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Introduction
The research on discourse markers (DMs) has, over the past few decades, been significantly rising in the linguistic discipline. DMs are words such as; so, however, but, and, furthermore, and after all among others. They are practical classes of linguistic expressions that come from phonological classes of adverbials, prepositional, and adverbial phrases (Fraser, 1999). In most cases, their use is signaling the presence of a connection between two sentences or segments; that which comes immediately before them and that which they introduce (Fraser, 1999). The connection provided enables people to get a sense of; location of one thing in relation to another, the time in which something is occurring, and how similar or different two or more concepts/ideas are. Discourse markers are also used in providing an example or an illustration, providing supplementary/additional ideas regarding a topic of discussion, and providing a sense of logicality in the sequence of occurrences. Furthermore, they can be used in summarizing discussed ideas and showing that a point being discussed has already been taken into consideration. These words have been given different names in different research. For instance, Blakemore (1987) called them ‘discourse connectives’, Ariel (1994) called them pragmatic operators, while Polanyi and Scha (1983) referred to them as Discourse Signaling Devices. On all the occasions though, the underlying concept is similar. The use of discourse markers is slightly different in males and females several research materials. One of such studies is Pasaribu’s (2017) work in which it was found that there is a slight difference in how male and female student use discourse markers in their academic essays. The focus of this paper is in examining this difference between MA female and male Saudi learners.
What Are Discourse Markers?
This question can be answered by answering several sub-questions such as what DMs relate, what DMs are not, the grammatical position of DMs, and the major categories of DMs among others.
What DMs Relate.
One of the main purposes of Discourse Markers is relating two sentences/segments. In this case, they usually, apart from a few exceptions, occur in the form; Sentence 1 (S1). Discourse Marker (DM) + Sentence 2 (S2). An example of the usual scenario is;
1. I would like to visit China. However, I don’t have enough funds.
 In the cases where they are not, the first sentence may not come immediately before it or the DMs themselves might come at the medial or the end of the sentence as in the cases below.
1. I was told not to go. I will, in spite of this, go.
2. She doesn’t like him. He bought her flowers nevertheless.
It can thus be seen that DMs don’t show the relationship between sentences in the same way verbs do with subjects and objects. Rather, it creates a range of how the S2 would be interpreted. This would aid in the eventual interpretation of the whole topic of discussion.
What DMs Are Not.
As mentioned earlier, discourse markers don’t show the relationship between the sentences it is sandwiched between per se, it has more uses than that.
1. He said he is related to Obama. Obviously, he was lying.
Obviously, in this case, has been used to indicate a comment; not a relationship between the sentence; he was lying, and he said he is related to Obama.
The Grammatical Position of DMs.
According to many linguistic scholars, Bruce Fraser included, Discourse Markers cannot be put in a separate class as has been done with verbs, adverbs, the preposition et cetera. Interestingly, the DMs come from mainly three sources; adverbs, prepositional phrases, and adverbs. They also come from idioms such as all things considered. Coordinate conjunctions such as or, and, and but function mostly as DMs. Also, subordinate conjunctions like since, so, while and because functions sometimes as DMs. The cases where coordinate and subordinate conjunctions don’t act as domestic markers are shown below.
Coordinate Conjunctions.
1. Peter and John are good friends.
2. All but John refused to go.
Subordinate Conjunctions.
1. Since he joined college, he has always been busy.
2. The food was so delicious that I ate more than I needed.
3. You cannot read while constantly checking Facebook.
From the above-given examples, we see that DMs cannot be organized into a unique syntactic class. This is because of how they arise. The come from adverbials, prepositional and conjunctional phrases. Their syntactical properties, thus, are dependent on the class which they arise.
There are several aspects of an expression’s meaning when it acts as a DM. Firstly, the expression only relates segments without adding any propositional sense to either of the two segments. Secondly, the essence of a DM is not conceptual, but procedural. This means that its function is specifying the collection of semantic characteristics rather than specifying the way in which the sentence that is coming immediately after it is to be interpreted with regards to that which comes before it. Each DM also has its own, specific, principal meaning. For instance, but is mainly used for contrast.


Types of Discourse Markers
[bookmark: _GoBack]Discourse markers can be divided into two key classes of according to Fraser (1999); those that relate messages and those that relate topics.
DMs that Relate Topics
These DMs relate certain features of information contained in the segments S1 and S2. Some of the relationships related include; content domain, epistemic domain, and speech-act domain. The examples are as shown below.
1. Since you don’t want to come with us, we will leave you here. (Content domain)
2. Since you don’t want to come with us, you probably have something else you would be doing. (Epistemic domain)
3. Since you have decided not to come with us, what will you be doing in that time? (Speech-act domain)
DMs that relate to topics, furthermore, are mainly divided into; collateral markers, contrastive markers, and inferential markers.
Contrastive Markers.
These DMs explicitly signal that there is a contrast between the interpretations of S1 and S2.
Some examples of contrastive markers in a sentence;
1. Real Madrid has won 13 UEFA Champions League Trophies. In comparison, Arsenal has won none.
The DM; in comparison, has been used here to signal the difference between the information contained between S1 and S2 with regards to the number of UEFA Champions League Trophies won.
2. They lost their three first games of the season. Nevertheless, they won the trophy.
Nevertheless has been used here to show that there is a contrast between the expected interpretations of the message contained in the S1 with what is actually contained.
3. Person 1: John is now divorced. Person 2: But John has never been married.
More of DMs found in this category include; in contrast, on the contrary, conversely, on the other hand, instead of, still, and nonetheless among others.
Collateral Markers.
These DMs signal the presence of a quasi-parallel connection between the S1 and the S2.
1. She didn’t want to make him mad. Similarly, he didn’t want to make her mad.
Similarly here shows that there is a certain similarity between the content in S1 and that of S2.
2. He loves all kinds of music. He likes rock, hip hop, punk, pop, and EDM. Furthermore, he likes Dancehall.
Furthermore has been used here to signify that S2 would be adding another item to those already mentioned in S1.
3. You ought to always act in accordance with the law. Above all, you should never kill.
Here, above all has been used to signify that the segment preceding it should hold prominent among all the things that have been mentioned in S1.
This sub-class can further be divided into 5 distinctions (Fraser, 1999, p. 948).
1. And
2. Also, above all, better yet, besides, furthermore, moreover, what is more, on top of it all, in addition, more to the point, et cetera.
3. Namely, that is, I mean, in particular, et cetera.
4. By the same token, equally, similarly, likewise, correspondingly, analogously et cetera.
5. Otherwise, or, well, that said, et cetera.
Inferential Markers.
These kinds of DMs signify that the content of S2 should be taken as the conclusion derived from the information derived from S1.
Example;
1. I forgot my email password. Thus, I could not see the email you sent me.
2. It is very dark out there. Under those conditions, one should ensure that they have a company.
3. I lost my phone. So I could not call you.
These markers can further be divided into 5 distinctions depending on the small differences of the conclusion arrived at in S2 (Fraser, 1999);
1. So.
2. Of course.
3. As a consequence, as a result, for this reason, therefore, it can be concluded that, thus, et cetera.
4. Then, under these conditions, in that case, et cetera.
5. All things considered.
DMs that relate to Messages
These DMs, unlike inferential markers which signify the presence of conclusive information, signify the presence of information in S2 that gives reasons for what was given in S1. Examples of these DMs include; because, since, after all, and for that/this reason.
1. I will buy you a pizza today. After all, it doesn’t cost a lot.
2. I don’t like horror movies since I can’t stand the horrific scenes that are usually present.
3. I’ve bought you some drinks because it’s my birthday.
Also, this class of DMs, unlike the DMs that relate to the topic, don’t relate the aspects of the content in S1 and S2. On the contrary, they involve the discourse management aspect. This is shown in the following two sentences.
1. I don’t like how you did this. Incidentally, why did you even do it?
Here, incidentally has been used to signal that the interpretation of S2 is a departure from the content of S1.
2. This ended well. To return to my point, I’d like to know your opinion on the use of discourse markers among Saudi learners.
To return to my point, in this case, signifies that a topic that was previously present in the discourse is being reintroduced.


Studies Related to the Use of Discourse Markers
A lot of studies have been done in this area. They include; Al Mughrabi (2017), Ol Owayid (2018), Al Mansour (2014), Daif-Allah and Albesher (2013), and Al Yaari (2013).
In a study conducted by Al Mughrabi (2017), the main objectives of his study was; to determine the most prevalent errors made while using DMs, to find out the type of questions that were most challenging to students, and to find out whether there are excellent development regards used by students in linking words. The focus group was Arab EFL learners. His findings were that there was a reduction in the number of mistakes made as the students progressed in their levels and that most errors were made in the causative DMs, followed by additive, then adversative, and finally sequential DMs. This study was in line with many other studies, one of them being Al Owayid’s (2018) work where it was found that the problems in the use of DMs reduced as the level of education increased. The problem with the study, however, is that it involved the use of a very small sample size. Only 40 students participated in the study. This means that the results could not be said to be reliable.
In another study conducted by Al Owayid (2018), the main purpose was to inspect the efficiency of employing the use of one-time interventions on how the contrastive DMs are used by Saudi female undergraduates pursuing a major in English. The sample size for this study was 100 students. The study involved the use of questionnaires and pre- and post-tests to gather information from the participants. The result of the study was that the use of CDMs among the Arab Female students studied was limited. This is in line with studies such as the one conducted by Al-Yaari, Al Hammadi, Alyami, and Almaflehi’s (2013) and Tahaineh’s (2014) study. There was also a significance in grade-level performance in the use of DMs, an observation which is congruent with Al Mughrabi’s (2017) work on the use of DMs among Arab students. Furthermore, it was found that the connection between reading and writing, the kinds of writing tasks, and the practicing of critical thinking skills influenced how good the students were in using CDMs. This study could, however, be a subject to problems such as; dishonest answers from participants, skipped questions, issues in the interpretation of responses, and analysis issues. This since it involved the use of questionnaires.
In yet another study, Daif-Allah and Albesher (2013), conducted an investigation aimed at identifying the kinds of DMs used by Saudi EFL learners while writing. The study involved the analysis of DMs used and the categories of DMs most preferred by the 50 students that made up the sample. The result was that additive connectors were mostly used. The use of causative connectors followed, which was again followed by constructive and finally the illustrative DMs. The mostly used DM in particular were and, for example, and in addition. This is congruent with Al Yaari’s (2013) work where and was also among the most used domestic marker. However, their result on the overuse of for example and in addition don’t exactly align with Al Yaari’s (2013) work. This study also stands in contrast with Al Mughrabi’s (2017) study which put causative DMs as the most used. Furthermore, the fact that this study found that the use of DMs by learners did not improve as they progressed in learning is in direct contrast with other studies such as Ol Wayid (2018) and Al Mughrabi (2018). This work could be improved by increasing the sample size. Only 50 participants were involved in this study.
Al Mansour (2014), furthermore, did a study on how extensive reading initiatives influenced how Saudi EFL learners fared in the use of EDMs. The sample size of this study was rather small; it consisted of 48 randomly selected students from King Saud University-College of Languages and Translation. The research method involved the use of pre- and post-test method where the control group was tutored with direct researcher administration by regular teachers. On the other hand, the study group was tutored by the researchers themselves. The consequence of the extensive reading initiative was then assessed. The study group outperformed the control group in every measure. This shows that the extensive reading initiative had a big positive influence on performance. This result is in accordance with other studies such as; Janopoulous’ (1986) study on effects of pleasure reading on and proficiency in second language where the correlation was found to be positive, Hafiz and Tudor’s (1990) work which found that extensive reading improves writing, and Hany’s (2007) work where it was found that reading improved writing proficiency and that there was no significant difference between females and males.
Finally, Al Yaari et al (2013) did a study on how English Discourse markers (EDMs) are used by Saudi EFL students in their talk with regards to the frequency and usage. This was then compared to different EFL learners including the native speakers. His sample consisted of 200 randomly selected individuals from twenty private and public schools in Saudi Arabia. The participants were then recorded individually while in class studying English. These recordings were then statistically and linguistically analyzed. The result of this study was that the EDMs; but, also, and and were the most frequently used EDMs. It was also found that Saudi learners use relatively less DM compared to other learners, native or not.
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