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Introduction 
In sociolinguistics studies the term sex and gender are used 

interchangeably although the word „sex‟ is a biological given 

whereas gender is a social acquisition (Miller & Swift 1976:51; cf. 

Chambers 1995:103). Accordingly, sociolinguists tend to employ 

the binary biological variable instead of the socio‐cultural concept 

of gender simply because the biological sex of the speaker is 

readily observable whereas the individual‟s gender is a 

multidimensional complex, i.e., hard to be characterized (Eckert 

1989:146‐247; cf. Chambers1995:104). Milroy & Gordon 

(2003:100) argue that gender is “rather a continuum where 

speakers situate themselves socially between two reference poles”, 

which explains that it cannot be interpreted according to its 

interaction with other social categories. 

As such, it can be said that biological sex can be a stereotype for 

socio‐cultural gender. In this respect, Eckert (1989:246‐ 247)  

 

 

 

 

comments “differences in patterns of variation between men and 

women are a function of gender and only indirectly a function of 

sex”. 

Besides, differences between male and female in language use 

have been proven by number of studies especially those conducted 

after Lackoff‟s (1975) work in which she refers to the differences 

in the use of intensifiers, tag questions, interjections and some 

other items, where she found that women use these previously 

referred to items more than men do.  

Language includes different items whose usage can be tested or 

investigated in relation to gender differentiation. 

 As far as DMs are concerned, there frequent appearance in native 

speaker‟s speech is very noticeable due to the different functions 

and forms they have. For this reason, this study is intended to 

Abstract 

Native speakers discourse is marked by the use of a good deal of discourse markers, henceforth DMs. Their use in the spoken as 

well as the written forms has some connection with the concept of politeness. Besides, the different functions of DMs help to make 

the discourse more coherent. As such, it is hypothesized that gender differentiation has an impact on the use of DMs. Thus, this 

study is intended to scrutinize the effect of gender differentiation on the use of DMs in twitter comments. To accomplish this aim, 

the researcher targeted (21) persons; (10) males and (11) females. She follow up their tweets to see their use of DMs while 

commenting on twitter. One hundred twenty nine twitter comments have been collected from male and female comments.  

The results reveal that female tend to use DMs more frequently than male do. Besides, the elaborative type of DMs are the most 

frequent in the analyzed data.   
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investigate differences in the use of these markers in twitter 

comments. The study aims to answer the following questions: 

1. Is there gender differentiation in the use of DMs?  

2. What are the types that are frequently used by DMs?  

3. What are the types that are frequently used by female 

participants? 

In order to find an answer to these questions, the researcher 

collected (129) twitter comments from 21 person; 10 male and 11 

female. The researcher captures their use of the DMs and collected 

them to be analyzed in this study.  

As for the problem of the study, it is noticed that there is a number 

of studies that have examined the use of DMs by native speakers of 

a variety of languages. However, relatively few studies, as far as 

the researcher know, have explored the gender differentiation in 

the use of DMs in native speaker twitter comments.  

DMs is commonly used in native speakers' everyday spoken 

discourse. This lead to the assumption that they gain a share in 

twitter comments.  

It is hypothesized that: 

1. There are gender differences in the use of DMs. 

2. Message related DMs are the most widely used type of 

DMs by both gender.  

Literature review  
DMs have been targeted by different scholar from different 

perspectives. By investigating different social markers like; „well”, 

“but”, “and”, “or”, “oh”, “because”, “so”, “now”, “I mean” and 

some others in a thorough study, Schiffrin (1987) argues that these 

markers maintain coherence, they relate what is being said to what 

has been already said. Schourup (1999) listed seven aspects which 

characterizes DMs, namely; connectivity, optionality, weak clause 

association, non-truth-conditionality initiality, orality, and multi-

categorially. 

On the other hand, descriptive studies of DMs used by non- native 

speakers were also conducted to see how they apply these markers 

in both spoken and written form. Müller (2005), for example, 

conducted a comparative study on non- native American speakers 

and non-native German speakers. He limits his study to four 

markers to make it easy to grasp the differences or to conduct the 

comparison. Accordingly, he identifies the function of the four 

markers and categorized them into two levels: textual and 

interactional. 

Ziran and Yongping (1999) conducted a cognitive-pragmatic study 

for DMs. They confirm the importance of these markers in 

interpreting the utterance. Fraser (1999) studies these markers from 

syntax perspective. 

Gender is said to be of a significant effect on the use of the 

linguistics features (Escalera, 2006, Matei 2011, Subon, 2013, and 

Shirzad & Jamali, 2013). Women social status, for example, is said 

to be reflected by means of the language they use. Pasaribu (2017) 

studies gender differentiation in the use of DMs when writing 

academic essays. He uses Fraser‟s model and he concluded that 

both male and female tend to use the elaborative markers and that 

the differences are very few, example of these differences is that 

female like to support her essays with more example and hence 

uses the social marker “for example”. Rezaee, et al., (2015) studies 

the effect of lecturers' gender on the use of DMs. They intended to 

investigate the difference between Iranian and English male vs. 

female professors' use of four DMs of 'well', 'OK', 'you know', and 

'I mean'. In their conclusion they have noticed that there are 

substantial quantitative and qualitative differences in the use of 

DMs and their pragmatic functions between Iranian and English 

male vs. female professors' lectures.  

 

Discourse Markers  
Studies discussing cohesion role in text writing lead consequently 

to interest in studying DMs and their function in language use. 

They are assumed to indicate how the speaker the speaker views 

the connection between two linguistic units (Quirk et al. 1985:631‐ 

33). In this respect, Aijmer (2002:2) opines “discourse particles 

seem to be dispensable elements functioning as sign‐posts in the 

communication facilitating the hearer‟s interpretation of the 

utterance on the basis of various contextual clues”. Similarly, 

Crystal (1988:48) sorts out that these markers serve “as the oil 

which helps us perform the complex task of spontaneous speech 

production and interaction smoothly and efficiently”. Swan 

(1980:1) explains that DMs can connects a sentence to what comes 

before or after and indicates a speaker's attitude to what he is 

saying. He further (ibid) defines DMs as "a word or an expression 

which shows the connection between what is being said and the 

wider context". In her part, Schiffrin (2001:54) elucidates that DMs 

applies to such seemingly semantically empty linguistic units like 

oh, but, y’know, well. These markers, she adds, function in 

cognitive, expressive, social, and textual domains and on different 

planes of discourse, simultaneously fulfilling various discourse 

functions. Jucker & Ziv (1998:1) name a number of functions to be 

performed by DMs such as; discourse connection, signaling 

intimacy and topic switches, turn‐taking, confirmation seeking, 

hesitation marking, boundary marking, filling, prompting, repair 

marking, hedging, and focusing.  

There are different terms that come to be used to refer to these 

markers, among which are; discourse particles, connectives, 

pragmatic expressions or pragmatic markers are preferred by some 

researchers, phrase, for instance a conjunction, adverbial, comment 

clause, interjection. Redeker (1991: 1168), for example calls them 

"discourse operators" and defines them as "a word or phrase, for 

instance a conjunction, adverbial, comment clause, interjection that 

is uttered with the primary function of bringing to listener's 

attention a particular kind of the upcoming utterance with the 

immediate discourse that is uttered with the primary function of 

bringing to listener's attention a particular kind of the upcoming 

utterance with the immediate discourse context". Schiffrin 

(2001:20) "words or short lexicalized phrases". Fraser (1998: 302), 

on the other hand, calls them linguistic items. Hölker (1991:78‐79) 

lists four basic features of DMs that help to limit and identify them, 

these are: 

(1) They do not affect the truth conditions of utterances; 

(2) they do not add anything to the propositional content of 

an utterance;  

(3) they are related to the speech situation and not to the 

situation talked about; and 

(4) they have an emotive, expressive function rather than a 

referential, denotative, or cognitive function.  

As far as their sociolinguistic and stylistic features of these markers 

is concerned, the following can best characterize DMs: 

(i) are associated with informality and grammatical 

„fragmentation‟ caused by the lack of planning time. 
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Besides, they characterize oral rather than written 

discourse but this does not mean that they do not 

occur in written discourse (Östman 1982:170; 

Fraser 1990:389; Redeker 1990:379); 

(ii) their frequency is higher in oral discourse, 

sometimes more than one occurring in a single 

sentence; 

(iii) are stylistically stigmatized and negatively 

evaluated, especially in written and formal 

discourse, as they are considered a sign of 

dysfluency and carelessness; 

(iv) are assumed to be gender‐specific and more typical 

of women's speech. DMs are multifunctional and 

operate simultaneously on several linguistic levels.  

All in all, DMs are linguistic items that come initially in the 

sentence and help in connecting discourse part to facilitate the 

interpretation of the discourse. 

Method and Procedures  
Data Collection 

The data is elicited from twitter comments public chats. The 

researcher targeted (11) female individuals and (10) male 

individuals. Their comments or tweets (only those contain DMs) 

have been collected. The collected comments are those written 

during May, 2019 to May, 2020. The data records (129) comments 

as a whole; (69) of females and (60) of males. The researcher 

capture each of these comments and attaches them in the 

appendices. It is important to mention that the commenter are 

native speaker mostly American. As for the topics of the tweets, 

they cover different topics according to the tendencies and 

occupation of the writers. A final remark is that some of these 

comments include more than one DMs and this is in fact 

considered by the researcher in the statistic consideration. 

The Adopted Model  
The model adopted in this study is Fraser‟s (1999) model for its suitability to the aim of the research. In his analysis of DMs, Fraser classifies 

two types of DMs: a) DMs relating the explicit interpretation exist in the second sentence along with that some aspects in the first sentence 

(message- related), b) DMs relating topic of the second sentence along with the first sentence (topic- related). He further classifies the first type 

into four sub- categories, namely: contrastive, elaborative, inferential, and reason DMs. Each of these sub- categories, he explains, is a function. 

Contrastive markers, for instance, show that there is a contrast between the interpretation of the first sentence and that of the second. Elaborative 

markers, as a second category, indicate a kind of balancing between sentences. The third category, however, is the inferential markers which 

indicate that what follow the marker concludes what precedes it. Finally, reason markers where reason for the preceding sentence is mentioned 

in the second sentence.  

Along with this model, the researcher adopts Fung‟s (2003) 

account of interpersonal DMs which he divides into: a) marking 

shared knowledge (involvement markers), b) indicating attitude, 

and c) showing new responses. To this end the model takes its final 

shape to be used for the analysis of the data.  

Data Analysis  
The data are analyzed according to the abovementioned model in 

which DMs are divided into: 

1. Topic Related Markers 
These are DMs that relate the topic of the second sentence with the 

interpretation of the first one. Examples of these DMs are back to 

my original point, before I forget, by the way, incidentally, with 

regard to. For example;  
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Talking about certain article writer,  Ashely, the tweet writer, used 

“my only point here” which is a topic related DM in the sense that 

it relates what she has already said with what follows the DM.  

2. Message Related Markers  
DMs of this type relate the interpretation of the second sentence 

with some aspect of the first sentence. DMs that belong to this type 

can be classified into: 

Contrastive Marker  
Type of markers where this marker signals a direct or indirect 

contrast between the first sentence and the second one. DMs of this 

type includes:   but,     alternatively, although, contrariwise, 

contrary to expectations, conversely, despite   ( this/that ),   even so 

,   however, in spite of   ( this/that ),   in comparison  ( with this / 

that ),   in contrast  ( to this/that ),   instead  ( of this / that ),   

nevertheless ,  nonetheless ,  ( this/that point ),   notwithstanding ,   

on the other hand ,   on the contrary ,  rather   ( than this/that ),   

regardless   ( of this/that ),   still ,   though ,   whereas ,   yet …) 

(Fraser, 2009:300). For example;  

 

In the above tweet, the writer is giving her opinion about the US 

airport ranking. She announces that the ranking pleases her but she 

is not satisfied with the airport that comes secondly in the ranking. 

This means that she is not fully satisfied with the ranking. To show 

this contrast, she uses the DM “however”.  

Elaborative Markers 
This type of DMs signals an elaboration in the second sentence to 

the information contained in first sentence, such DMs include  and, 

above all, after all, also, alterna-tively, analogously, besides, by 

the same token, correspondingly, equally, for exam-ple, for 

instance, further ( more ) , in addition, in other words, in 

particular, likewise, more accurately, more importantly, more 

precisely, more to the point, moreover, on that basis, on top of it 

all, or, otherwise, rather, similarly (ibid: 301). For example;  

 

Inferential Markers  

Inferential markers refers to those DMs which signal that the first 

sentence provides a basis for inferring the second one. Such DMs 

include: (so, all things considered, as a conclusion, as a 

consequence (of this/that),   as a result   (of this/that),   because   

(of this/that),   consequently, for this/that reason, hence, it follows 

that, accordingly, in this/that/any case, on this/that condition, on 

these/those grounds, then, therefore, thus) (ibid). For example;  

 

In discussing what is best for trains to be run through, the writer 

concludes that the surface is the best for running trains supporting 

his opinion by evidence to contradict his follower‟s opinion. The 

DM used here is “therefore” which indicates inferentiality.  

Reason Markers 
DMs that are followed by reason for the preceding sentence are of 

this type. The list includes after all, since, because, as, for 

example;  

 
In this tweet, McEnany, is accusing the Republicans of cheating in 

the election. She proposes a reason for their insisting on not 

consider voter‟s ID is their insistence to cheat in the election. She 

uses the word “because” to introduce a reason.    

3. Interpersonal DMs 
These markers are used to signal solidarity between interlocutors 

and might be used to express attitudes towards conveyed messages. 

Fung (2003: 77) states that DMs of this type “perform a phatic 

function in the discourse to facilitate closeness between 

participants for the purpose of establishing roles and relationships 

between the interlocutors”. Aijmer (2002: 51) suggests that they 

might be used to “show the hearer's understanding of the social 

relationship between the partners and to keep the conversation 

going”. DMs of this type are divided into:  

Marking Shared Knowledge (involvement markers) 

DMs such as see, you see, you know, listen, well, really can be used 

to maintain relationship between interlocutors. For example; 

 

Talking about ventilators types, the writer corrects what his 

follower has referred to and he marks his sentence with a DM that 

indicate shared knowledge, i.e., “you‟d think”.  
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Indicating Attitude   
There are other DMs such as well, really, I think, obviously, 

absolutely, basically, actually, exactly, sort of  kind of, like, to be 

frank, to be honest, oh, etc. whose existence in the sentence invoke 

agreement, conformation or acknowledgements  

 
In the abovementioned tweet, the writer consider her relation to her 

follower and she uses “I think” to deliver her opinion. She aims to 

base her opinion on the shared knowledge assuming that her 

opinion is known to the interlocutor. 

 

Showing New Responses 

 The third type of interpersonal DMs includes OK, okay, right, 

alright, yeah, yes, I see, great, oh great, sure. 

 
The use of the DM “yes” marks the beginning of new sentence and 

this is clearly apparent in this tweet where the writer begins a new 

sentence after this marker.   

 

The Results  
First of all, the data records (129) comments; (69) comment belong 

to female and (60) to male and they constitute 53.49% and 53.49% 

respectively. To these, the researcher recounts each comment with 

more than one DMs with each type they contain.  In this way, the 

final amount of the collected data counts (165) according to the 

occurrences of DMs in the collected data; (93) belong to female 

and (72) to male and their ratio is 56.36% and 43.64% respectively. 

So it is clear that female‟s use of DMs more than male do. Table 

(1) shows the frequency and percentage of the collected data 

according to what has been mentioned. 

Table (1) The frequency of the collected data 

Gender type Comment no. Frequencies of DMs in the comments 

Male 60 72 

Female 69  93 

Total 129  165 

 

Basically DMs are classified into three types: topic related, massage related, and interpersonal. Topic related DMs are used to indicate the 

relation between what follows the DM and the topic of the preceding sentence. This type shows no occurrences in male‟s comments but it 

records (3) occurrences with a ratio of 3.23% of the ratio of female‟s comments. On the other hand, message related DMs is ranked first in the 

hierarchy of occurrences due to their frequency of appearance in both male‟s and female‟s comments. The frequency of this type of DMs in 

male‟s comment is (65) which constitutes 90.28% of the ratio of the male‟s comments and their frequency in female‟s comments is (78)  which 

constitutes 83.87% of the ratio of the female‟s comments. The third type of DMs which is the interpersonal DMs come up with (7) times of 

occurrences and 9.72% percent in male‟s comments, and (12) times of occurrences and 12.90% percent of the ratio of female‟s comments. 
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Table (2) Frequency and percentage of the main types of DMS 

Types of DMs Male Frequency  

 

Female Frequency  

 

Topic related -- 3 

Message related 65 78 

Interpersonal 7 12 

Total 72 93 

 

As far as the sub- types of the message related DMs type is concerned, the elaborative markers comes first in both male‟s and female‟s 

comments. They are identified with a frequency of appearance that amounts to (24) and a ratio of 36.92% in male‟s comments and (24) and a 

ratio of 30.77% in female‟s comments.  

Contrastive markers follow elaborative markers in the hierarchy in the comments of both gender. It records (19) occurrences and 29.23% percent 

in male‟s comments and (24) with 30.77% percent in female‟s comments. Following the contrastive, there comes the inferential where the 

occurrence of this type of markers marks that what follows concludes what precedes. In male‟s comment they constitute 20% of the ratio with 

frequency of (13) occurrences. In female‟s comments, however, they constitute 26.92% of the whole ratio and their occurrences is (21) time.  

Table (3) Frequency of Types of message related DMs 

Type of Message Related DMS Male Frequency  Female Frequency  

Contrastive Markers  19 24 

Elaborative Markers  24 24 

Inferential Markers  13 21 

Reason Markers 9 9 

Total  65 78 

Finally, reason markers tail the order of occurrences as well as the percentage. They appear (9) times with 13.85% percent in male‟s data and (9) 

times with 11.54% percent in female‟s data.   
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Interpersonal DMs have a share in the collected data. The highest record in male‟s comments is the type entitled “indicating attitude” which 

appears (4) times and its ratio is 57.14%. While in female‟s comments, it comes with (10) occurrences and 83.33% percent. “Showing new 

response” is the second type of interpersonal DMs that record occurrences in the data. 

Table (4) Frequency and percentage of types of interpersonal DMS 

Types of interpersonal DMs Male Frequency  Female Frequency  

Marking Shared Knowledge 1 -- 

Indicating Attitude 4 10 

Showing New Responses 2 2 

Total  7 12 
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Male‟s comments contain (2) occurrences of this type and its ratio reaches to 28.57%. Female‟s data also record (2) occurrences with 16.67% as 

a ratio. Besides, the third type of interpersonal DMs is those “marking shared knowledge”. This type records (1) occurrence in male‟s data with 

14.29% as a ratio. Conversely, in female‟s comments, there is no reference to this type.    

Conclusion and Discussion  
The results reveal that both males and females use DMs in twitter comments but females use them more than males do. In this respect, Matei 

(2011) cited in Pasaribu, 2017: 76) argues that women tended to use DMs in conversations than men do. The results also reveal that it is the 

message related type of DMs that is used frequently in the comments of both male and female. This indicates that they pay more attention to the 

coherence of content of the message they post than referring to interpersonal relationships.  

Elaborative DMs is on the top of the pyramid of the frequencies of DMs in the comments of both gender and this, in fact, can show their 

tendency to provide their followers with more information so as to convey what they want to say. Contrastive, inferential and reason DMs show 

a considerable amount of the collected data. Their frequencies means that the writers aims to provide people with coherent information by all the 

possible means; elaborating, contradicting, making inferences and giving reasons.  

Although they are used to a limited extent, interpersonal DMs appear in the data but they are more frequent in female‟s data. This might be 

explained by what Kim and Kang (2011: 31) claims "women respond more emotionally than men, and use more DMs than them".  

Appendix I 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  of DM 

 

I‟m sure Interpersonal Indicating attitude 

Otherwise Message related Elaborative 

 

Otherwise Message related Elaborative 

 

According to 

 

Topic related ---------- 

And Message related Elaborative 

My only point 

here 

Topic related -------- 

 

Also 

 

Message related Elaborative 

Clearly Interpersonal Indicating attitude 

 

In other 

words 

Message related Elaborative 

Exactly Interpersonal Indicating attitude 
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Appendix II 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  of DM 

 

So Massage related Inferential 

 

Whereas Message related Contrastive 

 

Wholeheartedly 

Agree 

Interpersonal Showing New Responses 

However Message related Contrastive 

 

But Message related Contrastive 

 

Unless Message related Contrastive 

 

Unless Message related Contrastive 

But Message related Contrastive 

 

Instead of Message related Contrastive 

Appendix III 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Type of DM 

 

However Message related Contrastive 
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Likewise Message related Elaborative 

 

Unless Message related Contrastive 

 

Also Message related Elaborative 

 

Above all else Massage related Elaborative 

 

Therefore Massage related Massage related 

 

Because Because Because 

Appendix IV 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  of DM 

 

Certainly Interpersonal Indicating attitude 

I think Interpersonal Indicating attitude 

But Message related Contrastive 

 

For example Message related Elaborative 
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In addition Message related Elaborative 

 

Whereas Message related Contrastive 

 

But Message related Contrastive 

 

At the same time Message related Elaborative 

Appendix V 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  of 

DM 

 

But Message related Contrastive 

 

But Message related Contrastive 

Because Message related Reason 

So Message related Inferential 

 

But Message related Contrastive 
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Moreover Message related Elaborative 

 

Actually Interpersonal Indicating attitude 

 

So Message related Elaborative 

Because Message related Reason 

 

So Message related Elaborative 

Subsequently Massage related Inferential 

Appendix VI 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  of 

DM 

 

Then Massage related Inferential 

 

Then Massage related Inferential 

 

So Massage related Inferential 

Hence Massage related Inferential 

Instead of Message related Contrastive 

Also Message related Elaborative 

 

Therefore Massage related Inferential 

 

Therefore Massage related Inferential 
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So Massage related Inferential 

 

In addition to Message related Elaborative 

 

But Message related Contrastive 

 

However Message related Contrastive 

Appendix VII 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  of 

DM 

 

As a result of Massage related Inferential 

 

But Massage related Contrastive 

 

So that Massage related Inferential 

 

For sure Interpersonal Indicating attitude 

 

So Massage related Inferential 
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So Massage related Inferential 

Appendix VIII 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  

of DM 

 

Therefore  Massage related  Inferential  

 

Therefore  Massage related  Inferential  

 

For instance  Message related  Elaborative  

 

Above all Massage related  Inferential  

 

Because  Message related  Reason    

Appendix IX 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  of 

DM 

 

Furthermore 

 

 

 

 

Message related Elaborative 

 

And Message related Elaborative 

 

In terms of Topic related --------- 

 

Because Message related Reason 



Copyright © ISRG Publishers. All rights Reserved. 

 DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.10674737     
311 

 

Whereas Message related Contrastive 

 

And Message related Elaborative 

 

But Message related Contrastive 

 

For example Message related Elaborative 

 

I agree Interpersonal Showing New 

Responses 

While Message related Contrastive 

Appendix X 

Twitter comment DM Type of DM Sub – Category  of 

DM 

 

So Massage related Inferential 

For instance Message related Elaborative 

Because Message related Reason 

 

For example Message related Elaborative 

 

Then Massage related Inferential 

But Message related Contrastive 

 

But Message related Contrastive 

But Message related Contrastive 
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