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DISCOURSE MARKERS AND THE REDUCTION OF COMMUNICATIVE BARRIERS IN
PROFESSIONALLY ORIENTED ENGLISH TEACHING IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Purpose. The article aims to synthesize scholarly approaches to the study of discourse markers and
related constructs in order to clarify the mechanisms through which DM-oriented instruction contributes to
reducing communicative barriers among university students in EFL/ESP contexts, as well as to outline the
pedagogical conditions for its effective implementation.

Methods. The study employed theoretical analysis and synthesis, including the review of scholarly
literature, the comparison of existing approaches, and the integration of their key findings.

Results. The analysis showed that communicative barriers in EFL/ESP arise not only from linguistic
inaccuracy but also from discourse-related and interactional difficulties affecting coherence, interaction
management, negotiation of meaning, and pragmatic appropriateness. Across the reviewed studies, discourse
markers emerged as pedagogically relevant resources in four interrelated domains. First, in coherence and
cohesion, they help make causal, contrastive, temporal, and inferential relations explicit, thereby reducing
inferential burden and improving discourse transparency. Second, in interaction management, they support topic
entry, redirection, summarizing, and sequence closure, which makes spoken interaction more predictable and
manageable. Third, in repair and negotiation of meaning, discourse markers facilitate clarification,
reformulation, and comprehension checks, enabling students to address misunderstanding without disrupting
interaction. Fourth, in pragmatic positioning, they contribute to mitigation, stance marking, and politeness,
helping students align their utterances with academic and professional norms. The review also indicated that the
pedagogical value of discourse markers depends on treating them not as isolated linking words but as
functionally and contextually sensitive resources. Their instructional potential is strengthened through explicit
noticing, guided practice, genre-sensitive tasks, and systematic feedback that support transfer into students’
spoken and written performance.

Conclusions. The study suggests that DM-oriented instruction can reduce communicative barriers in
EFL/ESP by improving coherence, interaction management, meaning negotiation, and pragmatic
appropriateness. Further research should test its effectiveness across different settings, genres, proficiency levels,
and modes of communication.
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Introduction

Higher education students increasingly
need English to access disciplinary knowledge,
complete academic tasks, and participate in
professional communities. However, in
university EFL/ESP courses, communicative
difficulties often persist even when learners
demonstrate  relatively  strong  lexico-
grammatical command, because barriers arise
not only from linguistic accuracy but also from
discourse organization and interaction. These
difficulties typically manifest as fragmented
spoken and written production, insufficiently
explicit relations between ideas, problems with
entering and managing interaction, and
hindered negotiation of meaning in situations
of  misunderstanding. As a  result,
comprehensibility decreases, the risk of
communicative breakdowns increases, and
students’ opportunities for full participation in
academic  and  professionally  oriented
communication become narrower. In broader
discussions of accessibility, inclusion, and
barrier reduction in higher education, these
challenges may also be viewed within the
wider framework of overcoming educational
barriers in contemporary learning
environments [9; 10].

In this context, discourse marker (DM)
instruction becomes especially important, as it

can support students in organizing discourse,
making semantic relations more explicit, and
managing interaction more effectively. For
university EFL/ESP, this means treating
discourse markers not as isolated linking
words, but as resources that can help reduce
communicative barriers in both spoken and
written performance. This perspective is also
consistent with recent research on overcoming
barriers in English-language learning among
non-language majors, particularly in reading,
speaking, and writing for academic and
professional purposes [17; 18].

At the same time, existing studies have
tended to address discourse  markers,
metadiscourse, pragmatic markers, and related
interactional resources within partially separate
analytical frameworks. As a result, the role of
DM-oriented instruction as a means of
reducing communicative barriers among
university students in EFL/ESP remains
insufficiently integrated and explained. Further
clarification is also needed regarding the
mechanisms through which such instruction
may affect comprehensibility, interactional
control, and pragmatic appropriateness, as well
as the instructional conditions under which it
becomes pedagogically effective.

Literature review

In foundational research, discourse
markers have been defined as units that
indicate relations between discourse segments
and perform organizational and interpretive
functions without adding new propositional
content.  Within  the relevance-theoretic
tradition, they are further understood as
carriers of procedural meaning that constrain
inferences and make communicative intention
more transparent in context [3]. From this
perspective, discourse markers can be viewed
in university EFL/ESP as a resource of
discourse competence within communicative
competence, since they contribute to the
clarity, predictability, and manageability of
expression in academic and professionally
oriented genres.

Subsequent research has developed
along several interrelated lines. One line
concerns  learner  language and the
development of DM use. Corpus-based and
pragmatic studies show that the acquisition of
discourse markers is slow and uneven: students

often rely on a limited set of high-frequency
items, whereas functionally differentiated and
genre-appropriate use develops later and
remains unstable [5; 11; 20]. Another line is
associated with academic writing and
metadiscourse. These studies demonstrate that
organizational and interpersonal resources
shape the perceived quality of a text:
interactional ~ metadiscourse  differentiates
stronger and weaker student essays [16],
repertoire  breadth and  appropriateness
correlate with proficiency [2], and English for
Academic Purposes instruction can reshape
stance and engagement resources over time in
written production [6]. Review studies further
conceptualize metadiscourse as a mechanism
of writer—reader interaction that supports the
interpretability of textual structure, logic, and
audience orientation [12].

A further line of research concerns
pedagogy and targeted instruction. Studies in
this area suggest that teaching discourse
markers and related interactional resources can
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be effective. However, the outcomes depend
on intervention length, genre sensitivity,
systematic language practice, and high-quality
feedback [7; 8; 13]. Overall, the literature
confirms the importance of discourse markers
for coherence, interaction management, and
the quality of academic language use, while

also indicating the pedagogical potential of
their explicit instruction. At the same time, the
combined role of discourse markers and related
constructs in reducing communicative barriers
in EFL/ESP has not yet been sufficiently
integrated into a single explanatory framework.

Aim of the Article

The aim of the article is to synthesize
scholarly approaches to the study of discourse
markers and related constructs in order to
clarify the mechanisms through which DM-
oriented instruction contributes to reducing
communicative barriers among university
students in EFL/ESP contexts, as well as to

outline the pedagogical conditions for its
effective implementation. To address this aim,
the article draws on theoretical analysis and
synthesis by reviewing scholarly literature,
comparing existing approaches, and integrating
their key findings.

The statement of the main material

In university EFL/ESP, communicative
barriers can be understood as discourse-related
and interactional difficulties that reduce the
comprehensibility, appropriateness, and
manageability of spoken and written
performance in academic and professionally
oriented tasks. At the textual level, they
manifest themselves in weakly structured
discourse,  where  causal, contrastive,
illustrative, or inferential relations remain
insufficiently explicit. At the interactional
level, they appear in difficulties with turn-
taking, topic management, summarizing, repair
initiation, and negotiation of meaning.
Together, these difficulties increase the risk of
misunderstanding and complicate
communication for both producer and recipient
of discourse.

From this perspective, discourse markers
are pedagogically significant because they
function as discourse-pragmatic signals that
connect  discourse  segments,  organize
discourse flow, and guide interpretation.
Relevance-theoretic accounts further
emphasize their procedural role in constraining
pragmatic inferences  and clarifying
communicative intention in context [3]. For
instructional purposes, DMs should therefore
be treated not as a set of formal linking words,
but as functionally and contextually sensitive
resources whose value depends on position,
prosody in spoken language, and discourse
environment. Accordingly, the pedagogical
focus should shift from the binary model of
form and meaning to the triad of form,
function, and context, within which students
learn to select markers in accordance with task,

genre, and interactional situation.

This review conceptualizes DM-oriented
instruction as a process through which
noticing, guided practice, feedback, and
revision help improve discourse coherence,
interactional control, and pragmatic
appropriateness, thereby reducing
misunderstanding and increasing students’
readiness to participate in interaction. Figure 1
presents the proposed functional model of this
relationship. The following material develops
this logic across four interrelated domains:
coherence/cohesion, interaction management,
repair and negotiation of meaning, and
pragmatic appropriateness and stance.

Discourse Markers and
Coherence/Cohesion in Spoken and Written
Language

A recurrent communicative barrier in
EFL/ESP is the insufficient explication of
semantic relations between parts of an
utterance: students may have relevant ideas
and facts, yet fail to mark the links between
them explicitly, leaving readers or listeners to
reconstruct the logic independently. From the
perspective of cohesion theory, this hinders
comprehension because discourse becomes
interpretable when cohesive ties form its
“texture” and support coherent understanding.
In this respect, discourse markers signal
additive, contrastive, causal, temporal, and
inferential relations while also structuring
discourse  segments, thereby  reducing
inferential burden and increasing
argumentative transparency.

Empirical research shows that learner
use of these resources develops slowly and
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unevenly. Student texts and responses often
rely on a narrow range of high-frequency
markers, whereas functionally differentiated
and genre-appropriate use remains difficult
even at advanced levels [20]. Large-scale
studies of L2 writing likewise indicate that
discourse maturity is reflected less in marker

frequency than in repertoire breadth and
appropriateness of selection [2]. Accordingly,
the goal of instruction is not to increase the
number of discourse markers mechanically, but
to develop students’ ability to make key logical
relations explicit in accurate, economical, and
contextually appropriate ways.

—[ Communicative barriers in EFL/ESP

N’

» weak discourse organization
= interactional difficulties
«risk of misunderstanding

—[ DM-oriented instruction

N

* noticing
* guided practice
= feedback

*revision

—l Four interrelated domains }

1. Coherence / cohesion
« greater discourse transparency

2. Interaction management

* topic entry and redirection

* summarizing and sequence closure
* more predictable interaction

3. Repair and negotiation of meaning
» clarification

* reformulation

* comprehension checks

* maintained interactional flow

* mitigation
* stance marking
* politeness

« explicit marking of causal, contrastive, temporal, and inferential relations

4. Pragmatic appropriateness and stance

«alignment with academic and professional norms

—[ Result

S’

e reduced misunderstanding

* improved comprehensibility

» greater interactional control

« increased readiness to participate

Fig. 1 — Functional model of the role of discourse markers in reducing communicative barriers in EFL/ESP

This can be clearly seen in the case of
academic  writing. In  the  excerpt
“Industrialization changed cities. People
moved to factories. Living conditions were
bad. New laws appeared. Workers protested.
The government reacted,” events are merely
listed, while the links between them remain
implicit. By contrast, in the version
“Industrialization changed cities because
people moved to factories in large numbers. As
a result, housing became overcrowded and

living conditions worsened.
governments introduced new laws on
sanitation and labour. However, protests
continued, which suggests that legal reforms
were not enough to address workers’
concerns,” causal, reactive, and contrastive
relations are clearly marked. This increases the
coherence of the text and makes the argument
more comprehensible for the addressee.

This interpretation is consistent with
findings that organizational and interpersonal

In_response,
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resources differentiate stronger and weaker
student texts [16], and that EAP instruction can
reshape stance and engagement in written
production over time [6]. From a
metadiscoursal  perspective, it is the
combination of structural and interpersonal
resources that enhances discourse
interpretability for the reader [12]. Discourse
marker instruction in the domain of coherence
and cohesion should therefore focus on helping
students use such resources to organize content
in ways that fit genre, communicative purpose,
and audience expectations. This, in turn, leads
to the next domain: interaction management in
real time.

Discourse  Markers in Interaction
Management

Even when textual coherence is
adequate, communicative effectiveness in
EFL/ESP depends heavily on how students
manage interaction in real time: entering a
discussion, expressing disagreement, shifting
topics, negotiating decisions, summarizing,
and closing sequences. In research on
interactional competence, these abilities are
treated as jointly constructed resources that
include turn-taking, topic management, repair,
and task management [15]. W.ithin this
domain, discourse markers and related routines
perform an organizational and projecting
function by signaling the kind of interactional
move a speaker is about to make, such as
clarifying, expanding, redirecting,
summarizing, or closing. Accordingly, markers
such as well, so, anyway, right, and okay often
index topic shift, topic uptake, sequence
closure, or movement toward a conclusion in
spoken discourse.

In university communication practice,
this means that the problem may lie not in the
absence of content as such, but in the
insufficient interactional shaping of the
utterance. A student may have a relevant idea,
yet present it abruptly, fragmentarily, or
without sufficient signals for other participants
in the interaction. For example, the utterance
“I don’t like the tempo. It’s too fast. You play
loud. The intro is messy. We must change”
conveys an evaluation of the situation, but does
not organize it as a coherent interactional
move. By contrast, the version “Okay, can we
talk about the tempo for a second? I feel it’s a
bit fast for the chorus. Maybe we can slow it
down slightly. Also, the intro sounds messy
because we don'’t enter together. So, what if we

count in and agree on the first four bars? Then
we can try it again” demonstrates how
discourse markers and routines give the
utterance a clear interactional form: they open
the topic, soften the evaluation, add
justification, propose a solution, and move the
discussion toward joint action. As a result, the
speaker’s contribution becomes not only
meaningful, but also procedurally predictable
for other participants.

Empirical evidence suggests that such
pragmatic and interactional marking does not
emerge automatically through exposure alone.
Research in university settings shows that
students’ functional use of textual and
pragmatic markers may differ substantially
from that of native speakers [1].
Developmental analyses of items such as well,
you know, and like likewise indicate their
relationship to proficiency and their role in
speech management, transition organization,
and the maintenance of fluency in spoken
interaction [11]. This implies that instructional
design should include not only lexico-
grammatical work, but also systematic practice
in organizing interactional moves in real time.

In this domain, discourse markers
should therefore be treated as resources for
predictability, connectedness, and coordination
in interaction. They help speakers not simply
express an idea, but introduce it in a form that
facilitates uptake and discussion. At the same
time, even well-managed interaction does not
eliminate misunderstanding, ambiguity, or the
need for clarification. This leads directly to the
next domain, repair and negotiation of
meaning.

Repair, Negotiation of Meaning, and
Clarification Markers

In content-rich university tasks such as
case analysis, debates, presentations, and
negotiations, the likelihood of
misunderstanding,  ambiguity, incomplete
interpretation, and self-correction increases. In
the conversation-analytic tradition, repair is
understood as an ordered mechanism for
resolving problems of speaking, hearing, and
understanding, with self-repair generally
treated as the more natural and less
interactionally threatening option. Within this
process, discourse markers and related
expressions such as | mean, in other words,
well, and you know perform important
clarificatory and reparative functions: they
signal reformulation, stance adjustment,
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specification of meaning, or the reintroduction
of an idea in a more accessible form. Repair
thus operates not simply as a response to
breakdown, but as a regulatory mechanism that
sustains intersubjectivity and preserves mutual
understanding during discussion.

In instructional contexts, this is
especially  important because  students’
difficulties often lie not only in a lack of
linguistic resources, but also in the absence of
means for appropriately signaling
misunderstanding or clarifying meaning. For
example, the utterance “We need to target
young adults. You said premium. [ don’t
understand. It’s expensive. So what?”
identifies a comprehension problem, but
presents it fragmentarily and without sufficient
interactional shaping. By contrast, the version
“Sorry, when you say ‘premium’, do you mean
higher price, higher quality, or both? | mean,
are we positioning the product as ‘more
expensive’, or as ‘more reliable’? In_other
words, what’s the main message for
customers?” demonstrates how clarification
markers transform misunderstanding into a
managed process of negotiating meaning. In
this case, the problem does not intensify the
interaction, but becomes the basis for more
precise formulation of positions and joint
clarification of communicative intention.

Empirical studies indicate that L2
speakers may use some repair markers,
especially you know, less frequently or
functionally differently from native speakers,
which affects negotiation of meaning and
discourse organization [5]. For classroom
practice, this suggests that repair initiation
should be treated as a teachable interactional
skill. Research on repair initiation in ESL
classroom interaction shows that the way
misunderstanding is signaled and the character
of correction influence students’ anxiety and
willingness to participate, particularly when
correction is perceived as punitive or
humiliating [4]. By contrast, pedagogical
approaches that routinize clarification moves
can make repair more predictable, acceptable,
and less threatening in interaction [14].

From the perspective of second language
acquisition, this matters because reparative and
clarificatory moves create opportunities for
feedback, noticing mismatches between
intention and production, and producing
modified output. In terms of communicative
barriers, repair resources reduce

communicative risk: instead of withdrawing
from interaction because of misunderstanding,
students gain tools for addressing it within the
interaction itself. Instruction in this domain
should therefore focus on helping students
signal comprehension problems in time, clarify
meaning, reformulate their ideas, and maintain
interactional flow even with incomplete
linguistic  resources. Yet in university
EFL/ESP, mutual understanding alone is not
sufficient. Utterances must also align with
norms of tone, politeness, and academic
stance, which leads to the next domain of
analysis.

Pragmatic Appropriateness, Stance, and
Politeness in Academic and Professional
Communication

A distinct group of communicative
barriers in EFL/ESP arises from pragmatic
inappropriateness, when a factually correct
utterance is framed in a way that sounds overly
categorical, abrupt, or misaligned with
academic or professional norms. In such cases,
the difficulty lies not in content itself, but in
how it is presented: the linguistic choices that
convey certainty, responsibility for claims,
disagreement, and interpersonal positioning
toward the addressee. In metadiscourse
research, stance and engagement are treated as
interactional resources through which speakers
and writers regulate epistemic positioning,
manage proximity or distance, and ensure the
acceptability of an utterance within a given
genre and communicative situation [12].

This is particularly important in
university EFL/ESP because much academic
and professional interaction requires not
merely expressing an opinion, but doing so in a
way that avoids escalation, leaves room for
alternative interpretations, and preserves
cooperation.  This includes  formulating
assumptions, making recommendations,
expressing disagreement cautiously, evaluating
sources critically, asking clarifying questions,
and voicing doubt. In this domain, discourse
markers and related resources that index
epistemic stance and interpersonal mitigation,
such as | think, perhaps, it seems, and to some
extent, are especially important because they
help make an utterance pragmatically
appropriate  without sacrificing semantic
precision.

This can be clearly illustrated in
academic and professional communication.
The utterance “You're wrong. This source is
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unreliable” formally conveys an evaluation,
but sounds overly direct and confrontational.
By contrast, the response “I’'m not sure that
source is fully reliable. It seems biased,
because it was written for propaganda. Maybe
we could compare it with another document”
demonstrates more appropriate academic
positioning: disagreement is expressed through
mitigation, argumentation, and a suggestion for
further action. Similarly, the statement “This
plan won’t work. Change it” may be perceived
as abrupt and directive in a professional
context, whereas the version “l see your point,
but 7’m not convinced the plan will work in this
market. Maybe we should test it first. If we do
that, we can reduce risk” frames criticism
within professionally acceptable interaction. In
both cases, discourse markers and mitigation
devices do not change the substance of the
message, but significantly alter its pragmatic
effect and increase the addressee’s readiness
for constructive uptake.

Empirical research confirms that this
ability does not develop automatically.
Longitudinal studies show that English for
Academic Purposes instruction can foster more
cautious academic positioning, with noticeable
changes in the use of hedging and boosting
across different writing tasks [6]. Research on
interactional metadiscourse instruction
likewise suggests that targeted teaching can
produce measurable gains, although their
durability depends on systematic practice and

high-quality feedback [7]. Data-driven learning
offers additional support by helping students
notice recurrent patterns of stance and
engagement in authentic texts and transfer
them into their own genre-relevant production
[8]. Accordingly, DM-oriented pedagogy
should address not only organizational
markers, but also those resources that ensure
pragmatic acceptability, interpersonal
mitigation, and alignment with academic and
professional discourse norms.

This domain also has a clear affective
dimension. Without sufficient mitigation
resources, students may avoid disagreement,
critical discussion, questioning, or negotiation,
especially under conditions of heightened
anxiety. Research shows that anxiety weakens
willingness to communicate, whereas features
of the educational environment may support
participation in interaction. In online EFL/ESP
contexts, anxiety additionally varies with
interaction mode and task demands [19], which
makes especially valuable those linguistic
resources that increase predictability and
manageability in communication. In this sense,
DM-oriented instruction reduces barriers not
by directly eliminating anxiety, but by
increasing students’ control over discourse:
they gain resources for structuring utterances,
managing interaction, carrying out repair, and
positioning themselves appropriately, thereby
reducing misunderstanding and increasing
readiness to participate.

Conclusions and further research prospects

The synthesis of research presented in
this article suggests that DM-oriented
instruction can reduce communicative barriers
in university EFL/ESP by making discourse
more coherent, interaction more manageable,
meaning negotiation more effective, and stance
more pragmatically appropriate. Its
pedagogical value lies not in teaching
discourse markers as isolated linking devices,
but in developing students’ ability to use them
as functionally and contextually sensitive
resources across academic and professional
tasks. Accordingly, the effectiveness of this
approach depends on explicit noticing, guided
practice, genre-sensitive task design, and
systematic feedback that support the transfer of
discourse-marking resources into students’

spoken and written production.

Further research should examine the
effectiveness of DM-oriented instruction in
different EFL/ESP settings, genres, and modes
of communication, including spoken, written,
and online interaction. It would also be useful
to investigate how particular groups of

discourse  markers contribute to the
development of coherence, interaction
management, repair, and pragmatic

appropriateness at different proficiency levels.
Additional attention may be given to
longitudinal and intervention-based studies that
can clarify the durability of instructional
effects and identify the pedagogical conditions
under which discourse-marker training yields
the strongest results.
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AACKYPCUBHI MAPKEPH TA 3HUXKEHHSI KOMYHIKATUBHUX BAP’€PIB ¥V
INPO®ECIMHO 30PIEHTOBAHOMY HABYAHHI AHIVIIMCBKOI MOBH Y 3AKJIAJIAX
BHUIIOI OCBITH

Mera. CraTrTsi Ma€ Ha METi CHHTE3yBaTH HAyKOBI MiAXOAMW O BHBYEHHS JNCKYPCHBHHX MapKepiB i
CYMDKHHX KOHCTPYKTIB, m00 3’sCyBaTH MEXaHI3MH, depe3 sKi HaBYaHHS, OPIEHTOBaHE Ha JUCKYpPCHUBHI
MapKepH, CIpHsA€ 3HIDKEHHIO KOMYHIKATHBHUX Oap’e€piB y CTYNCHTIB 3aKiaiiB BHUINOI OCBITH B KOHTEKCTI
EFL/ESP, a Tako OKpeCIHTH IeJaroriqdi yMOBH HOTO e(heKTUBHOI peai3arii.

Metoau. Y AOCHiPKEHHI BUKOPHCTAHO TEOPETHYHMH aHali3 1 CHHTE3, 30KpeMa OIJISiA HayKOBOT
JiTepaTypH, NOPIBHSHHS HassBHUX IiJXO/IB Ta IHTETPALli0 IX KIIOYOBHUX MOJIOKEHb.

Pe3yabraTu. AHani3 nokasas, 1o koMmyHikatiBHi 6ap’epu B EFL/ESP 3yMOBIIOIOTBCS HE JIMIIIE MOBHOIO
HETOYHICTIO, a i JUCKYPCUBHUMHM Ta IHTEPAKLiIHHUMH TPYAHOLIAMH, 110 BIUIMBAIOTh HA 3B’S3HICTh MOBJICHHS,
KEpYBaHHS B3a€EMOJII€I0, Y3TOJ/DKEHHS 3HA4Y€HHs Ta [parMaTuyHy JOpeuYHicTh. Y TMpOoaHaIi30BaHUX
JOCHIDKEHHSIX JUCKYpCHBHI MapKepu TIOCTAIOTh sIK II€JaroriyHo 3Ha4yylli pecypcu B YOTHPHOX
B32€EMOIIOB ’sI3aHUX TIIoIMHAX. [lo-miepmre, y 3a0e3neueHHi KOTepeHTHOCTI M Koresii BOHM JIOTIOMAararoTh
eKCILTIKYBaTH MMPHYUHHO-HACIIIKOBI, KOHTPACTHBHI, YaCOB1 Ta iH(EpeHIiiHi 3B’3KH, MPH I[bOMY 3MCHIIYIOTh
iH(epeHIIiiiHe HaBaHTaXXEHHS W MiABHIIYIOTH IPO30picTh AUCKypcy. [lo-apyre, y KepyBaHHI B3a€EMOJI€I0 BOHU
MiATPUMYIOTh BXO/DKEHHSI B TeMy, ii II€peopieHTallilo, MiJICYMOBYBAaHHS Ta 3aBEPIICHHS KOMYHIKaTHBHHX
MOCJIIOBHOCTEH, 110 poOUTH YCHY B3aeMOJIir0 OLIbII repenbadyBaHolo i keposaHoto. [1o-Tpere, y BifHOBIIEHHI
Ta y3TO/KEHHI 3HAUYEHHS AWCKYPCUBHI MapKepH IOJETIIYIOTh YTOYHEHHS, MepedOopMyIIOBaHHA Ta IEPEBipKy
PO3YMIiHHSA, Aal0YH CTYJASHTaM 3MOTY JI0JIATH HEMOPO3yMiHHA 0e3 mopymieHHs nepebiry B3aemoii. Ilo-ueTsepre,
y NparMaTHYHOMY IIO3WIIIOBaHHI BOHM CIPHUSIIOTH NMOM SKIICHHIO BHCJIOBJICHHS, MapKyBaHHIO IO3HUINI Ta
BBIWINBOCTI, JOITOMAararouu CTYJAEHTaM Y3TODKyBaTH CBOI BHCJOBJICHHS 3 aKaJeMiyHUMH I mpodeciiHuMu
HopMamu. OTJIsi TaKOX 3aCBiAYMB, IO MEJAroriyHa IIHHICTh JUCKYPCHUBHHUX MapKepiB 3aeXHUTh BiJ TOTO, YU
PO3IIIAAOTHCS BOHM HE SIK i30J1b0BAHi CIIOBA-3B’A3KH, a K QYHKIIHO if KOHTEKCTyalIbHO YyTJIHBI pecypeu. Ix
JUJaKTUYHUH MOTEHIIall TIOCHITIOETHCS 3aB/ISKH LIJIECIPSIMOBAHOMY ITOMIYaHHIO, KEPOBaHIl NMPaKTHI, )KaHPOBO
YYTJIMBHUM 3aBAAHHSIM I CHCTEMaTHYHOMY 3BOPOTHOMY 3B’SI3KY, 11O 3a0€3IeUyIOTh IIEPEHECEHHS IIUX PECYPCiB Yy
CTYZIEHTChKE YCHE 1 IIMCEMHE MOBJICHHSI.

BucnoBku. [locinijpkeHHs J1a€ MiACTaBM CTBEP/KYBaTH, 110 HAaBYAHHS, OPIEHTOBaHE Ha JTUCKYpPCHBHI
MapKepHu, MOXXE CIIPHATH 3HIDKEHHIO KOMyHikatuBHUX Oap’epiB B EFL/ESP uepe3 mnominmeHHs 3B’sS3HOCTI,

~ 237 ~


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2019.102194
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2016.06.004
https://doi.org/10.52058/2786-6025-2025-13(54)-748-756
https://doi.org/10.24919/2308-4863/92-2-46
https://doi.org/10.18485/esptoday.2023.11.2.10
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41701-017-0008-9
mailto:tatarinvolodymyr99@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0009-0004-8812-4389

ISSN 2074-8922 IIpobiemu iHxeHepHOo-nienaroriqynoi ocitu. 2026. Bumyck 86

KEpyBaHHS B3a€MOJI€I0, Y3r0JDKEHHS 3HAUCHHS Ta IparMaTudHoi gopedHocTi. [lopanbin AOCiKEeHHs MaloTh
NepeBIpUTH HOro e()eKTHBHICTD y PI3HUX OCBITHIX KOHTEKCTaX, )KaHPax, Ha Pi3HUX PIBHSIX BOJOAIHHS MOBOIO Ta
B PI3HHX pEKUMaxX KOMYHIKaIii.

KJIFOYOBI CJIOBA: memoouka eukiadanus aHeiticbKoi MO8U 8 3aK1a0ax euwyoi ocgimu,; OUCKYPCUBHI

Mapkepu; KOMYHIKamusHi 6ap’epu, 3anobicanHs ma NOOOAAHHA 0ap’€pié; HABYANbHA 63AEMOOIS; PO36UMOK
VCHO20 MA NUCbMOBO2O MOBJIEHHS, KO2EPEHMHICMY | KO2e3is, npazmamuyta 00peyHicmb.

Kongpnixm inmepecie

ABTOD 3asBIIsI€, 1[0 KOHQIIIKTY iHTEpECiB MI0A0 MyOikamii [poro pykomnucy Hemae. Kpim toro,

aBTOp TMOBHICTIO JOTPUMYBABCS CTUYHMX HOPM, 30KpeMa THX, IO CTOCYIOTHCS HEIOMYIICHHS
riariaTy, anbcudikamnii JaHUX 1 MOABIMHOT MyOTiKaiii.
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