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Language features used by BIPA teachers become one of essential parts during online 

teaching process. This study incorporated interactive metadiscourse (IMD) proposed by 

Hyland (2005). It was aimed at describing the functions of the categories and understanding 

the ways teachers employing IMD markers in BIPA digital classes. The data sources were 4 

online BIPA learning videos. Aside from employing a qualitative-descriptive method, this 

study also used documentation technique and content analysis for collecting and analyzing 

the data through the process of transcribing the video, coding the data, inputting the data 

in AntCont 3.4.3, selecting the target words, calculating the occurrences and average, 

interpreting the data, and drawing conclusion. The results of this study revealed that BIPA 

teachers incorporated all five categories of IMD markers. The most common IMD markers 

used are: ok, nah, jadi, lihat, coba, dan karena, kalau,and misalnya. The discourse markers 

mostly assisted the BIPA teachers to direct students, to point on the slides, to shift from one 

topic to another, and to express agreements.  The findings of this research are expected to 

give benefits theoretically for scholars and practically for BIPA teachers in conducting online 

learning. 
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Bahasa Indonesia (Indonesian language) becomes one of the major studies at 

several universities in the world. Teaching Bahasa Indonesia for foreign students 

is being a trend recently in both Indonesia and some other countries. Farikah et 

al. (2017) states that Bahasa Indonesia is one of the languages in a great demand 

by foreigners. According Handoko et al.  (2019), there are two main external 

factors affecting the development of Bahasa Indonesia, namely Indonesian 

culture and its natural resources. Those aspects attract many foreign investors to 

expand their business in Indonesia, and therefore they are required to study 

Bahasa Indonesia. 

In order to facilitate the great demand of foreigners in learning Bahasa 

Indonesia especially in the level of university, Indonesian Government and The 

Minister of Education and Culture offer BIPA program for international students 

who want to study in Indonesia. BIPA is an acronym which stands for Bahasa 

Indonesia untuk Penutur Asing (Indonesian Language for Foreign Speakers). It is 

a language program addressed to non-native speakers of Indonesian. All 

international students require to attend this program for about a year before they 

can start to attend their classes in Indonesia. In this program, students will be 

trained to communicate both spoken and written by using Bahasa Indonesia. In 

addition, this program assists the students to understand Indonesian culture 

before they mingle with their academic lives.

ABSTRACT 

 

INTRODUCTION 

DOI:10.22515/ljbs.v8i1.5819 
 

mailto:shantiduwila@uwp.ac.id
mailto:iska.agnesya@gmail.com
mailto:artikawulandari158@gmail.com


Shanty AYPS Duwila, Ari Astutik, Iska Agnesya Fereralda & Artika Wulandari  

14  Leksema: Jurnal Bahasa dan Sastra 

 

Nowadays, many universities in Indonesia compete to open BIPA programs 

for international students along with keep developing and improving the quality 

of the programs. However, teaching BIPA becomes more challenging during the 

Covid-19 in 2020-2022 pandemic as the teaching-learning process turns from 

offline to online courses. This situation insists both teachers and students to adapt 

to the changes. Syafryadin and Martina (2021) found that there were some issues 

faced by teachers during the online learning process, namely: lack of experience 

in operating technology, low language knowledge, inappropriate method or 

technique, and age. For teachers, teaching Bahasa Indonesia online for foreign 

students was something unthinkable before. There were no online materials 

available or strategies to conduct the class. It required hard work from teachers, 

particularly in constructing new syllabus and finding out a good and suitable 

methods to deliver the lessons (Defina 2021). Indeed, the online teaching 

methods demand the teacher not only to use technology as a tool in teaching-

learning process, but also require them to use proper language instructions 

clearly in order to maintain that the teaching-learning process runs interactively.    

 Language instruction used in teaching BIPA can be either in English or 

Bahasa Indonesia. The teachers have to consider the pronunciation, tone, and 

pace during teaching and make sure the students understand the lessons. 

However, for those who fail in comprehending the materials, the teachers will 

assist them by translating their explanations into English. Translation has a 

significant role in language learning process as translation allows students to 

understand the target language better (Arfianti and Widiati 2021). Teaching 

Bahasa in face-to-face environment is considered more easily than in digital 

classroom. In physical classroom, teachers are able to control situation and 

interact directly to students and vice versa. Meanwhile, in digital classroom, 

students often turn off cameras, cannot respond directly to questions given by 

teachers or their peers due to bad internet connection, and lack of time and space 

for practicing conversations. In addition, the duration of teaching in digital classes 

tend to be shorter than that in real classes due to the interruption of network 

issues. It means that a teacher who is commonly able to cover one up to two 

topics in a real meeting may only manage a single topic in an online class 

comparatively.   

Regarding to the issue, teachers require to find a strategy to assist and 

maximize the teaching learning process. Employing simple language expressions 

using loud and clear pronunciation in digital classes is one of strategies that are 

often used by BIPA teachers to engage with students. Language expressions used 

in offline teaching is different respectively in some points from those in online 

teaching. Teachers need to adjust their language expressions to achieve their 

purpose and assure that students are able to understand the lessons. Students’ 

responses are something salient as teachers are able to measure and indicate the 

success of the teaching learning process from the students’ responses. Language 

features used by BIPA teachers become one of essential parts during online 

teaching process. Choosing and employing the correct language features are 

helpful for the teacher to direct the students, for the students to understand the 

lessons, and both to maintain their communication in the classroom, etc.   

Interactive metadiscourse is one of the strands used by teachers to manage, 

control, facilitate, or promote students' thinking and participation. According to 

Hyland (2005), speakers can utilize interactive metadiscourse to guide a receiver’s 

perception using a range of devices that explicitly organize on their spoken 

discourse, engage listeners, and signal the speaker’s attitudes to both their topics 

and their audiences. The interactive metadiscourse resources consist of five 
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features, namely: transitions, frame markers, endophoric markers, evidential 

markers, and code glosses. Hyland states that removing these metadiscourse 

features would make the conversation or talk much less personal, less interesting, 

and less easy to follow.  

In line with the description, the objectives of the present study were to find 

out the categories of interactive metadiscourse features used by BIPA teachers in 

online classrooms and how the teachers use the features to achieve their 

purposes. This research applied interactive model of metadiscourse proposed by 

Hyland (2005) to describe the subcategories and functions of interactive 

metadiscourse features used by the teachers. 

 

Metadiscourse is a concept of discourse that organizes writers’ or speakers’ 

discourses and monitors the responses of readers or listeners in order to achieve 

the purpose of communication (Hyland, 2015). The concepts of metadiscourse 

are studied from different points of view which emerge into several models 

proposed by researchers, such as Crismore (1983), van de Kopple (2002), Ädel 

(2006), and Mauranen (2010). These researchers categorize metadiscourse 

features into different subcategories as each has contrasting perspective in 

analysing a discourse. Number of researchers have applied this concept to 

analyse both writing and spoken discourses. The range of studies of 

metadiscourse in spoken language has been conducted by some researchers.   

The first researcher is Correia et al. (2015). Correia et al. examined lexical level 

distribution of metadiscourse in TED talks. The research applied Ädel’s (2006) 

taxonomy of metadiscourse. The data were categorized based on the taxonomy 

and counted to find out the level distribution of the features, and the result 

showed that the metadiscourse markers indicating topic management 

(delimiting, introducing, and postponing) and broadly using functions (examples, 

emphasis, and enumerations) occured at the same rate in all levels. On the other 

hand, Lee and Subtirelu (2015) compared the use of metadiscourse in EAP lessons 

and academic lectures. The study anchored Hyland’s (2005) interpersonal model 

of metadiscourse to compare two corpora of pedagogical content and context 

on teachers' enactment of metadiscourse in the classroom. The result showed 

that the purpose of teachers using metadiscourse markers was to set up 

classroom tasks and encourage students to involve and participate in classroom 

activities. On the other hand, university instructors' priority in using 

metadiscourse markers was to establish relationships between ideas in the 

unfolding arguments of lectures. In addition, Molino (2018) investigated what 

discourse functions metadiscourse markers perform, what form-function 

associations can be identified, and whether signs of dysfluency and non-standard 

forms can be found in relation to metadiscourse. The data were taken from 

university lectures. The research was based on the reflective model of 

metadiscourse proposed by Ädel (2006).   

Meanwhile, Zhang, et al. (2017) explored the co-occurrence patterns and 

register variation of metadiscourse markers in 126 spoken languages. The 

research relied on Ädel‘s (2006) reflexive model of metadiscourse. Employing 

quantitative and qualitative data analyses, it revealed that the metadiscourse 

markers were used to emphasize interaction, seek cooperation and present 

discourse. Turiman, et al. (2018) used corpus linguistics methods to analyse 

spoken discourse. The data were taken from job interview scripts. The study 

applied Ädel’s (2006) textual and interpersonal metadiscourse to find out the 

distribution of the interpersonal metadiscourse markers. The study revealed that 
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the excessive use of the markers was for impeding communication flow instead 

of assisting speakers to be persuasive in their speeches.  

The latest research was conducted by Farahani (2020).  Farahani conducted 

a comparative study between British Academic Written English Corpus and British 

Academic Spoken English Corpus. The purpose of the research was to find out 

the distributional pattern of interactive and interactional metadiscourse features 

using Hyland’s metadiscourse concept (2005). The study found that in the 

category of interactive metadiscourse, the transitions and endophoric markers 

were used more often in the written corpus rather than in the spoken one. 

However, endophoric markers and transitions were the most frequently applied 

in the latter.  

From the previous studies, Correia et al (2015), Molino (2018), Zhang, et al. 

(2017), and Turiman, et al. (2018) employed Ädel’s (2006) concept of 

metadiscourse, while Lee and Subtirelu (2015) and Farahani (2020) implemented 

Hyland’s (2005) metadiscourse concept. The similarity of all the previous research 

lies in the concept for analyzing the data, namely metadiscourse, whereas the 

difference is shown by the approaches that represent different points of view of 

metadiscourse. Aside from that, most of the previous studies used the 

metadiscourse concept to analyze the data of written English and only a few used 

English spoken data as the objects.  

In line with some of the previous studies, this  research used a spoken 

discourse of online teaching class and relied on Hyland’s (2005) concept of 

metadiscourse. However, it intended to fill the gap in the area of methodology of 

the research where the source of data, which is Bahasa Indonesia, has not been 

explored yet. In addition, the methods of this research were slightly different from 

that of the previous ones. This study only focuses on interactive metadiscourse 

used by BIPA teachers in online classes. Empirically, this paper only concerns with 

categories and subcategories of interactive metadiscourse used in online classes 

since this area of study has not been systematically reviewed and analyzed. 

Therefore, the aims of this research were to describe the functions of the 

categories and how the teachers employ the interactive metadiscourse markers 

in digital classes. With a better understanding on the subject matters, the 

potential use interactive metadiscourse as a pedagogical intervention to promote 

learning BIPA was then discussed. 

 

The interactive model of metadiscourse proposed by Hyland (Hyland & Tse, 2004) 

is concerned with ways of organizing discourse and reflect the writer’s assessment 

what needs to be made explicit to constrain and guide what should be recovered 

from the text. In his research, Hyland (2016) explained that the main principle of 

interactive metadiscourse is that speaking is something engaging. This principle 

indicates attitude, argument, and commitment of the speakers. Speakers employ 

metadiscourse to control, evaluate, and negotiate the purpose and impact of their 

and of their interlocutors’ ongoing talk. Interactive resources allow the writer or 

speaker to manage the information flow to explicitly establish his or her preferred 

interpretations (Hyland, 2017). There are five categories of interactive 

metadiscourse, namely: transitions, frame markers, endophoric, evidential, and 

code glosses. Table 1 shows the detail information about the categories of 

interactive metadiscourse features. 

 

 

 

 

UNDERLYING 

THEORIES 
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Table 1: Interpersonal Model of Metadiscourse 

Interactive Markers (Hyland 2004) 

 

Macrocategory Subcategory Examples 

Transition markers Addition and, furthermore, moreover, 

also, in addition, anyway 

 Comparison in contrast, however, but, on the 

other hand, on the contrary 

 Consequences consequently, after all, then, 

therefore, as a consequence 

Frame markers To sequence (in) Chapter X, first, next, lastly, I 

begin with, I end with 

 To label discourse all in all, at this point, in 

conclusion, on the whole 

 To announce goals my focus, goal, objective to, I 

seek to, my purpose is to 

 To shift topic back to, in regard to, return to, 

turn to  

Endophoric markers  noted above, see Fig., in Section 

2 

Evidential markers  according to X, (Y, 1990), Z 

states 

Code glosses  namely, e.g., such as, in other 

words, that is, to put it simply  

for example, for instance 

 

The interactive metadiscourse can generally be classified into macrocategory 

and subcategory. There are five types of markers under the macrocategory. Some 

of these markers are then expanded into subcategories to distinguish the features 

of each marker among the others. The transition markers explain the semantic 

relations between main clauses. In this category, phrases that mean addition, 

comparison, and consequence are included. The second category, frame markers, 

refers to discourse acts, sequences, or text stages. The existence frame markers is 

indicated by the use of sequences, discourse labels, goal announcements, and 

topic shifts. The third category, endophoric markers, is used to indicate the 

information in other parts of the previous statements or texts. The fourth 

category, evidential markers, refers to the sources of information from other 

statements or texts. While the last category, code glosses, gives a further 

explanation by giving examples to the interlocutors grasp meanings of ideational 

materials. 

 

This study utilized qualitative-descriptive method by using textual rather than 

numeric data as well as describing and interpreting the findings. According to 

Nassaji (2015) qualitative and descriptive research is well suited to the study of L2 

(second language) classroom teaching, in which conducting tightly controlled 

experimental research is hardly possible, and even if controlled experimental 

research is conducted in such settings, the generalizability of its findings to the 

real classroom contexts are questionable. This method was considered suitable 

to inquire the research questions about categories and subcategories of 

interactive metadiscourse markers, functions, and how the teachers use the 

RESEARCH 

METHOD 
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features in their classrooms. There would be numerical data of interactive 

metadiscourse features presented in tables.  However, the numerical data were 

used to provide a better understanding of the research problems as all the data 

were elaborated and interpreted. Maxwell (2010) states that the use of numbers 

is a legitimate and valuable strategy for qualitative researchers when it is used as 

a complement to an overall process orientation to the research. 

The sources of data of this study were four online video records. These four 

videos were assumed to have enough information to answer the research 

questions of the study. The data used here were narrative written texts taken from 

the transcriptions of BIPA-B2 class video recording. The BIPA online teaching 

process videos were recorded during Covid-19 pandemic at Universitas Airlangga 

Language Centre from August to November 2020. In line with the objectives of 

this study, two main criteria were determined in choosing the video materials, i.e.:  

1-1.5 hours class duration and taken from B2 level classrooms.  B2 level is the 

highest level in BIPA in which almost 90% of the communication between 

teachers and students use Bahasa Indonesia. The numbers of students in the 

classes were not considered in this pstudy since the data analysed were only 

focused on teachers’ discourse and not of the students.  

The data were in the forms of words and phrases classified based on the 

categories of interactive metadiscourse markers. For collecting the data, 

documentation technique was employed by the following steps. First, four BIPA 

online teaching videos were selected from Zoom cloud records of the language 

centre. In total, there were four selected video records from B2 level classes. 

Second, the researchers downloaded, watched, and transcribed the materials in 

the videos. The transcripts were in the form of texts representing the teacher’s 

and students’ speeches. Third, the data were labelled into Data 1-4 to anticipate 

the mixing-up of data. 

 

Figure 1: Display of Word List and Word Tokens of AntConc 3.4.3 

For analyzing the data, this research employed content analysis technique. 

Bengtsson (2016) explains that the purpose of content analysis technique is to 

organize and elicit meaning from the data collected and to draw realistic 

conclusions from it. In line with the definition, the process of analyzing the data 

went through three steps. First, the researcher inputted each of the data into 

AntConc 3.4.3. This is an application for calculating each word token from a text 

automatically to show the concordance (see Figure 1). Second, the targeted words 
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or phrases were selected based on the categories of Hyland’s (2004) interactive 

metadiscourse features. Third, the selected words were displayed in tables. 

Fourth, the researcher calculated the occurrences and average of each word token 

or phrase by using Microsoft Excel. Next, the researchers described the tabulated 

data and, then, interpreted them. Lastly, the possible conclusions were drawn. 

 

As what has been stated above, this study used Hyland’s (2004) model of 

metadiscourse which focuses on interactive metadiscourse markers. Hyland 

categorizes the interactive metadiscourse into five markers, namely: transition, 

frame, endophoric, evidential, and code glosses. Table 2 presents the numbers of 

words considered as interactive metadiscourse markers. 

Table 2 displays the distribution of transition markers used by BIPA teachers. 

Transition markers are markers indicating semantic relations between clauses. 

These markers are categorized into three sub-categories: additive, causative, and 

contrastive. Transitional markers help create textual cohesion by signaling logical 

links such as additive, causative, contrastive, consequential between propositions 

by the use of a range of devices such as conjunctions (Wei et al. 2016). There are 

only two additive markers found from the records, those are dan (and) and juga 

(also) which function to connect words, phrases, and clauses. Additionally, the 

teachers used the word juga to give some additional details of information. In 

comparison, the teachers used the former more often than the latter. 

Tabel 2: The Distribution of Transition Markers 

Function Example 
Data 

1 2 3 4 Tot. Ave. 

Additive dan (and)  24 18 37 40 119 30 

 juga (also) 6 25 20 28 79 19,8 

Causative karena (because) 27 22 32 3 84 21 

 karna (because) 0 0 11 3 14 3,5 

 soalnya (because) 0 1 0 0 1 0,3 

 dikarenakan (be caused) 0 0 1 0 1 0,3 

 disebabkan (be caused) 0 0 4 0 4 1 

 menyebabkan (to cause) 0 0 8 5 13 3,3 

 sehingga (so that) 3 0 15 0 18 4,5 

Contrastive tapi (but) 2 9 11 16 38 9,5 

 tetapi (but) 0 16 1 0 17 4,3 

Total 62 91 140 95 388 97,3 

Average 5,7 8,3 12,7 8,6 35,3 8,8 

 

Meanwhile, the most common causative markers used by the teacher is 

karena (because), menyebabkan (to cause), and sehingga (so that). When 

teaching BIPA, teachers sometimes are unconsciously influenced by their local 

dialect so that there is a deletion or contraction process in pronouncing the word 

karena to become karna. A unique case happens to the word soalnya (because). 

This word does not exist in Bahasa Indonesia dictionary. However, some 

Indonesians who are influenced by Javanese culture use this word to substitute 

the word karena. The deletion process is also occurred in contrastive makers. 

Teachers shorten the word tetapi into tapi. The latter is used more often than the 

former with comparison 2:1. 

 

 

THE DISTRIBUTION 

OF INTERACTIVE 

MARKERS 

Transition Markers 
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Table 3 presents the distribution of frame markers used by the BIPA teachers. 

Frame makers are markers which function to sequence, to label discourse, to 

announce discourse goals, and to indicate topic shifts. Teachers use kemudian 

(then), terus (next, then), setelah itu/ini (after that/this), lalu (next, then), lanjut 

(next, then), lanjutkan (continue it), and selanjutnya (next, then) to show 

sequences. To label discourse, teachers employ the words nah (that’s it), oke (OK), 

jadi (so), and jadinya (so that), whereas to announce discourse goals, teachers 

also use the words oke, baik (alright) and baiklah (alright). The words baik, baiklah, 

and nah are sometimes used to indicate topic shifts as well. 

The most common expression used by BIPA teachers constituted by the 

word oke with the total word tokens 406. The second most common word used 

by teachers is jadi whose function is to conclude. It reaches 204 tokens. In line 

with the presented results, Hyland (2015) also found that the markers such as 

right, well, and OK dominates in lectures. These markers signal shifts in the 

exposition to students in more dialogic contexts, such as seminars. Metadiscourse 

markers like so what you are saying help participants to intervene and co-

construct the discourse. 

Table 3: The Distribution of Frame Markers 

Frame Markers 
Data 

1 2 3 4 Tot. Ave. 

kemudian (then) 4 1 0 1 6 1,5 

terus (next, then) 1 4 1 9 15 3,8 

setelah itu/ini (after that/this) 4 1 3 5 13 3,3 

nah (that’s it) 2 2 49 24 77 19,3 

oke (OK) 48 26 263 69 406 101,5 

baiklah (alright) 0 1 0 0 1 0,3 

baik (alright) 5 3 14 15 37 9,3 

jadi (so) 39 123 28 14 204 51 

jadinya (so that) 0 0 1 0 1 0,3 

lalu (next, then) 1 2 9 12 24 6 

lanjut (next, then) 0 0 4 0 4 1 

lanjutkan (continue it) 1 1 3 1 6 1,5 

selanjutnya (next, then) 0 0 4 0 4 1 

Total 105 164 379 150 798 199,5 

Average 8,1 12,6 29,2 11,5 61,4 15,4 

 

Endophoric markers refer to interactive metadiscourse markers whose function is 

to point to and emphasize the different parts of the written and spoken 

discourses. Table 4 presents the data of endophoric markers used by BIPA 

teachers in online classes. The teachers use the word coba (try), lihat (look), and 

liat (look) in order to direct students to the right track of the discourse. The words 

lihat and liat have the same meaning but there is an omission of sound [h] and 

considered as nonstandard form. These words are used interchangeably to direct 

students to keep focusing on the topic which is usually presented on a power 

point slides. Meanwhile, the word coba is often used by the teachers to instruct 

students to recall their memories on the previous lessons or slides of the power 

points. The word coba is used twice more often than the word lihat. Crismore and 

Farnsworth (1990) claim that the endophoric markers tell the listeners about what 

the speakers have already done in the discourse. 

 

 

 

Frame Markers 

Endophoric 

Markers 
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Table 4: The Distribution of Endophoric Markers 

Endophoric Markers 
Data 

1 2 3 4 Tot. Ave. 

coba (try) 4 8 62 10 84 21 

lihat (look) 3 6 21 6 36 9 

liat (look) 0 2 5 2 9 2,3 

Total 7 16 88 18 129 32,3 

Average 2,3 5,3 29,3 6 43 10,8 

 

Table 5 shows the numbers of evidential markers used by BIPA teachers in their 

online classes. The most common features are used as evidential markers are 

kalau (if), seperti (like), menurut (according to), biasanya (usually), and bilang 

(say). The words kalau, kalok, and kalo actually have the same meaning but they 

are pronounced differently according to the teachers’ accents. The word biasanya 

(usually) which is an adverb is commonly used to precede a sentence that 

introduces examples. Hyland (1998) states that evidential markers indicate the 

writer’s position by signaling an awareness of prior research. Evidential markers 

provide information from other sources. In academic writing discourse, these are 

demonstrated by the citations from referential sources. While in spoken 

discourse, the evidential markers are expressed for giving examples from the real-

life situations of the teachers as native speakers or from other people beliefs. 

Table 5: The Distribution of Evidential Markers 
 

Evidential Markers 
Data 

1 2 3 4 Tot. Ave. 

Kalau (if) 20 93 6 0 119 29,8 

Kalok (if) 0 6 0 0 6 1,5 

Kalo (if) 0 1 0 14 15 3,8 

Seperti (such as) 4 32 20 12 68 17 

Biasanya (usually) 5 6 3 5 19 4,8 

Bilang (say) 7 10 0 0 17 4,3 

Bilangnya (say) 5 0 0 2 7 1,8 

Berdasarkan (based on) 0 0 2 3 5 1,3 

Menurut (according to) 4 2 23 0 29 7,3 

Total 45 150 54 36 286 71,3 

Average 4,5 15 5,5 3,6 28,6 7,9 

 

Code glosses markers elaborate the meanings with examples and rephrasing the 

previous statements. Table 6 displays the distribution of code glosses used by 

BIPA teachers. The most common features used by BIPA teachers are the words 

misalnya (for example) dan contoh (example). These two words are used to 

elaborate more detailed information by giving instances. To rephrase their 

statements, BIPA teachers make use the word berarti (it means). While for 

responding to the students’ statements, the teachers often repeat or imitate their 

statements by using the words begini (like this) or begitu (like that). Molino (2018) 

also found that teachers often used code glosses, such as: example, instance, say 

during teaching English to Italian students. Exemplifying a definition or a term 

makes the word easily to understand. 

 

Evidential 

Markers 

Code  

Glosses 

Markers 
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Table 6: The Distribution of Code Glosses 

Code Glosses  
Data 

1 2 3 4 Tot. Ave.  

artinya (meaning) 1 2 2 0 5 1,3 

begini (like this/this way) 3 16 1 0 20 5 

begitu (like that/so) 1 5 0 12 18 4,5 

berarti (it means) 3 16 4 6 29 7,4 

contoh (example) 2 12 12 8 34 8,5 

contohnya (for example) 0 0 4 2 6 1,5 

misalnya (for example) 6 28 0 1 35 8,8 

misalkan (for example) 0 0 14 0 14 3,5 

harusnya (it should be) 1 14 3 0 18 4,5 

mestinya (it should be) 0 1 0 0 1 0,3 

maksud (meaning) 0 4 1 0 5 1,3 

maksudnya (meaning) 3 0 1 1 5 1,3 

sebetulnya (actually) 1 2 0 0 3 0,8 

dimaksud (it is meant) 0 0 1 0 1 0,3 

sebenarnya (actually) 0 0 2 2 4 1 

disebut (it is called) 0 0 0 2 2 0,5 

Total 21 100 45 34 200 50,1 

Average 1,3 6,3 2,8 2,1 12,5 3,1 

 

As reported in the preceding section, the five categories and subcategories of 

interactive metadiscourse markers were found in the data taken from the videos 

of BIPA online classes.  Figure 2 summarizes the distribution of interactive 

metadiscourse features used by the teachers. The bars reveal that frame markers 

become the mostly used interactive markers and it is followed by endophoric 

markers. Meanwhile transition markers and evidential markers indicate nearly the 

same value. In other words, they do not apparently show significant differences. 

The least used marker in interactive metadiscourse categories is code glosses.  

 

 

Figure 2: The Total Distribution of Interactive Markers of Metadiscourse Used by 

BIPA’s Teachers in Online Class 
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As this study is exploring an interactive metadiscourse used in the area of 

teaching language, the findings show that the BIPA teachers incorporate the five 

categories of interactive metadiscourse and the range of interactive markers on 

each subcategory. Hyland (2016) states that the main principle of interactive 

metadiscourse is that speaking is something engaging to show attitude, 

argument, and commitment of the speakers. The reasons why speakers 

incorporate interactive metadiscourse are to control, evaluate, and negotiate the 

purpose and impact of their and their interlocutors’ ongoing talk. Teaching BIPA 

in an online circumstance requires teachers to be more active and creative. It 

means that teachers are demanded to direct the students with a clear and 

appropriate language expressions. Incorporating correct, concise, and proper 

expressions will aid to reach the learning objectives. This result is supported by 

Tang (2017) who investigated types of metadiscourse used by teachers in a 

classroom. Tang asserts that teachers have a different way in using metadiscourse 

markers during teaching but he argues that the judicious use of metadiscourse is 

a good pedagogical practice for science teaching. 

In line with the above description, BIPA teachers occupy frame makers more 

than those of any other interactive metadiscourse markers during online teaching. 

Hyland (2005) explains that frame markers demonstrate a sequence, a discourse 

label, a discourse goal, and a topic shift. Figures 4, 5 and 6 show how the BIPA 

teachers use the frame markers: ok, nah, and jadi in online classroom. Teachers 

occupy markers ok and nah mostly to maintain the communication and topic 

shift. In addition, the markers also function to show sequence. 

The word ok is a variety nonstandard language that is adopted from English. 

The meaning of ok is expressing agreement and the word has similar meaning to 

the word baik or baiklah. Ok and baik are often interchangeably used. Teachers 

use this word as the word ok is a familiar word to foreign students. Expressions 

on Figure 3 present that the teachers asking for agreement to the students before 

moving to the next topic.  

 

Figure 3: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Ok 

The word nah, on the other hand, is a word that often appears in a 

conversation to indicate conclusion, to shift from one topic to another topic, and 

to emphasize meaning as well. In online classrooms, BIPA teachers rely on the 

slides that are presented through zoom, a software program to conduct online 

conference.  
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Figure 4: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Nah 
 

Similarly, the word jadi indicates conclusion as well. After explaining a topic, 

teachers sometimes paraphrase the sentences or summarize them. The shift from 

an explanation to a conclusion is marked by the word jadi can be seen in Figure 

5. 

 

Figure 5: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Jadi 

To keep tracking the teaching process that relies on the Power Point slides, 

teachers tend to direct the students by using the word lihat or liat. Although both 

of these words have different spelling and pronunciation, their meanings are the 

same. Some teachers speak different pronunciations due to their local accents. 

Teachers often used the words to maintain students’ attention. Teachers are 

usually pointto pictures, sentences, or words on the monitors while pronouncing 

the word lihat. Figure 6 displays the examples on how the teachers use the word 

lihat. 

While asking students to do something politely, BIPA teachers commonly 

use the word coba. The word coba which literally means ‘try’ in English has several 

meanings based on the context of conversation. BIPA teachers frequently precede 

their instructional sentences by the word coba. In this context, coba means 

‘please’ or ‘would you please’.  Structurally, the word coba is followed by a verb 

or subject noun. Figure 7 shows how teachers incorporate the word coba when 

ordering students to do something.  
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Figure 6: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Lihat 

 

 

Figure 7: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Coba 
 

The most common used words used in transition markers are dan and karena 

to show additions and consequences. Structurally, the word dan in a written 

discourse connects words, phrases, clauses, and sentences. In spoken discourse, 

conjunction dan sometimes attaches to other words to describe other functions 

of discourse, for example: dan selanjutnya (and next), dan kemudian (and then), 

dan ini (and this), or dan itu (and that). The word karena which literally means 

‘because’, ‘since’, or ‘as’ is a conjunction to express a reason or used to introduce 

a word or phrase that stands for a clause expressing an explanation or description. 

There are no differences between the functions of the word karena in written 

discourse and in spoken form. However, some teachers sometimes pronounce it 

differently due to their accents. It makes the word karena turn to become karna. 

There is a reduction of sound [e] since it is pronounced faster. Figure 8 and Figure 

9 display the examples how BIPA teachers use the words dan and karena as 

indications of frame markers of interactive metadiscourse. 
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Figure 8: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Dan 

 

 

Figure 9: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Karena 

 

In spoken discourse, the word kalau is pronounced differently among teachers. 

Form the data, it is found that teachers sometimes said kalo or kalok as it was 

already mentioned before that the accents of the teachers will influence the way 

they pronounce words. However, differences in pronunciation do not change the 

meaning of the word. Semantically, the word kalau introduces possibility, a 

conditional cause, and expressing opinion. It is apparent that the word kalau 

should not be classified into evidential markers as Hyland (1998) explains that 

evidential markers indicate the writer’s position by signaling an awareness of prior 

research. 

In written discourse, evidential markers are marked by citation of the prior 

research. While, in spoken discourse, particularly in BIPA classrooms, teachers 

rarely cite prior research but provide factual instances from their personal 

experiences as native speakers. To express factual instances, BIPA teachers also 

incorporate the word misalnya which is equivalent to ‘for example’. Misalnya is 

classified as code glosses as it is employed to elaborate the meaning of a 

sentence through examples. Teaching BIPA requires teachers to give factual 

information and authentic materials, so that students are able to apply what they 

have learnt easily. Scott (1998) states that metadiscourse can be harnessed as a 

powerful resource for effective pedagogical intervention, particularly along the 

dimension of maintaining the teaching narrative in classroom talks.  Figure 10 and 

Figure 11 presents examples how BIPA teachers use the word kalau and misalnya. 
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Figure 10: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Kalau 

 

 

Figure 11: Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Misalnya 
 

Metadiscourse is present in spoken discourse, and its function is to assist the 

interlocutor to connect, interpret, organize, and evaluate the content in the talk 

in a way preferred by the speakers or aligned with the social conventions and 

values of the discourse community. There are many studies of metadiscourse in 

the area of written discourse and spoken discourse but not many of them 

elaborate the use of metadiscourse in online classroom.  

To answer the first research question, it was found that BIPA teachers 

incorporate all five categories of interactive metadiscourse markers: frame 

markers, interactional markers, endophoric markers, evidential markers, and code 

glosses. When the teachers taught BIPA to their foreign students, they inevitably 

incorporate a range of metadiscourse to assist them in managing the complex 

and lengthy information that is being communicated. Nevertheless, among the 

four teachers in this study, not all of them used interactive metadiscourse in the 

same way. It was apparent that some teachers used more metadiscourse 

compared to others. The difference might be affected by the topics that they were 

discussing with their students. 

The most common interactive metadiscourse markers found in this study are: 

ok, nah, jadi, lihat, coba, dan karena, kalau, and misalnya. The functions of 

interactive metadiscourse markers in general are not precisely equal to those in 

online classroom. There are some markers that contribute more than just one 

meaning. The literal meaning is respectively different from the contextual 

meaning in spoken discourse. Considering that English and Bahasa Indonesia are 

CONCLUSION 
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two languages with different rules and patterns, it is reasonable that they 

sometimes share differences in usage and meanings.  

In accordance with the second research question, it was found that all 

teachers use interactive metadiscourse markers based on the functions of the 

discourse markers. Most of the discourse markers assist the BIPA teachers to 

direct student, to point on Power Point slides, to shift from one topic to another, 

and to express agreement. A few discourse markers are from nonstandard 

varieties, such as: nah and oke. Besides, some teachers pronounce the discourse 

markers using nonstandard language by deleting certain sounds in the words. 

The omissions of the sounds are commonly influenced by the accent of each of 

the teachers.   

The significance study for the present study benefit in the pedagogic area 

particularly in teaching BIPA conducted online. BIPA teachers should be more 

aware while teaching Bahasa Indonesia for foreign students in the areas of 

pronouncing discourse markers, avoiding non-standard variations, and language 

choice. Studying metadiscourse can be interesting as it shows how complicated 

structured language is and how detail one must be in the study of language and 

its effects. However, this research has not elaborated the effects of the make use 

of interactive metadiscourse markers used by the BIPA teachers to their students.  

Therefore, it is suggested for further research to investigate the usage and effects 

of metadiscourse markers in online classes mostly by the students. 
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