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Abstract. Discourse markers are linguistic elements that enable coherence, 

guide interpretation, and shape rhetorical meaning in communicative texts. While their 

roles in spoken interaction and academic writing have been well documented, less 

research has systematically examined how discourse markers function rhetorically 

within media discourse. This study investigates the pragmatic and rhetorical roles of 

discourse markers in English-language media texts, analyzing television news 

transcripts, online articles, and opinion pieces to understand how these markers 

contribute to structuring meaning, signaling stance, and engaging audiences. Drawing 

on foundational frameworks by Schiffrin [Schiffrin, D., 1987] and Fraser [Fraser, B., 

1999], the findings show that discourse markers perform crucial organizational, 

evaluative, and interactive roles, enhancing both conceptual clarity and rhetorical 

impact. The study highlights genre specificities in discourse marker usage and suggests 

implications for discourse analysis, media linguistics, and effective communication 

pedagogy. 
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Introduction 

Language in media discourse is a powerful force in public communication, 

shaping how audiences perceive events, arguments, and social realities. Whether 

through television news reporting, online journalism, or editorial commentary, media 

discourse must present complex information in ways that are coherent, persuasive, and 

accessible. They function as linguistic devices that signal relationships between ideas, 

thereby guiding the reader or listener through the flow of information [Biber et al., 

2016]. In this regard, the use of discourse markers varies across registers, reflecting 

differences between spoken and written modes of communication, particularly in terms 

of frequency and pragmatic function [Biber et al., 2016]. Furthermore, discourse 

markers play a crucial role in expressing logical connections such as addition, contrast, 

and causality, which enhances the clarity and interpretability of discourse [Pham Ngoc 

Diem, 2020]. From a pragmatic perspective, these elements facilitate interaction by 

organizing discourse and managing the expectations of the audience [Pham Ngoc Diem, 

2020]. Therefore, the study of discourse markers is fundamental for understanding how 

coherence and meaning are constructed in English discourse. Discourse markers are 

commonly defined as lexical elements that link segments of discourse without 

contributing propositional content, yet they hold significant organizational and 
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interpretive power. Schiffrin’s [Schiffrin, D., 1987] classical definition emphasizes that 

discourse markers serve to “bracket units of talk” and organize discourse at levels 

beyond individual sentences. Fraser [Fraser, B., 1999] expands on this by arguing that 

discourse markers signal semantic and pragmatic relations central to interpreting 

connected discourse. Although research on discourse markers in conversation and 

academic writing is extensive, their rhetorical functions within media texts remain 

relatively understudied. This paper seeks to fill that gap by examining the roles that 

discourse markers play in English-language media discourse, specifically focusing on 

how they structure meaning, convey stance, and shape the communicative relationship 

with the audience [Fraser, B., 1999]. 

Main Part 

Discourse markers have attracted considerable scholarly attention within 

pragmatics, discourse studies, and applied linguistics. Schiffrin’s [Schiffrin, D., 1987] 

seminal work articulated that discourse markers are functional elements that organize 

talk and signal relationships between discourse segments, distinguishing them from 

purely grammatical connectors. Fraser [Fraser, B., 1999] further elaborated that 

discourse markers link propositions by signaling relations such as contrast, elaboration, 

or consequence, highlighting their interpretive significance. Following these 

foundational accounts, numerous studies have explored discourse marker functions in 

spoken conversation, narrative texts, and academic genres. 

Research on metadiscourse has illuminated how markers guide reader 

interpretation and engagement. Crismore, Markkanen, and Steffensen’s [Crismore, A., 

Markkanen, R., & Steffensen, M. S., 1993] influential study demonstrated that 

metadiscursive elements, including discourse markers, operate at textual and 

interpersonal levels to structure argumentation and influence persuasion. In media 

discourse specifically, analysts have noted that evaluative markers (such as frankly and 

unfortunately) contribute to framing and reporting stance, indicating that discourse 

markers participate in rhetorical strategies beyond mere cohesion. 

Corpusbased investigations of news and online texts reveal that organizational 

markers like firstly, moreover, and consequently enhance textual cohesion, while 

evaluative or interactional markers signal stance and audience engagement. However, 

studies have not yet fully examined how discourse marker usage varies across media 

genres or how specific markers contribute to rhetorical effects. Building on these strands 

of research, the current study adopts a corpusbased analysis to systematically identify 

and interpret discourse marker functions in media texts. 

The data for this study were drawn from a purposively sampled corpus of 

Englishlanguage media texts, comprising television news transcripts from international 

channels (e.g., BBC, CNN), online news articles from widely read outlets (e.g., The 

Guardian, Al Jazeera), and opinion columns from major newspapers. The total corpus 

consists of 80 texts amounting to approximately 80,000 words, selected to represent a 

range of media genres, registers, and communicative purposes. 

Discourse markers were identified based on criteria established by Schiffrin 

[Schiffrin, D., 1987] and Fraser [Fraser, B., 1999], focusing on elements that function 

to link discourse segments but do not contribute to propositional meaning. Each marker 

was classified as organizational (structuring discourse relations), interactional 

(managing speaker–audience rapport), or evaluative (expressing stance or judgment). 
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Both quantitative frequency analysis and qualitative contextual interpretation were 

employed to understand how discourse markers function rhetorically within each genre. 

Ethical considerations were observed, as all data sources are publicly accessible 

and contain no personal or sensitive information. 

Distribution and Types of Discourse Markers 

Analysis revealed that organizational discourse markers were highly frequent 

across news genres, often appearing at strategic points to signal transitions, elaboration, 

or contrast. Evaluative markers were particularly prominent in opinion pieces, where 

authors used them to frame topics and convey attitude. Interactional markers were most 

common in broadcast transcripts, where speakers addressed viewers directly. 

Below is a table illustrating key discourse markers identified in the corpus, along 

with examples and interpretive commentary: 

Table 1. Selected Discourse Markers in Media Discourse 

Discourse 

Marker 

Example in Context Rhetorical Role 

firstly “Firstly, the committee acknowledged 

the economic downturn.” 

Organizational: Signals 

sequence and structure 

moreover “Moreover, unemployment continues 

to rise across regions.” 

Organizational: Adds 

elaboration 

on the other 

hand 

“On the other hand, critics argue the 

policy falls short.” 

Organizational: Signals 

contrast 

well “Well, as we mentioned earlier, the 

situation is complex.” 

Interactional: Engages 

audience 

you know “You know, this issue affects millions 

nationwide.” 

Interactional: Creates rapport 

with listeners 

unfortunately “Unfortunately, many families remain 

unaware of current policies.” 

Evaluative: Expresses stance 

surprisingly “Surprisingly, consumer confidence 

rose last quarter.” 

Evaluative: Signals 

unexpected result 

 

In television news transcripts, markers such as well and you know frequently 

appeared in reporter commentary, functioning to create immediacy and presence. For 

example, a CNN broadcast included the statement, “Well, that brings us back to the 
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questions raised earlier,” demonstrating how interactional markers bridge segments 

while engaging audiences. 

Opinion articles often employed evaluative markers to convey the author’s 

position. In one editorial, the sentence “Unfortunately, without decisive leadership, the 

situation may deteriorate further” illustrates how evaluative discourse markers 

strengthen rhetorical impact and frame narrative tone. 

Organizational markers structured complex arguments in both news and opinion 

texts. In reporting on economic developments, markers such as firstly and moreover 

provided clear sequencing: “Firstly, inflation hit a new high; moreover, consumer 

prices continue to climb.” 

The findings demonstrate that discourse markers perform essential rhetorical 

functions in media discourse. Organizational markers contribute significantly to 

macrolevel coherence, enabling audiences to follow sequences of ideas and navigate 

complex arguments. This aligns with the cohesion perspective in discourse analysis, 

which views discourse markers as facilitators of structural clarity. 

Evaluative discourse markers emerged as particularly salient in opinion genres, 

where writers use them to express attitudes, reinforce judgments, and frame issues. By 

signaling evaluation, markers such as unfortunately and surprisingly influence how 

readers interpret information, enhancing the persuasive quality of the text. 

Interactional markers, while less frequent in written texts, play a crucial role in 

broadcast media by managing audience engagement and dialogic presence. Markers like 

well and you know create a conversational tone, effectively reducing distance between 

the speaker and the audience. 

These results highlight both the functional diversity and genre specificity of 

discourse markers. Although core functions of structuring and signaling relations are 

shared across genres, the prominence of evaluative or interactional markers depends on 

communicative purpose and audience expectations. This multilayered role supports the 

theoretical positions of Schiffrin [Schiffrin, D., 1987] and Fraser [Fraser, B., 1999], 

reinforcing the view that discourse markers are central to pragmatic meaning and not 

peripheral linguistic features. 

It is important to note that this study focuses exclusively on Englishlanguage 

media, and future research should consider crosslinguistic comparisons to explore how 

discourse marker roles parallel or diverge across languages and cultural contexts. 

Conclusion  

Discourse markers are indispensable linguistic tools in media discourse, 

contributing to coherence, rhetorical meaning, and audience engagement. 

Organizational markers structure complex information, evaluative markers frame stance 

and persuasion, and interactional markers build rapport with audiences. By interpreting 

authentic media texts through a corpusbased approach, this study reveals the 

multifaceted roles discourse markers play in structuring meaning within 

Englishlanguage media discourse. These insights enrich our understanding of pragmatic 

functions in public communication and have implications for discourse analysis, media 

studies, and teaching communication skills. 

Future research should expand the scope to multilingual corpora and multimodal 

media (e.g., visual and textual integration), offering broader insights into how discourse 

markers facilitate meaning across diverse media platforms. 
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