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With the growing interest in the communicative competence in language teaching, much
attention has been paid to the study of discourse. Unlike the sentence analysis, the main
focus in discourse analysis goes on ‘how languages are used in real situation reflecting
participants’ interactions. Recent study shows that grammar uses some linguistic devices to
indicate interactional work. Among them is discourse markers which mainly serves as a
interactional marker. Noticing that discourse markers are considered as one of the
difficulties in language teaching, this study first looks over the main functions and roles of
discourse markers from a linguistic perspective. Then some educational suggestions are
made for language teaching. (Cheju National University)

1. 972 973

Zd Qo] A7 FE BAL 31 JAHA 3 F(history of Linguistics)o] ¥Hg
FE U 7Y, 283 AR EFTRE wWelels F4FY (formalism)
of X$x VPPt FZFAAUNY S-S wFE & oH FH
AFE Y52 olF AT WPYFYY A2 ojojAh. HMPFYPA Y
o] AT BFTA AEDY WA Fx9 ode] I3 2Fo] RotH. o
A3 23 99E FHoE @ ATE BHYY ¥ gFHEN, 7S
23 A48 2 F A 343 FAAAY FHA FHQY BHE ¥
o 2 A7 FIAAE 53 o] WAHY FXE7)%(structural descriptions)©]
¥tk AAHcz FPHE § AoY BAH} Fx9 o ANRY FHS
& A% Aol



120 28

AE ol¥A XA o o]AY P4 dF dHformalism)e] g A
e AFSAN @2 ARAEL A2 AL 93 MY A
o715 W@ oldl(functionalism)Z A7 & WHURT oA Jolsd
(linguistic competence)g FAIeHHA GHHoln AT P &HY o]
A A3 A Ao B 9(linguistic performance)ol vl E Ao EH
of A& FAALL FZL AolATol tF o2 AA7t J2g ez A
BE Ui A2 B4 Qorls AFY 718 AAE Qo9 A8
2E3 o2 JAnF(communication)E HF Holgle FFolnh ZF, doj:
A% ZA7E o|E JALg AdEsl Ad AR JEAAL, A ERS
548 Wgshe #8¥ YHo) HE Aotk A FHISEYPEAAM A7
9 B2 FA7 quiE ALEr] A4 oHF Aoly FRESL Age=r
a3 ol ST Fefo SufNe FEE s 92 ojd AR
AN FEHE AHUPA 2ozt AT B¥sE AFHR Y& HseH
T H(interaction and grammar) 2 ©|E @ ©3l7)% BAo vge F2 U

o= 2.

r to npo

2. Aoja As} Q2

2.1. 2%} 4%

FTAY AolR K2 oY, 723 PP 22T FY 34 280l &
= #Ho] obd FEZ A2dolZ g 3ol EYH o)FJ} F2HAY. 2K
P EolME £39 Yu 727 2 £ dgo] HYE, 2AAA Y 8
2 B8 FFAGINF HEGEe B JRYo) FRIAY. ag=
E, @@ QoA FeHd §50 2 SR} HE §Qv 2 2FHE g
ool @ 40| W= BT JAILE FFoIM FoI8 WA= 4}
&5te $Y2 499 ¥5¢ Aoz vuyt AZAA £Y F4FA F2
o] ZxPo2R doj9 I JI15(E7], Batrl F)el U@ dFE 233
FAHAAG A= Atdoltt. olg@ AN Aoy JA2FL F8A] o7
€ 2&Y9 dayol dFaA HIUo
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3 Q@A ¥ o gAML AL ANA A2 UM J2e2 v
o 4 QIth AAE ZHOIE ALY o 9B viAE AHFH 8458 Y
AV 2227 g7 HEE s Aotk g Eof, §3E I ¢ A
g3 &o] st AHH-233 Ex 5 ojdse Aot W, #x
Aol AEo) AAE0] Bgol ag AL 523 Foll AviA Uehd
do} BAE(ZHEAS, AY ) AHEE ARG A2 £ F AT °F
g3 472 5§ JojAKoIME 2HoY QFF AEES B JMLT
Exz ddh
oA AojATFe] Qo] YAAEAHQ 2w dolg seH AR A
8 AgFE ¥e ARHE TS JALE FA  IFP(communicative
approach)©.2 de] A gk dAaEsdeld 2 dedl 4Ae AL
& 4 9= ouEAQ Ade] ol doje FHAH F2E T A
A9 84 A4S B9l A-23y WP wgoz Foin Fgd wet A
o2 A3 ALY & ALE Jdudt & JALEFHS EH AHE
vl 23] 23, A13 QdolA, AFHQ REAANE TFHFTHWiddowson 1979).
ols} HEo] QoA A3 Esige] WG TFHE B FEAEY GALF
o 9@ BeNo ol HYX, TAY & ¥y FoA F71AHA W
£ gaz A AU o# WA 1 FEHE AL 24 ddA
7} B (sentence)ZA ol Al FaKdiscourse)F A o2 W@ Aolth

BagAw, JojE g GHAQ o] Aynegr: 5 ¥HE =8
2 33 dege st 9IRS ugoez Ao Faste Aotk
olf s FAAYNA o]Folx = Fate] 58FEE Faerchs} Kasper(1984)=
‘A A3 387 2(declarative pragmatic knowledge)olet s, AEH JAIALTF
2 #8249 olHAE BAZ Fdn FFJ. A2 FEIKAA At
A% Aojnge] Bz oo m2E tYd 4 43} Eug2 I¥

H

do & flr

1) olBo] Hat ‘AAA 38§ A4l(declarative pragmatic knowledge)'s T} 22 ng ¥REct
(a) Q0] A (linguistic knowledge) 1%, &2, §4F % a8 A4y
(b} 3+ x| 2|(speech act knowledge) @ ol-EHADelA EEH = 39 F3% 74 24
of & A4
() B8 A 2l(discourse knowledge): 3t el AH . $3 g B A4
(d) A}3 28 A A(socio-cultural knowledge): 2ol FAS} Fug 83 7A FE AR
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9 23 Ug ¥sle AE Zojdtn & & UG AA2 TANE JAAE
€ A% UIE dA S (authentic material)E FH o2 Ao TujxT lon,
VYIS dgtd 27 9 ZAA2A 988 $9858 27T Y}
Aoz adSHE FEA4L uFog ws B F2H AL
] ZZ(interpersonal function)#} F3lz 2 9] wjnaj S % A(textual function)g <]
3 AHdve "2tEANY 98, 53] EFLAANAN %A . H49D, g8
HoAn QAertel ds) AHBE RS AAT Y ZKo] o] 2 97}
AT AT,

22. A4} B3 BAo|

T8e Wy 7
29 B =B =84 49 o $o2H AMAS 4gs =
o #dE FAT 0T P22 2 ol FAYA) g= g2 YR =9
B AAAAA 5L AT BYAAN FolA YL YUy ay A
@ AAY, Aol 479 389 G, Wsts T ¢ BAY gAute] QU

433 Qo] Alg(performance-based)o] ZAE = A0} 7)o Yo ojsf = A
T xHo2 uiA olFF WIE slAA " AL doje= Izt
- d 2l E¥G A8 F(mental representation)?] A7 S8, ¥&5
= g 715E e 22 U449 AT BAHo AL AL o]A 9
Ao HE A7 dulE £ A Ao A sol2e YIE &A=
9EL A ok AE S0 0] 9F a2z PFY 5 Q= AL Ao} &

of SAUE AH8-E313 BF(socio-cultural functions), AJALEAIS ) A5 =
B(interpersonal interactions), T}k <IzF ARaL] B ¥ (aesthetic functions) S&
Xgdd 2822 Q09 )5S ooplstn & Wi oy thos 9u]
7h QoIAtE ] #A Lo AA S ojobdtts Aol sz, 5399 &
Hu T2 (ol S¢d ol B33 2318 25 ¥33th)o Alge Ao
= AH8ahE Sh3atEC] 159 dEH E2HL Yd ALRE: Aojoh Aoidd
B2} 7]5(form and function)Ztoll e 43 s BAZL BA D= Aol
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gits) 7 Aol 71—6-21 2o g AFolA B2 YL B2 Ho] &
ﬁ}ﬁ*l°1°lt} a olgE gstEAe7t B adRE g3t & 1 7o A%
g2 AA2HA °]°1 = Ao|(transition)2Q] 4&# 715 €FAe 7l
ﬂli'»ﬂ ALg57 "ﬂLOlB}. HolA 750l FAREY A}ﬂ’-ﬂ FE AL
Hge T A AW JALEL 98 @std AFAQL Fooz #AY
2 9lt} ojE B AT BN o] & FHX o AAH B WA,
= 483 4538 2ddA B o, oj: ATt Foid FE S0 HAD
ol EHI HYE FAY F A= 5JL YL AozHA dojrt A8H
o e AHEA Ag-tis Foize g%, 150 Ure IE, FEHF 7
ol Z2z3e § Aok
Celce-Murcia & Olshtain (200D A< AtAEE AT g A
HoojAe a47 288 JTL ke AL AFSHUA, oHF 849 A
A ol s §e&e YA H gt ¥4 F AL YL AFASl
old Zgold] &sA RE o o o gﬂr?—flf’l QA2 E HAFol g
Aoz AAHY ok d&ASol YaF oA AFE AGIA o, 2
s9 g9 233 YHE BA Utk Celce-Murcia & Olshtain(2001)=
glojBl(native)s} ¥ @ol A(non-native) SFEAES AA st JArLE A
2o 2948 AHG u Utk AT Aol o o YL A=A s
Ue o2 23 st2AD g&sts Aol ok, FoiF FEE 1A
o]2OAI YSE o] HTg PoldT AT olHF HE AT W@ 7
geo] W4 849 FsiEA Y AT B FoIT AR

3. 43} A7 A%} 35

Az S0l Fa-5822 Hog 7129 B4 (correctness)S TTE A
dojel 71zH EAL 7ledsts THAA dd gFA Holih 43Fe
2 ALHE dojAgEd] wEg $3 ‘H A (appropriateness) £ BHEA
(propemess)oll thg g AFaAT JxHt AT FFAAAE EF 7]
2o 24 AastE= £ A7 o 233 g2 DU ?‘_Olq«lﬂ 0}‘4
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A He Aotk 8 A479 F gy HAEAE o) F NN BE §
A5 BT EuE 32U =@ FFHY 2L 3T 7)e9 wAne
A7 A dodE B2 WAE AR 7129 Fol(written language)ol
W& E ATA Fol(spoken language)ol Xl BREE AAAE S 2R So|
W X(copus)E EolA HIL ol& dole] 4FFH Ao HY olad
Y- AR &olA 2 479 F8 AL SHEAoj= 2 dojaT
HE2Z 3 F5& 23 o ol  F3HEAI7} YA o sconversation)
FolM 23t 382 AZANAFE F2¢ A8, AFA Aoz ALy
€ AF 093 #Ho) U7l WEo).

HEEAlO) T BYLS &5 AolRH AFoA WY, Schiffrin(1987)
2 WEHQ A7 AL, B HAol(oh well, so, yknow, I mean )]
dE EFAA 4982 A ok ¢rIMY F9 =3 G}
©@3}o] @A (discourse coherence)S 93l 27tk Aolt). Brinton(1996)2
HHBAIE ALY ZHAM olE EAlold wETH e A 7|
€% St 3o B sHgrammaticalization) 8¢ AN WA, B EAE of
| BA S ou)(propositional meaning) FgelA Holu BT i sEe
B =FE &5 B3 7158 98 934 ke AL wyo.

Fo FRFEA) U AT FYHE T2 Aol DB EAY AT
= BE 3% nAA doh Maynard (1992)9] Yo, Abraham (191)8] =
o}, Hansen (1998)9] ZF2o] Fo| 2 BhEHQY ofSo)a AT} o5
Z QoA detde 231EAI09 A0)F s AT} HEo] dojgEd)
B3E FUT A ojorstn ).

Il olFAol(bilingual) FBNA Kol Y3 EAlolg 8 a1 o
AALEAE S HEEAY ALE WE So] B A7 gud A3 ok
Mashler (2000), Matras (2000) o] 1 tJE3Q oz} stA=H), Matras (2000)
SR Aol FZEFE YA Algo] WWMFS ZFHT o]o AL
Fofol E2He oI AY-E83Q osist AA H= Roz ofs
T A=, %A @828 5%(conversation harmony)o] S U A3}
42 A Ao

ALAA SetEAI Y ATE Fo] TG o) Dal(discourse)] Q1A

) 2T oW T = . e

e o rfr
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a2 dEFHA 42 & F A AAE ESLEFAA Folg wee e
9 @olnlEd 93 ALgHE BEA FA HLETZY ARG B
Aslestel 288 FAG. W Fxe EFLEZNAM dsAs2 dst
(conversation)t} 2 7|(writing)ol A B EAI0] AHRS FASAY, A9 FAG
ga ARRA ojFd AMde] AW T 27]dAM GHAEA AEE
£ a5, FEASS 2227 Ao 5 WA F71E FAsA dae
AL AR{QRE £, McCarthy & Carter(194) & Z&AE] FSBAE
EAed o g F24E &3 2ol AH3n 3o

One of the difficulties that language teachers face with features such as
discourse markers is how does one ‘teach’ such features in a natural way, not only
given that they are almost subconscious items for speakers, but also given that
they seem to be so central to natural discourse? ..... (p. 68)

..what we have said about discourse markers underline just how ubiquitous they
are in talk and how the discourse syllabus must seek ways of tackling them. First
and foremost, an understanding of their functions is important......(p. 85)

w2 olzig WFAN EFLEZAA 2ot GetEAlld) g A7 24
& Azg 7S QFLE 4 Utk AolNY I} NN GFP A
54 oulsh QojAgE AT AHA uizk Aol FAHANE F
SEAO7 HlQoldl @AM YA G2ES SeREol s BEHD

£A8 AHRE AL d4Fo) qgl 2 7t Yot A

4 EFL 2714 w3t £A)0]

9 WM HaF: AN FREACY FEAY SHE FIHA 4
Ag AYTE Aot oHF WY FRE BolF Aad Hgg T A2
29z ATNAL TFAA QRTEAole] P Ao RAA st F2
g BB Sdch Fold, ou2aA AN BAF ovi(propositional
meaning)® A&E Wt BULF AAP Mok oHF EETo) HIY



126 %8

A 559 AALYA AZAATE F U9 715S ok A2 A7
Lee(200)= Aol gl A @stEAlOY Bodg Z2sch 1 GaEA
o9 7Is® 48 da) g 2ol AFH2 gt

a. They are more frequently found in spoken English
b. Leamers can better understand the flow of conversation they hear
c. They facilitate the chunking of information into smaller information units, as is
typical in colloquial language
d. They provide helpful linguistic strategies, such as:
- gaining & holding the floor
- making smoother transitions
- effective attitudinal & informational nuances linguistic solidarity & politeness

EFLEZA 2o 4AHQ] AFE Yang(2004)olA Zol2 4 glok 19
ATE EFLEZNA 20l Y2EE 0 49 gez stz gk ESLH
EFL &3l gol3lstg 98 AZE aAS HPsto] FeEAI7} o) RA
20|31 eTbel W 712AHY 7Y HEL a Yok ATFE g AHg
g, 3 290 go] ¢l dEAQA Fol FFEAIA well, oh, 131
okyE 1 $H9 WFez Stk 2El9 FNE nE AL FAHEA Y
A=, EFLEZ0A AZE ZAGA 1 NESF FojAtks ook ¢
L2 HE Ue A7 $A 1 BAFHA AR ugo] agAu, o=
FoI7t FHol2 2ol FFAA B} ADAHR FojAQA B FA7}
Bol AHEHI AUSE AAEZ AUcke dH A7 997t Atk AAH 2 Ao
g, 53] FoITHY e Bk AAFQ ddH das o) AT 4
32EE AP =70 AL & o HEFA o9 §57 ol9 gule
Age 1 A4S e

goz9 EARolL 4IAY ATE A FHEAY 27 750
WE A7 Schiffiin(1987)9] Zde AW uA. olo] P FEE Aoz g
Aol AAlehe w7t AR At A & dolagel g 2L Aol 2
A olsf & utge F7] WOl GEAlS RS 99 Schiffring] =
g2 5709 N2 o2 gaTFZ(five planes of discourse: Information state.
Participation framework, Ideational structure, Action structure, Exchange structure)
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22 E& 2A50 Wisd o gt FolHAelM w©shEAl
e 493 Zasns Aot Schifing] 2de BeFH 2L FolA
G Ao 2 S83T Ak

1) st8(speech acts), §AE 33 AJ(text cohesion) az)n B £4 FHsHtum
taking) & @319 FHLAZ dAAE t 9 (multi-layered discourse)S A
Aoz, tokd GiEAoe] thF dFd A F(uniform account)E A F3f
& F Ut

2) ol E& Tgd AN AR, FojA FHAEAE A2 &
7] 5(plurifunctionality) & +#8dcte A& dPsed F835i0

3) F 7153 233 715e TEROEM, FHREAI F Jl5(primary
function)# E}3 7|5(secondary functiom)Alole} BAE g ¥ + A
wely B2 sue B G 715¢ SIS, ol d#
#4 1 A(uniform analysis)E AFA & & A

Schiffrin® E3 AA|3 7)%(indexical function)g APFL2ZH F3N F
Ael 24 2 @7HAHparticipants) T AEE(ex)ss] FAAN 2FHE
gaEsole 7158 qgd dAAE dFen Utk F, FEEA B
9t gat SR BAel meh of= F7kakS(speaker or hearer)st 1Y A
(participant coordinates)¥] 2, &-& oj® F(prior or upcoming)¥} 7123 AZ
(textual coordinates)s] =710 thg F&F A4S AN 2A9+= Aolt}. <)%
#Ao] Schiffing o3 Zo] AFdn AR

..although a marker may be theoretically able to select any number of implicity
and potential relationships, in actuality, that relationship is already fairly constrained,
such that the marker acts more to display the relationship (than to create it).

3) Schiffrine] 242 9 EAlS] 248 ¢ oA AEHAG kg o9 Fgoz oA
At} ol: Halliday & Hasan(1976)) H2EF9] 3 H(text cohesion)E ZFeg @& AT,
Sack, Schegloff, and Jefferson(1978)9] % &4l #a7I(tum taking)S ZAog § BA 123
Owen(1981)8] 81 Sl(conversational unit)] & 32 FHoldh AFHY A9g glgqdg
o ideational structures B oJu|9} P|AS I exchange structures= ot 2 X(tum taking)9]

L e B eml el =Y M 2V 3B, L a2yt =3I
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o ugos Iy, dog A7/ 943 § s A7 WRYL 3
A M2E 438 A2 @8 343U Fzos ¢2¥ 5 e Aok
ARE A2 A8HE ZAE TS 9IS F27) 1 249 Yo ¥
T AL, FAE 4Z A ol SKface-to-face conversation) S ulgGo 2 =
7b 3 49 didol 9ok 53] A ugojul AlojoA AAYE RadA
g 937t 2 849 dqigol € # 9ok

5. FREAClY AelzsH 9o} Al

AS7AA] Lo G0 AT 2P @ TFAo)S ZNoz o]
FAAKT I dEHQY o7t go] GHEAoe] BF GAAW, FAH<
39 o2 39 Yd@ ASE wgoz we AT APHYY. &
e HYAY), 53 FEAEY Algste GRFAN Y g dF= 3339
PpElsigE A 2 %Al HA vdolnl gEAEe] ARSE H3HEA|

€ AoIRFHA FHoA H2 JIA gBE AF7 $YHT 9= “
3283} FY(interaction and grammar)”&-o}o] 7198 FHolt}, tv}olr} EFL
BHAA 2ol FHEAINY YAE Fo|A 9 7)(textual function)® 43
83 7)5(interactional function), § Uo}7} FAAE o] g 43 715
(interpersonal function)?] @A & B2 4 U: AE 7}5sAE Aok

Ogoz, gojdgojgtes B 483 BN 2dd g 27K &
HollA] ol R Kol 7]19d5tA € RAoltk

RAAZ F3 FAlol7} gIFd A8-2s13e A58 284 3Eg
ZE3c qEE Ao AL odPTy, $H g o= I Az
IS 12 71ojFE YT ¢ AR =H3F A2} 8 (authentic materials)o]
WA3] deldes 23R ALSL 4P T= domdS 883 v
9EHA IAAMLE AFHNT § U F, UsA} o] TojA = A H 4
gollA da Foze 9%, 250 Yy AnE Fhoz 43X 8H 7%
o Z22¥E ¥ 2A 7ol shsat. odd A T3 AL FHol
A QAR E 1S =98 £ Ak &, d577} oly ZFoj= AE3 o

LW o =w .
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229 53} FHE 7d Aot AFFHo|IL, 45 FFHY JAL
£2 94 GBFAE FHE FA st2dAnse aFEd 3B
%8 7tAL Aoz YAk G&AY AAF ojH =g B3 EAY A
go2 BAY & UA HI, ol® Aol ojd Frt BagA v A4
# itk ol @ A&zulE 58l GgHPol Z2HL FAS R A5l o
§ Ado AL njdd E § Atk ole ARAHez FEAEY JMLT
g 55R0)1 4¢P 58L AESGE FHE /ML F AE Aol
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