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ABSTRACT

The process of determining groups, features and functions of discourse markers or discourse
particle are debateable among language researchers. Various definitions and classification of
elements have developed confusion of its status. The efforts to rearrange various opinons related
to discourse markers or discourse particles according to certain functions are able to create
systematic categories and expose its functions clearly. This article aimed to examine a number of
discourse markers concepts or discourse particles and its functions according to the context of
grammar and pragmatics as well as the features and domains of discourse markers or discourse
particles from views from past studies. The methodology used was the examination of discourse
markers or discourse particles into a theory, a model which explained the functions of discourse
markers or discourse particles. This explained the research findings which listed the inventory
concept of discourse markers or discourse particles, the functions, features and domain of
discourse markers or discourse particles in detailed. Distribution of concepts, functions and
domain of discourse markers or discourse particles from the views from past studies indicated
that discourse markers or discourse particles is a meaningful entity in communication.
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INTRODUCTION

Discourse markers is an important feature and as a medium of
interaction through conversation. Its use is able to determine the attitudes of a
speaker in terms of assumption, purpose and emotion. Discourse markers (also
known as discourse particle) have become unimportant features and functions
as a sign in communication which simply facilitate listeners’ interpretations of
speech based on various contextual clues. (Aijmer, 2002). In addition, this is
also assumed by Dwight Bolinger as lunacy ward theory of language (in
Hansen, 1998). Although the features of markers are small, they give a big
impact in the context of listeners’ receptions. Mohamed Redzwan, Bahari and
Sarudin (2019) used pragmatic marker, and discovered that diminutive
linguistic unit had the function as a language politeness tool which should not
be ignored. This indicates that not only grammar skills and thinking skills need
to be stressed on (Sarudin, Mohamed Redzwan, Osman, Raja Ma’amor Shah,
& Mohd Ariff Albakri, Othman 2019a;Sarudin, Mohamed Redzwan, Osman,
Raja Ma’amor Shah, & Mohd Ariff Albakri, 2019b; Sarudin, Mohamed
Redzwan, Mohd Ariff Albakri, & Osman, 2019c) but higher skills of speaking
the Malay language and being cultured through language politeness should not
be ignored (Mohamed Redzwan, Bahari, Sarudin & Osman, 2020) among the
community of speakers. This shows that a small pragmatic marker such as yes,
also has its function as language politeness (Mohamed Redzwan et al., 2019).
Obviously, pragmatic markers have their own important functions.

The stress related to functions and effects of discourse markers is
focused specifically in al-Quran. The biggest impact can be seen in surah al-
Israa verses 23 to 24 which is an evidence that Allah S.W.T has stressed on the
use of discourse markers though just a word ah.

“And Your Lord has instructed you not to worship other than
Him and do good things to parents. If one of your parent or both
parents are at their old age in your care, don’t you ever say “ah”
and don’t you scold both of them and say good words to them.
And bend yourself to them with love and say ‘My Lord, love both
my parents just like how they have educated me when | was a
child.””

Based on the translation of this al-Quran verse, it is obvious that the use
of language though only the marker of ‘ah’, it gives an effect on the charity
scales of a person. The use of this marker is able to give an emotional effect to
listeners and give an idea of the attitude of a person who says this.

Wierzbicka (1991) stated that discourse markers (in his study is it
known as discourse particle) are important features and are the intermediary in
interaction through conversation (in Aijmer, 2002). Its use is able to determine
the behaviour of a speaker in terms of assumption, purpose and emotion.
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OBJECTIVE

The categorization function for discourse markers or discourse particle
is relevant to be implemented because its definition and explanation about
related past literature are easy to understand based on discipline of knowledge
and studies focusing on their own researches. This is in line with the opinion of
Azri (2018) who stated that the theory approach for this specific phenomenon
remains a controversial topic in the previous studies because of different
theories used based on definitions, research methodology and significant of the
studies. The uncertainty of its category in linguistics can be reduced in the
effort to rearrange its functions based on past studies.

METHODOLOGY

Past studies related to discourse markers or discourse particles were
conducted by detailed analysis of certain theories, models and frameworks.
This detailed analysis has moved to the efforts to publish and connect the
features of discourse markers to theories, models or frameworks so that it can
be translated in a real form. Hansen (1998) stated that some theories, models
and frameworks were always related to studies on discourse markers:
Relevance Theory by Blakemore, Integrated Pragmatic Theory by Anscombre
and Ducrot, Interactional Sociolingustics Model by Deborah Schiffrin,
Discourse-Structural Framework by Goffman’s, and others. In addition, there
are theories developed from the breakdown of other theories. For example,
Theory of Enunciative and Predicative Operations by Culioli’s (1983-1984 in
Ranger, 2018) is related to Integrated Pragmatic Theory. Studies which were
conducted based on various approaches definitely had instilled certain
understanding related to discourse markers features. Detailed analysis of
previous studies related to discourse markers in finding suitable understanding
of their studies were also conducted by some researchers (see Azi, 2018;
Hoogervorst, 2018; Dror, 2018; Alami, 2015; Banguis-Bantawig, 2019). In
addition, most of these approaches were also paired with data analysis based on
corpus to obtain the amount of the distributions.

VARIOUS DISCOURSE MARKERS/DISCOURSE PARTICLES BASED
ON COMMUNICATION FUNCTIONS

Communication activities function to complete human life in the social
system. Specifically, these activities have the role to create understanding,
enrich one’s life in terms of physical and emotion, influence someone, advice
or provide entertainment to someone (Nordin, 2012). Communication can
happen in various ways. Thus, basic human communication is revealed in
forms of language activities. The use of language in communication has
caused the thought of connecting language symbols and abstract ideas in the
minds of speakers or listeners. In this case, discourse markers or discourse
particles are seen as providing a framework of understanding through
communication.
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Fraser (1990) in Hansen (1998) stated that sentences and speeches were
encoded in two sections: propositional and pragmatics. The meaning of
pragmatics is divided into three: basic pragmatic markers, commentary
markers, and parallel marker. Basic markers only determine the power to basic
messages. Commentary markers and parallel markers consist of two elements:
force and content. Redeker (1991) in Hansen (1998) suggested the discourse
coherence model which is the same as Schiffrin. This model consists of three
ideas: ideational structure, rhetorical structure and sequential structure.
Redeker (1991) named it as discourse operator, referring to spoken words or
phrases with the main function to attract listeners’ attention especially related
to the connection between what is to be said and the content of the current
discourse itself. The explanation from each definition has shown that basically,
discourse markers are the elements of connection.

Discourse markers or discourse particles have various names due to
various research focus conducted. Various areas of studies which implemented
linguistics approach had created various functions representing these elements.
At the same time, various terminologies exist for these elements. The following
are some names for discourse markers (Jucker & Ziv, 1998).

1. Discourse Markers: Schiffrin (1987)
2. Pragmatic Markers: Fraser (1996) and Brinton (1996)

3. Discourse particle: Schourup (1985), Abraham (1991), Kroon
(1995).

4. Pragmatic Particle: Ostman (1981)
5. Pragmatic Expression: Erman (1987)
6. Pragmatic Connective: Blakemore (1987,1988)

Other than the term markers, particles are also used as a term referring
to the same thing. Thus, the term particle has been used before the term
meaning exists from any theory and also known as uninflected word (Hansen,
1998). Its existence in various categories, functions and positions in sentences
has made it as a language element which receives many studies in discourse.
Based on past studies, statements which had elements of feelings were often
classified in the particle category. In this case there are various language
categories which consist of particles, among them are adposition, interjection,
coordinating and subordinating conjuctions, focus particles, modal particles,
adverbs and discourse markers.

VARIOUS MARKERS OR DISCOURSE PARTICLES FUNCTION AS
GRAMMAR

Grammar is an area which analyse language rules. In this case, rules
published are not the result from the formula built before language activities
happen, rather the arrangement of the formula is based on the frequency of
certain language use itself. Arrangement or known as coding has resulted in
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one perfect and uniformed standard language variation in terms of grammar for
formal use (Karim, Onn, Musa, 2011:23). This formal arrangement more or
less has influenced its arrangement which has pririotized formal language form
or written form. This has caused some language functions only focus on
important forms. For an example, grammar has divided its explanation into two
sections: morphology and syntax.

The functions of discourse markers or discourse particles are not clear
from the angle of sentence structures. The sentence structures referring to the
knowledge of grammar which is limited only to syntax or in a form of formal
language. On the other hand, research on these elements need to be conducted
into broader studies, which is discourse. This is said because its features can be
related to language treatment or language practiced. The difference between
these studies is distinguished by Chomsky’s flow researchers, who separated
the term of language proficiency and language arts (Hansen, 1998).

In the latest studies, discourse markers or discourse particles still have
overlapping definitions because its functions depend on contexts, certain
languages as well as purposes of certain discourse particles studies conducted.
The different definitions are acknowledged by Nordquist (2019), in which it is
stated that discourse markers (DM) is also known as discourse particles,
connecting discourse, pragmatic markers, or pragmatic particles. Discourse
markers cannot be fully generalized to other languages because its nature
which is related to habits and culture of certain language speakers. This is in
line with a statement by Mai (2016) that the different in use is influenced by
the society’s cultural factors.

An interesting point to make this study complete, is focusing its
meaning involving outside meanings than the content of sentences. For an
example, the use of discourse markers or particles now which functions as topic
change:

1. DS: | saw before | want to answer just now Syaril, Syahir... Syahir
because he is too strategic, many things that | want to talk about. As if he has
read what | will say. So it is good to say it. So aaa. Dato' Dr Mujahidlah will
have to answer it later ya.

DM: Ok. (Laugh)

DS: So aaa the question now we are talking about.

(Taken from Wawancara Sinar 55" entitled Three Angles: Who Get the Benefits)

From the sample excerpts of the interview, it clearly demonstrates the
existence of topic-switching function on the use of discourse marker now.
Listed are some functions of discourse markers according to Jucker & Ziv
(1998):

1. discourse connectors
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. turn-takers
. confirmation-seekers

intimacy signals

hesitation markers
boundary markers

2

3

4

5. topic swichers
6

7

8. fillers

9

prompters
10. repair markers.
11. attitude markers
12. hedging markers

Three definitions of discourse markers can be related to theories in
studies by Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1990, 1996), and Redeker (1991). Schiffrin
(1987) defined discourse markers and features which its operation depends on
the order and bracket in spoken units (Hansen, 1998).

In reality, different terms exist referring to the use, meaning and
functions of discourse markers. Among the names referring to this elements are
listed by Hansen (1998) which are Discourse Markers (Schiffrin 1987),
Pragmatic Markers (Fraser 1996 and Brinton 1996), Discourse particle
(Schourup 1985, Abraham 1991 and Kroon 1995), Pragmatic Particle (Ostman
1981), Pragmatic Expression (Erman 1987), and Pragmatic Connective:
(Blakemore 1987, 1988).

The use of discourse markers term is seen suitable with its functions as
markers to symbolize the existence of connection among elements in discourse.
This can be seen based on examples given by Hansen (1998) which show the
use from various classes such as exclamation words, conjunctions, adverbs,
particle modals, particle focus and others which are defined as discourse
markers function as markers. Listed are exclamation words function as
discourse markers in its study:

1. Bon,onvaalleral’ abri
DM, we’ll take shelter.

The word bon acts as an exclamation when it exists at the beginning of
a clause. In this example, the use of word bon is not related to the phenomena
in the sentence, thus with something unexpected which is elements outside the
interaction itself.

In addition, the use of discourse particles term is seen wider and can
limit the various terms used for this term (Jucker & Ziv, 1998). Among past
studies which used the term discourse markers and chose more open words
including studies by Furko (2020), Cuenca and Crible (2019), Chmiel et al
(2018), Hajimia (2018), Deborah Tannen, Heidi E. Hamilton (2015) and others.
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The use of discourse particles term is related to the effort in creating
one name for words which have no meaning in sentences and have been
included as dual functions words. For examples, exclamation words,
conjunctions, adverbs, modals particle and focused particles which function as
semantics and pragmatics. Meanings of pragmatics for words are not the same
as their meanings semantically. In this case, the term particles existed to name
the elements which have no meaning in sentences. However, its meaning exists
when it is viewed from pragmatic point of view. Listed are examples of
semantic and pragmatic meanings for the use of word bon:

2. Ce repas etait vraiment tres bon
This meal was very good
2a. Bon, on va aller a I’ abri
DM, we’ll take shelter.
(Hansen, 1998)

In example 3, the use of word bon has semantic meaning, however, in
Example 2a, the word bon does not affect any meanings unless it is viewed
from pragmatic point of view.

In the past studies, the term discourse particles was more likely towards
studies related to German language by Dorre et al. (2018), Riisenberg et al.
(2018), Pistor (2017), Doring (2016), Bross, F. (2014), Bayer, J. (2009),
Fischer, K (2007), Abraham, W. (1991). Its use is closer to another term which
is modal particles. Some German words can also be translated in other
languages. For an example, a study by Marijana Kresic, MIA Batinic Angster
and Gabriele Diewald in Zhang & Redeker, (2018) related to modal particle
bloR which was analysed in three languages: German, Croatian and English,
has shown different position for each language, however, it did not represent
English.

Thus, there are studies which use the term discourse particles in other
languages except German language. Overall studies have shown selected
language items are more likely to use elements of morpheme. As examples,
studies about English discourse particles have focused on the analysis of non-
free morpheme by Tay et al. (2016), Yap et al. (2016) and Hei (2015).

VARIOUS DISCOURSE MARKERS/DISCOURSE PARTICLES BASED
ON FUNCTIONS OF PRAGMATICS

Pragmatics make meanings of certain words become broader. This is as
such because meanings given are not based on only semantic meanings or only
dictionary meanings, thus meanings are interpreted based on their use in certain
situations. Pragmatic approach also emphasises on how to align certain
interpretations of discourse markers. This field also provide procedures of
markers which contribute to underlying interpretations (Ranger, 2018). In this
case, pragmatics give a guideline so meanings of words are understood based
on a number of interpretation forms: Implicit, Presupposition dan Speech-Act.
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Table 1The Use of Pragmatic Markers Terms in English

PJAEE, 17(6) (2020)

Furko (2020) in his writing related to discourse particles had arranged
the use of terms for pragmatic markers category according to clear arrangments
based on past studies. The arrangement revealed that discourse markers terms
are more acceptable options by academicians and more flexible in its use.

Word Classes well  Of oh ah now | but you
No Academicians course mean know
1  Schourup (1985) DP - DP DP DP DP - DP
2 Schiffrin (1987) DM - DM - DM DM DM DM
3 Erman (1987) PE - - - - PE - PE
4 Fraser and James DM/ DM PK/int PK DM PM/ DM PM
(1990, PK/ /int DM
1974,1990) int
5  Wierzberg (1991) - - int int - - - -
Hirschberg and cue - - - cue - cue -
Litman (1993)
6 Stenstrom (1994) DM/ - IS - DM/ ID - DM/
IS IS IS
7 Holmes (1995) PP PP - - - PP - PP
8  Kroon (1995) DP - - - - DP DP DP
9 Nikula (1996) PFM PFM - - - PFM - PFM
10  Fuller (2003) DM DM DM - - DM - DM
11 Beeching (2016) PM B - - - PM - PM
12  Crible (2017) DM - DM int DM DM DM DM

Explanation

DP -Discourse Particles
DM -Discourse markers

PE -Pragmatic expression

PM -Pragmatic marker
int -Interjection

cue -cue word/cue phrase

IS -Interactional signal
PP -Pragmatic particle

PFM

-Pragmatic force modifier
PK -Pause marker
B -Booster

Based on the discussion, the use of discourse particles terms provided
more confidence to the effort to conduct studies of these elements in the Malay

language.
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ELEMENTS OF DISCOURSE PARTICLES

Various word classes by discourse particles have put a need for these
features to be known because of its elements. In past studies, various features
were identified as the nature which needs to be included to certain elements of
discourse particles. Holker (1991:78-79) in Hansen, (1998) listed 4 features of
discourse markers (known as pragmatic markers).

1. Discourse Particles did not affect real situations or contents of certain
speeches.

2. Discourse Particles did not add any explanation to contents of certain
speeches.

3. Discourse markers were related to current situations while speaking and
not to matters discussed.

4. Discourse Particles had a connection to emotional and expression
functions but not related to functions of reference, denotation (accurate
meaning for words) or cognitive functions.

Based on the features stated, it can be classified that features 1 and 2 are
semantic in nature. Feature 3 is pragmatic in nature and Feature 4 is functional
in nature.

Brinton (1996) in Hansen (1998) had more detailed list related to
features represented by discourse markers. These features were arranged
according to a combination of similar levels for linguistics descriptions.

Table 2 Features of Discourse Particles based on Linguistics Levels

No

Linguistics Descriptions Features

Phonology and lexical levels  Short and phonology is shor ten.

Form different groups of tones.
Less in forms and difficult to put in the traditional
words class.

Syntactic Level Limited at the beginning of sentences.

Happens outside structure of syntax or only has
loose connection to sentences.
Has the nature of choice.

Semantic Level Non- propositional

Functional Level Various functions and able to operate in a number

of linguistics levels concurrently.

Sociolinguistics and language Oral discourse in nature, not written or related to
style levels non-formal situation either orally or written.

Emerge with high frequency.

Have stigmatised language style.

Certain genders and evident more in female
conversations
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He also stated that the features of first level to third levels, which are
phonology, lexical, syntax/textual and semantic are important features to
identify discourse markers. The features stated at the functional level and
sociolinguistics/language style level are descriptive in nature.

Alami (2015) stated that discourse particles consist of various different
word classes. One of these elements share the same features. Table 3 illustrates
a number of discourse markers features listed by Alami based on some past
studies.

Table 3 Features of discourse Particles based on Academicians Views

Academicians Features
No
1. (Lenk, 1998; Yilmaz, Generally, discourse markers were used in all
2004). languages
2. (Schiffrin, 1987). Free syntax
3. (Futji, 2001). Discourse markers existed as flexible syntax, existed
at the beginning, middle or end of speech. This
flexibility contributed to a large use and high
frequency in discourse.
4. (Brinton, 1996; Schiffrin, Discourse markers did not affect prepositional
1987). meanings
5. Discourse markers did not contribute to information
in discourse contents
6. (Andersen, 2001; Fraser, Discourse markers dealt with aspects of pragmatics
1990; Yilmaz, 2004). discourse
7. (Lenk, 1997). Morphology was short, consisting of one to two
syllables

The properties of discourse particles is explained briefly by Furko,
(2020) based on Table 4 as follows:

Table 4 Properties of discourse particles

No Properties seq cont ora syn pro Poly att scop Non in
Academicians | t c - e - v
func pro
p
1. Schiffirin (1987) X X X X (x)
2. Fraser (1990,1999) X X X X X
3. Redeker (1990,1991) x  x (x)
4.  Stenstrom (1994) X (x)
5.  Kroon (1995) X X X
6. Knott and sanders x

(1998)

12243



DISTRIBUTION OF DISCOURSE MARKERS ELEMENTS OR DISCOURSE PARTICLE AS AN ENTITY RELATIONSHIP IN PJAEE, 17(6) (2020)
DISCOURSE

~
X
X
X

Andersen (1998)
Hansen (1998) (x) x) x X
9. Risselada and x X

Spooren (1998)

®
<

10. Romaine and Lange X (x) (X)
(1998)
11. Blakemore (1987, X
2002)
12. Gonzalez (2004) X X X
13. Crible (2017) X X X
Explanation
Seq - sequentiality, coherence, connectivity
Cont - context-dependence - context-coordination
Oral - orality
Synt - syntactic criteria, diversity, non-integration
Proc - procedural meaning
Poly-func - poly-functionality
Att - marking attitudes
Scope - various scope, functional scope
Non-prop - non-Propositional content
Inv - invariable form

Discourse Markers Domain

Hansen (1998) had divided discourse markers into certain domains at
the parameter.

Table 5 Domains based on discourse markers functions

No Domain Functions

1.  Textual Texts structure tool (opening and closing discourse unit or transition
between discourse)

2. Attitudes modality indicator (style/way) or attitudes indicator

3. Cognitive Indicator of speakers’ and listeners’ intentions or indicator to the
relationship of speakers and listeners

4. Interaction  Procedures on how speeches delivered are processed.

Functions of Markers or Discourse Particles

Discourse markers or discourse particles are depicted to have various
functions. Various functions are related to differences in terms of language,
theory used and focused research field. The functions of discourse markers or
discourse particles in the focused research on written language or formal
language can be seen as elements which connect sentences to phrases in certain
discourses (Karim, Onn, Musa and Mahmood, 2011:525). In this case,
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discourse markers or particles are classified into five types: connection
markers, reference markers, replacement markers, lexical markers and ellipsis
markers or omission markers. Based on examples provided for each marker,
obviously the explanation related to discourse markers according to this belief
has covered discussion at sentence levels. Following is an example of
explanation at sentence levels for additional markers type.

Power through the process of law is acknowledged by the court. Laws
do not only determine the validity of the power, but also determine the power is
used reasonably, fairly, honestly and equally.

The role of additional markers has the function of providing additional
information to matters which are sured to bring confusions between word
classes categorized as discourse markers connectors.

Additionally, a study at this stage was conducted by Alias (2019) which
indicated same functions as paraphrase restatement between the use of
discourse markers which with esto es in Spanish. Although he stressed that this
study was conducted from semantic and pragmatics point of views, the analysis
which was only done at sentence levels obviously indicated that the
explanation related to pragmatics in the use of which was unclear.

The functions of discourse markers or discourse particles in other
studies indicated broader roles. In this case, the functions of discourse markers
or particles are seen as elements which are connected to language studies in a
form of oral or informal studies. Among them are fucntions introduced by
Jucker & Ziv (1998): discourse connectors, turn-takers, confirmation-seekers,
intimacy signals, topic swichers, hesitation markers, Boundary markers, fillers,
prompters, repair markers, attitude markers, hedging markers.

Maschler, Shloush and Hakulinen in Jucker & Ziv (1998) which
focused their study related to sentence structure signals had discovered a
number of discourse markers functions which are apposition markers
happening mostly in interclausally, markers to conclusions and markers to
topic switching which happened in the middle of clauses. Rouchota, Stenstrom,
Andersen, Jucker and Smith, Ziv and Ariel, focused their study on cognitive
aspect while Suzuki, Park, Fraser and Takahara analysed markers differences,
displayed various attitudes features, cognitive features and interaction features
of discourse markers (Jucker & Ziv, 1998).

Many studies on oral language have been conducted (see Banguis-
Bantawig, (2019). A study conducted on speeches by Asean leaders indicated
the functions of discourse markers not only to smooth the process of delivery,
but also as indication of the speakers’ attitudes towards the information
delivered. In this case, speakers must be careful with the use of discourse
markers so that the information delivered are fully understood. This can be
described as an analogy of a vehicle which triggers a relationship between
readers and listeners in a form of phatic (Alami, 2015; Buyukkarci & Genc,
2009 in Banguis-Bantawig, 2019).
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Various functions of discourse markers or particles can also be seen at
interpersonal and textual levels. Textual functions or discoursal functions
referring to markers which connect speakers’ or writers’ thoughts in the
process of connecting discourse units further (Aijmer, 1996 dalam Dylgjeri,
1994). Interpersonal functions help in stating speakers’ attitudes or opinions
(Dylgjeri, 1994). Blakemore (1988) in Dylgjeri, (1994) stated that discourse
markers produced a relationship coherently and in cohesion which connect
texts at different levels. Discourse markers are important to provide clear
understanding about certain messages and understand the organization of
human thoughts (Yung et al., 2016 in Banguis-Bantawig, 2018).

Discourse markers functions as meta-discourse intended to create
cohesive discourse or unity discourse to encourage readers or listeners to
respond or be involved in the discourse process (Mai, 2016; Lim, 2016; Hyland
and Tse, 2004; Vande, 1985, Zand-Moghadam & Bikineh, 2015 in Banguis-
Bantawig, 2018). Meta-discourse functions to influence persuasiveness
listeners towards certain speeches (Mai, 2016).

Muller (2005) in Alami (2015) had detailed discourse markers functions
as elements which started discourse markers, marked territory in discourse
(switchover/shift parts in topics), initiated answers and responses, had the role
as fillers or delayed tactic, helped speakers to have stage control, gave impact
to interactions or sharing between speakers and listeners, discourse brackers
either as cataphorucally or anaphorically, marked either the information is
based on foregrown or background, and as propositional relationship index.

Based on a discussion related to discourse markers explained, all
functions of discourse markers can be summarized in the table below:

Table 6 Functions of Discourse Markers or Discourse Particles

No Academicians Functions of Discourse Markers or Discourse Particles

1.  Nik Safiah Karim Functions as elements which connect sentences with phrases in
et al. (2008) certain discourses.

2. Alias (2019) Functions as restatement paraphrase

3. Jucker and Ziv Functions as discourse connectors, turn-takers, confirmation-seekers,

(1998) intimacy signals, topic swichers, hesitation markers, Boundary
markers, fillers, prompters, repair markers, attitude markers, hedging
markers.

4.  Maschler (2000), Functions as apposition markers

Shloush  (1998)

and  Hakulinen

(1998)

5.  Banguis- Functions to make the information delivery process smooth

Bantawig, (2019) Functions to indicate speakers’ attitudes towards information

delivered
6.  Aijmer, (1996) Functions to connect speakers’ or writers’ thoughts in the process of
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connecting discourse units further

7.  Dylgjeri, (1994).  Functions to assist in stating speakers’ or writers’ attitudes or

opinions

8.  Blakemore (1988) Functions to create a connection of discourse coherently or

cohesively for texts continuation at different levels

9. Yungetal,

2016 Functions to give clear understanding about certain messages and
understand the organization of human thoughts

10. Mai 2016;

Lim, Functions as meta-discourse markers intended to create cohesive

2016; Hyland and discourse or discourse unity to encourage readers or listeners to
Tse, 2004; Vande respond or involve in the discourse process
Kopple, 1985

11.  Mai (2016)

Functions as meta-discourse markers to influence persuasiveness of
listeners towards certain speeches

12.  Muller (2005) Functions as elements which starts discourse markers, marks territory

in discourse (switchover/shift parts in topics), initiate answers and
responses, has the role as fillers or delayed tactic, help speakers to
have stage control, gives impact to interactions or sharing between
speakers and listeners, discourse brackers either as cataphorucally or
anaphorically, marks either the information is based on foregrown or
background, and as propositional relationship index.

CONCLUSION

As a conclusion, discussion on features and functions of discourse
markers obviously shows that these elements are categorized based on
functions of communication, grammar and pragmatics. Other than that, an
obvious function is as an entity which connects discourse. Exposure towards
the existence of the elements is updated in learning contemporary languages so
that language activities can be used wisely. This understanding is able to make
language learning more reality and not only producing empty principles of
language learning: language learned without implementing its use in real life
(Zaini, Sarudin, Muhammad, Abu Bakar (2020). This development surely
contributes toward the harmony and unity of a country.
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