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Abstract
The present paper investigates the use of the discourse marker “well,” one of
the expressions that evoke emotive rather than referential functions. Taking a
discourse-pragmatic approach, this study examines the functions of well as a
discourse marker in selected spoken discourse of Philippine English. This
paper investigates the functions and frequency of the discourse marker well in
various speech event categories set in a dialogue and monologue
environments. The data for the analysis have been selected from the
International Corpus of English – Philippines (ICE-PHI). Also, the study
focuses on the spoken component of the ICE-PH, which is one of the least
studied dimensions of Philippine English. Further, it employs both
quantitative and qualitative analyses while applying the suggested
classification proposed by Ran (2003) and Jucker (1993). This study claims
that the discourse marker well has several discourse-pragmatic functions in
various speaking contexts, including 1) initiating utterance; 2) indicating the
speaker's hesitancy; 3) mitigating various Face Threatening Acts; 4)
correcting one's utterance; and 5) changing or shifting the current topic,
based on 346 cases of well in four different spoken types.

1. INTRODUCTION
Speakers frequently employ a number of signals as tactics for implementing
successful communication in communication, particularly in spoken contact. Also, second
language (L2) speakers often rely on communication strategies in order to compensate for the
inadequacy of their L2 resources in their L2 use. Nevertheless, discourse markers (DMs) as
defined by Schiffrin (1987) are among the linguistics signals that are sequentially dependent
features that bracket units of speech. Discourse markers like ‘but’, ‘and’, ‘so’, ‘well’, ‘you
know’, ‘I mean’, or ‘by the way’ can be included among the signals that are employed to
keep the discourse segments of speech in synch. DMs are linguistic expressions that are
drawn from various classes rather than forming a syntactic class. Discourse markers,
according to Schiffrin (1987), are a subset of a larger study of discourse coherence, or how
speakers and listeners blend forms, meanings, and actions to make sense of what is said.
Discourse particles, or discourse markers, as Schourup (1982) calls them, can be used
to ‘stabilize' conversations with many meanings, avoiding a vacuum ‘period' and allowing for
a seamless flow of communication. In addition, while using discourse markers will not affect
the grammatical meaning of a conversation, it will make it more entertaining,
comprehensible, courteous, and forceful. Furthermore, the absence of a discourse marker
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does not make a statement ungrammatical or unintelligible, according to Fraser (1988). It
does, however, take away a critical signal about the speaker's commitment to the relationship
between the current utterance and the prior one.
With the current trend in language teaching shifting from grammatical to
communicative ability, discourse markers have been the subject of a number of studies.
However, there are two opposing approaches that deal with the study of DMs. DMs,
according to the first method, are language expressions that connect discourse units.
According to proponents of this approach, DMs are cohesive devices that contribute to the
coherence of well-formed speech by encoding cohesive (semantic) linkages between
discourse units. DMs, on the other hand, are viewed as pragmatic devices that aid speech
interpretation and comprehension by embedding procedural information that affects the
contextual information that is picked in the second approach. To put it another way, such
devices store relevance relationships between schemas (thoughts) and the cognitive milieu of
an individual. However, there is one thing that both methods have in common: they both aim
to establish a theory of discourse comprehension, or how language is understood and
interpreted.
1.1 Statement of the Problem
The goal of the study was to find answers to the following research questions:
1. What pragmatic functions does the discourse marker "well" perform in Philippine
English spoken discourse in terms of:
a.
Delaying marker
b.
Repairing marker
c.
Framing marker
d.
Initiating marker
e.
Mitigating marker?
2. Do the pragmatic functions of the discourse marker "well" in spoken Philippine
English differ along the following dimensions:
a.
Direct conversation
b.
Broadcast discussion
c.
Spontaneous commentaries
d.
Broadcast news?
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Theoretical Framework
The first hypothesis in this suggested study is based on Sperber and Wilson's (1995)
relevance theory, according to which the discourse marker "well" can be interpreted as a sign
that can encode constraints in the interpretation process and concurrent backdrop selection. It
denotes that the background that is most readily available is not the most necessary for
interpreting the impending statement (Jucker, 1993).
The second theory emphasized by this study is discourse and discourse analysis.
Defining discourse in linguistics is twofold. Discourse is defined as "a specific unit of
language" that is larger than a sentence, as well as "a specific focus (on language use)"
(Schiffrin, 1994). This duality of the definition stems from two different approaches to
linguistics and the study of language in general, or as Leech (1983) in Schiffrin (1994) puts it,
“the two approaches are associated with very different views on the nature of language”
(p.21). The two approaches, or paradigms, are the formalist or structuralist paradigm, and the
functionalist or interactive paradigm. The former one views discourse as “sentences,” the
latter as “language use,” and studies structure and function respectively. The functional
approach assumes that language has functions outside of the linguistic system, and that these
external functions influence the linguistic system's internal organization (Schiffrin, 1994).
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The formalist view, on the other hand, acknowledges language's social and cognitive
purposes while claiming that these functions have no bearing on language's basic order. The
functional technique is used to analyze the data in this research.
Likewise, the five major pragmatic functions which serve as the framework for the
present study includes Junker (1993) and Ran (2003) five major pragmatic functions of the
discourse marker “well” in conversation. For instance, (1) as a Delaying Marker, in which the
speaker is not always ready to respond to another utterance, is hesitant to tell the truth, or
needs more time to organize his or her speech; (2) as a Repairing Marker, in which a speaker
may make mistakes and thus needs to repair, correct, or edit his or her own utterance while
speaking; The speaker, on the other hand, cannot do so abruptly. He or she generally gives a
signal that he or she is about to rectify his or her own statements to the addressee(s); (3) as a
Framing Marker, in which the speaker may shift from one topic to another for a variety of
reasons. He or she may utilize some signals to suggest that the current topic will be changed,
and these signals can aid in the integration of the two independent themes into a more
coherent one, preventing a sudden topic changeover; (4) DM "well" can be used as an
Initiating Marker to show the speaker's acceptance or receipt of the addressee's speech and to
stress the speaker's responsibility to speak; (5) as a Mitigating Marker to signal refusals,
objections, and denials.
2.2 Conceptual Framework
The diagram of the study is presented in Figure 1. It shows the relationship between
the relevance theory, discourse marker theory, and pragmatic functions of discourse marker
“well” as described by Ran (2003) and Jucker (1993). Qualitative and quantitative analysis of
ICE-PH along spoken discourse (direct conversation, broadcast conversation, spontaneous
commentaries, and broadcast news) will shed light into the different pragmatic functions of
discourse marker “well” across different forms of spoken discourse in Philippine English. As
a result, the goal of this investigation is to show how the DM "well" and its pragmatic
functions are utilized in spoken Filipino English.
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Figure 1.Paradigm of the study

2.3 Related Studies
While earlier research has looked into the acquisition of English morphology, syntax,
and phonology by non-native English speakers, there have been few studies that have looked
into the acquisition and usage of English discourse markers (DMs) by ESL students. The
following are some of the studies that deal with DMs in an ESL context:
Chaudron and Richards (1986) investigated the impact of several discourse markers
on foreign language students' understanding of university lectures. They divided cues into
macro and micro markers, with the former referring to cues used to suggest inter-sentential
links or serve as pause fillers, while the latter referring to cues used to convey the relationship
between important segments or to highlight the major transition points in discourse (well and
so). The study discovered that macro markers considerably aid lecture comprehension,
although the study's favorable impacts on micro markers were not thoroughly examined.
Furthermore, Fung and Carter (2007) investigated the usage of discourse markers in a
corpus of spoken British English and a corpus of interactive classroom speech among Hong
Kong secondary students. The study's findings revealed that discourse markers are important
interactional tactics for structuring and organizing speech on interpersonal, referential,
structural, and cognitive levels in both groups. L2 learners employ a lot of referentially
functional discourse markers like and, but, because, OK, and so, but they use a lot less of
other markers like yeah, really, say, sort of, I see, you see, well, you know.
In a similar study, Akande (2009) found that discourse markers in spontaneous speech
of Nigerian university graduates (NUGs) serve several socio-pragmatic purposes such as
reparation, clarification, and gap filling. It was discovered that the employment of discourse
markers differed by geography between the Southwest (or Southeast) and the North. Jung
(2008) also looked at discourse markers in cross-cultural conversations, and found that L2
learners not only understand what these markers signify, but also have the ability to apply
them in a socially useful way. Meanwhile, Tan-de Ramos (2010) did a study on discourse
marker types in the body part of De La Salle University students' research papers, which may
be connected back to studies of discourse marker well in the Philippine environment. It was
discovered that students' preferences for specific discourse markers are determined by the
type of research paper expected of them and the discipline to which they belong. She went on
to say that these findings are significant in the field of language education, particularly in
writing, because language teachers may pay close attention to the demands of students from
other disciplines and tailor their instruction to meet those needs.
Finally, Palacio and Gustilo (2016) found that discourse particles have essential and
crucial consequences in the way Filipinos, particularly the youth, express their statement,
acquire knowledge of the received message, and establish speaker-receiver relationships and
attitudes on Facebook in their study on the pragmatic analysis of discourse particles in
Filipino computer mediated communication. Participants have also used the discourse
particle well to demonstrate sarcasm and to describe something they are proud of.
Indeed, several of the research discussed above looked at the general characteristics of
discourse markers, while others concentrated on a theoretical account of a specific marker
and undertook an empirical investigation of discourse markers in general or a specific one.
Few studies have looked at the functional distribution frequencies of the discourse marker
‘well' (Li & Xiao, 2012; Baiat, et al., 2013), and there is a need for a study in the Philippines
that focuses solely on pragmatic functions of the DM “well,” as the DM “well” was found to
be one of the most frequently used DMs in the International Corpus of English – Philippines
(ICE-PH) spoken corpus.
In this end, past research in the Philippines concentrated on written discourse such as
student essays and blogs. The goal of this study is to describe the use of the discourse marker
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"well" in spoken discourse using the ICE-PHI, which is a good representation of naturally
occurring discourses in the Philippines.
3. METHODOLOGY
The research used the Philippine component of the International Corpus of English
(ICE-PH), which was searched individually for the word "well." ICE-PH comprises around
one million words and is made up of 500 texts, each of which contains approximately 2,000
words. The texts were chosen from specific text categories, with the quantity of texts in each
category defined. Since ICE-PH is made up of two categories, the spoken corpus and written
corpus, the study only focused on the former. Also, the spoken corpus was divided into four
parts, namely: dialogue: private, dialogue: public, monologue: unscripted and monologue:
scripted. The following text types and its subcategories along with its corresponding code
numbers are given below:
Private Conversation
1.
have direct discussions (S1A-001 to S1A-090)
2.
talks held at a distance (S1A-091 to S1A-100)
Public Dialogue
1.
Lectures in class (S1B- 001 to S1B-020)
2.
broadcast discussions (S1B- 021 to S1B-040)
3.
broadcast interview (S1B- 041 to S1B-050)
4.
debates in the legislature (S1B- 051 to S1B-060)
5.
cross-examination by lawyers (S1B- 061 to S1B-070)
6.
commercial transactions (S1B- 071 to S1B-080)
Unscripted monologue
1.
unscripted observations (S2A-001 to S2A-020)
2.
impromptu speeches (S2A-021 to S2A-050)
3.
public demonstrations (S2A-051 to S2A-060)
4.
legal presentations (S2A-061 to S2A-070)
Scripted monologue
1.
broadcast news (S2B-001 to S2B-020)
2.
broadcast talks (S2B-021 to S2B-040)
3.
public addresses [non broadcast] (S2B-041 to S2B-050)
The ICE-PHI was chosen for the study due to its accessibility, size, and quantity of
varied samples it contains. The above listing shows that the ICE-PHI contains a vast number
of various transcriptions of spoken language, thus for the purpose of this paper, the researcher
chose only four subcategories that will serve as a representative of each major categories, and
these are: direct conversation for dialogue private, broadcast discussion for dialogue public,
spontaneous commentaries for monologue unscripted and finally, broadcast news for
monologue scripted. It should be noted as well that the entries for direct conversation range
from 001-090 which is different from the sizes of the other samples considered in the study.
For this reason, the researcher selected subject S1A-001 to S1A-020 of the direct
conversations for the analysis. The rationale for this is to ensure that the sizes of each corpus
being studied are consistent. The reason for using spoken discourse is because the DM "well"
and its pragmatic functions are best observed in spoken form rather than written mode, as
Leech and Svartvik (2002) pointed out.
Furthermore, the AntConc program was used to examine the general occurrence of
"well" as a discourse marker, as well as its respective frequencies as a delay marker, an
initiation marker, a repair marker, a frame marker, and a mitigation marker in the corpus.
Since the word “well” can have multiple meanings, the search word yielded results
that needed weeding. Thus, in weeding the corpus, only those sentences in which well are
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used as a discourse marker (interjection or exclamation) were taken into consideration.
Table 1 below shows how many tokens of well in the individual types of spoken discourse
were found and how many examples met the above mentioned criteria:
Table 1. The distribution of well across different types of spoken discourse in ICEPHI
Discourse marker Well in different types of spoken discourse
Hits in ICE-PHI
Hits in the ICE-PHI meeting the criteria
Direct Conversation 132
114
Broadcast Discussion 166
145
Spontaneous Commentaries 109
83
Broadcast News
19
4
TOTAL
426
346
In order to answer research question number 1, the researcher employed both
qualitative and quantitative methods of analysis. The items of well that fit in the criteria set
(noun, adjective, adverb and verb weeded out) were individually analysed following the
parameters provided by Junker’s (1993) and Ran ‘s (2003) five main pragmatic purposes of
DM “well” as stated above. Simple frequency count, percentage, and rank were used.
Lastly, to answer research question number 2, the researcher still used frequency
count, percentage and rank. The raw frequency of various uses of "well" in the four spoken
corpora was compared, and further discussions for each spoken discourse subtype were
conducted.
4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
DM “well” pragmatic functions in spoken discourse of Philippine English
As Table 2 suggests, 46.53% of the DMs well in spoken discourse were used as an
initiation marker, followed by 25.43% of the DMs which were utilized as a delay marker.
Also, 14.74% of the DMs were employed as a frame marker, and 7.23% corresponds as a
mitigation marker, leaving the remaining 6.07% for repair marker as a pragmatic function.
Table 2. DM well pragmatic functions in spoken discourse of Philippine English.
Pragmatic Function
Frequency
Percentage
Rank
Delay Marker
88
25.43
2
Repair Marker
21
6.07
5
Frame Marker
51
14.74
3
Initiation Marker
161
46.53
1
Mitigation Marker
25
7.23
4
TOTAL
346
100
DM “well” is basically a response marker, according to Schiffrin (1987), which
anchors its user in an engagement when an upcoming contribution is not totally coherent with
earlier coherence possibilities. As can be seen in the examples, the DM well was used as an
initiation marker, which appears mostly in initial position and sometimes in medial position.
Consider the following examples:
(1)
A: Wow that’s good for you.
B: Well I’m always absent and late even though I live so near <S1A-013#172>
(2)

A: I think they give you gift certificates
B: Well more of our complaints questions and suggestions about consumer rights we
come back <S1B-035#70>

Furthermore, Sacks et al. (1974) recognized “well” as a turn initiator, frequently
launching a new speech or commencing a turn. Thus, it follows that DM well can be found in
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the initial position. Also, it was found that beginning a turn is the most commonly used
function of DM well. Here are other examples where well functions as an initiator marker:
(3)
A: Trish is a lot prettier than his ex-girlfriend.
B: Well I’m sure Trish would like that would like to hear that. <S1A-015#42>
(4)
A: Was there not uh also uh an opportunity for PHIVOCS to determine that there
could be…
B: Well it’s hard to project that <S1B-022#47>
The second pragmatic function that DM “well” encodes is as a delay marker. The use
of DM "well" as a delay marker can be observed in situations where the speaker is not
immediately ready to respond to another utterance, or is hesitant to tell the truth to some
extent, or needs more time to organize what they want to say, or is unsure about how to state
what they want to say. Take for example the following excerpts taken from the corpus.
(5)
A: Uh-huh who else?
B: uh well David Robinson <S1A-001#163>
(6)
A: And when you have your downs isn’t that difficult having a business together?
B: No uhmm well in our case because both of us are kind of strong…<S1B-026#84>
As shown in the cases above, the DM "well" used as a delay marker is accompanied
by linguistic cues such as uhm and uh to keep the floor and turn seemingly incoherent units
of utterances into intelligible ones.
In other circumstances, the speaker may change or transfer the current topic of
discussion to a different one for a variety of reasons, and in order to maintain coherence, the
speaker may use the DM "well" to signal that he or she is changing the current topic. As a
result, DM "well" serves as a frame marker, bringing two disjointed themes together into a
more cohesive one to avoid a sudden topic change. This pragmatic function resembles the
initiation marker, but the DM “well” used in this function occurs in medial position and is
embedded in a single utterance, unlike in an initiation marker where it can be typically found
in the initial position (See example 8).
(7)
(8)

…I said nobody will advise this in the Philippine Normal College and she said well I
accepted because uhm she is a good student…<S1A-003#225>
Well there are other men before Joey who also had that kind of situation with many
children hmmm but well it’s up to them. <S1A-006#175>

A mitigation marker is the fourth pragmatic function of the DM "well." DM "well" is
sometimes employed as a linguistic indicator of politeness (to save face), and so can be
considered a mitigation marker, which usually appears at the start of a sentence. As the
examples below show, the usage of DM "well" in this scenario usually denotes refusals,
objections, and denials to a particular speech (Li & Xiao, 2012).
(9)
(10)

A: Yeah I am not saying my age just for this conversation. No thanks.
B: Well don’t worry you’ll not be forced to. <S1A-002#297>
A: Uh so it’s like you’re paying this guy he’s he’s your employee
B: Well our employee in terms of cleaning but we just give a minimal
amount…<S1A- 006#8>

Finally, DM “well” can be seen as a repair marker in some circumstances where
speakers need to mend, rectify, or alter their statement throughout a dialogue. The speaker
normally provides the addressee(s) some signals that he or she is going to correct his or her
words in these cases. These clues show the speakers' attempt to bring seemingly semantically
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disparate units of speech together into a coherent whole. One of these signals, according to Li
and Xiao (2012), is the discourse marker “well,” which functions as a repair marker in the
following example:
(11) Something like uh uh eighteen well seventeen percent uh other areas…<S2A-001#36>
(12) Countryside development one area in the past administration which was well not with
the Aquino administration I guess…<S2A-001#90>
Pragmatic roles of discourse marker well in different spoken discourse of Philippine
English
The usage of different pragmatic functions differs across different spoken discourses
in Philippine English, according to the examination of the pragmatic functions of DM “well”
in different spoken discourses. Table 3 shows how many examples of the individual tokens of
well were found in different spoken discourse and how many of these examples of well were
considered as a discourse marker. The distribution of discourse marker well across different
spoken discourse is presented
According to the table below, the DM "well" is widely employed as a discourse
marker in various spoken forms of Philippine English. DM “well” was used as a discourse
marker 346 times out of 426 tokens, accounting for 81.22 percent. The DM "well" was also
widely used in broadcast debate (87.34 percent), followed by direct conversation (86.36
percent), spontaneous commentary (76.15 percent), and broadcast news (76.15 percent)
(21.05 percent). As a result, how DM “well” is used as a discourse marker changes depending
on the sort of spoken discourse.
Table 3.Distribution of discourse marker well across different spoken discourse
Spoken Discourse
No. of Hits
Well as DM
Percentage
Rank
Direct Conversation
132
114
86.36
2
Spontaneous Commentaries
109
83
76.15
3
Broadcast Discussion
166
145
87.34
1
Broadcast News
19
4
21.05
4
Total
426
346
81.22
In summary, Table 4 shows the general usage variations of the different pragmatic
purposes of DM “well” across the four spoken discourse types analysed. As the table
indicates, broadcast discussion, direct conversation, spontaneous commentaries and broadcast
news differ in the use of “well” as a discourse marker. Likewise, the pragmatic functions of
DM “well” vary according to speech category.
Table 4. Functions of well as a DM in all the four spoken discourse categories analyzed
Pragmatic
Broadcast
Direct
Spontaneous
Broadcast
TOTAL
Function
Discussion
Conversation
Commentaries
News
Delay
46
26
16
0
88
Marker
Repair
8
8
5
0
21
Marker
Frame
13
15
19
4
51
Marker
Initiation
73
48
40
0
161
Marker
Mitigation
5
17
3
0
25
Marker
TOTAL
145
114
83
4
346
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Discussions
The results of the present study revealed qualitative and quantitative similarities and
differences between the pragmatic functions of discourse marker well and type of spoken
discourse. The use of DM well shows that ESL Filipino speakers use this in ways parallel to
native speakers or in a native like manner. The overall findings about the use of DM “well”
are similar to the outcomes of previous studies (Schiffrin, 1987; Muller, 2005; Fuller, 2003;
Buysse, 2012; and Jucker & Smith, 1998). Furthermore, the frequency of usage of DM "well"
in Philippine English spoken discourse is consistent with Hellerman and Vergun's (2007)
study of bilingual adult English learners, which found that students who use more discourse
markers are more acculturated to the United States.
In terms of the pragmatic roles of the discourse marker "well" in Philippine English
spoken discourse, the study found that Filipino English speakers tended to employ it as an
initiation marker and as a delay marker. These findings are comparable to those of Li and
Xiao (2012), who found that native and non-native English speakers both choose to utilize
the discourse marker as a delay and initiation marker. For both L2 and L1 adult users, the two
features account for at least 65 percent of all usages.
Similarly, DM's “well” effectiveness as an initiating marker backs up Schiffrin's
(1987) statements that DM “well” effectively marks speech acts, offers cohesive linkages
between clauses and utterances, and regulates the transition between two themes and topics
and subtopics. Also, the work of Halliday and Hasan (1992), which pays special emphasis to
the six items: now, of course, well, anyway, undoubtedly, and after all, can be tracked as an
initiation marker. The study discovered that DM “well” occurs at the start of a dialogue
response. It might be seen as either acknowledgment of the inquiry and preparation to
respond or a pause. This observation backs up the findings of the current investigation. The
pragmatic function of DM “well” as a delay marker, on the other hand, is frequently used in
three ways in this study: (1) when the speaker is not immediately ready to respond to another
utterance; (2) when the speaker is reluctant to tell the truth; and (3) when the speaker needs
more time to organize his or her talk. These observations are similar to the Ran (2003) and
Jucker (1991) findings. Another key finding of this study is that distinct pragmatic functions
of DM “well” are used differently in different types of spoken discourse, such as broadcast
discussion, direct dialogue, spontaneous remarks, and broadcast news.
In the four speech categories under investigation, the most common functions of
“well” as a DM are those of a new turn opener, initiating function, and a delaying function. It
follows that the use of “well” in these two functions is consistent with the type of the speech
category. It has also been proved that some functions of “well” as a DM are more likely to
appear in certain types of spoken discourse categories than in others, for example, “well” as a
marker of frame is more likely to be used in monologue: scripted and monologue: unscripted,
while “well” as a marker of mitigation tend to be used more frequently in direct
conversations than in other spoken discourse types. Finally, “well” as a marker of repair is
observed as one of the most underutilized pragmatic functions of DM “well”, both in
dialogue and monologue. These findings are related to study made by Fuller (2003) wherein
presentation and reception markers were examined in two speech context: semi-formal
interviews and casual conversation. The study revealed that contextual characteristics such as
the roles of the speakers and the relationship between interlocutors could shape the
distribution patterns of certain discourse markers. Fuller (2003) also added that the marker
well occurred more frequently in casual conversation, which is also the case in this current
study.
Finally, given the restricted use of discourse marker “well” in broadcast news,
discourse markers are considered to be predominantly an oral rather than written discourse
element. As claimed by Jucker (2002) in his investigation of discourse markers in EModE
that the frequency of discourse markers is a direct indicator of the amount of (representations
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of) spoken language that is expected to appear in any certain genre. As a result, discourse
markers were found in high numbers in EModE text types that are related to spoken
language. The depiction of spoken language is filtered and standardized since broadcast news
texts were originally created to be spoken. As Murillo and Yeh (2021) pointed out, people
must realize that culture and communication are inextricably linked, and that culture is built
on symbols that allow us to share and comprehend the meanings of one's actions.
5. CONCLUSION
The following conclusions are formed in light of the study's findings: First, the
pragmatic functions of the discourse marker "well" found in spoken Philippine English
encompass a wide range of functions. Delay marker, repair marker, frame marker, initiation
marker, and mitigation marker are some of the practical functions of DM “well.” Also, the
initiation marker was found to be the most regularly used pragmatic function by speakers of
Philippine English among these five pragmatic functions of "well." This is followed by
pragmatic functions: delayed marker, frame marker, and repair marker. Second, the
pragmatic roles of DM “well” in Philippine English spoken discourse differ along direct
conversation, broadcast discussion, spontaneous commentaries and broadcast news. In
broadcast discussion, initiation marker has been found to be frequently used pragmatic
function of “well”, followed by delay marker, frame marker, repair marker and mitigation
marker. Also, in direct conversation, the pragmatic function ‘initiation marker’ was
frequently used followed by ‘delay marker’, ‘mitigation marker’, ‘frame marker’, and ‘repair
marker’. Further, in spontaneous news, initiation marker ranked first, followed by ‘frame
marker’, ‘delay marker’, ‘repair marker’ and ‘mitigation marker’. Finally, in broadcast news,
the pragmatic function ‘an initiation marker’ of the discourse marker “well” was solely used.
The practical usage of the study can be employed for pedagogical objectives based on
the findings of this investigation. Discourse markers like "well" are overused in Philippine
English, as seen by the findings. It shows that Filipinos tend to employ such linguistic signal
in speaking the English language, either in casual conversation or in a more formal type of
spoken discourse like broadcast discussions. It should be emphasized, however, that this
marker is commonly utilized in face-to-face spoken conversation, making it useful in
conceiving a more natural dialogue modeling. For example, textbook compilers who, as
Leech (2001) argues, tend to present English learners in the Philippines with ideal speaker
utterances that rarely occur in everyday speech must present the language learners with
natural discussions.
Next, due to the high frequency of such short words as discourse markers in spoken
conversation, language teachers must improve students' awareness of these DMs during the
teaching process. Raising students' awareness requires clearly explaining these discourse
markers, because, as Ellis (2002) points out, explicit education can speed up language
acquisition and explicit instruction is more effective than implicit training. Furthermore, a
study of the pragmatic functions of the discourse marker "well" in use, as well as the manner
in which it is used, which varies from context to context, could help language teachers
encourage their students to think more critically about discourse markers in general, and the
discourse marker "well" in particular. This type of analysis will also serve as a tool for
developing awareness among students and teachers, so that the usage of discourse markers is
not overlooked while writing and, more importantly, when speaking.
Finally, with today's massive English contents, second language learners should focus
more on how the varied pragmatic roles of the discourse marker can be successfully used,
organized, and structured. This will help them in the future when they are faced with similar
communicative challenges. As a result, their critical awareness has increased, as has their
desire to diversify their linguistic choices.
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