasiswazah di universiti-universiti di
Malaysia memerlukan para pelajar Arab dan Malaysia untuk menyampaikan
tugasan dan projek mereka secara lisan di hadapan profesor mereka. Untuk
melancarkan konseptualisasi idea dan fakta yang dikemukakan, para pelajar
perlu menggunakan elemen bahasa tertentu yang dinamakan penanda
pragmatik (PM) dan penanda wacana (DM). Dalam wacana institusi seperti itu,
penggunaan penanda ini dapat membantu pelajar menyampaikan idea dan fakta
mereka dengan lancar dan koheren, dan untuk mengait rapat konteks dalam
pembentangan. Penanda ini sebenarnya, merupakan komponen berharga yang
diperlukan pelajar untuk menyusun dan mengatur segmen ucapan mereka,
menjadikan isi pembentangan lebih mudah difahami dan bermakna, dan juga
membantu audiens mengikuti urutan idea dengan lebih berkesan. Kegagalan
menggunakan penanda ini boleh memberi kesan negatif terhadap pemahaman
penonton terhadap bahan yang dibentangkan dan seterusnya mempengaruhi
pencapaian pelajar. Maka, tesis ini bertujuan untuk menyiasat penggunaan DM
dan PM oleh dua kumpulan budaya yang berbeza (Arab dan Melayu) semasa
pembentangan lisan mereka. Fokus penyelidikan adalah untuk mengenal pasti
jenis dan fungsi penanda yang digunakan dalam wacana lisan para pelajar ini.
Selain itu, tesis ini juga mengkaji dan menentukan perbezaan penggunaan
antara kedua kumpulan para pelajar ini dan aspek penggunaan yang
bermasalah yang dihadapi oleh mereka. Untuk tujuan ini, tesis telah
menggunakan analisis wacana pragmatik sosiolinguistik di mana data-data
dikumpulkan secara kualitatif dalam bentuk pembentangan rakaman audio dan
kemudian dianalisis dalam reka bentuk mod campuran menggunakan kaedah
diskriptif dan analitis. Data yang direkodkan ditranskripkan dan kemudian
dianalisis berdasarkan kerangka Fraser (2009) untuk PM dan kerangka Fraser
(1996) untuk DM. Dapatan kajian ini menunjukkan bahawa terdapat perbezaan
kuantitatif dan kualitatif yang jelas antara para pelajar Arab dan Melayu dalam
menggunakan penanda ini. Walaupun pelajar-pelajar Arab cenderung



menggunakan lebih banyak PM yang mencerminkan sikap, pendirian, perasaan,
dan hubungan interpersonal yang lain dengan audiens mereka, pelajar-pelajar
Melayu pula lebih cenderung menggunakan lebih banyak DM yang
menyumbang kepada kesesuaian wacana lisan mereka. Perbezaan ini
menunjukkan bahawa penggunaan penanda-penanda ini sensitif terhadap
kumpulan budaya. Selanjutnya, penemuan menunjukkan kedua-dua kumpulan
pelajar menghadapi sejumlah masalah penggunaan, seperti gangguan bahasa
pertama, repertoire leksikon yang terhad untuk penanda-penanda ini, kesedaran
terhad mengenai fungsi yang dicapai dengan penggunaan penanda-penanda
ini, dan perpindahan dari gaya bahasa penulisan yang mempengaruhi kualiti
pembentangan lisan mereka. Penemuan ini menyumbang kepada pemahaman
yang lebih baik mengenai bagaimana penutur dari pelbagai latar belakang
budaya mempunyai sumber linguistik dan pragmatik yang berbeza yang
merealisasikan hasil pembentangan lisan yang berbeza. Selain itu, penemuan
ini akan memaklumkan prestasi persembahan lisan yang lebih baik bagi pelajar
ESL/EFL pada umumnya dan pelajar pascasiswazah secara khususnya. la juga
akan menyumbang kepada kesusasteraan terkini dalam bidang penyelidikan
wacana.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The present thesis investigates the discourse markers (Henceforth DMs) and
pragmatic markers (Henceforth PMs) as used by the Arab and Malay
postgraduate students during their classroom oral presentations. This chapter is
divided into eight main sections. In the first section, the background of the study
is introduced to explain the context of the study by providing background
information that shows how the idea of this thesis came into being. Moreover, a
need for investigating the use of the DMs and PMs in students’ classroom oral
presentations is established. In the second section, the research problem is
stated and the rationale of researching the DMs and PMs in the context of Arab
and Malay students is explained and justified. In the third and fourth sections,
the research objectives and related research questions that guide the thesis are
introduced. In the fifth section, the operational definitions of the key terms used
more frequently in the present thesis is introduced and explained. The six section
is dedicated to explain the conceptual framework adopted in the present thesis.
In the last two sections, the significance of the study as well as the scope and
limitations are clarified and justified.

11 Background of the Study

Towards more autodidacticism and spontaneity in learning the English language
in the Malaysian universities, the Arab students, who study English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) and Malay students, who study English as a Second Language
(ESL), are required to present their academic work in front of their classmates
and professors (Abdullah & Rahman, 2010). The academic tasks of the
presentations can be reviews of journal articles, summaries of course book
chapters, and proposals of mini or final projects. To present these academic
tasks orally in classrooms, the students usually employ a number of
technological aids and resources, such as computers, overhead projectors, and
Microsoft PowerPoint software that are made available to them in classrooms to
create their slides.

The classroom oral presentations are usually conducted individually, in pairs, or
in groups of three or more students, who divide the work among each other so
each one of the group members presents a part of the task (Maktiar Singh,
Mohamad Ali, Chan, & Tan, 2019). The students are then given 5 to 10 minutes
to present their work. During this short period of time, the students have to
demonstrate efficient time management, high presentation skills, effective
communication of ideas, and smooth and coherent transition of the facts in the
presentation. Although the oral presentations are the main instrument for
learning and teaching in the Malaysian universities and probably elsewhere, they
are not yet given enough attention in the literature. Extending the research on



the use of oral presentations for academic purposes can help students improve
their learning performance and academic achievement.

Based on a number of studies conducted on the use of classroom oral
presentation as a learning aid (Hincks, 2010; Miima, Ondigi, & Mavisi, 2013;
Yang, Chang, Chien, Chien, & Tseng, 2013; Young, 2008), an oral presentation
is adopted in modern classrooms to serve a number of learning objectives. First,
it is used as a method of ‘soft skills’ learning, which is recommended to replace
the conventional teaching and learning methods. Shakir (2009) noted that when
students conduct oral presentations, they are given opportunities to practice
speaking in the target language and demonstrate levels of self-learning and
comprehension of the course material. Second, a presentation is used by a
professor to serve as an assessment tool to evaluate the students’ language use,
their ability to effectively communicate ideas and their ability to explain the facts
in the presentation to the audience. Third, presenting the students’ academic
tasks through an oral presentation enables the students to communicate the
ideas and facts in the academic tasks in ways that make it easier for the audience
to comprehend and conceptualize the topic being presented. Last but not least,
an oral presentation can help the narrator (student-presenter) keep on topic and
support the key ideas being presented using audio, visual, and textual
illustrations (Saputri & Fitriati, 2019).

Although oral presentations are quite beneficial to students in their learning
process, conducting them is, in fact, a challenge to ESL as well as EFL learners
(Keong & Jawad, 2015; Melouah, 2013). Being non-native speakers of the
English language, these students face a difficulty in conducting oral
presentations because of their feeling of apprehension to speak in the target
language or because of their limited linguistic competence which makes them
suffer to produce a coherent speech that communicates the ideas and facts
effectively. Keong and Jawad (2015) found that the majority of the Arab Iraqi EFL
postgraduate students, who study in a Malaysian university, felt anxious in
speaking with their professors in academic settings in general and in doing
presentations in particular. Keong and his colleague attributed the students’
apprehension in speaking to the students’ humble level of linguistic competence
in the target language and the lack of self-confidence. The researchers added
that the students’ fear of being under-estimated by their professors, being
humiliated in front of their classmates, and being given lower assessment scores
are additional sources of their apprehension during their oral presentations.
Similarly, Melouah (2013) found that Arab Algerian EFL university learners fear
speaking in front of their teachers and classmates in classroom as a result of the
students’ fear of receiving negative correction feedback by their professors, the
students’ poor language proficiency, and their lack of self-assurance.

In a Malay students’ learning context, Abdullah and Rahman (2010) found that
the Malay ESL university students experience classroom speaking difficulties
although they are more exposed to using English than Arab EFL students.
According to Abdullah and Rahman, Malay students perceive speaking in front
of their teachers and classmates as a provoking classroom activity because they
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are required to use many linguistic rules while they are assessed by their
teachers and compared to their classmates’ performances.

Based on a personal experience in oral presentations, the present researcher
noticed that Arab as well as Malay students are frightened when asked to present
in front of the class. The researcher also noticed that these students were not
perfectly able communicate their ideas and facts in coherent or organized ways
which, most of the times, made their presentations poor and lacking
effectiveness. Considering the previous observation from the literature and the
personal observation inspired the present researcher to further investigate the
issue to discover the problems that might face the two groups of students during
their oral presentations.

The results just briefly reported showed clearly that oral presentation is a
challenge for EFL/ESL learners, which can be partially overcome by using the
available technological resources and aids, such as computer devices and
applications. These technologies can help the students overcome their fears and
assist them to communicate their ideas and explain the facts in the presentations
as efficient and smooth as possible. Although the use of the presentation slides
can be a facilitator factor to achieve the objectives early mentioned, they are not
enough to make effective communication of the ideas and facts and render a
powerful and meaningful presentation. Other influential competencies,
exemplified by the students’ linguistic and pragmatic knowledge and awareness
are, in fact, required to conduct an organized, efficient, smooth, and coherent
oral presentation, which is closely connected to the context and purpose of the
topic being presented (Vu, 2017). Possessing such competencies comes to be
a major player and a complement to the use of technologies, to eliminate the
challenges the students face while doing the oral presentations. These
competencies entitle students to utilize a number of linguistic strategies in order
to persuade and satisfy the audience, and, consequently, to meet their
expectations and get higher performance scores. Nevertheless, possessing
these competencies by ESL/EFL learners is not an easy task to achieve, as it
requires them to possess and develop adequate levels of linguistic knowledge
and pragmatic awareness of the language (Alraddadi, 2016). More specifically,
these learners should build up linguistic repertoire and develop pragmatic
awareness of certain English devices known as DMs and PMs. In oral
presentations, these devices are extremely essential as they can assist students
to produce coherent and cohesive speech. The inability of the students to use
such devices adequately and effectively in their oral presentations might deepen
their speaking problems and lead to undesired consequences expressed by poor
students’ performance, low achievement scores, and most importantly,
breakdown in communication between the learners and their professors and
classmates.

DMs are linguistic devices, such as ‘and’, ‘or’, ‘but’, ‘however’, and ‘because’,
among others, that are utilized in speech as a strategy to achieve a number of
linguistic functions. Halliday and Hasan (1976) viewed DMs from a semantic
perspective as linguistic devices that operate at the sentence, paragraphs, and
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discourse levels to achieve textual relationships. For example, the conjunctions
‘and’, ‘or’, and ‘but’ can keep continuity in the flow of ideas in the text by showing
a relationship and connectedness between the current and next turns in a
sentence. Schiffrin (1987, p. 35), who labeled them as ‘discourse markers’, noted
that these devices are mainly used in a sentence as ‘connectives’ to achieve
coherence. Schiffrin maintained that DMs either carry a ‘core meaning’, such as
in the case of the conjunctions (and, but, or, so, because), time deictics (now,
then), and lexicalized clauses (you know, | mean), or carry zero meaning, such
as in the case of the particles ‘well’ and ‘oh’. From relevance-theoretic point of
view, Blakemore (1987), who called them ‘discourse connectives’, gave the
example of the connectives ‘so’, ‘because’, and, ‘but’, which can be used to
organize the talk and achieve coherence.

Fraser (1988, p.28) provided a clear definition of DMs as a term that refers to the
use of “lexical expressions which are syntactically independent of the basic
sentence structure and have a general core meaning which signals the
relationship of the current utterance to the core meaning”. By this definition,
Fraser considers DMs as relational words that help in relating what is being
uttered in the sentence to the meaning of the marker used in that utterance.
Fraser gave the example of ‘in fact’ as a DM, which indicates that the next
proposition after the DM is a fact, thus establishes a factual relationship between
its core meaning and the proposition content that follows the marker. However,
DMs in Fraser’s view do not change the meaning of the following sentence or
the structure of the current sentence in which the DM exists, as he considered
them independent, thus removing them does not affect the meaning of the
current sentence. Although the use/unused of these markers is considered
optional, Fraser (1988, p. 22) maintains that the absences or misuse of these
words can "remove a powerful clue" needed for linguistic cohesion realization.
In an oral presentation, which is still unexplored in terms of the use of DMs, the
use of these devices can yield more coherent, organized, connected, and
logically sequenced speech.

While the DMs are linguistic devices that signal a ‘textual’ or ‘co-textual
relationship between the utterances in sentences, PMs, such as ‘of course’,
‘anyway’, ‘ok’, ‘well’, and ‘actually’, among others, are devices that signal a
pragmatic (contextual) relationships between the segments of speech (Fraser,
1999, p. 931). Moreover, PMs derive their meanings from the social context in
which they occur, which provides an interpretation of their meaning and explains
the interpersonal relationships among the participants in the interactions. Similar
to DMs, these devices can be valuable pragmatic tools in the hands of the
speakers to structure and organize the segments of their speech, make the
content of speech comprehensible and meaningful, and help the audiences to
easily follow the sequence of the ideas and facts (Cuenca, 2008; Huddlestone &
Fairhurst, 2013; Norrick, 2009a, 2009b; Romero-Trillo, 2014).

As indispensable elements in a spoken discourse, the research on the use of
PMs (Babanoglu, 2014; Fernandez, Gates Tapia, & Lu, 2014; Wei, 2011a)
focused on how the use of these markers in any communicative situation can
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help the language speakers manage the structure and flow of their speech. In
other words, the focus was on how these “discourse-structuring cues signal
relationships among the expressed ideas” to meet the participants’ expectations
(Tyler & Bro, 1992, pp. 74-75). The success of the language users includes their
ability to use these cues in an expected way, so that listeners construct
meaningful interpretation and judge the discourse as pragmatically coherent.
Incorrect selection and use of these devices might lead to undesired
consequences, such as misunderstanding and confusion in the part of the
hearer.

As explained earlier, DMs acquired their meanings textually depending on the
linguistic context of the text in which they occur without much reliance on the
social or cultural background of the interactants. This makes the meaning of
these devices fixed, and carry less variation in the interpretation by the listeners.
For example, the conjunction ‘but’, which carries a fixed meaning of ‘contrast’,
and the conjunction ‘and’, which carries the fixed meaning of ‘addition’, do not
need any social contextual clues to be understood by the listener other than the
linguistic context. In contrast, the PMs derive their meaning from the social
context of the utterances, which is subject to social and cultural considerations.

In a study by Hum, Trihartanti, Hum, and Damayanti (2014), the researchers
investigated ‘oh’ and ‘well’ as discourse particles, another labeling name of PMs.
The quantitative analysis of the Indonesian students’ recordings showed that
‘well’ was used more frequently than ‘oh’. Qualitatively, ‘well’ was mainly used to
mitigate the threat imposed on the participants’ face, and ‘oh’ was used, though
less frequently, as pure surprise. The researcher ascribed the qualitative and
quantitative differences between the two particles usages to the fact that
Indonesian people frequently use ‘well’ more than ‘oh’ in their daily conversation.
This study attracted the attention to one important idea that the use of PMs is
culture specific, and the selection of a marker to be used in a conversation
depends on the familiarity with the marker itself. The different pragmatic
functions achieved by the use of PMs make these markers multiple-carriers of
interpretations in English language, which proposes a need to study these
markers in various social and cultural contexts, such as the university context in
Malaysian universities

It can be concluded from the comparison between DMs and PMs that these two
categories of devices are different in form, use, and scope of effect. They achieve
diverse functions in speech and any mix of their functions is in fact a waste of
time. Although the difference between the two types of devices is apparent, a
number of previous studies put them in one basket. The present thesis
investigates the use of DMs as well as PMs in the oral presentations by two
cultural groups, Malaysian and Arabs, who study in the same academic
environment, and are required to do the same academic tasks, and present their
work to Malaysian professors. Comparing the use of these markers by these
socially diverse groups can help better understand the various meanings and
functions achieved by these markers. It also helps understand the current



linguistic and pragmatic competencies of the Malay and Arab students and the
role of these markers in improving the students’ oral presentation performance.

In the context of oral presentation, the presence and proper use of the DMs and
PMs by the presenters can provide a road map to the audience to build a
coherent interpretation of the meanings communicated in the discourse. They
can also help speakers progress logically while presenting the content of their
speech to the hearers. Miller (2005) maintained that these markers contribute
greatly to the construction of coherence in a discourse and facilitate the
comprehension and interpretation of the spontaneous speech production. Muller
considered these markers as linguistic cues that assist language speakers to
express various social and cultural elements in their communication. Speakers
can display their attitudes towards the content of their speech as well as towards
their audiences.

Moreover, DMs and PMs were found improving listening to the academic
lectures (Kuhi, Asadollahfam, & Anbarian, 2014), so more comprehension is
achieved. Fernandez-Polo (2014) noted that the use of DMs can go beyond the
discourse organization to include achieving other personal and interpersonal
agendas, such as audience engagement, reinforcing commitment, and
compromising personal image. Hum et al. (2014) found that the pragmatic
marker ‘well’ can be used to mitigate the threat imposed on the participants’ face
and ‘oh’ to show the speaker’s feeling of surprise. In this sense, these markers
play a dual function in spoken discourse. First, they communicate the speakers’
propositions residing in the content of their speech, thus achieve
semantic/textual relations refer to in the literature as ‘coherence’. In this case,
these markers can be classified under the term DMs. Second, these markers
can achieve other interpersonal/interactional relations, which are beyond the
explicit proposition in the utterances. These relations are pragmatic in nature as
they establish a relationship between the speakers and their audiences, and can
be classified as ‘pragmatic markers’.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

With the growing emphasis on speaking skill as one aspect of the language
communicative competence in higher education, the importance of learning and
assessing speaking has been increasingly stressed (Galaczi, 2013; Pourfarhad,
Azmey, & Hassani, 2012). As a result, speaking has been included as an integral
component of university classroom learning and assessment. The traditional
method to assess the students’ oral performance is usually made through
observing the students’ participation and engagement in answering professors’
questions or when practicing in classroom dialogues (Al Hosni, 2014;
Namaziandost, Neisi, Kheryadi, & Nasri, 2019). With the advancement of
technology and the availability of equipment, especially at a university level, the
assessment method of speaking has been developed to include classroom oral
presentations (Saputri & Fitriati, 2019). During these presentations, the students
are assessed on their presentation skills, slides format as well as their language
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use to organize and deliver ideas in the presentations. Although classroom oral
presentation has become an important method of learning speaking and an
essential assessment method of speaking in modern classrooms, conducting
them is a challenge for ESL/EFL learners (Alraddadi, 2019; Bianchi & Razeq,
2017; Khan & Salam, 2019). For the Arab postgraduate students, who study in
Malaysian universities, conducting an oral presentation is a challenge because
these students are not quite familiar with such kind of learning method that is not
commonly employed at the schools or universities in the Arab world (A Alghamdi,
2021). According to a number of studies that were conducted in the Arab world
(Al-Hawamdeh & Al-Khaniji, 2017; Al-Sobhi & Preece, 2018; Bianchi & Razeq,
2017; Khan & Salam, 2019), the teaching and learning of English in the Arab
world has been to a great extent written exam-based and without much emphasis
on speaking especially through oral presentations. Alamri and Al-Tunisi (2019)
maintained that the educational system in the Arab countries still follow the
traditional systems that utilizes exam-based education and tends to ignore the
importance of innovative learning techniques, such as the use of oral
presentations. It is therefore important to investigate the use of oral
presentations to shed some light on the importance of this method for the
students’ learning and assessment process. It would also encourage these
students to improve their presentation and speech skills in terms of organization,
structure, and language use.

DMs and PMs have been examined in various academic fields, such as writing
(Faizalatif, Nazim, Rasheed, & Sarfraz, 2020; Sibagariang, Ginting, & Sibarani,
2019), reading comprehension (Jafarinejad & Tavakoli, 2011; Martinez, 2009),
and lecture comprehension (Kuhi et al., 2014). These markers have been also
studied in spoken discourses, such as lectures delivery (Apraku, 2017) and
classrooms interactions (Fortuno, 2006; Lin, 2010; Rezaee, Aghagolzadeh, &
Birjandi, 2014), conferences (Fernandez-Polo, 2014; Morell, 2015), interviews
(Furko, Kertész, & Abuczki, 2019), students’ everyday conversations (Hum et
al., 2014), and seminars (O'boyle, 2014). In spite of the significant and essential
roles of these markers in spoken discourses in general (Banguis-Bantawig,
2019) and classroom oral presentation and speaking assessment in particular
(Saputri & Fitriati, 2019), they are still under researched and need to be given
more attention. It is therefore important to analyze these markers as used by
EFL/ESL learners to understand how these markers function in these learners’
spoken discourses in general and, more importantly, in their oral presentation in
particular.

Discourse and pragmatic markers are aspects of the language that are primarily
used in oral presentations to explicitly organize the talk, effectively engage the
audience, and appropriately display the speaker’s attitude towards his or her
facts and ideas (Banguis-Bantawig, 2019). The appropriate use of these markers
can produce interactions that are linguistically successful and pragmatically
appropriate to the context of interaction (Aijmer, 2002; Fraser, 1996, 2013;
Norrick, 2009a; Schiffrin, 1987). In an institutional spoken discourse, such as the
classroom oral presentation, using DMs and PMs can be significantly helpful to
the presenter to communicate the information and facts to the audiences
systematically, smoothly, effectively, and persuasively, and to the listener in
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order to better understand and follow up the content of the presentation (Saputri
& Fitriati, 2019). The absence of these markers in oral presentation would not
only affect the flow of the ideas, coherence of speech, and organization of facts
but it might also alter the real intention of the presenter (Alraddadi, 2019). The
mastery of using these markers requires EFL/ESL learners to possess linguistic
knowledge of the meaning of these devices as well as pragmatic awareness of
the functions that can be achieved by using these devices (Alraddadi, 2019; Guo,
2015; Moghaddasi, Bavali, & Behjat, 2020). In the case of the Arab and Malay
students, unfortunately, using these markers is a challenge, as these learners
do not possess the required linguistic knowledge and pragmatic awareness of
the two types of markers. Moghaddasi et al. (2020) maintained that Arab
students face serious problems in managing their speech in a natural and
coherent way due to the transfer process from their mother tongue system. Aziz,
Chin, and Nordin (2016) found that the Malaysian students face a number of
difficulties in using these markers, including possessing very limited range of
markers and employing markers that are usually used in spoken discourse. The
researchers attributed the overuse of certain markers and underuse of other
markers to the students’ shortage linguistic repertoire and their low proficiency
level. Lacking such knowledge and awareness can yield poor oral performance
during classroom oral presentations, which might frustrate both the teachers and
learners. It was therefore necessary in this study to analyze the actual use of
DMs and PMs in the discourse of an Arab and Malay students during their oral
presentations.

By reviewing the literature, various factors have been found affecting the use of
DMs and PMs in spoken discourses, such as students’ oral proficiency levels
(Wei, 2009, 2011a, 2011b), students’ gender (Tavakoli & Karimnia, 2017),
students’ ages (Taheri Ghaleno & Dabirmoghaddam, 2021), students’ exposure
(Ament & Parés, 2018), and the topic of speech (Schleef, 2004). These factors
have been found affecting the use of DMs and PMs in written and spoken
discourses. However, the research on the use of DMs and PMs in a multi-ethnic
classroom oral presentations especially in the context of the Arab and Malay
learners is still unexplored. In the context of the multicultural education system
in most of the Malaysian universities, classrooms are shared by diverse cultural
groups, such as the Arab and Malay students who came from diverse ethnic and
cultural backgrounds. These students are exposed to the same education
system and are required to do the same tasks including the oral presentations.
In these presentations, both cultural groups are required to use the DMs and
PMs depending on their linguistic and pragmatic backgrounds. It is therefore
necessary consider the difference in the use of DMs and PMs depending on the
type of the cultural group. By comparing the use of markers by the two cultural
groups can help define and clarify the meaning and functions of these markers
as intended by these groups. It can also provide comprehensive analysis and
descriptions of how these markers were used to achieve textual and
interpersonal functions and generate in-depth understanding of the use of the
markers in cross-culture communication, thus bridging the linguistic and
pragmatic gaps between the two groups of learners in order to better understand
and communicate in a shared classroom environment (Zorina, Vygodchikova,
Gatin, Nazmutdinova, & Gerasimova, 2016).



Previous research on oral presentation has been limited to using this technology
as a facilitative tool (Bligh & Coyle, 2013; Chou, Chang, & Lu, 2015), relying on
learners’ presentation strategies to effectively communicate the facts to
audiences (Chou, 2011), eliciting students or teachers’ feedback on presentation
advantages (Uz, Orhan, & Bilgi¢, 2010), and finding out the students’ anxiety
rates while presenting (Radzuan & Kaur, 2011). Other studies (Abdullah &
Rahman, 2010; Aydogan et al., 2013; Keong & Jawad, 2015; Melouah, 2013;
Yahya, 2013) have attributed the problems in oral presentations to psychological
reasons, such as the student’s anxiety of speaking in the target language, being
under-estimated by their professors, being humiliated in front of their classmates,
obtaining lower assessment scores, or receiving negative correction feedback
from professors. However, conducting an effective oral presentation goes
beyond the psychological state of the learners to include possessing inadequate
linguistic and pragmatic competencies of using certain language elements called
DMs and PMs. In such academic discourse, the problem of lacking the mastery
of using these markers should be prioritized as these markers are necessary for
speech production (Crible, 2017). In fact, the absence of these markers from
speech is not optional and their absence can contribute to speech errors (e.g.,
“the removal of ‘because of in an utterance would leave the utterance
ungrammatical”) (Crible, 2017, p. 94). In spite of the role that can be played by
DMs and PMs to render a grammatical, meaningful, and well-structured oral
presentation, less attention was paid to the problems in using these markers in
oral presentations. It is therefore necessary to fill this gap in the literature by
explaining the differences in the use of PMs and DMs between Arab and Malay
students and whether these differences would give rise to problems for the
students or the audience during their oral presentations. Explaining the
differences and highlighting the possible arisen problems to the students or their
audience as a result of using the two markers would encourage these students
to present with confidence, accommodate to the modern learning techniques
used in modern classrooms, and, consequently, improve their performance
scores.

To this end, the intent of this study was to investigate the spoken discourse of
two diverse cultural groups of Malay and Arab students during their oral
presentations. The focus of the investigation was on how these students use the
DMs and PMs in terms of the frequencies of the types of use. The focus will be
also on determining the linguistic and pragmatic functions of these markers in
the oral speech of these learners. Moreover, the focus will be on the differences
in the use of these markers between the two cultural groups, Arab and Malay
students as well as on the problems that face the students during the use of
these markers. This is hoped to have insights into the current practice of these
learners and suggest better practices of rendering oral presentation in the future
that is based, in addition to using technology, on using effective language.

1.3 Research Objectives

Doing classroom oral presentation is a challenge to EFL and ESL learners
because it requires these learners to possess linguistic and pragmatic
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knowledge of two types of linguistic devices known as DMs and PMs (Keong &
Jawad, 2015; Melouah, 2013). The general aim of this study was to investigate
the use of these markers in the spoken discourse of two diverse cultural groups
(Arab and Malay students) studying at the postgraduate level in a Malaysian
university. The focus of the thesis was on analyzing the students’ uses of DMs
and PMs during their classroom oral presentations and comparing their uses
based on their linguistic and cultural background. More specifically, the following
objectives were set forth in the present study:

1)

2)

3)

4)

To identify and describe the DMs and PMs in relation to the
frequencies of the types and functions as employed by EFL Arab
postgraduate students during their classroom oral presentations,
To identify and describe the DMs and PMs in relation to the
frequencies of the types and functions as employed by ESL Malay
postgraduate students during their classroom oral presentations,
To compare the frequencies of the types and functions of DMs and
PMs between EFL Arab and ESL Malay students during classroom
oral presentation?

To explain the differences in the use of DMs and PMs between Arab
and Malay students and whether they give rise to problems for the
students or the audience during their oral presentations.

14 Research Questions

Based on the early mentioned research objectives, the following four research
questions were used to guide the thesis:

)

2)

3)

4)

What are the frequencies of the types and functions of DMs and
PMs as employed by Malay EFL postgraduate students during their
classroom oral presentations?

What are the frequencies of the types and functions of DMs and
PMs as employed by Arab EFL postgraduate students during their
classroom oral presentations?

What are the differences in the frequencies of the types and
functions of DMs and PMs between the Arab EFL and Malay ESL
students?

How can differences between Arab and Malay students be
explained and do they give rise to problems for the students or the
audience?

1.5 Operational Definition of Key terms

This section is dedicated to introduce the definition of the key terms that were
frequently used in the thesis. This will include the definitions of discourse
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analysis, DMs, PMs, classroom presentations, English as a foreign language,
and English as a second language.

1.5.1 Discourse Markers (DMs)

Fraser (1988, p.28) provided a clear definition of DMs as a term that refers to the
use of “lexical expressions which are syntactically independent of the basic
sentence structure and have a general core meaning which signals the
relationship of the current utterance to the core meaning”. In this sense, DMs are
relational words that help in relating what is being uttered in the sentence to the
meaning of the marker used in that utterance, thus maintain coherence in the
sentences and discourse as a whole.

1.5.2 Pragmatic Markers (PMs)

According to Fraser (2009a, p. 3), PMs are those lexical words and expressions
that can be “part of a discourse segment”, must be “part of the propositional
content of the message conveyed”, “do not contribute to the meaning of the
proposition”, and signal aspects of the message the speaker wishes to convey”
(p- 3). In this sense, the PMs are completely different from DMs as they operate
at the interpersonal level to reflect the dynamics of the talk and set the
relationships among the speech utterances and the interactants beyond the
linguistic meaning of the utterances in the discourse.

1.5.3 Classroom presentations

Classroom presentations are a modern method of learning and teaching
(Abdullah & Rahman, 2010). The purpose of the presentations in an academic
discourse is to give a chance to students to share knowledge and meaning to an
audience that consists of a number of students (classmates) and a professor. It
is also a method of assessment by which the students are assessed and given
scores based on their presentation skills and language use. In the present thesis,
classroom oral presentations are the main instrument of data collection by which
the students’ oral production is recorded, transcribed, and analyzed.

1.5.4 Linguistic and Pragmatic Competencies

Based on the Common European Framework of Reference (Europe, 2020),
communicative language competences can cover a number of competence
areas, including the linguistic, sociolinguistics, sociocultural, pragmatic
competence, strategic, and discursive competencies. In this study, the use of
markers in oral presentations requires students to be aware of the language
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system (linguistic competence), to have the desire and ability to initiate
communication with other people (social or pragmatic competence), and, if
necessary, refine their speech in order to close up communication gaps
(strategic or compensatory competence).

1.6 Conceptual Framework

The present study can be conceptualized as a sociopragmatic discourse
analysis of the academic discourse of the Arab and Malay students’ classroom
oral presentations. One way to evaluate how information is processed and
communicated to an audience by a presenter during a classroom oral
presentation is to rely on his or her actual employment of DMs and PMs (Matei,
2012). This is because these markers are used during an oral presentation to
plan and organize the speech, so the speech outcome becomes more coherent,
organized, and expressive. In an institutional spoken discourse, such as the
classroom oral presentation, using DMs and PMs can be significantly helpful to
the presenter to communicate the information and facts to the audiences
systematically, smoothly, effectively, and persuasively. The use of these markers
is necessary for the listener to better understand and follow up the content of the
presentation (Saputri & Fitriati, 2019). The absence of these markers in oral
presentation would not only affect the flow of the ideas, coherence of speech,
and organization of facts but it might also alter the real intention of the presenter
(Alraddadi, 2019). As it is illustrated in Fig. 1.1, the first and second research
questions focused on determining the frequencies of the frequencies of the types
and functions of DMs and PMs as used by Arab and Malay students. For this
purpose, Fraser (1996/2009) proposed taxonomies and functions of DMs and
PMs were used to underpin the identification of the markers as well as the
functions achieved by using these markers. Investigating the frequencies of the
types and functions of the markers would better understanding of the role of
these markers in each group’s oral presentations.

The use of the markers in oral presentations is influenced by a number of factors.
One factor that plays important role in the use of these markers is the cultural
background of the presenter. Vetrinskaya and Dmitrenko (2017) defined culture
as the sum of the verbal and non-verbal behaviors that reflect people’s attitude
in a community. These behaviors are shared by a group of people who have
common basic assumptions, values, beliefs, and ways of thinking (Spencer-
Oatey & Franklin, 2012), which is reflected on people’s communication style.
Rangriz and Harati (2017) emphasized that there is a close relationship between
culture and learning a language as culture forms the background of learning any
language since language is the medium of communication and learning a new
language is associated and affected by the culture in which it is learnt. In the
multi-cultural atmosphere, such as the classroom, cultural differences should be
taken into consideration as the cultural differences among the parties engaged
in the communication process can create conflicts and misunderstanding
(Dwivedi, 2016). Makhmudov (2020) concluded that the cultural differences are
necessary to be considered in language learning and teaching as students who
learn a foreign language need to be aware of both, the language skills and the
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culture of the community in which they study the language. To avoid such a
conflict, one should notice the language use of the surrounding community
because these may be different or even at variant with one’s socio cultural norms
and patterns (Dwivedi, 2016; Makhmudov, 2020).

Frequencies of
Types

Functions of
Markers

0e

. h
Cultural

Difference
(DV1)

Discourse
Competence
(DV2)

|

Linguistic Pragmatic
Competence Competence

Figure 1.1: Conceptual Framework
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By recognizing the influence of the cultural variable on the speech production, it
was therefore necessary in the present study to consider this factor depending
on the type of the cultural group, thus to answer the third and fourth research
questions. To answer the third research question, which asked for the
differences in the use of the two markers between the two groups of the students,
considering the cultural variable provided more insights into the variation of the
use of these markers between the Arab and Malay students. It also provided a
comprehensive analysis and descriptions of how these markers were used to
achieve textual and interpersonal functions and generate in-depth understanding
of the use of the markers in cross-culture communication, thus bridging the
linguistic and pragmatic gaps between the two groups of learners (Zorina et al.,
2016). Considering the cultural variable was also necessary in the present study
in answering the fourth research questions which concerned with explaining the
differences in the use of the two markers and determining the possible between
the two groups of students.

Another important variable considered in the present study was the discourse
competence background of the Arab and Malay students expressed by their
linguistic and pragmatic competencies. Based on the Common European
Framework of Reference (Europe, 2020), communicative language
competences can cover a number of competence areas, including the linguistic,
sociolinguistics, sociocultural, pragmatic competence, strategic, and discursive
competencies. Accordingly, the use of markers in oral presentations requires
students to be aware of the language system (linguistic competence), to have
the desire and ability to initiate communication with other people (social or
pragmatic competence), and, if necessary, refine their speech in order to close
up communication gaps (strategic or compensatory competence). Being non-
native speakers of the English language, these students might feel apprehended
to speak in the target language because of their limited linguistic and pragmatic
competencies which might make them suffer to produce a coherent speech that
communicates the ideas and facts effectively. Keong and Jawad (2015)
concluded that the majority of the Arab Iragi EFL postgraduate students, who
study in a Malaysian university, felt anxious in speaking with their professors in
academic settings in general and in doing presentations in particular. Keong and
his colleague attributed the students’ apprehension in speaking to the students’
humble level of linguistic competence in the target language. Melouah (2013)
noted that the Algerian EFL university learners fear speaking in front of their
teachers and classmates in classroom as a result of the students’ poor language
proficiency.

To this end, it was necessary to consider the linguistic and pragmatic background
of the students as a variable that might have made a difference in the use of the
two types of markers, thus to answer the third research question. considering
this variable might also give explanation of the differences in the use of DMs and
PMs between Arab and Malay students and whether these differences gave rise
to any usage problems for the students or the audience, such as the language
transfer and transfer of register as possible arisen problems, thus to answer the
fourth research question.
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1.7 Significance of the Study

This study investigates an important discourse, which is the classroom oral
presentation. This discourse is an important constituent of the modern
classrooms in which students enjoy more responsibilities for their learning. The
results about how these presentations are conducted in effective ways relying
on the use of language will encourage the education systems in both Malaysia
and the Arab world to adopt this type of learning.

The results of this study are significant because they are built based on a close
and comprehensive analysis of the current communication and oral performance
of the ESL/EFL students. This helps thoroughly understand how these students
use the DMs/PMs to achieve speech coherence and express their attitude.
Discovering the strengths and weaknesses in the learners’ language use
definitely helps suggest improvements to conduct better oral presentations skills
and improves academic quality and achievement.

In recent years, Malaysia has witnessed a remarkable advancement in learning
and teaching at the university levels. This led thousands of Arab students to join
its universities to the extent that they form the majority of the foreign students in
the university classrooms. This presence put these students in a face-to-face
interaction with Malay students and professors. However, the Arab students
come from an environment in which English language is foreign language unlike
the Malay students who study English as a second language. With this difference
in the education systems and exposure to language learning in mind, this study
compares the language performance of the Arab and Malay in using the DMs
and PMs during oral presentations. The comparison between the two groups of
students is significant as it can bridge the linguistic and pragmatic gaps between
the two groups of learners, so they can better understand and communicate in a
shared classroom environment.

DMs and PMs as cohesive and interpersonal devices are used more frequently
in oral communication. In accordance with this fact, it is logical to hypothesize
that their role in language communication is crucial. Without the use of these
markers, the language production will be materialistic, incoherent, unrelated, not
organized, and without any interpersonal ties. In spite of important role of these
markers in language communication, few studies have investigated the
ideational DMs and interpersonal PMs in the academic discourse of EFL and
ESL language learners. The available studies have paid more attention to
western learners’ settings focusing on how native speakers use these markers.
Other limited number of studies investigated the use of DMs without making a
difference between DMs and PMs. This study distinguishes itself by filling these
gaps in the literature by providing a comprehensive analysis of these markers in
the context of Arab and Malay learners’ academic discourses. This adds another
building block to the body of spoken discourse analysis and to the literature about
the use of device by the two groups of students.
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This study is considered novel in at least in three aspects. First, it makes a clear
difference between the DMs and PMs, which is still paid little attention in the
discourse studies and needs to be further explored. Unfortunately, the available
studies mixed the two terms under one generic term ‘discourse marker’, which
does not reflect the real difference in the used types of devices and the functions
achieved by the two types of markers. Moreover, the focus has been paid more
on written discourses (Hu & Cao, 2011; Li, 2010) especially the journal articles
and on limited discourses, such as in legal, political, and media. Other studies
(Crystal, 1988; Laserna, Seih, & Pennebaker, 2014; Muller, 2004) have handled
one type of markers such as the use of ‘| mean’, ‘well’, or ‘you know’. Little
attention is given to include the two types of markers in one study and focus on
all possible markers used in the given contexts. This is not helpful in drawing a
clear picture of the difference between the functions of the two devices and does
not create a comprehensive classification of the main and sub-categories of
these markers. This study fills these gaps in the literature of discourse analysis
by presenting a novel and comprehensive account of the two markers along with
their possible linguistic meaning, pragmatic functions, and positions in
sentences. This account can be used as a reference in pedagogical implications
in classrooms learning and teaching.

Second, the novelty of this study lies in its attempt to explore the linguistic
knowledge and pragmatic awareness of two ethnic groups, the Arab and Malay
learner, which has been neglected in the discourse studies (Ahmad & Maros,
2017). By investigating these discourses in relation to the used DMs and PMs,
the results can be applied pedagogically to improve the language performance
of the two types of learners.

Third, this study explores one of the important spoken discourses, the classroom
oral presentation, which is nearly completely ignored in the discourse studies.
The available studies have focused on lecture comprehension (Chaudron &
Richards, 1986; Kuhi et al., 2014), conference presentations (Fernandez-Polo,
2014; Ruiz-Madrid & Fortanet-Gémez, 2015), and presentation skills (Gil-Salom
& Benlloch-Dualde, 2016; Haber & Lingard, 2001). To the best of the researcher
knowledge, no study has been conducted to explore the use of the DMs and
PMs in university classroom oral presentations.

This study would encourage the teachers and education decision makers to
adopt the results of this study as a base and starting point to improve the Arab
and Malay learners’ performance during oral presentations. This can be made
through adopting the proposed correct forms as a result of explaining the
differences in the use of DMs and PMs between the two groups of students to
design English for specific purpose course that is specialized in oral
presentations. The purpose of this course is to enhance the knowledge and
awareness of the students regarding the use of the DMs and PMs during an oral
presentation. It also helps in reducing the students’ anxiety rates that result from
the feeling of apprehension and poor linguistic and pragmatic knowledge. This
course not only will help the students, but also it will benefit the teachers or
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professors to have presentations that are more effective in the classroom and
possess better criteria of presentation assessment.

1.8 Scope and Limitation of Study

This study involved an investigation of the linguistic and pragmatic behavior of
two groups of postgraduate students during their classroom oral presentations.
The first group consisted of Arab EFL students and the second group consisted
of Malay ESL learners in the Universiti Putra Malaysia. The scope of the study
included analyzing the DMs and PMs in terms of their frequencies, main sub-
categories, and functions. It also included a comparison of the differences in the
use of these markers between the two ethnic groups. Moreover, the scope
included explaining differences in the use of DMs and PMs between Arab and
Malay students and whether they give rise to problems for the students or the
audience issues that might have face the students during the oral presentation
as result of misuse of the two types of markers.

On the other hand, the study was limited in the following aspects. First, it focused
on analyzing the student’ speech production without considering the analysis of
the professors or the other classmates’ talk during the oral presentation.
However, their talk that was seen important for the interpretation of the markers
was considered in the analysis, especially during the discussion period after
each presentation. This is justified by the nature and objectives of the study,
which focused on the students’ production of the two markers.

Second, this study was limited in considering the students’ gender. Although the
students might display varied uses of the two markers due to their gender, it was
not possible to consider this important factor because the majority of the students
in this study were female students.

Third, the linguistic and pragmatic analysis of the two markers was limited to their
semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic properties. Other language aspects such as
phonology and phonetics were not within the scope of the study. This is because
the two groups of students are non-native speakers and their mastery over these
elements is not perfect

1.9 Chapter Summary

In this chapter, the background of the study and the statement of the problem
were presented. It also set forth the purpose of the study and research questions
that guided the study. The definitions of key terms were then explained followed
by discussing and explaining the conceptual framework in which the relationship
between the variables were shown and explained. The chapter ended with
presenting the significance of the study and its scope and limitation.

17



REFERENCES

A Alghamdi, N. (2021). Learning to Present in English: Exploring the Voices of
Preparatory-Year Female Undergraduates in Saudi Arabia. Arab World
English Journal (AWEJ) Volume, 12.

Abdullah, K. I., & Rahman, N. L. A. (2010). A study on second language speaking
anxiety among UTM students. Fakulti Pendidikan, Universiti Teknologi
Malaysia, 1-6.

Adewibowo, D. (2018). A Study of Discourse Markers Used in the Theses
Background Written by the Students of English Department of Bengkulu
University (Academic Year December 2016). Journal of English
Education and Teaching, 2(3), 89-97.

Adriani, N. (2017). The Frequency of Using Discourse Markers “Oh, Well, You
know, Right, and Anyway” by Indonesian Students during Their Speech
Production. LINGUISTIC LANDSCAPE.

Ahmad, W., & Maros, M. (2017). Using Hedges as Relational Work by Arab EFL
Students in Student-Supervisor Consultations. GEMA Online® Journal
of Language Studies, 17(1), 89-105.

Ahmed, S. T. S. (2018). Challenges of English language teaching in Yemeni
primary and secondary schools. GRIN Veriag, Academic paper, 1-11.

Aijmer, K. (2002). English Discourse Particles: Evidence from a Corpus: John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

Aijmer, K. (2004). Pragmatic markers in spoken interlanguage. Nordic Journal of
English Studies, 3(1), 173-190.

Aijmer, K., & Simon-Vandenbergen, A.-M. (2004). A model and a methodology
for the study of pragmatic markers: the semantic field of expectation.
Journal of pragmatics, 36(10), 1781-1805.

Akhyak, M. A., & Anik, I. (2013). Improving the students english speaking
competence Storytelling (Study in Pengeran Diponegoro Islamic College
(STAI) of nganjuk, east java, indonesia. Improving the students english
speaking competence Storytelling (Study in Pengeran Diponegoro
Islamic College (STAI) of nganjuk, east java, indonesia, 1(2).

Al-Hawamdeh, R. F., & Al-Khaniji, R. (2017). The Effects of Motivation and Other
Factors on Second Language Acquisition: A Case Study on Achieving
Advanced Oral Proficiency in English. Arab World English Journal
(AWEJ), 8(1), 165-178.

Al-Qahtani, H. A. (2009). Female Use of Politeness Strategies in the Speech Act
of Offering: A Contrastive Study between Spoken Saudi Arabic and

189



Spoken British English. (Unpublished MA thesis), King Saud University,
Saudi Arabia.

Al-Shboul, Y., Maros, M., & Yasin, M. S. M. (2012). An intercultural study of
refusal strategies in English between Jordanian EFL and Malay ESL
postgraduate students. 3L: Language, Linguistics, Literature®, 18(3),
29-39.

Al-Sobhi, B. M. S., & Preece, A. S. (2018). Teaching English speaking skills to
the Arab students in the Saudi school in Kuala Lumpur: Problems and
solutions. International Journal of Education and Literacy Studies, 6(1),
1-11.

AL-ISSA, A. S., & Al-Qubtan, R. (2010). Taking the floor: Oral presentations in
EFL classrooms. TESOL Journal, 1(2), 227-246.

Al Hosni, S. (2014). Speaking difficulties encountered by young EFL learners.
International Journal on Studies in English Language and Literature
(IJSELL), 2(6), 22-30.

Alamri, H. R., & Al-Tunisi, N. T. (2019). Writing Proficiency Levels Among Arabic
and English Language Student Teachers and their Perceptions of
Challenges in Writing Skill.

Alemi, M., & Khanlarzadeh, N. (2019). Syntactic Feature of EFL Speakers’
Conference Presentations: The Case of Passive Voice and Pseudo-
Cleft. Journal of Applied Linguistics and Applied Literature: Dynamics
and Advances, 7(2), 121-134.

Alhabahba, M. M., Pandian, A., & Mahfoodh, O. H. A. (2016). English language
education in Jordan: Some recent trends and challenges. Cogent
Education, 3(1), 1156809.

Ali Alghail, A. A., & Ali Mahfoodh, O. H. (2019). Academic oral communication
difficulties encountered by Yemeni postgraduate students in a Malaysian
university. Issues in Educational Research, 29(2), 301-325.

Ali, E. A., & Mahadin, R. S. (2015). The use of interpersonal discourse markers
by students of English at the University of Jordan. Arab World English
Journal (AWEJ), 6(4), 306 -319.

Alkhawaja, H. W., & Paramasivam, S. (2015). A comparative discourse
aanalysis of hedges in opinion giving by Arab EFL and Malay ESL
learners in WhatsApp focused group discussions. Paper presented at
the Proceedings of the 5th Malaysia International Conference on
Foreign Languages (MICFL 2015), Malaysia.

Alrabai, F. (2018). Learning English in Saudi Arabia English as a foreign
language in Saudi Arabia (pp- 102-119): Routledge.

190



Alraddadi, B. M. J. (2016). The effect of teaching structural discourse markers in
an EFL classroom setting. English Language Teaching, 9(7), 16-31.

Alraddadi, B. M. J. (2019). An Analysis of the Effects of Explicit Teaching on the
Acquisition of Structural Discourse Markers in EFL Speaking Classes in
Saudi Arabia. (PhD), University of Central Lancashire.

Alwi, N. F. B., & Sidhu, G. K. (2013). Oral presentation: Self-perceived
competence and actual performance among UiTM business faculty
students. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 90, 98-106.

Ament, J., & Parés, J. B. (2018). The acquisition of discourse markers in the
English-medium instruction context. Learning context effects: Study
abroad, formal instruction and international immersion classrooms
(EuroSLA Studies 1), 43-74.

Amiri, F., & Puteh, M. (2018). Oral Communication Apprehension among
International Doctoral Students. English Language Teaching, 11(2),
164-171.

Apraku, A. (2017). The use of discourse markers in lecture delivery: A study of
two Public Universities in Ghana. (PhD Thesis), University of Education,
Winneba.

Arya, T. (2020). Exploring discourse marker use in Thai University students’
conversations. LEARN Journal: Language Education and Acquisition
Research Network, 13(1), 247-267.

Asik, A., & Cephe, P. T. (2013). Discourse markers and spoken English:
Nonnative use in the Turkish EFL setting. English Language Teaching,
6(12), 144-155.

Austin, J. L. (1975). How to do things with words (Vol. 367): Oxford University
Press.

Aydogan, H., Akbarova, A. A., Dogan, A., Gonen, K., Tuncdemir, E., & Kerla, P.
D. M. (2013). "l can understand but cannot speak”: Language anxiety for
oral communication. GLOBAL CHALLENGE International Journal of
Linguistics, Literature and Translation, 1(2).

Aziz, R. A., Chin, C. J., & Nordin, N. M. (2016). The use of interactional
metadiscourse in the construction of gender identities among Malaysian
ESL learners. 3L; Language, Linguistics and Literature, The Southeast
Asian Journal of English Language Studies., 22(1), 207-220.

Babanoglu, M. P. (2014). A corpus-based study on the use of pragmatic markers
as speech-like features in Turkish EFL learners’ argumentative essays.
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 136(2014), 186-193.

Banguis-Bantawig, R. (2019). The role of discourse markers in the speeches of
selected Asian Presidents. Heliyon, 5, e01298.

191



Bednareka, M., & Capleb, H. (2017). Introducing a new topology for (multimodal)
discourse analysis. Transforming Contexts, 19.

Bianchi, R., & Razeq, A. H.-A. (2017). The English language teaching situation
in Palestine English Language Education Policy in the Middle East and
North Africa (pp- 147-169): Springer.

Bird, S., & Liberman, M. (2001). A formal framework for linguistic annotation.
Speech communication, 33(1), 23-60.

Blakemore, D. (1987). Semantic constraints on relevance.

Blakemore, D. (1992). Understanding Utterances: An Introduction to Pragmatics:
Blackwell Oxford.

Blakemore, D. (2002). Relevance and Linguistic Meaning: The Semantics and
Pragmatics of Discourse Markers (Vol. 99): Cambridge University Press.

Bligh, B., & Coyle, D. (2013). Re-mediating classroom activity with a non-linear,
multi-display presentation tool. Computers & Education, 63, 337-357.

Brown, G., & Yule, G. (1983a). Discourse analysis: Cambridge university press.

Brown, G., & Yule, G. (1983b). Teaching the spoken language (Vol. 2):
Cambridge University Press.

Buysse, L. (2012). So as a multifunctional discourse marker in native and learner
speech. Journal of pragmatics, 44(13), 1764-1782.

Buysse, L. (2015). ‘Well it's not very ideal...’The pragmatic marker well in learner
English. Intercultural Pragmatics, 12(1), 59-89.

Chaudron, C., & Richards, J. C. (1986). The effect of discourse markers on the
comprehension of lectures. 7(2), 113-127.

Chou, M.-h. (2011). The influence of learner strategies on oral presentations: A
comparison between group and individual performance. English for
Specific Purposes, 30(4), 272-285.

Chou, P.-N., Chang, C.-C., & Lu, P.-F. (2015). Prezi versus PowerPoint: The
effects of varied digital presentation tools on students’ learning
performance. Computers & Education, 91, 73-82.

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, and
Evaluating Quantitative and Qualitative Research (4 ed.). Boston, USA:
Pearson Education.

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed
Methods Approaches (4th ed.). Boston: Pearson Education, Inc.

192



Creswell, J. W., & Clark, V. L. P. (2011). Designing and Conducting Mixed
Methods Research (2 ed.). Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE
Puplications, Inc.

Crible, L. (2017). Discourse Markers and (Dis) fluency across Registers.
Université de Berne.

Crible, L. (2018). Discourse Markers and (Dis) fluency: Forms and functions
across languages and registers (Vol. 286): John Benjamins Publishing
Company.

Crible, L., & Cuenca, M.-J. (2017). Discourse markers in speech: Distinctive
features and corpus annotation. Dialogue & Discourse, 8(2), 149-166.

Crystal, D. (1988). Another look at, well, you know.... English Today, 13, 47-49.

Cuenca, M.-J. (2008). Pragmatic markers in contrast: The case of well. Journal
of pragmatics, 40(8), 1373-1391.

Denzin, N. K. (2012). Triangulation 2.0. Journal of Mixed Methods Research,
6(2), 80-88.

Divisi, D., Di Leonardo, G., Zaccagna, G., & Crisci, R. (2017). Basic statistics
with Microsoft Excel: a review. Journal of thoracic disease, 9(6), 1734-
1740.

Dérnyei, Z. (2007). Research Methods in Applied Linguistics: Quantitative,
Qualitative, and Mixed Methodologies: Oxford University Press.

Dwivedi, L. D. (2016). Developing Interpersonal Communication Strategies.
reason, 6(11).

Education First English Proficiency Index. (2020). The world's largest ranking of
countries and regions by English skills. Retrieved, from
https://www.ef.com/assetscdn/WIBlwg6RdJvcD9bc8RMd/legacy/ /~/
media/centralefcom/epi/downloads/full-reports/v10/ef-epi-2020-

english.pdf

Elza, M. (2020). Higher Intermediate Students’ Discourse Competence in
Presenting Final Project. Paper presented at the 1st International
Conference on Lifelong Learning and Education for Sustainability
(ICLLES 2019).

Escalera, E. A. (2009). Gender differences in children's use of discourse
markers: Separate worlds or different contexts? Journal of pragmatics,
41(12), 2479-2495.

Europe, C. o. (2020). Common European Framework of Reference for

Languages: learning, teaching, assessment. Cambridge University
Press.

193



Fahy, P. J. (2001). Addressing some common problems in transcript analysis.
The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning,
1(2), 1-6.

Faizalatif, Nazim, M., Rasheed, M. T., & Sarfraz, S. (2020). An Analysis of the
Use of Discourse Markers in Pakistani Punjabi Newspapers. Science
International, 32(4), 367-370.

Farrell, T. S. (2011). Exploring the professional role identities of experienced ESL
teachers through reflective practice. System, 39(1), 54-62.

Fernandez-Polo, F. J. (2014). The role of | mean in conference presentations by
ELF speakers. English for Specific Purposes, 34(1), 58-67.

Fernandez, J., Gates Tapia, A., & Lu, X. (2014). Oral proficiency and pragmatic
marker use in L2 spoken Spanish: The case of pues and bueno. Journal
of pragmatics, 74, 150-164.

Fortuno, B. (2006). Discourse markers within the university genre: A contrastive
study between Spanish and North American lectures. PhD Dissertation.
English Studies Department, Humanities and Social Sciences Faculty,
Universitat Jaume.

Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (2006). How to design and evaluate research in
education: McGraw-Hill.

Fraser, B. (1988). Types of English discourse markers. Acta Linguistica
Hungarica, 38(1-4), 19-33.

Fraser, B. (1990). An approach to discourse markers. Journal of pragmatics,
14(3), 383-398.

Fraser, B. (1996). Pragmatic Markers. Pragmatics, 6(2), 167-190.

Fraser, B. (1997). Commentary pragmatic markers in English. Estudios Ingleses
de la Universidad Complutense, 5, 115-127.

Fraser, B. (1999). What are discourse markers? Journal of pragmatics, 31(7),
931-952.

Fraser, B. (2009a). An account of discourse markers. International review of
pragmatics, 1(2), 293-320.

Fraser, B. (2009b). Topic orientation markers. Journal of pragmatics, 41(5), 892-
898.

Fraser, B. (2013). Combinations of Contrastive Discourse Markers in English.
International Review of Pragmatics, 5(2), 318-340.

Fraser, B. (2015a). The combining of Discourse Markers — A beginning. Journal
of pragmatics, 86, 48-53.

194



Fraser, B. (2015b). The combining of Discourse Markers — A beginning. Journal
of pragmatics, 86(2015), 48-53.

Fuller, J. M. (2003). Discourse marker use across speech contexts: A
comparison of native and non-native speaker performance. Multilingua,
22(2), 185-208.

Fung, L., & Carter, R. (2007). Discourse markers and spoken English: Native
and learner use in pedagogic settings. Applied Linguistics, 28(3), 410-
439.

Furko, P., Kertész, A., & Abuczki, A. (2019). Discourse markers in different types
of reporting Indirect Reports and Pragmatics in the World Languages
(pp. 243-276): Springer.

Galaczi, E. D. (2013). Interactional Competence across Proficiency Levels: How
do Learners Manage Interaction in Paired Speaking Tests? Applied
linguistics, 5(2014), 553-574.

Gil-Salom, D., & Benlloch-Dualde, J.-V. (2016). Student Assessment of Oral
Presentations in German as a Foreign Language. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 228(1), 656-661.

Gumperz, J. J. (1970). Verbal Strategies in Multilingual Communication. 1-21.

Guo, F. (2015). A review of discourse markers from the functional perspective.
Journal of Arts and Humanities, 4(4), 69-75.

Guritishvili, S. Linguistic and Pragmatic Analysis of the Functioning of Pragmatic
Markers in English and Georgian Forensics (Based on Courtroom
Discourse).

Haber, R. J., & Lingard, L. A. (2001). Learning oral presentation skills. Journal of
General Internal Medicine, 16(5), 308-314.

Halliday, M., Matthiessen, C. M., & Matthiessen, C. (2014). An introduction to
functional grammar: Routledge.

Halliday, M. A., & Hasan, R. (1976). Cohesion in English. London: Longman.

Halliday, M. A. K. (1978). Language as social semiotic: London Arnold.

Hernandez, T., & Rodriguez-Gonzélez, E. (2012). Impact of instruction on the
use of L2 discourse markers. Journal of Second Language Teaching &

Research, 2(1), 3-31.

Hincks, R. (2010). Speaking rate and information content in English lingua franca
oral presentations. English for Specific Purposes, 29(1), 4-18.

Hodson, R. (1999). Analyzing Documentary Accounts (Vol. 128). USA: SAGE
Publications.

195



Horwitz, E. K. (1986). Preliminary evidence for the reliability and validity of a
foreign language anxiety scale. Tesol Quarterly, 20(3), 559-562.

House, J. (2013). Developing pragmatic competence in English as a lingua
franca: Using discourse markers to express (inter) subjectivity and
connectivity. Journal of pragmatics, 59, 57-67.

Hu, G., & Cao, F. (2011). Hedging and boosting in abstracts of applied linguistics
articles: A comparative study of English- and Chinese-medium journals.
Journal of pragmatics, 43(11), 2795-2809.

Huddlestone, K., & Fairhurst, M. (2013). The pragmatic markers anyway, okay,
and shame: A South African English corpus study. Stellenbosch Papers
in Linguistics Plus, 42(1), 93-110.

Hum, M., Trihartanti, R. P., Hum, M., & Damayanti, D. (2014). The Use of
‘Oh’and ‘Well'as Discourse Markers in Conversation of Bandung State
Polytechnic Students. LEARN Journal: Language Education and
Acquisition Research Network, 7(1), 22-44.

Hyland, K., & Paltridge, B. (2011). Bloomsbury companion to discourse analysis:
A&C Black.

Hyland, K., & Tse, P. (2004). Metadiscourse in academic writing: A reappraisal.
Applied linguistics, 25(2), 156-177.

Hymes, D. (1964). Introduction: Toward Ethnographies of Communication 1.
American anthropologist, 66(6), 1-34.

Isyaku, H., Yuepeng, M., Mahdi, Q., Sarhan, G., Salih, N., & Paramasivan, S.
(2016). A Comparative Study of Cross-cultural Gratitude Strategies
among Hausa, the Case of Arab and Chinese Students. Advances in
Language and Literary Studies, 7(6), 137-156.

Jackson, J. (2014). Introducing Language and Intercultural Communication. New
York, NY: Routledge.

Jafarinejad, R., & Tavakoli, M. (2011). Investigating the relationship between
discourse markers, language proficiency and reading comprehension: a
case of some lIranian university students. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 15(1), 1526-1530.

Jung, J.-Y. (2009). Discourse markers in contrast: But, actually and well in
native-nonnative English conversations between friends. (Ed.D.),
Teachers College, Columbia University, Ann Arbor, USA.

Kampf, Z. (2016). All the Best! Performing solidarity in political discourse. Journal
of pragmatics, 93, 47-60.

Kapranov, O. (2020). The use of discourse markers in oral discourse in EFL
classroom by pre-service EFL teachers. Onomézein: Revista de

196



lingiiistica, filologia y traduccioén de la Pontificia Universidad Catédlica de
Chile(6), 126-146.

Kaur, K., & Mohamad Ali, A. (2017). Exploring the genre of academic oral
presentations: a critical review. 2017, 7(1), 11.

Kelle, U., & Bird, K. (1995). Computer-Aided Qualitative Data Analysis: Theory,
Methods and Practice. London: Sage.

Keong, Y. C., & Jawad, H. F. (2015). Iragi EFL postgraduate students anxiety in
speaking English at a Malaysian university. International Journal of
Education and Research, 3(2), 353-364.

Khan, M. S., & Salam, A. R. (2019). Oral Communication Barriers Facing Arab
Medical Students. Indian Journal of Public Health Research &
Development, 10(6).

Kuhi, D., Asadollahfam, H., & Anbarian, K. D. (2014). The Effect of
Metadiscourse Use on Iranian EFL Learners’ Lecture Comprehension.
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 98(1), 1026-1035.

Kumar, R. (2010). Integrating MS-Excel in Research Methodology Course.
Labov, W. (1970). The study of language in its social context. 30-87.

Laserna, C. M., Seih, Y.-T., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2014). Um... who like says you
know: Filler word use as a function of age, gender, and personality.
Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 33(3), 328-338.

Li, F. (2010). Discourse markers in English writing. Journal of International Social
Research, 3(11), 299-305.

Li, W. (2015). Effective teaching in the use of pragmatic markers for Chinese
EFL learners. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 3(11), 822-
829.

Liao, S. (2009). Variation in the use of discourse markers by Chinese teaching
assistants in the US. Journal of pragmatics, 41(7), 1313-1328.

Lin, C.-Y. (2010). ‘... that's actually sort of you know trying to get consultants
in...": Functions and multifunctionality of modifiers in academic lectures.
Journal of Pragmatics, 42(5), 1173-1183.

Lin, C.-Y. (2017). “I see absolutely nothing wrong with that in fact | think ...”:
Functions of modifiers in shaping dynamic relationships in dissertation
defenses. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 28, 14-24.

Link, B. (2021). Anxiety During Oral Presentations in English Among Malaysian
Undergraduates. JOURNAL OF ELT AND EDUCATION, 4(1), 19-24.

197



Locher, M. A., & Watts, R. J. (2005). Politeness theory and relational work.
Journal of Politeness Research. Language, Behaviour, Culture, 1(1), 9-
33.

Mahfoodh, O. H. A. (2014). Oral Academic Discourse Socialisation: Challenges
Faced by International Undergraduate Students in a Malaysian Public
University. International Education Studies, 7(2), 10-17.

Makhmudov, K. (2020). Ways of Forming Intercultural Communication in Foreign
Language Teaching. Science and Education, 1(4).

Maktiar Singh, K. K., Mohamad Ali, A., Chan, M. Y., & Tan, H. (2019). A genre-
based investigation of the introduction sections of academic oral
presentations. Asian Journal of University Education, 15(2), 1-31.

Martin-Laguna, S., & Alcon-Soler, E. (2018). Development of discourse-
pragmatic markers in a multilingual classroom: A mixed method
research approach. System, 75, 68-80.

Martinez, A. C. L. (2009). Empirical study of the effects of discourse markers on
the reading comprehension of Spanish students of English as a foreign
language. IJES, International Journal of English Studies, 9(2), 19-43.

Maschler, Y. (2016). The emergence of Hebrew loydea/loydat (‘I dunno
MASC/FEM’) from interaction: blurring the boundaries between
discourse marker, pragmatic marker, and modal particle Pragmatic
Markers, Discourse Markers and Modal Particles: New Perspectives:
John Benjamins Amsterdam/Philadelphia.

Matei, M.-G. (2012). A Re(modeled) Pragmatic-Functional Pattern of Analysis
for the Study of Discourse Markers in Conversation: Discursive Roles
and Functions of Discourse Marking "deci” and "si”. Procedia - Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 63(1), 250-262.

McDougall, J., & Holden, H. (2017). The silence about oral presentation skills in
distance and online education: new perspectives from an Australian
university preparatory programme. Open Learning: The Journal of
Open, Distance and e-Learning, 32(2), 163-176.

Melouah, A. (2013). Foreign language anxiety in EFL speaking classrooms: A
case study of first-year LMD students of English at Saad Dahlab
University of Blida, Algeria. Arab World English Journal, 4(1), 64 - 76.

Miima, F., Ondigi, D. S., & Mavisi, R. (2013). Teachers’ pertception about
integration of ICT in teaching and learning of Kiswahili language in
secondary schools in Kenya. International Journal of Arts and
Commerce, 2(3), 27-32.

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1984). Qualitative Data Analysis: A Sourcebook
of New Methods. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

198



Misiran, M., Yusof, Z. M., Mahmuddin, M., Jaafar, I. A., Joferi, A. F., & Manap,
N. S. (2018). Exploring factors that affect English proficiency level
among university students: A case study in Universiti Utara Malaysia.
Journal of advanced research in social and behavioural sciences, 13(1),
66-72.

Miskovi¢-Lukovi¢, M., Dedai¢, M. N., & Polomac, V. (2015). The meaning and
interpretation of the Serbian discourse marker BRE. Journal of
pragmatics, 87(2014), 18-30.

Moghaddasi, M. E., Bavali, M., & Behjat, F. (2020). How Does Explicit and
Implicit Instruction of Formal Meta-discourse Markers Affect Learners’
Oral Proficiency? International Journal of Foreign Language Teaching
and Research, 8(33), 99-113.

Mohammed, M. H. (2018). Challenges of learning English as a foreign language
(efl) by non-native learners. International Journal of Social Science and
Economic Research, 3(4), 1381-1400.

Morell, T. (2015). International conference paper presentations: A multimodal
analysis to determine effectiveness. English for Specific Purposes, 37,
137-150.

Muller, S. (2004). ‘Well you know that type of person’: functions of well in the
speech of American and German students. Journal of pragmatics, 36(6),
1157-1182.

Muller, S. (2005). Discourse markers in native and non-native English discourse
(Vol. 138): John Benjamins Publishing.

Mumbi, C. M., & Simwinga, J. (2018). Challenges in the use of discourse markers
in English as second language (ESL) writing: Evidence from selected
grade twelve pupils in Kitwe district, Zambia. INTERNATIONAL
JOURNAL OF HUMANITIES AND CULTURAL STUDIES, 5(2), 214-
234.

Mustapha, W. Z. W., Ismail, N., Singh, D. S. R., & Elias, S. (2010). ESL students
communication apprehension and their choice of communicative
activities. ASEAN Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher
Education, 2(1), 22-29.

Namaziandost, E., Neisi, L., Kheryadi, & Nasri, M. (2019). Enhancing oral
proficiency through cooperative learning among intermediate EFL
learners: English learning motivation in focus. Cogent Education, 6(1),
1-15.

Nattinger, J. R., & DeCarrico, J. S. (1992). Lexical phrases and language
teaching: Oxford University Press.

199



Nor, S. N. M. (2012). Discourse markers in turn-initial positions in interruptive
speech in a Malaysian radio discourse. Multilingua 31, 1(2012), 113-
133.

Nordquist, R. (2020). What is Register in Linguistics? Retrieved, from
https://www.thoughtco.com/register-language-style-1692038

Norrick, N. R. (2009a). Interjections as pragmatic markers. Journal of
pragmatics, 41(5), 866-891.

Norrick, N. R. (2009b). Pragmatic Markers: introduction. Journal of pragmatics,
41(5), 863-865.

O'Boyle, A. (2014). ‘You’ and ‘I’ in university seminars and spoken learner
discourse. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 16(1), 40-56.

ODonnell, M. (2011). Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics for
Discourse Analysis. Language, Function and Cognition, 19, 1-8.

P'ng, G. S. H. (2021). Universities students’ perspective on the use of English as
a Medium of Instruction (EMI) in the classroom. (BA), Iniversiti Tunku
Abdul Rahman (UTAR), eprints.utar.edu.my.

Pourfarhad, M., Azmey, F. L. A., & Hassani, L. (2012). Perceptions of
International Students on Academic Literacy Focusing on Speaking and
Listening Skills in Malaysia. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences,
69, 197-205.

Povolna, R. (2012). Cross-cultural differences in the use of discourse markers
by Czech and German students of English in the genre of Master's
theses. Topics in Linguistics, 17(1), 45-63.

Prior, M. (2021). A Comparative Corpus Study on Intensifier Usage across
Registers in American English.

Qianbo, L. (2016a). A Case study on the pragmatic use of discourse markers.
Canadian Social Science, 12(11), 106-113.

Qianbo, L. (2016b). Mitigating mechanism of discourse markers. Canadian
Social Science, 12(12), 74-78.

Quartararo, G. (2020). Pragmatic markers resulting from language contact. The
case of safiani in Aymara. Onomazein: Revista de lingliistica, filologia y
traduccion de la Pontificia Universidad Catdlica de Chile(48), 128-149.

Quinn, P. M. (2002). Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods. California
EU.

Rabab’ah, G. (2015). An analysis of conjunctive discourse markers in the EFL
classroom: a case study of EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia. International
Journal of Innovation and Learning, 17(3), 307-325.

200



Radzuan, N. R. M., & Kaur, S. (2011). Technical Oral Presentations in English:
Qualitative Analysis of Malaysian Engineering Undergraduates’ Sources
of Anxiety. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 29, 1436-1445.

Ramoén, N. (2015). The English Discourse Particle ‘oh’ in Spanish Translations:
Evidence from a Parallel Corpus. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 173, 337-342.

Rangriz, S., & Harati, M. (2017). The relationship between language and culture.
Journal of Applied Linguistics and Language Research, 4(6), 209-213.

Recski, L. J. (2006). Investigating the use of modality in academic spoken
discourse: A functional account of US Dissertation Defenses. (PhD),
Federal University of Santa Catarina, Brazil, Florianépolis.

Rezaee, M., Aghagolzadeh, F., & Birjandi, P. (2014). The effect of lecturers'
gender on the use of discourse markers. International Journal of
Research Studies in Language Learning, 4(2), 69-87.

Rhee, S. (2014). “I know you are not, but if you were asking me”: On emergence
of discourse markers of topic presentation from hypothetical questions.
Journal of pragmatics, 60, 1-16.

Romero-Trillo, J. (2014). Understanding Pragmatic Markers: A Variational
Pragmatic Approach: Karin Aijmer, Edinburgh University Press,
Edinburgh, 2013, 162 pp., ISBN: 978-0-748-63550-4, Price: £22.99
(paperback). Journal of Pragmatics, 74, 30-32.

Ruiz-Madrid, M. N., & Fortanet-Gémez, I. (2015). A Multimodal Discourse
Analysis Approach to Humour in Conference Presentations: The Case
of Autobiographic References. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 173(1), 246-251.

Saphiere, D. H., Mikk, B. K., & DeVries, B. |. (2005). Communication highwire:
Leveraging the power of diverse communication styles: Hachette UK.

Saputri, R. E. G., & Fitriati, S. W. (2019). Students’ Discourse Markers in In-
Class Oral Presentations (A Case of English Language Education
Students at a University. UNNES-TEFLIN National Seminar, 3(1), 101-
105.

Sattar, A., Qusay, H., & Farnia, M. (2014). A cross-cultural study of request
speech act: Iragi and Malay students. Applied Research on English
Language, 3(2), 35-54.

Savu, E. (2014). Cultural threads in oral presentations. Analele Universitatii
Crestine Dimitrie Cantemir, Seria Stiintele Limbii, Literaturii si Didactica
predarii(2), 21-27.

Schiffrin, D. (1987). Discourse markers: Cambridge University Press.

201



Schiffrin, D. (1988). Discourse markers: Cambridge University Press.

Schiffrin, D. (2001). Discourse markers: Language, meaning, and context. The
handbook of discourse analysis, 1, 54-75.

Schiffrin, D., Tannen, D., & Hamilton, H. E. (2008). The handbook of discourse
analysis: John Wiley & Sons.

Schleef, E. (2004). Gender, Power, Discipline and Context: On the
Sociolinguistic Variation of okay, right, like, and you know in English
Academic Discourse. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the Twelfth
Annual symposium about Language and Society—Austin.

Schleef, E. (2009). A cross-cultural comparison of the functions and
sociolinguistic distribution of English and German tag questions and
discourse markers in academic speech Cross-linguistic and cross-
cultural perspectives on academic discourse (Vol. 193, pp. 61-79).
Amsterdam / Philadelphia: John Benjamins B.V.

Sekaran, U. (2003). Research Methods for Business: A Skill Building Approach
(4th ed.). New Delhi: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Seliman, S. (1996). The genre and the genre expectations of engineering oral
presentations related to academic and professional contexts. University
of Stirling. Centre for English Language Teaching

Seliman, S., & Fuad, N. |. B. A. (2010). The genre of Q&A sessions of oral
presentations delivered by students enrolled in English for workplace
communication. Universiti Teknologi Malaysia.

Seliman, S., & Naitim, M. (2010). The genre of the body of oral presentations
delivered by English for workplace communication students. Universiti
Teknologi Malaysia.

Shakir, R. (2009). Soft skills at the Malaysian institutes of higher learning. Asia
Pacific Education Review, 10(3), 309-315.

Shengming, Y. (2009). The pragmatic development of hedging in EFL learners.
(Unpublished Phd Dissertation), City University of Hong Kong.

Sibagariang, S., Ginting, S., & Sibarani, B. (2019). Discourse Markers in Essay
Writing of Senior High School Students. GENRE Journal of Applied
Linguistics of FBS Unimed, 7(1), 1-10.

Sidek, H. M., & Wahi, W. (2018). The Malaysian EFL education: A brief historical
review and literacy issues. Studies in Asian Social Science, 5(1), 21-30.

Silalahi, D. E. (2018). Correlation between Students’ Learning Motivation and
speaking Competence at SFL FKIP University HKBP Nomensen.
International Journal of English Literature and Social Sciences, 3(6),
266243.

202



Spencer-Oatey, H., & Franklin, P. (2012). What is culture. A compilation of
quotations. GlobalPAD Core Concepts, 1-22.

Suleimenova, Z. (2013). Speaking anxiety in a foreign language classroom in
Kazakhstan. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 93, 1860-1868.

Taheri Ghaleno, E., & Dabirmoghaddam, M. (2021). The Comparison of
discourse markers in the narrative discourse of 7 and 10-year-old
Persian-speaking children with adults. Language Related Research,
12(1), 275-302.

Tavakoli, M., & Karimnia, A. (2017). Dominant and gender-specific tendencies in
the use of discourse markers: Insights from EFL learners. World, 7(2).

Tian, W., & Dumlao, R. P. (2020). Impacts of positioning, power, and resistance
on EFL learners' identity construction through classroom interaction: A
Perspective from Critical Classroom Discourse Analysis. The qualitative
report, 25(6), 1436-1460.

Tom, A. A., Johari, A., Rozaimi, A., & Huzaimah, S. (2013). Factors contributing
to communication apprehension among pre-university students.
Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies, 2(8), 665-665.

Trihartanti, R. P., & Damayanti, D. (2014). The use of ‘oh’and ‘well’as discourse
markers in conversation of Bandung state Polytechnic students.
Language Education and Acquisition Research Network 7, 1(2014), 22-
44.

Tyler, A., & Bro, J. (1992). Discourse structure in nonnative English discourse.
Studies in second language acquisition, 14(01), 71-86.

Uz, C., Orhan, F., & Bilgi¢c, G. (2010). Prospective teachers’ opinions on the
value of PowerPoint presentations in lecturing. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 2(2), 2051-2059.

Vaishali, B., Vagish, D., Sricharan, V., Preejith, S., & Sivaprakasam, M. (2021).
Statistical Analysis of Mental Stress During Oral Presentation. Paper
presented at the 2021 IEEE International Symposium on Medical
Measurements and Applications (MeMeA).

Van Dijk, T. A. (1979). Pragmatic connectives. Journal of Pragmatics, 3(5), 447-
456.

Vetrinskaya, V. V., & Dmitrenko, T. A. (2017). Developing students’ sociocultural
competence in foreign language classes. Training language and culture,
1(2), 23-41.

Vinogradov, I. (2016). Linguistic corpora of understudied languages: Do they
make sense? Karnina, 40(1), 116-130.

203



Vu, N. M. (2017). Teaching pragmatics in English as a Foreign Language at a
Vietnamese university: Teachers' perceptions, curricular content, and
classroom practices. (PhD Thesis), University of Sydney.

Wei, M. (2009). A comparative study of the oral proficiency of Chinese learners
of English: A discourse marker perspective. Oklahoma State University.

Wei, M. (2011a). A comparative study of the oral proficiency of Chinese learners
of English across task functions: A discourse marker perspective.
Foreign Language Annals, 44(4), 674-691.

Wei, M. (2011b). Investigating the oral proficiency of English learners in China:
A comparative study of the use of pragmatic markers. Journal of
pragmatics, 43(14), 3455-3472.

Wrench, J. S., Goding, A., Johnson, D. |, & Attias, B. A. (2011). Stand up, speak
out: The practice and ethics of public speaking.

Yaccob, N. S., & Yunus, M. M. (2019). Students’ perspectives on Challenges
and Solutions to Learning English in Malaysian ESL Context. Journal of
Language and Communication (JLC), 6(2), 487-496.

Yahya, M. (2013). Measuring speaking anxiety among speech communication
course students at the Arab American University of Jenin (AAUJ).
European Social Sciences Research Journal, 1(3), 229-248.

Yakubu, M. S. (2013). An analysis of discourse markers in academic report
writing: pedagogical implications. International Journal of Academic
Research and Reflection, 1(3), 15-24.

Yang, F.-Y., Chang, C.-Y., Chien, W.-R., Chien, Y.-T., & Tseng, Y.-H. (2013).
Tracking learners' visual attention during a multimedia presentation in a
real classroom. Computers & Education, 62, 208-220.

Yang, G.-P., & Chen, Y. (2015). Investigating the English proficiency of learners:
A corpus-based study of contrastive discourse markers in China. Open
Journal of Modern Linguistics, 5(03), 281.

Yang, L.-c. (2006). Integrating prosodic and contextual cues in the interpretation
of discourse markers. Approaches to discourse particles, 1(1), 265-297.

Yeganeh, M. T., & Ghoreyshi, S. M. (2015). Exploring Gender Differences in the
use of Discourse Markers in Iranian Academic Research Articles.
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 192(1), 684-689.

Yeoh, S. L. P. (2021). Factors affecting Malaysian tertiary students' English
proficiency. UTAR.

Ying, S. (2007). An analysis of discourse markers used by non-native English
learners: its implication for teaching English as a foreign language.
Interculctural communication studies, 19, 51-83.

204



Young, R. (2008). Using technology tools in the public school classroom. Master
Thesis. University of Wisconsin.

Yu, S., & Cadman, K. (2009). EFL learners’ connection with audience in oral
presentations: The significance of frame and person markers. TESOL in
Context, 2(2), 1-16.

Yulita, E., Rukmini, D., & Widhiyanto, W. (2021). Comparison of the use of
discourse markers in English speeches between non-native and native
speakers of English. English Education Journal, 11(22), 198-207.

Zareifard, R., & Alinezhad, B. (2014). A study of interactional metadiscourse
markers and gender in the defense seminars of Persian speakers.
Journal of Educational and Social Research, 4(1), 231-238.

Zareva, A. (2013). Self-mention and the projection of multiple identity roles in
TESOL graduate student presentations: The influence of the written
academic genres. English for Specific Purposes, 32(2), 72-83.

Zivkovié, S. (2014). The importance of oral presentations for university students.
Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 5(19), 468-468.

Zivkovi¢, S. (2015). Introducing students to the genre of presentations for
professional purposes. Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 6(2
S2), 201.

Zorina, A. V., Vygodchikova, N. N., Gatin, R. G., Nazmutdinova, M. A., &
Gerasimova, O. Y. (2016). Multicultural Education of Multi-Ethnic
Students at the Foreign Language Class. International Journal of
Environmental and Science Education, 11(18), 10817-10827.

Zuhal, O., & OZER, H. Z. (2018). Discourse markers in EFL classrooms: A
corpus-driven research. Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies,
14(1), 50-66.

Zulkefly, F., & Razali, A. (2017). Attitudes towards learning English as a Second
Language (ESL): the case of students in a rural secondary school in
Malaysia. Journal of Studies in Social Sciences and Humanities, 3(1),
12-34.

205





