['epmaHcbki MOBU

rEPMAHCbKI MOBU

UDC 81

DOI https://doi.org/10.32838/2710-4656/2022.1-1/16

Asgarova B. A.
Azerbaijan University

THE ROLE OF DISCOURSE MARKERS
IN INFORMATION STRUCTURE

This paper investigates the relationship between discourse coherence marking and information
structure by examining two developing discourse connectives: it suggests that the grammaticaliza-
tion of a lexeme in its construction into a discourse marker may involve acquiring discourse — level
information structuring functions — indicating relative informational salience — and that grammati-
calization of markers may be at least partly directed by information structure. The relation between
discourse markers and information structure is mutual and complements each other. These linguis-
tic devices perform not only temporal and spatial functions but also play major role in the con-
struction of thematic continuity in discourse. In particular, attention has focused on the extent to
which differing positions of markers correlate with different functions. But there has been emphasis
on the discourse information-structuring functions of markers. Discourse markers are considered
an effective instrument in distributing information in text and discourse. Discourse markers signal
the information structure of discourse by emphasizing directions and relations within discourse. The
present study, therefore focuses on the use of discourse markers in information structure of the text.
The most important characters of discourse markers is that, they are an effective instrument to dis-
tribute information in text and discourse. Discourse Markers have been the main topic of research
for 30 years under many different names. This paper presents an account of one view of discourse
markers s with the aim of providing researchers in the field with a coherent definition of discourse
markers and a presentation of the syntactic and semantic properties of this functional category that
will enable them to compare their work on discourse markers with other researchers. It is necessary
to stress that some grammatical elements are used for different functions which cannot easily be sep-
arated. Therefore we have to mention that some confusion can be made during the analysis of these
textual functions of those grammatical elements. For example, sometimes the indefinite article is
used not for the purpose of signaling new information, but for the classifying the object, thing or
notion it refers. The distribution of information is signalled by discourse markers. The cohesion pat-
tern of the texts is based on the specific to general reference. This kind of uses of grammatical devices
rely on the social and communicative situations.
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Formulation of the problem. This paper deals
with discourse, its relation with discourse markers
and information structure. The first chapter investi-
gates discourse and its various definitions given by
linguistics and the characteristics of discourse mark-
ers as linguistic devices. The usages of discourse
markers are also investigated. There is an argument
on whether they are a syntactic or a pragmatic cate-
gory. Some linguistics believe that discourse markers
are one type of commentary pragmatic marker. The
others accept this linguistic devices as sintactic mark-
ers. Second chapter covers the major components
of information structure based on theme and rheme
and the importance of discourse markers in informa-

tion structure of the text. The roles of Verb-particle
constructions are also highlighted in the paper.

Serving as the signals for the receiver these
linguistic devices have different communicative
weights. Given human ability to keep certain amount
of information in memory discourse markers even-
tually perform strong cognitive functions in order to
ensure global connexity in discourse.

The main purpose of this article is to determine
the roles and the positions of discourse markers
within the information structure of the text.

Presentation of the main material. In particu-
lar, attention has focused on the extent to which dif-
fering positions of markers correlate with different
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functions. But there has been emphasis on the dis-
course information-structuring functions of markers
and how these evolve. The focus of this research is
two -pronged. The first part is to analize the terms
discourse, discourse markers and differenciate
the properties of discourse markers. The second part
is to identify relationships between discourse markers
and theme -rheme and analize these linguistic devices
in thematic structure.

Discourse and properties of discourse markers

Discourse has been the main phenomenon of many
linguistics.

The definition of discourse given by Chafe is more
relevant 3, p. 39]:

1 distinguish between discourse and text: dis-
course implies patterns and commonalities of knowl-
edge and structures, where as a text is a specific
and unique realization of a discourse. A Kibrik writes
[13, p. 30].

Discourse is the notion larger than text. Discourse
is both the process of language activity and ts result,
but the result is also a text.

W. Chafe [3, p. 126] considers the discourse struc-
ture as the intonation unit that is as the mode of dis-
course relevant to a focus in consciousness. Each
intonation unit usually has one element of new infor-
mation and opposition of new and old information
is interlinked with prosodic (stress and unstressed)
and lexical actualization of certain references.

The way information is structured during the pro-
cess of communication is very important. When we
deliver message to a receiver, whether orally or in
writing, we impose a structure in our speech and try to
organize what we send in a way that will make it eas-
ier for a receiver to understand. Givon focuses atten-
tion on the fact that a sender uses different devices
from grammar to ground information in discourse. He
believes that new information appears to background
(old or given) and their correlation defines the dynam-
ics of text structure [6, p. 24]. Discourse markers are
core elements in discourse and play an important role
in information structure of the text. Firstly, we pay
attention to the origin and theory of discourse marker.

We are dealing with a context of language learn-
ing that has been the focus information structure.
Theoretically, discourse markers are a functional
class of verbal and non-verbal devices which provide
contextual coordination for ongoing talk [16, p. 124].
The term discourse marker is used in a wide range
of senses and a large number of different phenomena,
extending from monosyllabic interjection-like par-
ticles to clausal expressions: the status of discourse
markers remains uncertain.
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According to the classic definition by Schiffrin
[16, p. 31], discourse markers are “sequentially
dependent elements which bracket units of talk,”
and for Lewis” [14, p. 420], “discourse marker” is
a label for an expression that combines the seman-
tics of discourse-relational predications with syntac-
tic dependency on a clausal host and low informa-
tional salience.

There is an argument on whether they are
a syntactic or a pragmatic category, on which types
of expressions the category includes, on the relation-
ship of discourse markers to other posited categories
such as connectives, interjections, modal particles,
speaker-oriented sentence adverbials, and on the term
“discourse marker” as opposed to alternatives such
as “discourse connective” or “pragmatic marker”
or “pragmatic particle” [14, p. 419-420]. Discourse
markers are also called discourse particles, pragmatic
markers, discourse connectives, adverbials, connect-
ing adverbials, conjunctions [5, p. 216].

Fraser [3, p. 56] believes that discourse mark-
ers are one type of commentary pragmatic marker.
Fraser divides discourse markers into discourse topic
markers, discourse activity markers, and message
relationship markers. Discourse markers are “meta-
lingual comments” in which the speaker specifically
comments on how what he is saying is to be taken.
Fraser found that the presence or absence of lower
level discourse markers, “words that speakers use to
mark relationships between chunks of discourse such
as so, well, OK, and now” aids comprehension. It is
obvious that the thematized metalingual comments
are not integrated with the representation of content
which the recipients are constructing.

One of the main properties of defining Discourse
Markers (DM) are that, they are syntactically inde-
pendent from their environment.They are typically
set off prosodically from the rest of the utterance.
The other major property is Their meaning‘s being
non-restrictive. Their meaning is procedural rather
than conceptual-propositional. They are non-compo-
sitional and as a rule short. The main function of dis-
course markers is to relate an utterance to the situa-
tion of discourse, more specifically to speaker-hearer
interaction, speaker attitudes, and/or the organization
of texts Schiffrin [16, p. 64] puts it with reference to
pragmatic markers, they “situate their host unit with
respect to the surrounding discourse and with respect
to the speaker-hearer relationship” DMs are multi-
functional [16, p. 123]. While they tend to exhibit in
fact a larger range of discourse functions, multifunc-
tionality is also a feature to be observed in a num-
ber of other kinds of both lexical and grammatical
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expressions and, to our knowledge, there do not exist
any quantitative data to establish that DMs are really
special in this respect. DMs signal a sequential rela-
tionship between the current utterance and the prior
discourse, or a relationship across rather than within
an utterance [3, p. 383].

Information structure and discourse markers
in information structure. It should also be taken
into consideration that M.A.K. Halliday identifies
the textual component of the grammar of English as
consisting of the features associated with two groups
of resources: the structural and the cohesive. The first
one is subdivided into the two areas — information
structure and theme-rheme structure. The second is
subdivided into four areas — reference, ellipsis and sub-
stitution, conjunction and lexical cohesion [8, p. 123].

The main components of information structure are
theme and rheme. Theme and Rheme are two terms
which represent the way in which information is dis-
tributed in a sentence. The definition of Theme given
by Halliday [7, p. 38] is that Theme is given infor-
mation serving as “the point of departure” of a mes-
sage. The given information is the information which
has already been mentioned somewhere in the text,
or it is shared or mutual knowledge from the imme-
diate context. Theme typically contains familiar, old
or given information. Theme provides the settings
for the remainder of the sentence — Rheme. Rheme
is the remainder of the message in a clause in which
Theme is developed, it means that ,Rheme typically
contains unfamiliar or new information. New infor-
mation is knowledge that a writer assumes the reader
does not know, but needs to have in order to fol-
low the progression of the argument. The boundary
between Theme and Rheme is simple: Theme is
the first element occurring in a clause; the remainder
clause is Rheme.

Theme may be realized by a nominal group, ver-
bal group, adverbial group, prepositional phrase or
a dependent clause.The rheme is defined as the part
of a sentence which adds most to the advancing pro-
cess of communication and it has the highest degree
of communicative dynamism. It expresses the larg-
est amount of extra meaning.But the theme carries
the lowest degree of communicative dynamism. The
thematic elements are communicatively less dynamic
and they carry a smaller amount of communicative
dynamism than the rhematic elements. The rheme
in English is often signaled by the indefinite article,
particles, time adverbs, determiners, the words like
one or some. The theme is signaled by the definite
article, personal and demonstrative pronouns a deter-
miner. The main signal of rtheme in English is word

order. As word order is relatively fixed, in English,
it can stylistically distinguish rheme imposing prag-
matic communicative dynamism. In fact, every lan-
guage has various grammatical devices for certain
communicative strategies. The theme and the rheme
can be marked in a sentence by particles, definite
and indefinite articles, personal and demonstrative
pronouns, time adverbs and word order. Some lin-
guists believe that the time adverbs like now also
deliver new information in sentence [15, p. 119]. The
particles, the articles, the adverbs and and other gram-
matical elements may be considered as deviation, but
also fulfill the task of the text connexity markers.
Theme-rheme or subject-verb-complement structure
is only basis for possible communicative changes.
It is also case for the English sentence, where the last
word of the sentence is the rheme’s natural position
and therefore the communicative dynamism lies on
the last word. W. Chafe wrote: emphasizing the com-
municative role of the predicate in sentences like: Box
is empty. Box is regarded as the theme and is empty is
rheme here [3, p. 275].

Th. Bloor and M. Bloor mention that there are
in fact two structures and they should be clearly
[1, p. 65]: In Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFG)
we recognize two parallel and interrelated systems
of analysis that concern the structure of the clause
with regard to organizing the message. The first
of these is called information structure and involves
constituents that are labeled Given and New. The sec-
ond is called thematic structure and involves constit-
uents that are labeled Theme and Rheme.

Th. Bloor and M. Bloor also put difference
between spoken and written language [1, p. 79—-80].

In spoken English, we can use special emphasis
and intonation to indicate that we are presenting New
information in Theme position instead of the more
normal Rheme position. We can make a contrast,
for example, between The kettle’s boiling, which has
New at the end, and The kettle's boiling (not the milk)
which has New in initial position.

In written English prose, however, it is more diffi-
cult to vary the relationship of Theme and Rheme to
Given and New respectively.

The vast majority of uses of the unit [ mean in
Present-day English concern that of a thetical,
also described as a “filler”, a “hesitation marker”,
a “fumble”, a discourse marker, a lexicalized clause
[16, p. 319], or as a comment clause (Brinton
2008: 111). Edmondson (1981: 154-155) says that
I mean belongs to “the let-me-explain” type fum-
bles: “In contrast to you know, I mean denotes less
expected or predictable repairs” [2, p. 113].
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There is also another effective instrument to dis-
tribute information in text and discourse called word
order. Theme-rheme or old-new information structure
based on the subject-verb-object order is considered
as normal for the English sentence. Although theme-
rheme structure is relevant for the sentence, it is not
the case for text. As one of the most important prop-
erties of text is the intention, the sender makes utmost
efforts to reflect it in the information structure. For
this purpose the easiest way is to change normal word
order in sentence. Such word order change called
inversion has a strong pragmatic effect and helps
the receiver to identify focus in the whole text.

As a discourse marker particles are essential ele-
ments of information structure.Length and complex-
ity are formal or syntactic features, but not of particles
placement is also affected by semantic considerations.
Several studies showed that particles that express
the direction or purpose of an action are more impor-
tant than the completion of an activity or that they are
subject to indirect completeness rather than particles
that have an abstract meaning [4, p. 89].

The student ate up his lunch.

He turned off the radio.

In addition to syntactic and semantic factors,
pragmatic factors affect the placement of particles
in the information structure of the text. A number
of studies have shown that the position of a parti-
cle changes with the information status of indirect
completeness. If completeness represents infor-
mation that can be given or identified, the particle
tends to follow it.

What did she do with the ball? She picked
the ball up.

Some researchers believe that the placement
of particles in the information structure of the text is
determined primarily by syntactic features [9, p. 76],
others emphasize the importance of semantic features
[4, p. 45] while others explain the placement of parti-
cles primarily in terms of pragmatic features.

Most studies consider the complexity of indirect
completeness to be a syntactic factor [9, p. 71], but
the syntactic complexity of a noun is closely related
to its meaning. For example, a sentence consisting
of a noun and a relative sentence is both syntacti-
cally and semantically complex: it is due to the fact
that it contains syntactic complexity, and the seman-
tic complexity is due to the fact that the included
sentence contains a separate sentence [12, p. 78].
Thus, the complexity of indirect completeness
refers to both syntactic and semantic features.
In the same way, Jackendoff [12, p. 68] “recognizes
a large number of constructions with different argu-
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ment structures and semantic structures, all of which
share the syntax of the verb + particle. Some com-
binations of verbs + particles are productive, some
are semiproductive, some are purely meaningless;
"Verb-particle combinations have special semantic
and syntactic properties. For example, he observes
that a number of particles express the aspectic fea-
tures of an event, verb-particle.

The adoption of markers in speech communi-
cation can ease the hearer’s search for optimal rel-
evance of utterances and add discourse coherence.
From the viewpoint of the speaker, they could be used
to help the speaker to find out information, prompt
communicative situation. Analyzed from the hearer,
the textual function of DMs in speech is to constrain
the hearer’s interpretation of utterances in order
to cost the least processing effort for the hearer to
achieve optimal relevance, which entitles the hearer
to go ahead and recover the proposition which yields
adequate contextual effects in the most accessi-
ble context. Discourse markers also help the hearer
investigate for optimal relevance and make the dis-
course a coherent whole.

Conclusions. It is argued that the rise of discourse
markers involves an operation whereby information
units such as clauses, phrases, or words are trans-
ferred from the domain of sentence grammar to that
of discourse organization. There is a close and mutual
relationship between discourse markers and infor-
mation structures and they complete each other. Dis-
course markers are considered to be the principal
components in theme and rheme dichotamy. Dis-
course markers may also carry larger patterns. These
patterns give the text cohesion and coherence, but
may also put the audience in the role of the reader
of narrative, rather than the reader of news.Discourse
analysis can not be carried out ignoring the mental
patterns because they are real basics for choosing
core communicative information for such strategic
purposes as the formation of common and particular
semantic structures.

Discourse-level information structuring involves
not only thematic progression (old/new) but also
relative informational salience: how information is
marked as foregrounded or backgrounded with respect
to some other information. Initial position, including
the left periphery, has been shown in the past to be
associated with particular roles in discourse informa-
tion structure: it is used for markers of new discourse
frames, including topic change, and can also have
an attention-seeking and presentational function,
serving to place what follows in end-focus position,
thereby foregrounding it.
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Acraposa B. A. POJIb JUCKYPCUBHUX MAPKEPIB B IHOOPMAIIIAHINA CTPYKTYPI

Y yii cmammi  Oocniddcyemovcs  63aEMO036°A30K  MIJIC  MAPKYBAHHAM — KO2EPEHMHOCMI  OUCKYPCY
ma iHpopMayitinoio CMpyKmypoo ULIsIXOM GUBHEeHHS 080X OUCKYPCUBHUX 38'I30K: nepeddauacmscs, uo
epamamuxanizayis aexcemu npu ii nooyo0osi 6 mapkep OUCKYPCY MOdice 6KModamu Hadymms Qynkyii
cmpykmypysants inghopmayii Ha pieHi OUCKYPCY — 6KA3I6KA HA GIOHOCHY IHOPMAYINHY 3HAYUMICMb — | WO
epamamuKanizayis Mapkepie mosice Oymu, NPUHAUMHI, YACMKOBO CHPAMOBAHA IHGOPMAYIUHOI0 CIPYKIMYPOIO.
36 530K MidiC OUCKYDCUBHUMU MAPKepamMu ma iHGopMayiinoio CmpyKmypor € 63aEMHOI0 i 0ONOBHIOE 0OUH
oonoeo. L[i ninesicmuuni 3acobu SUKOHYIOMb He MITbKU MUMYACO8] i NPOCMOpOosi (hyHKYil, are maxooic
810icpaiomsv 8adNCIUBY POJIbY NOOYO08I MeMAMUYHOT HACIYNHOCMI 8 OUCKYPCL. 30Kpema, yeaza byna3ocepeddicena
HA MoMmYy, KO0 MIpOI0 PI3HI NONOJCEHHS MAPKePi8 KOpenooms 3 PisHuMu yukyismu. Ane ocooaugy ysazy
0y10 npudineno QyHKYisIM Mapkepis, wjo cmpykmypyloms OUCKypcusHy ingopmayiro. Juckypcusni mapkepu
86A2ICAIOMBCSL eHeKMUBHUM THCIMPYMEHMOM NOUUperHs inghopmayii 6 mekcmi i ouckypci. Mapxepu ouckypcy
cueHanizyloms npo ingopmayitiny cmpykmypy OUcKypcy, NiOKpecaiondu HANpsamMKu i 8IOHOCUHU 8CepeOuni
ouckypcy. Tomy 8 ybomy 00CiOHCeHHI OCHOBHA Y8a2a NPUOLIAEMbCA BUKOPUCIAHHIO OUCKYPCUBHUX MAPKePi6
6 inhopmayiinit cmpykmypi mexcmy. Haiibinow sasxciueumu xapaxmepucmurkamu OUCKYPCUBHUX MApPKepie
€ me, WO BOHU € eheKMUBHUM THCMPYMEHMOM nowupents ingopmayii 6 mexemi i ouckypci. Juckypcueni
Mapxepu 6yiu 0CHO8HOI0 memoio docaioxcenb npomseom 30 pokie nio piznumu nazeamu. Y yiti cmammi
noOAano 36im nNPo 00UH NO2510 HA MAPKepu OUCKYPCY 3 MeMOoI0 HAOAHHs OOCAIOHUKAM Y Yill 2Ay31 NOCTIO08HO20

BUBHAYEHHST MAPKepi8 OUCKYPCY 1 NpeoCcmasieHtss CUHMAKCUYHUX [ CeMAHmUuyHux enacmusocmeil yici

Qynxyionanohoi kameeopii, sKi 00380/51Mb IM NOPIGHAMU C80I0 POOOMY HAO OUCKYPCUBHUMU MAPKePAMU
3 iHwumu docaionukamu. Heobxiono niokpecaumu, wo O0esKi epamamudti eiemenmu SUKOPUCIO8YIOMbCsl
015l pisHUX YYHKYIU, AKI HenecKko po3dinumu. Tomy Mu NOGUHHI 3A3HAYUMU, WO NPU AHANIZL YUX MEKCMOBUX
DYHKYIU yuX 2pamamudHux elemMenmis Modce BUHUKHYmMU Oeska niymanuna. Hanpuknao, iHooi HedusHaueHul
ApMUKIb BUKOPUCIOBYEMbCS He 01 nepedayi HOoeoi inghopmayii, a ons Kracugikayii 0b'ekma, peui abo
nousmmsi, 00 AKux 6in eionocumscs. Ilpo nowupenns ingopmayii cuenanizyromos OUCKYPCUBHI MAPKepPU.
Cxema 38 ’s13HOCMI MEKCMIB 3ACHOBAHA HA KOHKPEMHUX I 3a2aibHUX noculantax. Takoeo pody eukopucmanms
2PaAMAMUYHUX NPULLOMIB 3ATEAHCUNMDb 810 COYIATLHUX I KOMYHIKAMUBHUX CUMYAYILL.
Knrwuosi cnosa: ouckypc, mema, pema, npazmamuyHi Mapkepu, YacmKd, Ko2epeHmHicmb.
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