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Abstract

Creating its own learner corpus, this research proposed to analyze and 
classify the transition markers used in solo presentation by 30 Thai 
engineering students based on Hyland (2019)’s Marker Categorization 
in Textual Metadiscourse. This research also aimed to identify and compare 
the quantities of individual transition markers among three groups of 
the selected 30 students (10 high, 10 mid, and 10 low users). The research 
employed both quantitative and qualitative method through SPSS, 
Transkriptor, and AntConc. The results showed that -and- was the top 
word utlized as a textual marker among all three groups while some 
other top transition markers ranked slightly differently among the groups. 
In addition to the search on the list of textual markers, the manual 
observation encountered other phrases acting as textual markers. The 
results indicated that users from average level can apply phrases as 
textual markers to communicate coherence instead of using traditional 
transition markers. Moreover, the “reminders”, the act of reminding the 
listeners of previous content, manifested as a possible indicator of 
advanced proficiency users as the weak users were found to not produce 
any of this category. Thus, learners may improve their English-speaking 
skills if they are guided through the process of developing coherence in 
context using various categories of textual markers.
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INTRODUCTION

Various learner corpora have been developed around the world, both in English and other 
languages, such as Arabic, Chinese, Italian and Spanish (Centre for English Corpus Linguistics, 
2023). Many learner corpora that focus on the general English language use have been formed 
(Granger, 1998; Meyer 2002). This availability includes sources for English Learner’s corpora 
that are publicly available for studies, such as CORFL or CORpus of English as a Foreign Language. 
Learner corpora can be employed to improve teaching strategies (Meyer, 2002) by studying 
various aspects involved such as influence of native language and error patterns. In language 
testing, learner corpora can be utilized at many levels, such as defining user needs, defining 
test purpose, and determining the learner’s capability or proficiency level (Barker, 2010). In 
Thailand, most learner corpora have been developed for small scale private research, but there 
is one corpus available for public access: the Thai Learner English Corpus (TLEC hereafter), 
which was created in 2009 by the Department of Linguistics, Chulalongkorn University. 
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TLEC is composed of mainly essays ranging from intermediate, advanced, and professional 
level, but originated solely from written corpus. 

Learner corpora can reveal the learners’ pattern of language use at diverse levels (Barker, 
2010). It is agreed by many researchers (e.g., Barker, 2010; Flowerdew, 2012) that an important 
advantage of learner corpora is the capability in detecting and analyzing learners’ errors. 
Granger (1998) added that error detection will be extremely useful when conducted on a 
specific group of learners. Not only defining common language-use patterns, but a learner 
corpus can also be used for defining the common errors that the learners make. Both can be 
the detail for the descriptors listed in the rubric. Thus, finding errors and classifying them from 
learner corpus can help increase awareness of learner’s level and act as a possible influence 
on how to succeed at a higher level (Crosthwaite & Raquel, 2019). In other words, the information 
on the common pattern language use and learners’ error can be indicators and examples of 
performance for each level. To make such justifications, a comparison of learner’s language 
use is required, which is a comparison between native speakers of English and the group of 
English learners. 
	
Some studies (e.g., Bui, 2022; Chotimongkol et al., 2011; Thumawongsa, 2018) have aimed to 
compare language use between non-native and native speakers of English. For instance, 
Chotimongkol et al. (2011) analyzed the phonetic errors of Thai learners while reading using 
a contrastive list. The comparison of learner’s data to the native speakers of English may seem 
risky, but it can inform us as to what difficulties these learners are facing (Granger & Tribble, 
2014). Such recognition can be beneficial to both learners and instructors. For example, a study 
(Thumawongsa, 2018) on Thai learners’ preposition usage found that some errors stemmed 
from the interference of the mother tongue. In such a case, students can be alerted to the 
specific prepositions since they may use the direct translation approach to communicate. 
Another study reflecting L1 interference was reported by Bui (2022) on the cohesive use of 
Vietnamese students, who used the translation method and this resulted in the wrong meaning 
and structure of several words, such as so and therefore.
	
Studies (e.g., Arya, 2020; Pan & Aroonmanakun, 2022) examining the linguistic features of the 
writing ability of Thai students through topics such as conjunction, intensifier, part of speech, 
relative marker and tense can be found. However, there is not much research involving the 
use of textual markers in Thai learner spoken corpus. Some studies (e.g., Arya, 2020; Mamuenvai 
& Rhekhalilit, 2021) focused on a few simple keywords, which may not be used for much of 
the interpretation. Furthermore, the nature of grammar used in writing differs from that used 
in speaking (Jones & Waller, 2015). A research study concerning a wider list of the textual 
markers used in the speaking of Thai learners may enhance the perspective of assessment of 
this relatively scarce spoken corpus. In addition, revealing the common pattern of the group 
may help the learners to understand and avoid the mistakes as well as help the instructors to 
understand and tackle the problem wisely. This study uses the data from a group of Thai students, 
whose English language is assumed to be learned as a foreign language. This study aims to 
analyze the different characteristics of the language use of learners in three proficiency levels 
according to their performance in oral presentation. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Various issues can be considered in assessing a student’s performance. In this study, language 
use is the focus in dividing students’ level. According to Bachman (1990), language knowledge 
is categorized into two primary domains: organizational knowledge and pragmatic knowledge. 
These two domains can be interpreted as a steppingstone of language capability use starting 
with organizational knowledge as the first step that language users need to be equipped with 
followed by pragmatic knowledge at a more advanced level to use language to match purposes 
or situations. Organizational knowledge is the fundamental building block of language formation, 
which is the use of vocabulary, syntax, and phonological or graphological information. 
The textual knowledge continues after the basic components in grammatical knowledge are 
grouped to form an ordered text. Textual knowledge encompasses knowledge of rhetorical or 
conversational organization, which helps the language user arrange the text in ways such as 
comparison-contrast texts and turn-taking in conversations, as well as knowledge of cohesiveness, 
which joins sentences with linking words. 

Table 1
Crismore et al.’s marker categorization in textual metadiscourse (Adapted from Hyland, 2019, p. 40)

In discourse analysis, metadiscourse is an approach to understand textual knowledge and the 
persons who use it (Hyland, 2019). One way how metadiscourse is applied widely is to set an 
explicit textual device as the focal point (Hyland, 2019). Even though metadiscourse markers 
were established in written context, Hyland (2019) endorses metadiscourse “as central to the 
overall purpose of language use” (Hyland, 2019, p. 42). Hyland (2019) then referred to Vande 
Kopple’s system of categorizing metadiscourse into seven features but mentioned that the 
narration and attributes of these features can be hard to differentiate as they can overlap and 
complement each other’s function. However, an improved version of Vande Kopple’s system 
was proposed by Crismore et al. (1993), which Hyland (2019) summarized as the changes of 
textual metadiscourse, as shown in Table 1. Crismore et al. (1993)’s textual metadiscourse is 
divided into two main categories of textual markers and interpretive markers. The textual 
markers can be categorized through logical connectives, sequencers, reminders and topicalizers, 
while the interpretive markers are classified as code glosses, illocution markers and announcements. 
Although these categorizations can be a clear medium to identify the words used for 
metadiscourse, transition markers seem to capture both concepts of textual and interpretive 
markers. As termed by Hyland (2019), transition markers can be used to demonstrate how 
each idea is connected through addition, comparison and consequence. 

The application of textual markers can be an indicator of a better English user. Learners who 
master both linguistic and textual knowledge in terms of cohesiveness can produce texts that 
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are not only grammatically correct but also clear, coherent, and engaging for the reader (Bachman, 
1990). Many corpus-based studies have been conducted with their focus on how cohesive 
devices can differentiate the learner’s proficiency level, especially in their writing. For instance, 
Yang and Sun (2012) assert that cohesion is a necessary tool for assessing the quality of writing 
as well as specifying it as a characteristic of learners with advanced proficiency level. Similarly, 
Bax et al. (2019) investigated the use of metadiscourse markers among three levels, which 
were B2, C1, C2, and found that learners tend to increase the overall use of metadiscourse 
markers to certain levels that they have learned in order to adapt and apply a more advanced 
method to make the text coherent and minimize the number of explicit markers. In addition, 
the results indicated that a wider variation of discourse markers is applied in learners at high 
proficiency level, which is aligned with the study (Bui, 2022) revealing the belief of Vietnamese 
students that the more cohesive devices used the more advanced they are perceived to be. 
In other words, it is believed that more proficient learners have a wider variety of language 
knowledge, mainly of word choice and of how to express those words, to be applied in their 
written text. However, Chung et al. (2023) could not indicate any pattern on the textual markers 
among the three levels and even reported that the overuse of transition markers does not 
lead to a higher score. 
 	
In terms of cohesion in an oral context, applying textual devices may yield a resemblant result 
and some practical recommendations. Although Crosthwaite and Raquel (2019)’s studies are 
on various linguistic features applied in group discussion, they found that the use of discourse 
markers can be a significant predictor to a higher score to sustain fluency during a talk, 
especially the markers for engagement and topic shift. As a matter of fact, McCarthy (2010) 
pinpointed that rather than grammatical errors, it is the fluency and confluence of the talk 
that is the main pivot for the rater in judging a learner’s performance. Nonetheless, Pan and 
Aroonmanakun (2022) observed that when compared to native speakers, Thai EFL is deficient 
in applying some spoken discourse markers for pragmatic purposes. This comparison does not 
address Krashen’s input theory in applying it to different proficiency levels. Assembling more 
corpus learners from different levels for research can help to determine confluent factors for 
effective communication (McCarthy, 2010). Exploring the application of textual markers among 
Thai learners from different levels of proficiency can also fill in such gaps. 
 	
In this study, students were taught to construct their presentations with an introduction, 
a body, and an ending as well as to apply transition markers. To complete the list of transition 
markers in the presentation, considering only logical connectives and sequencers cannot 
complete the circuit of presentation as they do not include the ending or the conclusion. 
Since this study aimed to analyze a 3–4-minute solo presentation by students in three 
proficiency levels and to be precise in scope, investigating the use of textual markers under 
the four categorizations mentioned above seemed to best fit the context of this analysis. 

Objectives

1. To analyze and classify the transition markers used in solo presentation by Thai students.
2. To identify and compare the quantities of individual transition markers among three groups 
     – proficient users, average users, and weak users.  
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METHODOLOGY

This study employed secondary data source from an assessment of solo presentations, which 
was one of the tasks in a listening and speaking course for all engineering students at a 
university in Thailand. The students from all majors are required to take this course as the third 
English requirement out of four courses; the students take this course during different semesters 
depending on their major. The arrangment of such registration for the course is organized 
by the faculty. As a result, some engineering students would study this course as early as the 
first semester of their second year while others would take it as late as the penultimate 
semester in their fourth year for the four-year Bachelor’s program. In this course, students are 
prepped to enter the work field, and areas covered include job application, job interview, group 
discussion, and solo presentation. The task required students to perform a solo presentation 
on any topic that was engineering related with a length of 3 to 4 minutes. Normally, students 
had to perform face-to-face in the classroom with 2 raters and 4 students as the audience. 
However, due to the COVID situation, students were allowed to submit a video record online 
three weeks after the assessment was announced. A guideline and rubric were posted and 
explained to the students in class with some practice and consultation with the class instructor. 
This research aimed to analyze the use of textual markers of Thai students at three levels 
(proficient, average, and weak) and consisted of the following steps: data collection, data 
transcription and data analysis. 

Solo presentation task 
 	
Solo presentation task is the last task in the course for students to complete and submit to 
receive 15% of the total score. The task requires students to present any technical content 
that is related to engieneering within 3–4 minutes. As mentioned earlier, all students studying 
in the Thai engineering program are required to study this course: however, the content in 
engineering can vary depending upon the student’s major and own particular interest. Students 
were prepared to perform the task for about one month. Then, the selected topic and content 
had to be preapproved by the class instructor. Students prepared the content to practice with 
their instructor who provided comments for students to improve their performance in 
presentation skills. 
 	
A rubric (See Appendix) on the solo presentation was provided and explained to students as 
well. The rubric ranges from superior level to failure in three criteria, which are content, 
delivery, and visuals. The content includes story and organization, which mentions the use of 
organization as “flawless use of varied transition and explanatory language” and “organization 
of the talk is not only intelligent but also interesting/clever”. 
 	
Since the classes were held during the COVID pandemic, students completed their solo 
presentation in video form and were not allowed to edit the audio components of their video; 
however, they were allowed to edit the visual elements to incorporate their slides. A link to 
Google Drive per class was provided for students to upload the presentation and the presentation 
slides. After that, the students’ presentations were assessed independently by two raters, 
neither of whom was their class instructor. The scores and comments were entered on Google 
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sheet. A discussion session was needed when the difference in score between the two raters 
was over 3 points out of 30.

Data collection 
  	
Not all of the videos submitted could be used for analysis as the performance of some of the 
students was unacceptable in terms of task fulfillment. A lot of the videos turned in were 
described as reading scripts as students only displayed the script on screen while recording 
the presentation. As a result, the first step in data collection was to eliminate those videos 
with comments from the raters indicating reading from the script as that would affect the real 
speaking performance. The scores of 30 video files were selected and divided into three groups: 
10 proficient, 10 average and 10 weak proficiency levels. Although the full score consists of 
three parts (content, delivery, visuals), only the delivery scores were considered. Based on 
a full score of 10, the data was categorized into 3 groups of proficient, average, and weak group 
according to the score scale of 9–10, 7–8, and 6–5, respectively. 

Data transcription
  	
Transkriptor, an online program, was utilized to transcribe the videos from spoken to written 
text. Since the program is AI assisted and may miss some words that the students 
mispronounced or may correct the grammar for students who make mistakes, the researcher 
would have to listen and check the words transcribed from the program before saving the 
script for analysis in a text file format. First, phonetic problems were detected during the 
transcribing process. As an illustration, the program can analyze the words students pronounced 
wrongly and can offer a word that matches the context, and that did happen in some cases. 
If the speakers had a heavy Thai accent, the program or the researcher could not find a matching 
word as the original words were virtually unintelligible. Listening to transcribe the audio only 
would not produce the right word; however, watching the visual could sometimes help in 
replacing the missing words. A second problem stemmed from the degree of perfection and 
correctness that the program perceives based on the language of a native speaker of English. 
With regard to the grammar mistakes that the speakers made, the program corrected the 
grammar in the script, which does not reflect the real language used by the speaker. Having 
the researcher recheck the original script helped in solving these two main problems. 

Data analysis
 	
Both qualitative and quantitative analysis were employed through SPSS version 19 and AntConc 
4.2.4. To prove pairwise differences among the three groups, the delivery scores of the 
30 participants were analyzed with F-test (One-Way ANOVA) tests and the Scheffé method for 
multiple comparisons. For qualitative analysis, AntConc 4.2.4 (MacOS 10/11-Silcon) was applied 
to analyze a list of transition markers individually. Since the list of the transition words was too 
short, the transition markers had to be entered and recorded word by word. Two categories 
are “logical connectives” and “sequencers”, which are derived from a list of a computer tool 
called Text Inspector (Bax, 2012), as well as label stages since it is a list of words that is under 
the category of transition markers. Another two, which are “reminders” and “topicalizers”, 
had to be defined manually as there is no specific word list to match. 
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RESULTS
 	
The results from ANOVA show that the three groups are significantly different in terms of 
delivery score, as is shown in Table 2. In addition, comparisons between each pair of the 
three groups were tested to confirm the difference with the Scheffé method. Table 3 illustrates 
that the three groups are significantly different from each other based on the scores.

Table 2
ANOVA results on delivery score

Table 3
Multiple comparisons using the scheffé method

The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Divided into three proficiency levels, the corpus in this study consists of 13,967 tokens. After 
accumulating the corpus, the first objective was to analyze and classify the transition markers 
used in solo presentation by Thai students, while the second aim was to identify and compare 
the quantities of individual transition markers. Based on the results, all students applied textual 
devices in their talk as each was a prepared presentation following on from a consultation with 
their instructor. Responding to both objectives, Table 4 summarizes the top seven transition 
markers with the range use of over 16 out of 30 participants as well as the frequency and the 
percentage compared to the entire list of transition markers and to the whole data. The words 
at the top of the list of transition markers of this learner corpus are: and, or, so, but, first, 
because, and second. Other words were combined in the same category in the last line of the 
table at 48, 61, and 60 words for the proficient, average, and weak levels respectively.

Table 4
A list of transition markers of all groups with frequency and percentage in learner corpus
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Proficient users 

A total of 22 different transition markers was detected from the corpus of the proficient users. 
Other words for proficient users were: second, finally, then, after, let’s start, and then, let’s 
begin, moreover, last, next, however, therefore, in conclusion, lastly, and firstly. The word with 
the highest frequency of use - and - was divided into its use as either a conjunction or a transition 
marker, which was when and was used in the initial position of the sentence. It was found that 
the word and was used 80 times to function as a conjunction and 59 times as a transition 
marker. And was found to occur with the word then five times. 

Table 5
A list of transition markers used by proficient users with frequency and percentage in learner corpus

Average users
 	
A total of 26 transition markers was detected from the corpus of average users as shown in 
Table 6. Other words for average users were: after, next, let’s start, then, however, again, also, 
and then, last, lastly, in conclusion, after that, third, since, let’s begin, after all, finally, and 
et cetera and thus. When dividing the word with the highest frequency of use - and - into its 
use as a conjunction and as a transition marker it was found that the word was used 56 times 
to function as a conjunction and 58 times as a transition marker.
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Table 6
A list of transition markers used by average users with frequency and percentage in learner corpus

Weak users

A total of 26 transition markers was detected from the corpus of weak users. Other words for weak 
users are next, last, also, finally, let’s start, third, firstly, secondly, thirdly, after that, then, and then, 
moreover, in conclusion, let’s begin, as a result, conversely, and so on, and in addition to. When 
the most frequently used word - and - was divided into its use as a conjunction and a transition 
marker, it was found to function 63 times as a conjunction and 47 times as a transition marker. 
The range of next for weak users was not wide. In fact, next was found to be at the top list 
from the overuse of one speaker who used it 10 times while other speakers used it only once. 

Table 7
A list of transition markers used by weak users with frequency and percentage in learner corpus
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As mentioned under Data Analysis, there was no list for “reminders” and “topicalizers” to 
match like “logical connectives” or “sequencers”, so these lists had to be specified through 
manual reading. Another 18 transition markers were found to be utilized as shown in Table 8, 
where the results are divided into 4 categories. The word well was used most often by both 
the proficient and the weak users. The proficient users were found to employ other transition 
markers the most frequently, especially the reminders. The average users came second and 
tended to utilize more of the sequencers. The weak users were the group with the highest use 
being of topicalizers.

Table 8
A list of other transition markers and frequency

DISCUSSION

As this assessment allowed students to present within the time limit of no more than 
four minutes, not much technical content could be included. Based on the use of sequencing 
words, the highest number of subtopics that could be covered seemed to be three. This 
significantly affected the number of transition markers that could be applied. In other words, 
the time limitation and the requirement that the topic had to be explained to a non-technical 
audience could have influenced the number of transition markers used.  
	
Since and is one of the top five most frequent function words (Meyer, 2023), it is not surprising 
to see that ‘and’ is the top textual marker found in this study. Generally speaking, the function 
of and is not limited to that of transition marker, but often and is used as a conjunction. As 
the results showed, around 49-57% of the use of and was found to be as a conjunction. It 
should be noted that extent of and used was about the same for all proficiency levels, which 
concurs with other studies (e.g., Arya, 2020; Mamuenvai & Rhekhalilit, 2021). This indicates 
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that using and as a transition marker does not affect the scores in this learner corpora, 
especially when the aim of this speaking task was to maintain fluency, naturalness, and 
enthusiasm, but not variety and accuracy. In fact, and is a very fundamental word for EFL 
learners to use for addition (Arya, 2020). 
 	
Considering other discourse markers that are not on the list, two that are worth mentioning 
are well and so. The word well was found to be used the most frequently, but not as frequently 
as is used by native speakers to maintain flow of interaction (McCarthy, 2010). The results in 
this study support a previous study (Pan & Aroonmanakun, 2022) on how Thai learners tend 
to underutilize well in a spoken context. Nevertheless, the use of so in this study contradicts 
what Pan and Aroonmanakun (2022) believed to be one of the underused oral discourse 
markers of Thai learners. This could derive from the different context of oral communication 
of the corpus as the context of this corpus is a solo presentation on technical content that may 
require more use of transition markers than everyday conversational dialogue.  

The different variety of transition markers used among the three groups is intriguing. It is 
plausible that some transition markers were viewed by the proficient students as inappropriate 
for spoken context. Walková (2020) explained this situation as stylistic awareness, which is 
how some transition markers are believed to be proper for some contexts but not for others. 
Similarly, other studies (Chung et al., 2023; Khaghaninejad et al., 2021) have found that the 
number of sequence markers applied varies according to genre. In this speaking, a genre in 
which students were asked to present the knowledge of their field to a non-technical audience, 
most of the transition markers used were simple as the speaker was trying to convey the 
meaning of technical words and terms to laymen audiences. 
 	
Another gripping reason for the lesser number of transition markers of proficient users might 
be the avoidance of some formal transition markers. As the results revealed that reminders 
were mainly used by profient users and from one average user but none from the weak users, 
this suggests that reminders are possibly an indicator of advanced proficiency users. In other 
words, applying unfixed transition markers or phrases to communicate coherence is an ability 
performed by proficient and average users. This follows what Bax et al. (2019) suggested: that 
when the learners become more proficient, they can organize a better written text without 
depending on the routinely used markers, which is also consistent with what Chung et al.  
(2023) found. As the label suggests, the reminders were applied to remind and conclude 
each subtopic for the listeners. Making certain that the listener can follow the idea and the 
technical content may contribute as a factor in being a good communicator. As a matter of fact, 
the act of applying their own phrases as a transitional marker is described in the rubric of 
superior level as “flawless use of varied transition and explanatory language”.
 	
A couple of pedagogies from the findings of the textual markers in this learner corpora can be 
implied. First, not all transition markers suit an oral presentation. Considering the audience’s 
understanding of techincal content and context may overcome the need to apply some fancy 
transition markers. In fact, instructors should suggest that learners try to keep their organization 
and content as clear as possible for the audience as well as to apply simple transitional markers. 
Next, the use of a reminder as an act of referring to previous materials should be stressed to 
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the learners as it can encourage the coherence of the content. The act can be conducted with 
simple phrases which should not be too difficult for the low learners to apply and to enhance 
the coherence in content. Nevertheless, instructors should not advise learners to always use 
the same phrases as it can result in fixed transitional markers like other textual markers found 
in logical connectives and sequencers. Last but not least, although the results suggest a difference 
in the textual markers among each level, they do not indicate that textual markers as function 
words are the main indicators for determinging either the learners’ proficiency level or the 
specific field of a student’s major. 

LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
 	
Focusing on the textual markers use of Thai engineering students, it can be hard to generalize 
the results to other EFLs. Apart from the subject matter of this learner corpus, the scope 
of textual markers can also be a limitation of this study. To cover all the markers in this context, 
inclusion of interpretive markers might offer different points of view. In addition, this corpus 
collected information from only Thai engineering students; understanding would be enhanced 
if similar assessment was applied to more diverse groups of Thai learners. A larger size 
of learner corpus with various ranges of speakers could enlarge the generalizability of the 
results. 

CONCLUSION
 	
This study analyzed the transition markers, identified and compared the quantities used in 
solo presentation by Thai students at three levels: proficient, average, and weak. The scores 
from the three groups were analyzed to confirm that they were significantly different from 
each other. The number of the transition markers was found to be equivalent among all groups. 
Similar to what had been found in previous studies, and was the top word utlized as a textual 
marker even after classsifying from conjunction. The rank of the other top seven words was 
slightly different among the three groups. The data in the corpus suggested that most of the 
speakers followed the same structure since everyone received guidance on constructing 
a presentation by starting with an opening, followed by a body and a conclusion as well as 
using transition markers to guide the audience. However, the transition markers applied by 
the proficient users were found to be plain but specific to the context. This study suggests that 
learners can appear coherent by applying simple words or phrases to connect the ideas and 
maintain their fluency. Using phrases to function as a reminder is considered a pluasible factor 
to differentiate students as advanced level. Although plenty of fixed sequencers were avaliable, 
some average users produced a phrase to avoid using the usual transition markers. 
Weak users tended to use fixed transition markers as recommended and could not generate 
their own phrase as a transition marker, neither sequencers nor reminders. Facilitating 
the learners through these stepping stones of creating coherence in context through other 
categories of textual markers may help learners to become better English speakers during 
a presentation. 
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