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Abstract

Given the importance of academic writing for undergraduates, understanding their use of discourse
markers is crucial for effective writing instruction. This study examines the frequency of discourse
markers used by non-native EFL undergraduate students and explores their misuse by employing
both quantitative and qualitative methods. The results show that the most frequently used
elaborative discourse markers are ‘and’ (73.05%), ‘as well as’ (9.26%), and ‘in addition’ (5.50%),
respectively. Also, non-native EFL undergraduate students sometimes misplace EDMs by placing
them in the middle of the clause, leading to confusion or grammatical errors. These findings
suggest that explicit instruction of elaborative discourse markers should be incorporated to
academic writing classrooms, and teachers or instructors could have students exposed to authentic
academic texts so that they will be more familiar with the real texts and eventually more confident
in their writing.

Keywords: academic writing, corpus linguistics, discourse markers, EFL writing,
language teaching

Introduction
Problems with Elaborative Discourse Markers (EDMs)

Writing can significantly impact a learner’s performance, as they must be able to create an
academic paper or essay to demonstrate their understanding (Riznanda, 2021). However, it is the
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skill that most learners pay less attention to because it is considered the most challenging to learn
in a language (Sanjaya et al, 2020). In writing, words and phrases are used to combine ideas
(Kaewlai, 2021), and discourse makers play a crucial role in achieving cohesion and coherence
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Arya (2020) also agreed that DMs are essential tools for meaningfully
linking written sentences, especially EFL.

Fraser (2009) classified DMs into four types: contrast, elaborative, inferential, and temporal.
However, DMs in the elaborative categories, including ‘because’, ‘and’, ‘then’, and ‘therefore’,
are focused because they help tie sentences in an essay, allowing ideas to flow naturally and
coherently (Fraser, 1999). Wahid et al. (2020) highlighted the importance of the EDMs since they
were ranked the most frequency used discourse markers in descriptive text. However, the frequent
repetition of this type of markers may also suggest that students lack sufficient knowledge of other
types of discourse markers.

While a lack of discourse markers can hinder writing, their overuse can also lead to
misinterpretation and diminish text quality (Al-khazraji, 2019; Jimola & Dada, 2023). It is believed
that the errors could be influenced by the translation of their first language (Tikham, 2023). This
leads to further study of non-native speakers’ use of EDMs in essays, examining their patterns o,
frequencies, and application.

In the field, studies on the use of discourse markers shed light on various areas. Tikham (2023),
Rabab'ah et al. (2020), and Martinez (2004) revealed that elaborate markers were employed the
most frequently among non-native speakers to provide additional information, whereas other
studies argued that other markers, such as sequential markers and distance markers, were used in
the text more often (Sohaya, 2018; Wahid et al., 2020). In terms of writing quality, Muhyidin
(2020) found that students’ writing performance in exposition texts relied on their mastery of
discourse markers. Karimah et al. (2020) also showed that the misuse of discourse markers and
linguistic strategies is related. Furthermore, many EFL students struggle to select appropiate
discourse marrkers for specific contexts (Ariyanti, 2021).

As the use of the DMs is influenced by learners’ mother tongue (Tikham, 2023), the significant
differences between Asian languages and English may affect how these markers are employed.
Moreover, EDMs are not sufficiently emphasized in either textbooks or classroom instruction
(Wahid et al., 2020), leading to a students’ limited ability to use them effectively to make
arguments or agreements should more convincing and natural. Therefore, teachers must clarify the
significance of DMs and how to express them appropriately in different contexts (Riznanda, 2021).
Before implementing such instructional strategies, the patterns of DMs used should be examined;
this study focuses on EDMs, one of the essential markers used in expressing additional information
in a logical order.

This study adopts Fraser’s (1999, 2009) taxonomy of discourse markers as its main
analytical framework because it provides a functional account of how markers signal
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semantic-pragmatic relations between discourse segments. Within this framework, EDMs
are particularly relevant to academic essay writing because they help writers add
information, extend propositions, and create cohesion across clauses and sentences.
Fraser’s taxonomy is especially appropriate for the present study because it enables a more
precise examination of whether lexical items function as discourse markers in context,
thereby allowing a distinction between genuine elaborative discourse-marking uses and
non-discourse grammatical uses.

Although prior studies have examined metadiscourse or transition markers in student
writing, limited attention has been paid to the contextual appropriateness of EDMs in EFL
undergraduate essays from the BAWE corpus.

Research Questions

1. What are the frequencies of EDMs used by non-native speakers at the university level?

2. What are the characteristics and misuse of EDMs used by non-native speakers at the tertiary
level?

Methods

1. The Corpus

1.1 Essay Selection Criteria

The essays in the BAWE were 2,761 essays from various types and disciplines. This study aims
to investigate the EDMs used by EFL undergraduates in essays. The criteria to select the essays
were as follows:

Table 1

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria of Essays

Included Excluded
1. Essays were written by undergraduate-level 1. Essays were written by other levels.

students.

2. Their L1 was not English, and English was 2. Essays were written by native English
taught as a foreign language. speakers.

3. The essays were expository in order to 3. Other types of essays were not included.
control the use of discourse markers.

Out 0f 2,761 essays, 88 selected essays were used in this study. The essay topics are general
topics from undergraduates across several disciplines, such as Economics. The essays’ lengths
were 350 — 450 words. Overall, the corpus size of 88 essays was at 242,307 tokens.
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1.2 EDMs Selection Criteria

The criteria for including and excluding the EDMs samples were applied to ensure that the
EMS followed Fraser's taxonomy.

Table 2
EDMs Based on Fraser’s Taxonomy

EDMs Inclusion Exclusion
and Linking two Joining words/phrases inside a
clauses/discourse units single NP/VP.
Example: Example:
She studied hard, and she He bought apples and bananas.
passed the exam.
also Independent Inside not only ... but also, or

In addition

clause/sentence-level
elaborator.

Example:

The policy is costly. Also, it
reduces efficiency.

As a sentence-initial DM
meaning “moreover”

modifying subject/verb.

Example:
She is not only smart but also
diligent.

Prepositional phrase “in addition
to + NP”

Example: Example:
In addition, the program In addition to her job, she studies
improved retention law

besides As “what’s more” (additive ~ As “apart from / except.”
elaboration)
Example: Example:
He is qualified. Besides, he = Besides English, she speaks
has experience Japanese

or When reformulative (“or, in ~ When marking

other words™). alternatives/choices.
Example: Example:

The findings were weak, or
rather inconclusive

Would you like tea or coffee?
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Table 2 (Continued)
EDMs Inclusion Exclusion

likewise / At the discourse level, As an adverb modifying a verb

similarly showing parallel elaboration. inside a clause.
Example: Example:
The first study succeeded. She behaved similarly.
Similarly, the second
showed gains.

above all When emphasizing the most When used as an emphatic adverb

what is more

as well (as)

plus

important additional point.
Example:

He is talented; above all, he
is honest.

As an additive DM in
discourse.

Example:

The system 1s simple. What
is more, it is cost-effective

Rarely included: only if
sentence-initial and
functioning like “also.”
Example:

As well, the study highlights
limitations.

When used as DM means “in
addition.

Example:

The method is reliable. Plus,
it saves time

within a clause.
Example:
Above all things, honesty matters.

As conversational/colloquial filler
without elaboration.

Example:

What is more fun than a holiday?

Normal phrasal/prepositional use
“Xaswellas Y.

Example:
She speaks Thai as well as
English.

When arithmetic or lexical.

Example:
Two plus two equals four.
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Methodology
1. Corpus Source and Data Collection

To begin with, this study employed the British Academic Written English (BAWE) corpus
as the primary data source. The corpus texts were accessed through the BAWE corpus
search interface hosted by Coventry University and downloaded as plain text files (.txt) to
ensure compatibility with corpus analysis software called Antconc 4.3.1. After the
download process, 88 essays were selected according to the predetermined inclusion
criteria. These criteria were designed to control text type and ensure comparability across
samples, particularly in terms of genre and academic writing context.

2. Text Selection Criteria

Subsequently, the essays were filtered and selected systematically according to the criteria
specified earlier in the study. This controlled sampling approach was applied to reduce
unwanted variation and ensure that the selected texts represented a consistent academic
writing genre suitable for examining the use of EDMs. In particular, controlling genre was
important because discourse marker frequency and function vary depending on
communicative purpose and rhetorical structure.

3. Data Cleaning and Preparation

After the essays were selected, the corpus texts were prepared for analysis using a data-
cleaning procedure. Specifically, non-linguistic and metadata elements were removed,
including essay prompts/topics, writers’ names, and reference lists. This step was necessary
to avoid inflating frequency counts with items not produced as part of the main essay body.

However, punctuation marks were intentionally retained. This decision was made because
punctuation can signal clause boundaries and sentence organization, which are relevant to
understanding how elaborative discourse markers function in authentic academic writing.

4. Corpus Analysis Procedures

Afterward, the cleaned text files were imported into AntConc (version 4.3.1) for corpus-
based analysis. Frequency analysis was conducted by searching for each EDM item
included in the study framework. AntConc’s concordance function was used to display the
surrounding co-text of each marker, allowing the researcher to examine how each token
operated within sentence structure and discourse flow.

In addition, the analysis included checking both lowercase and capitalized forms of
markers (e.g., ‘also’vs. ‘Also’) to ensure comprehensive retrieval. For multi-word markers,



Journal of English Language and Linguistics (JEL)
Vol. 7 No. 1 (January-April) 2026

searches were conducted using complete strings (e.g.‘ in addition’, ‘for example’) to
prevent partial or unrelated matches.

Importantly, concordance outputs were manually checked to ensure that only true
elaborative discourse marker uses were counted. In other words, each retrieved token was
evaluated in context to confirm that it performed an elaborative discourse function (e.g.,
adding, reinforcing, or extending information), rather than serving a purely grammatical or
lexical role unrelated to discourse relations. Tokens that did not meet the functional
definition of an elaborative discourse marker were excluded from the final dataset to
maintain analytical accuracy.

Finally, validated EDM frequencies were recorded and summarized to reveal overall
distribution patterns across the corpus. The frequency results were then interpreted to
explain major tendencies in EDM use, such as overreliance on highly frequent markers and
limited use of more formal academic elaborators. These findings were used as the basis for
the subsequent discussion and pedagogical implications.

Results

Table 3
EDMSs Used by EFL Undergraduates in Their Essays

EDMs Frequency Percentage
and 1,168 73.05%
as well (as) 148 9.26%
In addition 88 5.50%
also 59 3.69%
besides 41 2.56%
or 32 2.00%
similarly 32 2.00%
likewise 19 1.19%
above all 8 0.50%
what is more 2 0.13%

plus 2 0.13%
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The analysis of EDMs in the non-native undergraduate corpus (159,912 words) revealed a
highly uneven distribution across marker types. A total of 1,599 tokens of elaborative
markers were identified, but the overwhelming majority were concentrated on a single
item.

The marker ‘and’ accounted for 1,168 instances (73.05%), clearly dominating the category.
This finding suggested that non-native EFL writers rely heavily on ‘and’ as a default device
to signal elaboration, often extending sentences or linking clauses with minimal variation.
The reliance on ‘and’ is aligned with earlier studies reporting learners’ preference for basic
coordinators in academic writing.

The second most frequent item was ‘as well as’ with 148 tokens (9.26%), followed by ‘in
addition’ with 88 tokens (5.50%). These two markers, though less common than ‘and’,
indicated some awareness of alternative academic elaborators. Similarly, ‘also’ occurred
59 times (3.69%), suggesting its role as a supplementary additive device, albeit less
frequently than in native writing reported in other studies.

Other elaborators occurred at relatively low levels: ‘besides’ (41; 2.56%), ‘or’ (32; 2.00%),
‘similarly’ (32; 2.00%), and ‘likewise’ (19; 1.19%). These markers appeared sporadically
and suggested limited lexical variety in expressing elaboration. Rare items such as ‘above
all’ (8;0.50%), ‘what is more’ (2; 0.13%), and ‘plus’(2; 0.13%) were nearly absent, while
‘namely’ did not occur at all.

Overall, the data showed that non-native EFL undergraduates overwhelmingly rely on
‘and’, with very limited use of more formal or academic elaborators such as ‘moreover’,
‘furthermore’, or ‘namely’. This pattern highlighted both a restricted repertoire and a
tendency to overuse the most basic marker. Such findings pointed to potential areas for
pedagogical intervention, particularly in raising learners’ awareness of the range and
rhetorical value of elaborative devices in academic writing.

Qualitative Findings: Misuse and Characteristics

The concordance lines showed how non-native EFL undergraduates use EDMs.

The most noticeable feature was their heavy reliance on ‘and’, which accounted for more
than seventy percent of all tokens. Students often used ‘and’ as their default connector,
linking many ideas in a single sentence. While grammatically correct, this habit produced
long additive strings that lack clarity or rhetorical strength. For example, “The policy was
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implemented successfully, and the people trusted the government more, and they supported
new reforms.” In this case, a marker such as ‘consequently’ or ‘therefore’ would have made
the logical relationship clearer.

Other elaborators appeared much less often and are sometimes misused. The marker ‘also’
was sometimes used well at the beginning of a sentence ( “Also, the survey supports the
earlier findings ), but was often misused in the middle of a clause, leading to awkward or
ungrammatical sentences such as “This result is also important that teachers give
feedback.” The marker as well (as) was most often used in conversational, sentence-final
position ( “...students should read widely as well”), which did not function as an EDM.
Although ‘as well’ occasionally appeared at the beginning of a sentence and worked
correctly as an additive marker, such cases are rare.

Other markers were less consistent and showed varied accuracy. ‘Besides’ was sometimes
appropriately used as a discourse marker ( “He is qualified. Besides, he has experience in
the field”), but more often used in prepositional phrases such as “Besides English, she
speaks Japanese,” which was not an EDM. The marker ‘or’ was never used to reformulate
(‘or rather,” or ‘in other words’). Instead, it only signaled alternatives, for example,
“Students can choose business or science.” Rare emphatic markers, such as ‘above all’,
‘what is more’, and ‘plus’, occurred only a few times and sounded more conversational
than academic. For instance, “Above all, people must cooperate for success” was strong
rhetorically but less formal, while “Plus, it saves time” reflected spoken language rather
than academic style.

Comparative markers such as 'similarly” and 'likewise’ were used only occasionally. When
they did appear, they were usually used correctly to signal parallels, as in “Similarly, the
second experiment confirmed the results.” However, their rare use showed the limited
range of elaborators in student writing.

In summary, the qualitative analysis supports the quantitative results: non-native
undergraduates exhibited a narrow and unbalanced use of EDMs. Their writing relied too
much on ‘and’, uses ‘also’ and ‘as well’ inconsistently, and rarely employed more
advanced academic elaborators. These tendencies limited the variety of their vocabulary
and reduced the coherence and sophistication expected in academic writing.

Discussion

The findings answer the two research questions in complementary ways. Regarding
research question 1, the quantitative results show that the essays relied heavily on a
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limited range of EDMs, with and occurring far more frequently than other items. For
research question 2, the qualitative analysis demonstrates that not all identified forms
functioned appropriately as discourse markers in context, as some instances reflected
misplacement, non-discourse grammatical use, or register inconsistency. In summary,
these findings suggest that frequency of use does not necessarily indicate functional
control in academic writing.

The results show that non-native writers frequently use EDMs differently, while ‘and’, ‘as
well as’, and ‘in addition” were mostly used respectively by non-native writers in this
study. It is inferred that non-native writers are more familiar with these three words than
with others. Regarding the misuse of EDMs, non-native writers sometimes misplace them.
For example, some markers are often placed in the middle of the clause, causing
ungrammatical sentences. The results of this study show that writers who are familiar with
some particular words or phrases are more likely to use those words more frequently, even
though they usually make mistakes when using them. This aligns with the research studies
by Muhyidin (2020), Ariyanti (2021), and Karimah et al. (2021), who stated that some
students have difficulties using discourse markers, especially when it comes to EDMs,
resulting from the proficiency of the students. In this way, having explicit instruction on
discourse markers in the classroom is really essential for teaching students writing
(Riznanda, A., 2021). There is a significant relationship between explicit teaching and the
correct use of discourse markers in students' writing.

Pedagogical Implications

The findings of this study suggest several pedagogical implications for EFL academic
writing instruction. Non-native EFL undergraduates demonstrate an unbalanced reliance
on a limited set of EDMs, particularly ‘and’, which accounted for 73.05% of all EDM
tokens. This restricted repertoire, along with observed misuse and misplacement of some
markers, indicates that learners require more explicit guidance to use elaborative markers
appropriately in academic contexts.

1. Explicit instruction and function awareness

Writing instruction should include explicit teaching of EDMs, focusing on their rhetorical
functions (e.g., adding information, reinforcing a point, highlighting importance) and their
appropriateness in the academic register. Since learners tend to overuse ‘and’ as a default
connector and rarely employ formal elaborators such as ‘moreover’ or ‘furthermore’,
teachers should introduce a wider set of EDMs and demonstrate how each marker
contributes to clarity and cohesion.
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2. Accurate Placement

Because qualitative evidence shows that some markers (e.g., ‘also’) are misused in clause-
medial positions, resulting in awkward or ungrammatical patterns, classroom practice
should highlight correct positioning and punctuation. Teachers may use sentence-level
correction tasks in which students revise incorrect placement into accurate academic
structures (e.g., sentence-initial ‘Also’, or ‘In addition’, followed by a comma).

3. Reduce “and-chains” through rewriting tasks

The findings show that students often link many ideas using repetition and strings, which
may reduce rhetorical strength and coherence. Therefore, teachers should assign rewriting
tasks that require students to revise long additive sentences into more coherent structures
by selecting more precise connectors (e.g. ‘furthermore’, ‘moreover’, ‘additionally’,
‘similarly’) and by combining ideas through clearer sentence boundaries.

4. Use authentic input and corpus-based noticing

Finally, EFL learners should be exposed to authentic academic texts such as journal
articles, theses, and high-quality model essays to strengthen their awareness of how EDMs
function in real academic writing. This can be supported through guided noticing activities,
where students identify EDMs in authentic texts and practice applying them in their own
paragraphs, leading to improved confidence and more sophisticated writing.

Overall, the results support the need for instructional approaches that develop both the
range and accuracy of elaborative discourse marker use, thereby helping learners produce
clearer, more academically appropriate writing.

Conclusion

This study examined the use of EDMs in EFL undergraduate essays from the BAWE
corpus through both quantitative and qualitative analysis. The results revealed a strong
reliance on a narrow set of markers, especially and, suggesting that the students tended to
depend on highly general additive resources rather than a wider range of more specific
elaborative forms. The qualitative findings further showed that some items did not function
effectively as discourse markers in context, particularly in cases involving misplacement,
non-discourse grammatical use, and register inconsistency. These findings indicate that
frequency alone does not reflect full discourse control in academic writing. Therefore,
writing instruction should focus not only on increasing students’ repertoire of EDMs, but
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also on developing their awareness of how such markers function appropriately in formal
academic discourse.

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

Although this study provides useful insights into the frequency and characteristics of
EDMs used in EFL undergraduate essays, several limitations should be acknowledged. To
begin with, the study analyzed only expository essays in order to control discourse marker
use and reduce variation across writing types. While this decision strengthens the internal
consistency of the analysis, it also limits the generalizability of the findings to other
academic genres, such as argumentative, reflective, or report writing. Therefore, future
research should compare EDM use across a wider range of genres to determine whether
the same reliance patterns occur when students are required to adopt different rhetorical
purposes and organizational structures.

Moreover, the dataset consisted of 88 essays selected from the BAWE corpus, with each
text containing approximately 350-450 words. Although this corpus size is adequate for
identifying initial frequency tendencies, a larger dataset would likely generate more stable
results and provide stronger statistical support. In addition, a broader sample could allow
more detailed comparisons across disciplinary areas or proficiency levels, which may
reveal meaningful variation in EDM use. For this reason, future studies may expand the
sample size and examine whether disciplinary writing conventions influence how students
elaborate ideas in academic writing.

In addition to sampling constraints, the study focused solely on EDMs, enabling a deeper
examination of a single functional category. However, this approach does not fully explain
how EFL learners create cohesion through other discourse marker categories, such as
contrastive, inferential, or temporal markers. Since academic writing coherence is built
through multiple discourse relations, future research should adopt a broader discourse
marker framework to explore how different categories interact and jointly shape the clarity
and logic of learner writing.

Finally, it should be noted that the present analysis is primarily corpus-based and
frequency-driven. As a result, it does not directly demonstrate how EDM use affects the
overall quality of writing, such as coherence, argument strength, or readability.
Consequently, future research could triangulate corpus results with additional data sources,
such as writing performance scores, rater evaluations, and learner interviews. Such an
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approach would not only strengthen the validity of the findings but also help explain why
learners choose certain EDMs, how effectively they apply them, and how EDM patterns
contribute to the development of academic writing.

In summary, these limitations indicate that future studies should expand corpus scope,
examine multiple genres, include other discourse marker categories, and incorporate
qualitative triangulation methods to improve generalizability and explanatory power.
Nevertheless, the current findings remain valuable, as they highlight common patterns of
EDM overreliance and provide a useful foundation for improving instructional support in
EFL academic writing contexts.
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