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The article examines discourse markers as a tool for structuring scientific written dis-
course. The research material is Azerbaijan-language and German-language articles on
geology. Special attention is paid to the specifics of using certain functional groups of dis-
course markers in scientific articles: discourse markers that ensure text cohesion, convey
the author’s attitude to what is said, and reflect the process of interaction between the
author and the reader. Ethnolinguistic features of the functioning of discourse markers in
Azerbaijan-language and German-language scientific articles are revealed.

Keywords: the object of the study, the role of discourse markers, the independent ele-
ment, linguocultural relation.

JIUCKYPCUBHI MAPKEPU
AK ETHOJIIHTBICTUYHUI ®AKTOP
ITamcinyp Acnanosa Beiican
KaHauaaT PiToIOTiYHUX HAYK, JOIICHT
A3zepbaiikKaHChbKUI YHIBEPCUTET MOB

Y ecmammi pozeasioaromocs duckypcusHi mapkepu 5K 3aci6 cmpyKmypyeaHHs HAyKo-
6020 nucvM08020 ouckypcy. Mamepiasom 0ocaioxnceHHs € HAYK08i cmammi 3 2eonoeii
azepbatiodNcancvkoro ma Himeyvbkor mosamu. Ocobaugy ysazy npudireHo cheyugiuyi
BUKOPUCMAHHA OKPeMUX (QYHKUIOHANbHUX eDYR OUCKYDCUBHUX MAPKepPié Y HAYKOBUX
cmammsx: mMapkepig, uio 3abe3ne4yroms 36 a3HiCmy mekcmy, nepedaroms agmopcvke
CMaeneHHs 00 BUCA0BAIOBAH020 MA 8I000PANCAIOMb NPOUEC 83AEMOOIT MidC aBMOPOM i
uumavem. Buseneno emnoninesicmuuni 0cooausocmi (YYyHKUIoOHY8aAHH OUCKYDCUBHUX
Mapkepie 6 azepoatio’caHOMOBHUX | HIMEUbKOMOBHUX HAYKOGUX CIAMMSX.

Karouoei caosa: 06’ckm docaioxncenns, poav OUCKYPCUBHUX MAPKeEPi6, camOCMIiHHUIL
enemMenm, NiHeBOKYAbMYPHULL 36 30K.

Introduction. Despite the large number of works investigating various
types of discourse, many specific features of scientific discourse are still
insufficiently studied. It is commonly assumed that the principles of con-
structing scientific texts are independent of the language and reflect the
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main features of the scientific style: precision, objectivity, logical presenta-
tion, etc. However, recent studies in this area convincingly prove that sci-
entific texts written in different languages have a national specificity and
significantly differ in the ways discourse is organized.

The purpose of this article is to compare discourse markers in Azerbai-
jan-language and German-language scientific discourse. The object of the
study is written scientific texts on geology, written in Azerbaijan and Ger-
man. The subject of analysis is the manifestation of ethno-linguistic speci-
ficity in the use of discourse markers in the construction of Azerbaijan-lan-
guage and German-language scientific written texts.

The work is based on the hypothesis about the influence of ethnolinguis-
tic factors on the features of the functioning of discourse markers in scien-
tific articles. From our point of view, the features of using discourse markers
in scientific articles are subject not only to the influence of scientific trends
or the linguistic personality of the scientist but also to ethnoculture, which
also leaves an imprint on the communicative behaviour of the scientist. Dis-
course markers are linguistic units, and language, in turn, cannot exist out-
side of culture; it is an integral part of it. Belonging to a specific, historically
conditioned culture, a person correlates their communicative behaviour
with the traditions of communication of a certain linguocultural commu-
nity. American linguist and ethnologist Edward Sapir, speaking about the
connection between language and culture, emphasized that “culture is what
a given society does and thinks. Language is how one thinks” (Sepir, 16).

Aim. This work is aimed at establishing the possibility of ethnocultural
differences influencing the type of textual use of discourse markers. There-
fore, to exclude the influence of genre, stylistic, and idiostylistic factors on
the nature of the actualization of these communicative units, texts of the
same type of discourse (scientific), the same genre and style, written by dif-
ferent authors, were used as research material. Thus, the variable factor in-
fluencing the nature of the use of discourse markers in the studied material is
the ethno-linguistic affiliation of the author. Then, the average values in the
use of markers in texts written by Azerbaijan-speaking and German-speak-
ing authors were identified.

The study of discourse markers has formed as an independent direction
of modern discourse analysis. In the “Linguistic Encyclopaedic Dictio-
nary,” the term “discourse” is defined as “connected text in conjunction
with extralinguistic, pragmatic, sociocultural, psychological and other fac-
tors (Fraser, 136). Every text (oral and written), being born in a certain dis-
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course, consists of words, which means that all words can be said to be dis-
cursive, i.e., they exhibit a greater or lesser dependence of their functioning
on the general conditions of the discourse. In a narrower sense, groups of
words that are a linguistic tool for structuring discourse are called discursive.

Discourse markers are studied by both domestic and foreign linguistic
schools. However, the term “discourse markers” is not universally accepted.
On the contrary, linguistic studies note a significant variation in defining
these textual units, using the terms “discourse markers,” “discourse parti-
cles,” “discourse connectives,” “discourse operators,” “pragmatic mark-
ers,” “pragmatic particles,” etc. The use of various designations for this
class of units is explained by the different theoretical approaches within
which they are considered.

Within the framework of discourse theory, so popular in the West, the
term “discourse markers” is used, denoting “sequentially dependent parti-
cles which bracket units of talk” (“I operationally define markers as sequen-
tially dependent elements which bracket units of talk™).

In German-language studies of discourse markers, we find definitions
that emphasize the role of these words not only in the structural and seman-
tic organization of discourse but also their orientation towards the speaker
and listener: “Dabei strukturieren sie [ Diskursmarker]| die einzelnen Rede-
beitrdage, kommentieren jedoch auch den Diskurs selbst, in dem sie sich zu
gleich auf die Sprecher und Horer beziehen” (Schiffrin, 25).

In native linguistics, in studies devoted to the problems of the function-
ing of discursive vocabulary, the term “discourse words” is predominantly
used, which refers to “units that, on the one hand, ensure the cohesion of
the text and, on the other hand, most directly reflect the process of interac-
tion between the speaker and the listener, the position of the speaker: how
the speaker interprets the facts they are reporting to the listener, how they
evaluate them from the point of view of the degree of importance, plausibil-
ity, probability, etc.”

In our study, we will use the term “discourse markers” to denote discur-
sive vocabulary. In our opinion, the term “marker” indicates that discursive
vocabulary is used as orienting signals that mark the structure of speech,
performing certain functions.

However, it should be noted that in the foreign linguistic tradition, the
term “discourse markers” is used by some authors in a sufficiently broad
sense as a hyperonym (D. Schiffrin, D. Blackmore, et al.), while other re-
searchers use the same term to denote a particular variety of discursive units,
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i.e., they use the term “discourse markers” as a hyponym in relation to a
different hyperonym that generalizes the entire category (Schiffrin, 50).

Such usage can be found in the works of B. Fraser, who uses the hyper-
onym “pragmatic markers.” He considers discourse markers as one of four
varieties of pragmatic markers: 1) basic pragmatic markers; 2) commentary
pragmatic markers; 3) parallel pragmatic markers; 4) discourse markers
(Fraser, 931).

L. Brinton uses the same hyperonym (Brinton, 412), while other re-
searchers prefer other hyperonyms. For example, C. Fischer and K. Aijmer
(Aijmer, 299) use the hyperonym discourse particles in their works.

In this work, following D. Schiffrin, we will use the term “discourse
markers” in a broad sense, generalizing the entire category of discursive
units with it.

Based on the above definitions of discourse markers, the main functions
performed by these units can be identified.

Research Methodology. Most researchers consider the main function of
discourse markers to be the expression of the connection between segments
of discourse. Cohesion is the most important textual category that enables
the development of the topic and ensures the integrity of the text. Cohe-
sion is conventionally divided into structural, which is the set of lexical and
grammatical means for expressing connections between text units (cohe-
sion), and semantic, which ensures the semantic organization of the text as
a single whole (coherence). Discourse markers, demonstrating the proper-
ties of both cohesion and coherence, ensure the grammatical and semantic
integrity of the discourse.

No less important are the pragmatic functions of discourse markers—re-
flecting the process of interaction between the speaker and the listener and
conveying the speaker’s attitude to what is said. These functions allow di-
recting and facilitating the interpretation of the text by the addressee: “The
speaker, with the help of discourse words, not only establishes a relationship
with the previous context but also determines the nature of the relationship
compared to other elements of the context” (16 Schiffrin, 161).

The cited functional-pragmatic features of discourse markers allow dis-
tinguishing three groups of discourse markers. We believe that this classi-
fication is applicable to units of different discourses, including scientific
written discourse.

1. Markers ensuring text cohesion. They not only indicate the role and
place of a separate element in the structure of the discourse but also es-
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tablish a connection between the preceding and subsequent discourse. This
group includes markers indicating:

— the order of information (firstly, secondly, finally, erstens, zweitens,
schlieBlich);

— the order of material arrangement on the page or in the text (as men-
tioned above, as already noted, wie es oben gesagt war, darum geht es weiter);

— the introduction of new or additional information (in addition, note
that, aulerdem, das bedeutet, dass..., bemerkenswert...);

— repetition of information or concretization, clarification, paraphras-
ing of the thought expressed (in other words, so to speak, thus, that is,
namely, andersgesagt, also, demgemal);

— highlighting and importance of information (moreover, especially, it
should be noted, it is appropriate to emphasize, it is perfectly clear, natural-
ly, obviously, undoubtedly, aulerdem, mindestens, wenigstens, klar, dass...,
offensichtlich, zweifellos);

— contrast or deviation from the main line of exposition (however, un-
like, on the one hand, on the other hand, nevertheless, meanwhile, at the
same time, aber, einerseits, andererseits, im Gegensatz);

— introduction of examples (such as, for example, to illustrate, zum
Beispiel, solche, wie...);

— conclusion or inference (consequently, as a result, so, thus, also,
zusammenfassend, schlieflich) (Haslinger, 13).

2. Markers conveying the speaker’s attitude to what is said. These mark-
ers indicate the author’s opinion and the author’s evaluation of the infor-
mation (possibly, obviously, apparently, factually, essentially, unfortunately,
vielleicht, tatsichlich, in der Regel, normalerweise, wahrscheinlich).

3. Markers reflecting the process of interaction between the speaker and
the listener. Scientific discourse, like many others, is characterized by its
orientation towards the addressee, its dialogism. The dialogism of the scien-
tific text is manifested in the use of special linguistic means. Using them, the
author directs the reader’s attention and helps them in highlighting the key
moments of the text content. This group includes discourse markers that
appeal to the reader’s background knowledge, referring to previously stated
material (according to, as writes, it is known that..., it is understandable
that..., it is no secret that..., it is common knowledge, as is known, allbekan-
nt, demgemal, entsprechend, auf Grund).

This classification allows revealing the structural and logical connec-
tions in scientific discourse and explaining the author’s choice of a partic-
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ular discourse marker, so it was taken as the basis for solving the problem
of comparative analysis of Azerbaijan-language and German-language ar-
ticles of linguistics scientific discourse and identifying their ethnolinguistic
and discursive specificity. The number of discourse markers in the analyzed
Azerbaijan-language scientific articles showed 55 word usages, and in Ger-
man-language ones —45.

The conducted study and quantitative analysis of the data obtained show
that in both German-language and Azerbaijan-language scientific articles,
the most numerous and most frequently used is the first group of discourse
markers, ensuring text cohesion. On average, this group accounts for 80%
of all Azerbaijan-language discourse markers and 67% of German-language
ones. This can be explained by the fact that these discourse markers partic-
ipate in the formation of the main features of the scientific style: cohesion,
logic, and sequence of presentation, i.e., they mark the order of the author’s
thoughts.

The analysis shows that the first position in terms of frequency of use in
this group is occupied by markers referring the reader to visual examples:
graphs, diagrams, tables, etc. (22.2% word usages in Azerbaijan and 26.8%
in German). The visual presentation of scientific content is an integral part
of all analyzed articles, which allows showing the object figuratively and in
detail, making the understanding of various processes accessible, helping to
analyze observations, and visually displaying the results of studies. The main
function of the discourse markers used is to maximally simplify the reader’s
orientation in the text of the article. At the same time, discourse markers
implicitly indicating visuality are most often found.

The second position in terms of frequency of use among the remain-
ing discourse markers of this group is occupied by markers indicating the
author’s conclusion or inference (16.1% word usages in Azerbaijan, 13.3%
units in German): Beloki (thus), bels ¢ixir ki (based on this), ona goérs ki
(therefore), belo noticoys golmok olar ki (hence the conclusion follows),
natico ¢ixarmaga imkan verir ki (this allows concluding), notico (conse-
quently), was bedeutet (which means), dariiber hinaus (moreover), and
others. Obviously, this is due to the fact that the task of the authors of sci-
entific articles is to formulate the results of their work and determine their
significance.

Discourse markers indicating the importance of information, as well as
the introduction of new and additional information, occupy the third and
fourth positions in terms of frequency of use in the texts of the analyzed
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articles. (Xisusilo (notably), gostorilir ki(indicative), geyd etmok vacibdir
ki (it is important to note), vurgulanmalidir ki (it should be emphasized),
ona goradir ki (including), slave olunmalidir ki (in addition), bundan basqa
(moreover), besonders charakteristisch (particularly characteristic), auffall-
end (strikingly), offenbar (apparently), insbesondere (in particular)). These
markers solve the task of influencing the reader, contributing to their mem-
orization of the most important moments, in the author’s opinion. Since
the main task of scientific articles is to report new knowledge, such frequent
use of discourse markers of these groups is natural.

The second most frequently used group was the markers indicating au-
thor’s evaluation in Azerbaijan-language and German-language articles,
12% and 18% respectively. Although in scientific speech all attention is fo-
cused on content and logical sequence of the message, the author’s «I» is
in the background; however, many linguists note a tendency to increase the
subjective component in modern scientific speech, which is considered both
as a way of self-expression of the author and as a way of maintaining their
professional status. In all analyzed articles, discourse markers reflecting
different types of modal meanings, including evaluation, were found. Word
usages indicating logical probability are noted (ola bilsin ki (possibly), ehti-
mal ki (probably), giiman etmok olar ki(one can assume), wahrscheinlich,
vielleicht, vermutlich, es diirfte sich handeln..., offenbar), various kinds of
evaluations (hoaqigatdir ki (fairly), dogrudur ki (indeed),qaydaya uygundur
ki (as a rule), es ist deutlich (it is clear)), attitude to the content (qabul ol-
unur ki (notably), erstaunlicherweise (surprisingly)), author’s opinion (bi-
zim baxigimiza gors (in our opinion), bizim fikrimizco (according to our
opinion)). At the same time, it should be noted that German-speaking
scientists demonstrate greater restraint in the manifestation of individual
author’s modality compared to Azerbaijan-speaking ones. In the speech of
domestic authors, the personal element is manifested more strongly; in par-
ticular, markers explicitly expressing the scientist’s opinion are found only
in Azerbaijan-language articles.

The least frequently found discourse markers, belonging to the third
group, reflect the process of interaction between the author and the read-
er. The most commonly used markers in this group are those containing a
reference to other sources (6 discourse markers each in the types of texts
considered). Most often, such a reference is quite specific; it contains the
surname of some researcher or the title of the source (as the authors of the
collective work emphasized...; thus, in the monograph...; for example, in
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the works of(in den Werken von); it is proven in the work (es ist im Werk
bewiesen). In addition, discourse markers indicating a generalized source
of information are found (malumdur ki (it is known), miiasir ideyalara gora
(according to modern ideas), es ist aber bekannt (but it is known)). Along
with references to the works of other authors, references to their own studies
were found in Azerbaijan-language articles (as shown earlier; it is shown in
the work...).

The first difference is that the number of discourse markers in the ana-
lyzed Azerbaijan-language articles significantly exceeds the number of dis-
course markers in German-language articles. Such a significant discrepancy
can be explained by two reasons. The first of them is related to the fact that
all German-language articles on geology are clearly structured by sections,
each of which has a corresponding heading: introduction, chapters, sub-
chapters, conclusion. This helps to maximally highlight the compositional
structure of the article and identify the most important ssmantic dominants
without using discourse markers. In some modern Azerbaijan-language ar-
ticles, authors also highlight separate text rubrics with headings: introduc-
tion and conclusion, but this is rather an exception than a rule (one article
out of all analyzed), and most authors are forced to emphasize the tran-
sition from one research episode to the next using discourse markers. For
example, if a German-language author highlights the conclusion with the
heading Schlussfolgerungen (conclusions), the Azerbaijan-language author
resorts to discourse markers indicating conclusions (bels naticoys golmok
olar ki (hence the conclusion must follow), belaliklo (thus), belo noticoya
golmoye imkan verir ki (this allows concluding), bu sobabdon (consequent-
ly), tmumi olaraq (in general), and others). In all analyzed German-lan-
guage articles, there is a section titled «Ergebnisse» (results), in which the
authors list the results of the conducted research. In the articles of Azerbai-
jan-language authors, the research results are not clearly highlighted but are
present throughout the entire text of the article. Therefore, in order to focus
the reader’s attention on the results of the work and emphasize their signif-
icance, discourse markers such as her seydon 6nco (first of all), bunu geyd
etmok lazimdir ki (it is important to emphasize), xiisusilo vurgulanmalidir
ki(it is especially indicative), xiisusilo (notably), and others are used.

The second reason for such a large difference in the quantitative use
of discourse markers in Azerbaijan-language and German-language texts
suggests that Azerbaijan-language geological articles are more reader-ori-
ented. The Azerbaijan-language author tries to a greater extent to explain
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to the reader exactly which mental operations the scientist performs: intro-
duces the problem (as is known, in particular, moves on to the next ques-
tion (thus), based on this, however, returns to the starting point, as shown
above, as already noted, gives an example (for example), in the figure..., an
example is given..., analyzes the results of the experiment (as a rule), first
of all, apparently, draws conclusions (consequently), hence the conclusion
follows, this allows concluding.

The second difference is the degree of variety of the discourse mark-
ers used, i.e., the ratio of the number of discourse markers used to the fre-
quency of their use: despite the fact that Azerbaijan-language authors use
discourse markers more often than German-language ones, they are less
varied. On average, the same marker is used 4.5 times in Russian-language
articles and 2.5 times in German-language articles. Azerbaijan-language ar-
ticles are dominated by discourse markers such as noticado(consequently),
bels naticoys golmak olar ki (one can assume), qaydaya uygun(as a rule),
miimkiindir ki (possibly), masal ii¢tin (for example), while German-lan-
guage ones are dominated by dariiber hinaus (moreover), allerdings (how-
ever), zum Beispiel (for example).

Despite the fact that the same discourse markers are found more often in
Azerbaijan-language scientific speech, thanks to their wider use, it gives the
impression of being more lively and dynamic. Moreover, such a text clear-
ly shows the author’s desire to express their position and convey it to the
reader. German-language scientific speech in the analyzed articles, on the
contrary, creates the impression of being drier, aimed at a more detached,
stating type of information presentation.

Conclusion. The conducted study confirmed the existence of organi-
zational features of German-language and Azerbaijan-language scientific
geological discourse. These features can be explained by the influence of
discursive and ethnolinguistic models of scientific text organization: the
first type of influence predetermines commonality in the organization of
scientific geological discourse through discourse markers, the second — dif-
ferences in organization. Further comparative study of the norms of orga-
nization of written scientific geological speech in German and Azerbaijan
on a more extensive material is necessary to clarify the influence of national
specificity on the ways of organizing scientific discourse.
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