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Abstract

Contrastive rhetoric has shown that L2 writers tend to reproduce L1 patterns of text organization. On
the other hand, lexical research for translation has examined the treatment of specific words in
monolingual learner’s dictionaries and of their translation equivalents in bilingual dictionaries using
corpus analysis to illustrate how type and amount of information do not always account for the
differences in meaning and use of dictionary equivalents. To take one example, although many
languages have similar sets of connective structures, they may be used differently across different
languages and genres, and resorting to their dictionary equivalents may result in unusual writing,
with overt errors and unusual frequency of occurrence of particular words. As such, connectives may
indeed be characterized as a translation and learning problem.

In the light of this, in this study | present the preliminary results of a research which brings together
previous studies in the field in order to differentiate meaning and functions of individual discourse
markers. Reference is made to works on coherence relations (Knott and Dale 1994, Knott and
Sanders 1998) and the cohesive role of bundles (e.qg. Biber, Conrad and Cortes 2004), accounts of
metadiscourse (e.g. Hyland 2004), and on Siepmann’s (2005) taxonomy of second-level discourse
markers, which integrates work on metadiscourse (Vande Kopple 1985, Hyland 2004) with studies in
the pragmatics of discourse markers (Fraser 1988), contrastive linguistics and LSP teaching (Hutz
1997).

Specifically, | shall carry out a contrastive analysis of discourse markers in general and exemplifiers
(English: for instance; Italian: ad esempio) inferrers (English: It therefore comes as no surprise that;
Italian: E’ naturale quindi che) and reformulators (English: that is; Italian: cio€) and resumers
(English: To sum up; Italian: Concludendo) in particular (terms from Siepmann 2005) in order to
investigate subtle differences (if any) in their meaning and use.

The study investigates English and Italian using a corpus of research articles in the field of
economics. The tools of corpus analysis are used throughout (Scott 1997) in order to complement
and examine in detail the treatment of discourse markers in learner’s and bilingual dictionaries.
Wordlists and concordances for clusters integrate wordlists and concordances for single words. After
providing a preliminary list of discourse markers based on previous studies on metadiscourse,
cohesion, coherence relations and discourse markers, the paper moves on to investigate in more
detail their use within introductions and related ‘openings’ (i.e. all text up to the end of the second
paragraph) in order to best analyze argumentational differences across the articles, journals (Bondi
2007) and languages and, in particular, different uses (if any) of discourse markers. The study
concludes by briefly discussing its implications for lexicography, contrastive rhetoric and specialized
translation.
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