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Abstract: The roles, functions, and effects of pragmatic markers (PMs) in spoken
discourse are explored in this study, with a focus on how language learners’
comprehension sKills, classification and interpretation abilities, and interactions
between verbal and non-verbal PMs are affected. A combination of quantitative and
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qualitative procedures was employed in this investigation. To evaluate how well
PMs in spoken discourse were identified and understood, level 4, English Language
Unit, Preparatory Studies Centre fifty participants from the University of Technology
and Applied Sciences, Salalah, the Sultanate of Oman completed fifteen quick audio
samples with a range of pragmatic characteristics, five additional filler audio
segments, and pre-and post-test questionnaires. The study discovered that learners'
comprehension of PMs—which regulate discourse structure, convey speaker
purpose, and manage conversation flow—improved dramatically with targeted
instruction. It emphasized the significance of PMs in the development of
communication skills as well as the problems with categorizing PMs due to a lack of
a standardized framework.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

In spoken conversation, PMs are essential
because they enable speakers to communicate
meanings other than the literal meaning of words,
such as attitudes, emotions, and discourse structure.
"Language expressions that speakers use to organize
their discourse and signal their attitudes towards
hearers and propositions" are PMs, according to
Fraser (2006). These markers, which control
interactional dynamics, might be single words (like
"well," or "you know") or phrases (like "I mean,” or
"in other words") (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen,
2022). They are necessary to manage turn-taking in
talks and to preserve coherence (Schiffrin, 1987).
Because PMs may fulfill a variety of functions based
on the speaker's intention and the situation,
researchers have drawn attention to their

multifunctional character (Schourup, 1999). For
instance, the phrase "you know" might be employed
as a discourse marker to denote a shift in the topic or
to express the speaker's need for validation or
common knowledge (Schiffrin, 1987). To help
learners negotiate the complexity of natural
conversation, PMs offer insights into the various
subtleties of spoken language, making their
understanding essential for both language learners
and researchers.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Although pragmatic signals are common in
spoken language, little is known about their complex
roles and consequences for communication. Although
studies have shed light on how PMs are used in
different situations, a thorough analysis of how they
influence interactional dynamics and express
speakers' intentions is still required. Previous
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research frequently concentrates on certain markers
or settings, which restricts the applicability of its
conclusions. Furthermore, there is disagreement
about how to categorize and interpret pragmatic
signals, which causes discrepancies in the results of
studies. Furthermore, because PMs are so important
in everyday discourse, language learners should
comprehend them. Nonetheless, learners'
communicative competency is sometimes lacking as
aresult of the existing language instruction materials'
frequent disregard for the significance of PMs
(Taguchi & Roever, 2017). Additionally, nothing is
known about how PMs affect learners' production
and comprehension abilities. Furthermore, non-
verbal clues like gestures and facial expressions are
also considered PMs in addition to spoken words.
More research is necessary to fully understand the
interaction between verbal and nonverbal PMs and
how they affect communication.

1.3 Importance of Studying Pragmatic Markers in
Spoken Discourse

The study of PMs is important because it can
help us better understand how language is used in
everyday conversation. By examining the complex
roles that pragmatic signals play in influencing the
dynamics of interactions (Sanchez-Hernandez &
Martinez-Flor, 2022), this research can help develop
more efficlent communication techniques that
benefit both language learners and native speakers.
For language learners to traverse the difficulties of
real conversation and advance their communicative
skills, they must comprehend PMs (Taguchi & Roever,
2017). Furthermore, this study can offer a more
precise framework for researching and instructing
these linguistic components by addressing the lack of
agreement in the categorization and interpretation of
pragmatic signals. This clarity can result in better
language teaching resources that more accurately
represent the significance of pragmatic signals in
communication as well as more consistent research
findings. Additionally, research on verbal and
nonverbal PMs can shed light on the holistic
character of communication and emphasize the
significance of nonverbal signals in meaning-
conveying. A more thorough knowledge of how
speakers express their intentions and control
interactional dynamics in spoken discourse may
result from an all-encompassing approach. Overall,
both language learners and native speakers stand to
gain from improved communication techniques and
instructional resources as a result of this research.

1.4 Research Objectives
1. To examine how PMs work in spoken
language. The goal of this objective is to list
the several roles that PMs play in spoken
discourse, including indicating the discourse
structure, controlling interactional

dynamics, and expressing the attitudes and
intents of the speakers.

2. To investigate how pragmatic signals
influence the dynamics of interactions. The
purpose of this aim is to comprehend the role
that PMs play in the control of conversational
interactional dynamics, such as subject
management, turn-taking, and meaning
negotiation.

3. Tolookathow PMs affect the production and
comprehension abilities of language
learners. With an  emphasis on
communicative competence, this goal
investigates how PMs impact language
learners’ capacity to comprehend and
participate in natural discourse.

4. To investigate pragmatic marker
categorization and interpretation. To
provide a more coherent framework for the
research and instruction of PMs, this
purpose aims to resolve the lack of
agreement in the categorization and
interpretation of these linguistic
components.

5. To investigate how verbal and nonverbal
PMs interact. This goal is to learn more about
the interactions between verbal and
nonverbal PMs in communication and how
they work together to manage interactional
dynamics and transmit meaning.

1.5 Research Questions

1. What purposes can PMs fulfill in spoken
language, and how do these purposes
advance the discourse's overall meaning?

2. What effects can PMs have on the way people
behave in discussions, specifically about
managing topics, taking turns, and
negotiating meaning?

3. What effect do PMs have on the production
and comprehension abilities of language
learners, and how can this effect be
quantified?

4. What are the existing problems with PMs in
terms of categorization and interpretation,
and how may these problems be resolved to
provide a more coherent framework for
researching and instructing these language
components?

5. What function do verbal and nonverbal PMs
serve in controlling interactional dynamics
and meaning transmission in
communication?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Definition and C(lassification of Pragmatic
Markers

The word pragmatic marker is ambiguous,
with several meanings appearing in the literature.
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Linguistic phrases known as PMs are employed in
spoken speech to control interaction and transmit
meaning that goes beyond the literal meaning of
words. According to Fraser (2006), these markers
perform several tasks, such as directing turn-taking,
expressing the speaker's mood, and organizing
discourse. They frequently consist of single words or
brief phrases that aid presenters in structuring their
remarks and making their points clear to the
audience (Aijmer, 2002). Additionally, PMs —such as
expressing doubt or highlighting a point—can reveal
the speaker's opinion on the proposition under
discussion (Schiffrin, 1987). The context-dependent
nature of PMs —whose meaning and purpose might
change depending on the particular situation of the
conversation—is one of its main characteristics
(Schourup, 1999). For instance, depending on the
situation, the pragmatic marker "well" might be
employed to signify a shift in subject, convey
reluctance, or ask for the listener's attention
(Schiffrin, 1987). In spoken discourse, PMs are
essential for enabling seamless and productive
communication because they make it easier for
speakers to control interactional dynamics and
transmit complex meanings (Fraser, 2006).

2.2 Classification of Pragmatic Markers

PMs can be categorized according to their
roles and meanings in language use. Based on their
roles in communication, they are often categorized.
Three primary purposes of PMs are identified by
Schiffrin (1987) as textual, interpersonal, and
interactional. Textual markers that assist shape
discourse and demonstrate the arrangement of
thoughts include "firstly,” "secondly,” and "in
conclusion." Interpersonal cues, such as "please,”
"thank you," and "sorry," are used to govern social
interactions and communicate civility.
Conversational flow is aided by interactional markers
like "you know," "I mean," and "actually,” which also
convey the speaker's perspective on the subject or
the listener. The precise functions PMs perform in
language are the subject of another categorization
scheme. According to Fraser (2006), there are four
primary categories of PMs: interjections, modal
particles, sentence adverbs, and discourse markers.
Conversation markers, such as "so,” "well," and
"now," assist arrange thoughts and indicate how a
conversation is structured. Using modal particles like
"just," "even," and 'really,” one might infer the
speaker's perspective on the topic under discussion.
Adverbs that end sentences, such as "apparently,”
"fortunately,” and "surprisingly," reveal more about
the speaker's viewpoint or assessment of the
circumstance. Interjections convey the speaker's
feelings or reactions. Examples of these are "wow,"
"oh,” and "oops." Furthermore, PMs can be
categorized according to their shape. Aijmer (2002)
makes a distinction between multi-word markers

such as "you know," "I mean," and "sort of" and
single-word markers such as "okay," "well," and
"right" While multi-word markers are more
complicated and can have a variety of purposes
depending on the situation, single-word markers are
frequently used to indicate  agreement,
comprehension, or to carry on the discourse.

2.3 Previous Research on Pragmatic Markers in
Spoken Discourse

The study conducted by Aijmer (2004) on
PMs in learner language emphasizes how crucial it is
to take the social and psychological environment into
account when examining how they are used.
Although PMs are used by both native speakers and
learners, they may serve different purposes. While
native speakers may use markers for politeness or to
control the flow of the conversation, learners
frequently use them to show hesitation because they
are unfamiliar with the language or the interview
setting. This contrast highlights the need to
comprehend the pragmatic context in addition to the
markers' outward shape. Moreover, Aijmer's
research highlights the difficulties that students have
while utilizing PMs. The statement "I don't know" is
often used, which implies that students depend on it
as a general hedge which may make it more difficult
for them to convey complex doubt. Furthermore, the
discovery of "clustering”" and "stranded markers"
suggests that students are employing markers as
coping mechanisms or substitutes for
communication deficits. These results underline the
necessity of pragmatic competence-focused language
learning strategies that provide students the tools
they need to employ markers efficiently for a range of
communicative objectives.

By emphasizing PMs ' (PMs) function in
indirect speech actions, Volkova's (2017) research
advances our knowledge of PMs in spoken discourse.
The study examines how a certain set of English PMs
connected to contrast serve as indicators of the
speaker's communication intention. Emphasizing
how PMs shape meaning beyond its literal sense,
contributes to the goal of studying PM functions.
Volkova's research highlights the role that PMs play
in interactional dynamics by showing how they help
to realize indirect speech actions and convey the
speaker's intended meaning to the hearer. This result
aligns with the investigation of how PMs influence
interactional dynamics by emphasizing their function
in negotiating the intricacies of dialogue.
Furthermore, the findings point to the possibility of
investigating further how certain kinds of PMs
support diverse kinds of communicative methods
and strategies, so generating additional studies on
the influence of PMs that go beyond merely opposing
viewpoints.
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To achieve the goal of examining the
interaction between verbal and non-verbal PMs,
Chen and Adolphs (2023) provide a unique method
for researching PMs in spoken discourse. Their study
emphasizes the necessity of taking into account both
verbal and non-verbal components for a thorough
comprehension of communication function by
concentrating on the co-occurrence of the marker
"you know" with gestures. The functional association
between "you know" and certain gestures is
demonstrated in this study, which makes a
substantial contribution to the area. To show a
pattern of coordination between verbal and non-
verbal aspects, they define six functions for "you
know" and pinpoint the gestures that go along with
each function. This conclusion implies that a
multimodal approach is essential for comprehending
how PMs collaborate with gestures to influence
interaction and transmit meaning and that evaluating
PMs only based on their spoken form may not fully
capture their meaning. The study of Chen and
Adolphs opens up new avenues for investigation into
the interactions between different PMs and gestures
and how these interactions add to the complexity of
spoken discourse. It also highlights how important it
is to review our current knowledge of PMs in light of
the new information on their multimodal nature.

Youn (2023) investigates the function of PMs
in spoken conversation to further our knowledge of
how second language learners use them. Their work
contributes to the goal of PM function analysis by
investigating the various roles played by markers like
as "but," "and,"” and "you know" in task-based
interactions amongst L2 learners. Additionally, the
study fulfills the goal of investigating how PMs shape
interactional dynamics by studying how marker
usage differs depending on task type and
performance level. Youn noted that earlier studies
have demonstrated many roles that PMs play in
conversation. To go further, this study examines how
L2 learners use these markers in various task
situations and how their competence level influences
and how they use them. This specific emphasis
illustrates the relationship between PM usage and
task performance, which advances our knowledge of
how PMs affect language learners' comprehension
and production abilities. The results imply that
learners' usage of PMs varies according to the task's
pragmatic requirements and level of interaction. This
emphasizes how crucial it is to take the situational
context into account when investigating PMs and the
need for more research on how L2 learning resources
and training may give students the tools they need to
utilize PMs strategically in a variety of
communicative contexts.

2.4 Theoretical Frameworks for Studying
Pragmatic Markers

A variety of methods are included in
theoretical frameworks for researching PMs to clarify
their purposes, evolution, and discourse-influencing
effects. Speech act theory is one important approach
(Brown & Levinson, 1987). It sees PMs as indicators
of illocutionary force or speech act adverbials. This
viewpoint holds that PMs function as cues about the
speaker's intended illocutionary force, such as when
arequest, directive, or suggestion is made (Mittwoch,
1976; Andersson, 1976). Relevance theory, which
emphasizes how pragmatic signals help the hearer's
task of deciphering the information, is another
significant approach (Sperber & Wilson, 1995).
According to relevance theory, PMs serve as cues that
direct the hearer's perception of the speech and
lessen the amount of cognitive work required to
determine the intended meaning (Blakemore, 1992).

In researching PMs, grammaticalization
theory has also had an impact, especially in
elucidating their multifunctionality (Traugott &
Dasher, 2002). Grammaticalization theory states that
PMs acquire pragmatic meaning by losing their
semantic substance and evolving from lexical items
through systematic syntactic and semantic processes.
Another paradigm for researching PMs is
conversation analysis (CA), which emphasizes the
usage of these markers in connection to the context
of the discussion (Tsui, 1994). CA focuses on the
application of PMs to specific interactional objectives
in sequences of action, including adjacency pairs
(Heritage, 1984; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973).
Differentiating between the interpersonal and textual
roles of PMs is possible with the help of Systemic
Functional Linguistics (SFL) (Halliday, 2004). PMs
are viewed in SFL as either interpersonal or textual
cues that indicate changes in the conversation, such
as answers or transitions to other topics, or as
indicators of the speaker's attitude or assessment of
the message's substance.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Method

Using a mixed methods approach, the study
thoroughly examined pragmatic markers in spoken
conversation by integrating quantitative and
qualitative methodologies. Mixed methods have
three primary qualities that help them answer
complicated research questions very accurately:
credibility, contextualization, and generalization
(Sardana et al, 2023). Pre- and post-test
questionnaires were utilized to collect quantitative
data on participants' demographics and evaluate
their comprehension of the audio samples. The
statistical analysis of this quantitative data revealed
how participants saw and understood PMs. To
identify and understand PMs, participants' replies to

© 2024: Global Academic Journal’s Research Consortium (GAJRC)

100



Nagamurali Eragamreddy; Glob Acad ] Linguist Lit; Vol-6, Iss-3 (May-Jun- 2024): 97-117

the audio recordings were analyzed using qualitative
approaches. A deeper comprehension of the roles and
functions of PMs in spoken discourse was made
possible by the comprehensive insights provided by
this qualitative investigation into participants’
perceptions and knowledge of PMs. The investigation
was able to give a thorough and nuanced evaluation
of PMs by merging quantitative and qualitative
methodologies, providing insightful information for
language education and research.

3.2 Participants

The research included Level 4, Group 9 and
Group 10 English Language Unit, Preparatory Studies
Center fifty participants out of twenty-eight male
students and twenty-two female students from the
University of Technology and Applied Sciences,
Salalah, the Sultanate of Oman.

3.3 Materials

Fifteen brief audio samples of spoken
language with a variety of pragmatic characteristics
were supplied by the researcher. These clips were
chosen to represent a variety of speech acts and
conversational situations. Five more filler audio
segments were produced by the researcher without
any pragmatic cuesto stop participants from
answering at random. Everything needed to play the
audio snippets was set up, including speakers for a
computer. Pre and posttest questionnaires were
distributed to the respondents to assess how well
PMs in spoken discourse were recognized and
understood.

3.4 Procedures

An announcement made in their classrooms
served as the recruitment tool for the 50 fellow
students. Each student provided their informed
permission before participating, having been told of
the study's goal and given assurances about their
privacy by the researcher. To collect demographic
information and verify that the participants were
unfamiliar with the particular audio excerpts utilized
in the study, a Pre-Test Questionnaire was given. To
cut down on distractions, the study was carried out in
the regular classroom which is quite suitable in terms
of silence without any disturbance. The goals of the
study were outlined in brief, with an emphasis on
PMs in spoken discourse analysis. Following the
playing of each of the fifteen experimental audio
recordings, participants were asked to list any
pragmatic signals they heard. To avoid arbitrary
reactions, five filler audio clips were included in
between the experimental recordings. After the task
was finished, participants were asked to respond to a
Post-Test Questionnaire regarding how they felt
about the PMs in the audio snippets. Additionally,
participants were encouraged to recommend any
modifications they thought would enhance the
research. The researcher gave a debriefing to answer
any queries or worries the participants might have
had and to outline the goals of the investigation. The
researcher expressed gratitude to the participants for
their involvement. Ultimately, participants input was
analyzed to assess how well PMs in spoken discourse
were recognized and understood.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 Results

Table 1: Participants' Demographics and English Communication Frequency

Participants | Age | Gender | Native Years Previous Frequency of Spoken
Language | Learning | Study Communication in
English Participation | English
1. 19 Male Arabic 13 No Several times a week
2. 19 Male Arabic 13 No Several times a week
3. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
4. 21 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
5. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
6. 19 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
7. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Several times a week
8. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Several times a week
9. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
10. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Daily
11. 19 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
12. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
13. 19 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
14. 19 Male Arabic 13 No Rarely
15. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
16. 19 Male Arabic 13 No Several times a week
17. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Several times a week
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Participants | Age | Gender | Native Years Previous Frequency of Spoken
Language | Learning | Study Communication in
English Participation | English
18. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
19. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Daily
20. 19 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
21. 21 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
22. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Rarely
23. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
24. 21 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
25. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Several times a week
26. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Several times a week
27. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Occasionally
28. 20 Male Arabic 13 No Daily
29. 21 Female | Arabic 13 No Several times a week
30. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally
31. 19 Female | Arabic 13 No Several times a week
32. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally
33. 19 Female | Arabic 13 No Rarely
34. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Several times a week
35. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally
36. 19 Female | Arabic 13 No Rarely
37. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally
38. 21 Female | Arabic 13 No Several times a week
39. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally
40. 19 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally
41. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Several times a week
42. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Rarely
43. 21 Female | Arabic 13 No Daily
44. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally
45. 19 Female | Arabic 13 No Several times a week
46. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally
47. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Rarely
48. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Several times a week
49. 20 Female | Arabic 13 No Rarely
50. 21 Female | Arabic 13 No Occasionally

Table 1 demonstrates that fifty participants
involved in the research, and their average age
isabout 19.5 years. There isa small unbalanced
gender distribution, with 56% of males and 44% of
females. Each participant had been learning English
for thirteen years and was a native Arabic speaker.
None of the participants had ever taken part in a

research study in PMs or spoken discourse before.
When it came to the frequency of spoken English
communication, the majority of individuals reported
speaking it occasionally (46%), then several times a
week (34%), rarely (12%) and speaking English
daily (8%).

Table 2: Pre-test Questionnaire Results

Q.No Responses (in numbers)
Option A Option B Option C OptionD | Option E
1. 10 (Symbols used | 7 (Words or phrasesused | 10 (Punctuation 23
in writing) to manage conversation) | marks)
2. 50
3. 50
4. 50
5. 50
6. 5 (They add clarity 45
to spoken
language)
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Q.No Responses (in numbers)
Option A Option B Option C OptionD | Option E
7. 50
8. 50
9. 50
10. 50
11. 50
12. 50
13. 10 (To convey 40
emotions)
14. 50
15. 50
16. 50
17. 50
18. 8 (They help 42
maintain a logical
flow of ideas)
19. 10 (By providing 5 (By indicating when 10 (By 25
them with rules to | certain expressions are correcting their
follow) appropriate) mistakes)
20. 30 (By the way) 20

Table two shows that a considerable
proportion of respondents expressed uncertainty on
the notion of PMs (Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9,10,11,
12, 14, 15, 16, and 17). Although seven participants
correctly defined PMs (Q 1 as "Words or phrases used
to manage the conversation," a considerable number
of participants (23 in total) were doubtful of the
definition, and some participants confused them with
Symbols used in writing (10 in total), punctuation (10
in total) and words or phrases used to manage
conversation (7 in total). This suggests that not
everyone is familiar with the phrase " PMs." Five
respondents acknowledged that nonverbal cues can
enhance spoken language's intelligibility, despite the
majority of participants (45) being unclear regarding
the precise function of these cues (Q6). This implies
an awareness of the function of nonverbal
communication, but maybe not about pragmatic
markers. As with question 18, only 8 respondents
acknowledged the significance of PMs in preserving a
reasonable flow of discourse; and 42 were unsure.
This implies a poor understanding of the role these
signals play in discourse structuring. Ten participants
indicated that PMs can help language learners

understand when certain expressions are
appropriate; ten participants indicated that PMs can
aid them in correcting their mistakes; five
participants indicated that PMs can help students
indicate when certain expressions are appropriate;
and 25 were unsure. This indicates that the
participants' knowledge of how these PMs convey
social context in the language is still developing
(Q19). Twenty respondents were unsure, whereas
thirty participants correctly recognized (Q20) "By the
way" as a pragmatic marker for managing discussion
topics. This suggests some capacity to identify certain
markers in use.

Overall, the answers to the questionnaire
indicate that the participants’ knowledge of
pragmatic signals in spoken discourseis low. A
considerable percentage of participants were unclear
about the idea itself, even if some understood
particular elements, such as the importance of
nonverbal communication (Q6), the primary
objective of PMs (Q13), conversation uniformity
(Q18), simple language production (Q19), and topic
control (Q20).

Table 3: Warm-up Trials

Participants | Warm-up Clips
Sun and Planets | Sun and Aliens
1. OM MC
2. oM MC
3. oM MC
4, oM MC
5. oM MC
6. OM MC
7. OM MC
8. oM MC
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Participants | Warm-up Clips
Sun and Planets | Sun and Aliens
9. oM MC
10. oM MC
11. oM MC
12. OM MC
13. oM MC
14. oM MC
15. oM MC
16. oM MC
17. oM MC
18. oM MC
19. oM MC
20. oM MC
21. oM MC
22. oM MC
23. oM MC
24, OM MC
25. OM MC
26. oM MC
27. oM MC
28. OM MC
29, OM MC
30. OM MC
31. oM MC
32. oM MC
33. oM MC
34, oM MC
35. oM MC
36. oM MC
37. oM MC
38. oM MC
39, oM MC
40. OM MC
41. OM MC
42. OM MC
43. oM MC
44, oM MC
45. oM MC
46. OM MC
47. OM MC
48. oM MC
49, oM MC
50. oM MC

Note: ‘OM’ indicates Obvious Meaning and ‘MC’ indicates Misleading Content.

Table 4: Filler Audio Clips

Participant | Filler 1 | Filler 2 | Filler3 | Filler 4 | Filler 5
1. CA CA CI CI CI
2. CA CA CI CI CI
3. CA CA CI CI CI
4. CA CA CI CI CI
5. CA CA CI CI CI
6. CA CA CI CI CI
7. CA CA CI CI CI
8. CA CA CI CI CI
9. CA CA CI CI CI
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Participant | Filler 1 | Filler 2 | Filler3 | Filler 4 | Filler 5
10. CA CA Cl CI CI
11. CA CA CI CI CI
12. CA CA CI CI CI
13. CA CA CI CI CI
14. CA CA Cl CI CI
15. CA CA Cl CI CI
16. CA CA Cl CI CI
17. CA CA CI CI CI
18. CA CA CI CI CI
19. CA CA CI CI CI
20. CA CA CI CI CI
21. CA CA Cl Cl CI
22. CA CA CI CI CI
23. CA CA CI CI CI
24. CA CA CI CI CI
25. CA CA CI CI CI
26. CA CA Cl CI CI
27. CA CA Cl CI CI
28. CA CA Cl Cl CI
29. CA CA CI CI CI
30. CA CA CI CI CI
31. CA CA CI CI CI
32. CA CA Cl CI CI
33. CA CA Cl Cl CI
34. CA CA CI CI CI
35. CA CA CI CI CI
36. CA CA CI CI CI
37. CA CA CI CI CI
38. CA CA Cl Cl CI
39. CA CA CI CI CI
40. CA CA CI CI CI
41. CA CA CI CI CI
42. CA CA CI CI CI
43. CA CA Cl CI CI
44, CA CA Cl CI CI
45. CA CA Cl CI CI
46. CA CA CI CI CI
47. CA CA CI CI CI
48. CA CA CI CI CI
49. CA CA Cl CI CI
50. CA CA Cl Cl CI

Note: ‘CA’ indicates Contextually Appropriate and ‘CI’ indicates Contextually Inappropriate.

Table 5: Critical Trials

Participant | Statement | Statement | Statement | Statement | Statement | Statement | Statement

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. I C I C I C I
2. I C I C I C I
3. I C I C I C I
4. I C I C I C I
5. I C I C I C I
6. I C I C I C I
7. I C I C I C I
8. I C I C I C I
9. I C I C I C I
10. I C I C I C I
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.
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40.

41.
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47.

48.

49.
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Note: ‘I’ indicates Incorrect and ‘C’ indicates Correct
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Fure 1: An Al-generated image of the Sun and all the plane

Note: Image generated using Wepik from the prompt the Sun and all the planets

Figure 2: AhAl-generated image of the giant Sun spaceship controlled by aliens
Note: Image generated using Wepik from the prompt of the giant Sun spaceship controlled by aliens

In the warm-up trials, all respondents
correctly judged whether the audio clips were
obvious meaning or misleading content,
demonstrating their understanding of the assigned
assignment (table 3, figure 1 and figure 2). Table 4
indicates all 50 participants indicated that fillers 1
and 2 were contextually suitable. This suggests that
the participants found these audio snippets to be
understandable and  unambiguous. All 50
participants indicated that fillers 3, 4, and 5 were
contextually unsuitable. This implies that, the context
given, these audio samples were unclear or
nonsensical. Therefore, it seems that the filler audio
clips were successful in getting the participants to

respond suitably, with the contextually appropriate
and inappropriate pieces being accurately recognized
for what they were.

Table 5 illustrates that all fifty participants
rated statements 1, 3, 5, and 7 as not pragmatically
appropriate. This suggests that these claims were
viewed as improper from a pragmatic standpoint,
even though they were truthful within their context.
All fifty participants rated statements 2, 4, and 6 as
contextually correct. This implies that these claims
were accepted as reasonable from a pragmatic and
contextual standpoint. Overall, it seems that the
participants could discriminate between claims that
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were both pragmatically and contextually acceptable
and those that were truthful in the context but
inappropriate otherwise. This suggests a solid grasp
of spoken discourse and PMs.

4.3 Post-test Results

All participants believed that the audio
snippets were understandable and clear in general. A
few participants identified certain terms or
expressions that were often in the audio samples,
including "sure,” "yeah,” "oh," "really," "I know,"
"right," "I think," "I mean," "well," and "you know."
The participants assessed the audio snippets' overall
usage of PMs as either good or exceptional. By adding
more context and expressing the attitudes and
feelings of the speakers, PMs improved participants’
comprehension of spoken discourse. Some
participants found it difficult to comprehend some

audio segments, especially when the answers looked
out of context or were extremely strange or
surprising. To make the discussion seem more
natural and interesting, participants felt that the
usage of PMs is crucial in spoken discourse. These
markers assist express the speaker's aims, feelings,
and  attitudes. Some  participants offered
recommendations for enhancing the audio
recordings' use of PMs, such as responding more
clearly and succinctly and employing more formal
language in specific situations. In general,
participants in all groups gave their recognition and
interpretation of PMs in spoken discourse an
excellent or good rating. Although most participants
thought the audio recordings did a good job of
explaining how PMs are used in spoken discourse, a
few proposed adding more speakers to better
represent real-world communication situations.

Table 6: Post-test Questionnaire Results

Q.No Responses
Option A | Option B | Option C | Option D | Option E
1. 3 40 7
2. 10 40
3. 35 5 5 5
4. 40 10
5. 30 20
6. 32 7 11
7. 50
8. 33 17
9. 10 28 9 3
10. 20 20 10
11. 40 10
12. 20 30
13. 20 30
14. 10 30 10
15. 41 9
16. 35 15
17. 42 8
18. 28 22
19. 10 38 2
20. 50
Table 6 illustrates that overall, the The impacts of PMson language learners were

participants showed a high degree of PMs in spoken
discourse as well as comprehension. The majority of
participants could correctly define PMs and give
instances of them (Q1). Participants were aware of
the function and impact of PMs in spoken language.
They realized that PMs facilitate discourse
organization, conversation management, and
signaling of connections between utterances (Q2).
Participants gained an understanding of how
pragmatic signals might affect speakers' actions in a
discussion (Q3). They realized that PMs might change
how issues are introduced and handled, as well as
how turns are taken, how meaning is negotiated, and
how the conversation flows and makes sense overall.

acknowledged by the participants. They recognized
that PMs might enhance learners' comprehension of
nuanced meanings and assist learners in producing
language that is more suitable and natural (Q4). The
participants exhibited awareness of the challenges
related to PMs, including the absence of a uniform
system for classifying them and their inconsistent
interpretations in many settings (Q5). Respondents
recognized that nonverbal cues may accentuate or
contradict spoken statements, substitute words for
spoken ones, and provide more clarity to spoken
language (Q6). Participants demonstrated a solid
grasp of how PMs work in conversation by being able
to give instances of them (Q7). Students recognized
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that PMs can impact interaction patterns (Q8) by
serving as a signal of the speaker's intentions,
moderating the conversation's flow, and promoting
politeness.

The majority of participants (28 members)
demonstrated a solid comprehension of how these
markers might assist guide conversation topics by
correctly identifying that PMs indicate when a topic is
changing (Q9). The impact of PMs on involvement in
a discussion was not well understood by the
participants. While some participants correctly
recognized that pragmatic indicators assist sustain
the speaker's turn (20 members) or indicate whenit's
someone else's turn to talk (20 participants), others
misinterpreted them as a signal for a speaker to
interrupt (10 members). A solid comprehension of
how to assess PMs for language learners was
demonstrated by the majority of participants (40
members), who correctly indicated that the impact of
these markers may be detected through observations
of spoken discourse (Q11). The majority of
participants (30 members) correctly recognized that
PMs are not always simple to detect (Q12),
demonstrating their awareness of the difficulties in
categorizing and comprehending these indicators.
The majority of students (30 members)
demonstrated an excellent comprehension of the
function of these indicators by accurately identifying
that PMs' primary objective is to control the flow of
discussion (Q13). Respondents' perceptions of the
function of pragmatic indicators in the meaningful
discussion of a conversation were not entirely
consistent. While majority of respondents (30
members) correctly recognized that PMs signify
when a speaker wants to shift the topic, others (10
members) misinterpreted them as indicating
agreement or disagreement and some (10 members)
believed that PMs help maintain politeness.

The majority of participant