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Abstract:  This paper explores which text characteristics could be used to discriminate the texts of learning materials for 
EFL (English as a foreign language) learners at individual levels. To assess the learners’ level, the study introduces the 
CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages). The CEFR descriptors of individual levels are regarded 
as useful guidelines to describe achievements of learners of foreign languages. The focus is on the use of metadiscourse such 
as discourse markers in the textbooks based on the CEFR. The results of corpus analysis on 95 textbooks indicate that the 
frequency and complexity of discourse marker usage can be used as useful indicators to identify specific learners’ levels. 
Students should develop writing strategies for relevant use of such discourse markers. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
It has been said that learners’ writing skills can be 
improved by developing communication strategies 
for written messages (e.g., Nakatani, 2009, 2012). 
However, until recently, research on strategy training 
for writing has been limited almost exclusively to 
cognitive strategy applications for vocabulary and 
grammar learning tasks. Halliday (2004) claims that 
understanding strategic skills for discourse is 
essential to organize written communication 
appropriately.  
 
In particular, the effectiveness of metadiscourse has 
been pointed out in the research field of academic 
writing (Hyland, 2005). Metadiscourse is generally 
defined as discourse about discourse in orientating 
readers and engaging them in a dialogue with the 
writer (Williams, 2008). It includes discourse markers 
for sending signals of the organization of following 
texts (e.g. Mauranen, 1993; Dueñas, 2007). In some 
cases, relational markers such as second-person 
pronouns and first-person pronouns are used to 
involve readers by emphasizing the relationship. 
Subjunctives are also used to let readers have a sense 
of freedom of action separating from the writer’s 
suggestions (Hempel & Degand, 2008).  
 
The use of such metadiscourse was more 
systematically analyzed by Hyland (1998). He 
investigated CEO letters in terms of how 
metadiscourse was used to create a positive corporate 
image. The results indicated that the frequency and 
distribution of metadiscourse is one of the most 
important elements to create a reader-oriented attitude  
that could help writers guide readers to follow their 
message. Among the metadiscourse, the use of 
discourse makers is one of the most effective writing 
strategies. Accordingly, EFL learners should develop 
skills for using discourse markers to enhance their  
 

 
written messages. However, there is little research 
which examines how the discourse markers should be  
introduced into individual EFL (English as a foreign 
language) level classroom activities and textbooks.  
 
In Asian EFL contexts such as Japan, passing the 
entrance examinations has been regarded as the most 
important goal for English education. After passing 
the examination, it is not easy for leaners to set 
relevant goals in tertiary educational contexts. For 
instance, students have difficulties in designing their 
own learning objectives for writing without authentic 
contexts. One of the solutions could be introducing 
the Common European Framework of Reference for 
Languages (CEFR). The CEFR has been used for the 
instruction and assessment of foreign languages in 
many countries (e.g., North, 2007). It is regarded as 
the useful guideline to describe achievements of 
learners of foreign languages across Europe (e.g., 
Little, 2007).    
 
Another critical issue is finding relevant textbooks 
promoting transparency and coherence in EFL 
education (Nakatani, 2010). Although the CEFR 
consists of six proficiency levels from A1 to C2, it is 
not easy to assess the level of EFL leaners and decide 
the suitable textbooks for them.  
 
We may solve the problems by having an explicit set 
of criterial features (CF) indicating transitions from 
one level to the next in order to reveal discrimination 
between levels. As discussed before, it is meaningful 
to instruct the metadiscourse usage by introducing 
relevant textbooks according to the level of students. 
However, there are few studies which investigate how 
specific metadiscourse such as discourse markers can 
be CF in English learning materials. Accordingly, the 
current research explores whether the frequency and 
complexity of discourse marker use can be utilized as 
useful indicators to identify specific EFL levels and 
their textbooks.  
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II. DISCOURSE COMPETENCE AND CORE 
INVENTORY FOR DISCOURSE MARKAERS  

 
Council of Europe (2001) suggests developing 
discourse competence which enables learners to 
arrange sentences in sequence to produce coherent 
discourse according to the levels in Common 
European Framework of Reference for Languages: 
Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR: LTS). The 
focus of the coherence and cohesion in individual 
levels is summarized in Table 1.  
 

Table 1. The focus of coherence and cohesion 
 

A1: Can link words 
A2: Frequent occurring connectors 
B1: Can link series of elements 
B2: A variety of linking words, limited cohesion 
C1: Flowing, connectors and cohesive devices 
C2: Coherent and cohesive 
 

CEFR: LTS (2001) pp.123-128 
 
In order to support teachers in applying the CEFR to 
their classroom contexts more specifically, the Core 
Inventory for General English was presented by 
British Council (North, Ortega and Sheehan, 2010).  
 
The aim is to provide a practical inventory of 
language points that should be a part of a balanced 
course at individual levels of the CEFR. The project 
team of British Council investigated course 
syllabuses and textbooks of schools introducing 
CEFR, and analyzed the survey results from the 
teachers.  
 
Therefore, the inventory is not based on actual 
learners’ performance in experimental studies. As 
seen in Table 2, this inventory maps specific 
discourse marker usages pointing to different CEFR 
levels. Although the inventory has become a useful 
guideline for teachers, it is not clear how students 
should learn specific discourse markers in authentic 
tasks based on each level.  
 

 
Table 2 Discourse Makers in Core Inventory (p.10) 

III. METHOD 
 
3.1. Research question  
In this study, the corpus analysis was used to examine 
the following hypotheses. 
 
Hypothesis 1: There are specific tendencies 
regarding the type and amount of discourse maker use 
according to individual levels in the CEFR-oriented 
textbooks.  
 
Hypothesis 2: The specific discourse markers can be 
criterial features for the individual levels. 
 
3.2 Analysis 
The current study investigates the features of 
discourse markers in 95 CEFR-oriented text books. 
These textbooks are developed to teach English in 
individual 6 levels.  
 
As shown in Table 3, the number of published text 
books is different according to the levels. The corpus 
of the textbooks contains 1,689,865 running words in 
total. The corpus analysis software WordSmith Ver.5 
was used to analyze the frequency of the use of 
discourse markers in individual level textbooks. As 
seen in the Table3, each level consists of different 
corpus size. Thus, the frequency of discourse markers 
was compared by the occurrence in every 10,000 
words.  
 
By following the scheme of Halliday and Hassan 
(1976), in this study the discourse markers were 
divided into four categories: adversative, additive, 
temporal, and causal. In order to examine the 
hypotheses, the frequency of these discourse markers 
in each level was compared with the frequency in its 
lower level by using the Log Likelihood Statistic 
(p<0.05). This method is regarded as the reliable 
approach for corpus comparison (e.g. Rayson & 
Garside, 2000).  
 

 
Table 3. Analyzed Textbooks 

 
IV. RESULTS  
 
4.1 Frequency of individual types   
As seen in the Table 4 and Figure 1 - 4, some types of 
discourse markers are more frequently used in the 
texts from specific levels. Thus, the Hypothesis1 is 
confirmed.  
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Table 4. Discourse Maker Use 
Adversative A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2

1  However 0.0 3.7 26.2 28.4 7.7 0.5

2  In contrast 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.0

3  But 12.6 24.1 47.7 62.5 34.0 3.9

4  Nevertheless 0.0 0.0 0.4 2.2 0.7 0.1

5  Nontheless, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0

6  On the other hand 0.0 0.2 2.3 2.7 1.0 0.0

Total 12.6 *28.0 *77.2 *96.7 43.9 4.5

Additive A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2

1   In addition 0.0 0.0 3.1 5.7 0.8 0.0

2  For example 0.6 4.7 15.2 9.7 2.5 0.4

3  Moreover 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.7 0.4 0.0

4  Furthermore 0.0 0.0 0.4 2.3 0.4 0.0

5 For instance 0.0 0.1 0.8 1.1 0.6 0.1

Total 0.6 *4.78 *20.0 19.5 4.6 0.5

 Temporal. A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2

1  Finally 0.1 2.2 6.4 4.4 0.6 0.0

2  First 2.4 4.2 10.0 10.3 4.1 0.7

3  Second 0.1 0.1 1.2 2.0 0.7 0.0

4 Now 6.6 12.0 16.9 20.6 11.9 1.6

5 Then 9.3 24.8 33.7 32.1 10.2 0.5

Total 18.5 *43.3 *68.4 69.5 27.4 2.8

Causal A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2

1  Thus 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.0

2  Therefore 0.0 0.0 1.1 2.0 0.3 0.0

3  Consequently 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.6 0.1

4 In conclusion 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.7 0.5 0.0

5 As a result 0.0 0.0 3.3 2.0 0.9 0.0

6 Accordingly 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

7 All in all 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.0

8 In short 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.1

9 In summary 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0

10 To conclude 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0

Total 0.0 0.0 *5.6 8.5 3.3 0.2  
 
*: p<0.05 

 
For instance, the adversative type terms are 
significantly more used in A2 than A1 level. They are 
also significantly more used in B1 than A2 level. 
Furthermore, they are significantly more used in B2 
than B1 level. Additive discourse markers are 
significantly more used in A2 than A1 level. They are 
also significantly more used in B1 than A2 level. 
Temporal discourse markers are significantly more 
used in A2 than A1 level. They are also significantly 
more used in B1 than A2 level. Causal types are less 
used than other discourse markers. They are also 
significantly more used in B1 than A2 level. 
However, in C1 and C2 levels, the frequency of every 
type is decreased. It seems to be difficult to answer 
for the reason. It could be said that the number of 
textbooks is too small in these levels to obtain 
relevant data. This may be a future research topic. 
 

 
Figure 1. Frequent Use of Adversative 

 
Figure 2. Frequent Use of Additive 

 

 
Figure 3. Frequent Use of Temporal 

 

 
Figure 4. Frequent Use of Causal 

 
4.2 Total use of discourse markers 
As seen in Table 5 and Figure 5, in CEFR textbooks 
there are specific tendencies in frequent use of 
discourse markers. The total use of four types of 
discourse markers in each level tend to be more used 
than its lower level except C1 and C2 levels. 
Therefore, the frequent use of such metadiscourse can 
be criterial features from A1 to B2 levels. It can be 
said that Hypothesis 2 is partially confirmed. 
 
If we compare these results with the Core Inventory 
shown in Table 2, there are similarities in the 
discourse marker use in some levels. For example, the 
frequent use of temporal types as sequential linkers 
can be indicators for A2 levels as well as B1 levels. 
Causal types for expressing cause and effect usage 
can be indicators as well as Adversative types as 
contras usage for B1 level. However, there are 
discrepancies between the results of the text analysis 
and the Core Inventory in B2 and C1 levels. Thus, in 
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these levels, there could be theoretical gaps between 
teachers’ expectation and textbook writers’ intention.    

 
Table 5. Total use of discourse markers 

  Types A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2

Adversative 12.6 28.0 77.2 96.7 43.9 4.5

Additive 0.6 4.8 20.0 19.5 4.6 0.5

Temporal 18.5 43.3 68.4 69.5 27.4 2.8

Causal 0.0 0.0 5.6 8.5 3.3 0.2

Total 31.6 *76.0 *171.2 *194.3 79.2 7.9  
                                                                  

 *: p<0.05 

 
Figure 5.  Discourse makers according to levels 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
Although the usefulness of metadiscourse such as 
discourse markers has been acknowledged in 
academic writing, to date, there is little research 
which examines the frequent use in individual level 
textbooks. This study demonstrates that there are 
specific tendencies of discourse marker use in the 
textbook according to the levels. The frequent use of 
these terms can be criterial features to distinguish 
each level from A1 to B2. It is possible to say that the 
use of metadiscourse is one of the most important 
elements in English discourse. The result indicates 
that learners are expected to enhance these skills from 
A2 and B2 levels gradually. 
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