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0. Introduction

I start from the position that there is a class of lexical expressions in every language called pragmatic markers (Fraser 1996; see also Mosegaard Hansen this volume; Foolen 2001; Schourup,1999). These expressions occur as part of a discourse segment but are not part of the propositional content of the message conveyed, and they do not contribute to the meaning of the proposition per se.
 Members of this class typically have the following properties: they are free morphemes, discourse-segment initial, signal a specific message, and are classified not syntactically but in terms of their semantic/pragmatic functions.

There are four types of Pragmatic Markers. The first, basic pragmatic markers, illustrated by the bolded items in (1), signal the type of message (the illocutionary force) the speaker intends to convey in the utterance of the segment.

(1) a) I promise that I will be on time.
b) Please, sit down. [a request but not a suggestion or an order]
c) My complaint is that you are always rude.

The second, commentary pragmatic markers, signal a message separate from but in the nature of a comment on the basis message. The different types are illustrated in (2-5).

(2) Assessment Markers
a) We got lost almost immediately. Fortunately, a police officer happened by.
b) Mary hurried as fast as she could, but sadly, she arrived too late for the movie.

(3) Manner-of-speaking Markers
a) A: Mark, you’ve got to do something. B: Frankly Harry, I don’t know what to do.
b) You got yourself into this mess. Bluntly speaking, how are you going to get out?

(4) Evidential Markers

a) A: Will he go? B: Certainly, he will go.
b) I have great concerns over this. Conceivably, Tim is right.

(5) Hearsay Markers
a) A: Is the game still on? B: Reportedly, the game was postponed because of rain.
b) I won’t live in Boston. Allegedly, all the politicians are corrupt.

The third type, parallel pragmatic markers, signal a message separate from the basis message.
 They are illustrated in (6).

(6) Deference Markers
a) Sir, you must listen to me.
b) Your honor, can I help you?

(7) Conversational Management Markers
a) Now, where were we when we were interrupted?
b) Well, we could do it either of two ways.
c) Ok, what do we do now?

The fourth type of Pragmatic Markers are those I am calling discourse markers (DMs), which signal a relation between the discourse segment which hosts them, and the prior discourse segment.
 These are illustrated in (8):

(8) a) A: I like him. B: So, you think you'll ask him out then?
b) John can't go. And Mary can't go either.
c) A: Harry is hurrying. B: But when do you think he will really get here?
d) I think it will fly. Anyway, let's give it a chance.
e) Sue isn’t here, although she said she would be.
f) Donna left late. However, she arrived on time.

As most readers are aware, there is no general agreement on what to call these items. They have been frequently referred to as discourse markers (Schiffrin 1987; Fraser 1990; 1996; 1999), discourse connectives (Blakemore 1987; 1992; 2002), discourse operators (Redeker 1991), and cue phrases (Knott 2000; Knott & Sanders 1997; Sanders & Noordman 2000). Other, less frequent terms include discourse particles, discourse signaling devices, indicating devices, phatic connectives, pragmatic connectives, pragmatic expressions, pragmatic formatives, pragmatic operators, pragmatic particles, semantic conjuncts, and sentence connectives. 

Moreover, there is no agreement on what the class of DMs consists of. Schiffrin (1987) includes Oh!, Look!, Y’know, and certain unspecified non-verbal gestures, while Fraser (1999) rejects these; Knot & Sanders (1997) include then again and admittedly...but, whereas Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1999), Redeker (1991), and Blakemore (2002) do not.
 

My purpose in this paper is to present a linguistic account of the class of English DMs. I shall do so by first presenting a definition of DMs, which is deliberately restricted to those lexical expressions which function as segment connectives and signal a semantic relation of one of four types. Following this, I shall present the linguistic properties of DMs as I see them, drawing on ideas from other research and researchers and using data from research articles, corpora, and intuitions. I am concerned with the general properties of the entire class, not the specific description of one or two particular DMs. Hence, the frequency of occurrence of particular DMs, their privileged status in a dialect, or reader disagreement with a judgment presented will not affect the general argument. I should point out that my intent is not to capture how this class of expressions contributes to discourse coherence (cf. Schiffrin 1987), what role it plays in argumentation (cf. Anscombre & Ducrot 1989), or the way that a DM might contribute to the cognitive interpretation of a discourse segment (cf. Blakemore 2002).

1. Definition

1.1. A Canonical Definition of a DM

I will begin with a canonical definition of a DM. Though it is too general to account for every instance where a DM occurs (I will point out exceptions in the course of the paper), it will serve as a focal point for what follows.

(9) For a sequence of discourse segments S1 – S2, each of which encodes a complete message, a lexical expression LE functions as a discourse marker if, when it occurs in S2-initial position (S1 – LE + S2), LE signals that a semantic relationship holds between S2 and S1 which is one of:

a) Elaboration;

b) Contrast;

c) Inference; or

d) Temporality.

Let us explore this definition. First, the definition restricts a DM to only a lexical expression, thereby excluding non-verbal gestures (suggested by Schiffrin 1987), syntactic structures, and aspects of prosody such as intonation or stress. 

Second, the definition specifies that S1 and S2 are single contiguous discourse segments. While generally true, there are exceptions, as in (10).

(10) A: I don’t want to go very much. 
B: John said he would be there. 
A: However, I do have an obligation to be there.

where the DM however relates non-contiguous segments. 

In addition, the segments need not consist of a single utterance, as the examples in (11) illustrate:

(11) a) He drove the truck through the parking lot and onto the street. Then he almost cut me off. After that, he ran a red light. However, these weren’t his worst offenses. 
b) You want to know the truth? Essentially, John stayed away. Jane came but didn’t participate. And Harry and Susan fought the entire evening.

where in (11a) the however relates its host segment to the previous three segments, while in (11b), essentially relates the following three segments to the previous one. (cf. Lenk, 1998) The definition can be adapted easily to accommodate these relatively infrequent cases but I will not do so.

Third, the definition requires that S1 and S2 encode a complete message. This is illustrated by the examples in (12):

(12)  a) Water freezes at 32 degrees but boils at 212 degrees.
b) The movie is over, so we might as well go directly to the party.
c) A: Fred is a real gentleman. B: On the contrary, he’s a boor.

and also in (13), although in these latter cases, the S2 has had part of the full discourse segment content elided.

(13)  a) A: Jack ate a hamburger. B: I did too.
b) Jane wants to leave, but not me.
c) A: I’m hungry. So (what should I make of that)?
d) She’ll go before John.

Compare these with the examples in (14),

(14)  a) He has been home since 5 o’clock.
b) A: Who passed. B: All but one person passed the exam.
c) A: You won't go. B: I will so.
d) I know how one scar occurred. But how did you get the scar on the other hand.
e) A: How is Sue going to get there. B: She’ll go however [in whatever way] she can.

where the lexical expression which has the potential to function as a DM is prevented from doing so because there is not a complete message in S2 which can be related to S1.

Fourth, the definition shows the LE occurring before the second segment, S2. However, an alternative form of the DMs may be placed in the S1-initial position, often with adjustments to the segment, as the examples in (15) show.

(15)  a) He came back because he loved her./He loved her. Because of that, he came back.
b) John didn’t take the letter. Instead, he left it./Instead of taking the letter, John left it.

Finally, the definition specifies that every DM signals one of four types of relationships. Whether or not there are other semantic relationships that hold between discourse segments remains to be seen, but these four are intended to be exhaustive. Of course, as we will see below, within each of the four major relationships DMs signal, there are relatively more restrictive markers, for example, but vs. however/nevertheless/in contrast.

By using the term “signal” I mean that the DM marks a relationship between S2 and S1 which the speaker of S2 intends the hearer to recognize. This semantic relationship is analogous to the additive relation, +, having a core meaning and, in this case, two arguments, S1 and S2. A DM does not “create” a relationship between two successive segments, since the relationship must already exist for the S1-DM+S2 sequence to be acceptable. For example, the but in (12a), repeated here,

(12)
a) Water freezes at 32 degrees but boils at 212 degrees.



b) The movie is over, so we might as well go directly to the party.



c) A: Fred is a real gentleman. B: On the contrary, he’s a boor.

signals that a contrast exists between S2 and S1 and the hearer is to interpret the sequence while being aware of this, while the so in (12b) signals that the conclusion conveyed in S2 is justified by the message conveyed in S1, and the on the contrary in (12c) signals disagreement of the second speaker with the message of the first. These relationships, and perhaps others, exist between the sequence of S2 and S1 in (12), whether or not there is a DM present.

From the definition of a DM given in (9), certain things follow that have occasionally been of interest. First, since a DM is a type of relationship, with its arguments being S2 and S1, it does not contribute to the semantic meaning of the proposition which hosts it, S2. Second, because it does not contribute to propositional meaning, it plays no role in the truth conditions of the S2 segment.

1.2. Non-definitional Properties of DMs

Having defined a DM as a lexical expression that signals a relationship which exists between adjacent discourse segments, let us now examine how DMs pattern on the various linguistic levels.

1. 2.1 Phonological Properties
There do not seem to be any strong generalizations about the phonology associated with DMs. They are not normally unstressed but they may be, especially when the DM is monosyllabic, for example, but, so, and and, and, where the sequence consists of one sentence: S1+DM+S2 such as (12a) above. When the DM is in initial position, as in (16),

(16)  a) Child: There was a big puddle. Parent: So - you had to jump right in?
b) You will have to take the chairs. However - don’t touch those chairs over by the wall. 
c) A: John is at home. B: But - I just saw him at the mall.  

and there is emphasis on the second segment, the DM is often followed by a pause. And when the messages conveyed by S1 and S2 involve other than propositional meaning (see Section 2.4), there may be a pause before the DM, as illustrated in (17):

(17)  a) John was hungry – so he ate a sandwich. 
b) John was hungry – so he must have been really grouchy.

1.2.2 Morphological Properties
Here, also, there is little to say. While many DMs are monosyllabic (e.g., but, so, and and thus), there are those which are polysyllabic (e.g. furthermore, consequently, nevertheless, and before) and others which consist of an entire phrase (e.g. as a consequence; I mean,and that is to say).

1.2.3 Syntactic Properties
Although the class of DMs is defined functionally as those lexical expressions which signal a relationship between adjacent messages, all are members of one of five syntactic categories: coordinate conjunction; subordinate conjunction; preposition; prepositional phrase; adverb. The examples in (18) are illustrative though not exhaustive.

(18) a) coordinate conjunctions (and, but, or, nor, so, yet,…)

b) subordinate conjunctions (after, although, as, as far as, as if, as long as, assuming that, because, before, but that, directly, except that, given that, granting that, if, in case, in order that, in that, in the event that, inasmuch as, insofar that, like, once, provided that, save that, since, such that, though, unless, until, when(ever), whereas, whereupon, wherever, while,…)
c) adverbials (anyway, besides, consequently, furthermore, still, however, then,…)
d) prepositions (despite, in spite of, instead of, rather than,…)
e) prepositional phrases (above all, after all, as a consequence (of that),as a conclusion, as a result (of that), because of that, besides that, by the same token, contrary to that, for example, for that reason, in addition (to that), in any case/event, in comparison (with that), in contrast (to that), in fact, in general, in particular, in that case/instance, instead of that, of course, on that  condition, on that basis, on the contrary, on the other hand, on top of it all, in other words, rather than that, regardless of that,…)

For the prepositional phrases, there are three variations, shown in (19),

(19) a) Fixed Form: above all, after all, as a conclusion,… 
b) PREP+that (where that refers to S1) despite that, in spite of that, in addition to that,…
c) DM+of this/that (where that refers to S1): as a result of that, because of that, instead of doing that), rather(than do/that)
and there are synonymous DMs but of different morphological form which fall into two syntactic categories, depending on whether it is placed with S1 or S2, as shown in (16), repeated here.

(16)
a) He came back because he loved her./He loved her. Because of that, he 


came back.



b) John didn’t take the letter. Instead, he left it./Instead of taking the letter, 


John left it.

It is of course the syntactic category of each DM that determines where it may occur in S2. All DMs, with the possible exception of though, occur in S2-initial position; for coordinate and subordinate conjunctions, the S2-initial position is the only place they may occur, due to the syntactic constraints placed on conjunctions. The other three categories (prepositions, prepositional phrases, adverbials) have a much greater latitude syntactically, some occurring in S2-final position, with others occurring in both the final and medial position. I have found no DMs which can occur in S2-medial position but not S2-final position.

(20) a) A: You must go today. B: But I (*but) don’t want to go (*but).
b) We started late. However, we (however) arrived on time (however).
c) The trip was tiring. Despite that, he (*despite that) remained cheerful (despite that).
d) A: The movie is over. B: Then we (*then) should head for home (then).

Leaving aside subordinate conjunction such as although, since, and because, which must be retained for syntactic reasons, the presence of a DM is optional in cases such as (21a-b), while in other cases, such as (21c-d), it must be present for an acceptable sequence to occur.
(21) a) A: We started late. B: (But) we arrived on time. 
b) He didn’t pick up the letter on the table. (Instead/Rather,) he left it lying there. 
c) Fred a gentleman? On the contrary, he is a boor.
d) Harry didn’t arrive on time. In any event, the meeting was late in starting.

However, as I stated above, in no case does the DM create the relationship between S2 and S1. Whatever the relationship, it is present due to the linguistic interpretation of the segments, taken together with the discourse context, and the DM merely makes clear what relationship the speaker intends.

Of course, this does not mean that DMs are redundant. Whereas the sequence in (22a) enjoys all of the DM relationships indicated in (22b-f),

(22) a) This flight takes 5½ hours. There’s a stop-over in Paris.
b) This flight takes 5½ hours, and there’s a stop-over in Paris.
c) This flight takes 5½ hours, because there’s a stop-over in Paris.
d) This flight takes 5½ hours. So, there’s a stop-over in Paris.
e) This flight takes 5½ hours, but there’s a stop-over in Paris.
f) This flight takes 5½ hours. After all, there’s a stop-over in Paris.

it is doubtful that all the relationships would be recognized, absent the presence of a DM forcing recognition that a specific relationship is present and intended.

Another variable aspect of DMs is the manner in which the DM signals that there is a relationship between S2 and S1. In (23a), where the DMs are conjunctions, the syntactic properties of the DMs require that there be two discourse segments. On the other hand, in (23b), the anaphoric that, which is often elided, indicates that there is a previous segment which serves as the S1 for the relationship, while in (23c), the relationship between S2 and S1 is implied by the meaning of the DM.

(23) a) syntactic requirement (and, although, but, or, since, so, while, whereas)
b) anaphoric expression (as a consequence (of that), as a result (of that), as a result (of this/that), because (of this/that), besides that, contrary to that, despite that, for that reason, in addition(to that), in comparison (with that), in spite of that, in that case, instead (of this/that), on that basis, on that condition, rather (than this/that), regardless (of that))
c) implied by meaning of the dm (above all, accordingly, after all, all things considered, also, alternatively, analogously, as a conclusion, besides, by the same token, consequently, contrariwise, conversely, correspondingly, equally, further(more), hence, however, in particular, likewise, more accurately, more importantly, more to the point, moreover, nevertheless, nonetheless, on the contrary, on the other hand, on top of it all, otherwise, similarly, still, then, therefore, thus, what is more, yet)
The following sequences reflect the possible syntactic arrangements of DMs in sequences, ignoring the initial/medial/final option discussed above. 

(24) a) S1, DM+S2.
Coordinate Conjunction: John left late, but he arrived on time.
Subordinate Conjunction: John was sick because he had eaten spoiled fish.
b) S1. DM+ S2
Coordinate conjunction: John left late. But he arrived on time.
Adverbial: John left late. However, he arrived on time.
Preposition Phrase: John came late. After all, he’s the boss.
Preposition: John left late. Despite that, he arrived on time.
c) DM+S1, S2
Preposition: Despite the fact that John left late, he arrived on time.

2. Model

Although there are over 100 DMs in English, I have found only four basic semantic relationships reflected in their use, with sub-classifications within each of these basis relations. The resulting classes of DMs (not intended to be exhaustive) is an elaboration of Fraser (1999), where I have represented what I consider to be the primary DM of each class in bold, with the others being ordinary members.
 

(25) a) contrastive markers (CDMs) 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
b) elaborative markers (EDMs) and, above all, also, alternatively, analogously, besides, by the same token, correspondingly, equally, for example, 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, that is (to say)
c) inferential markers (IDMs) so, after all, all things considered, as a conclusion, as a conse​quence (of this/that), as a result (of this/that), because (of this/that), conse​quently, 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
d) temporal markers (TDMs) then, after, as soon as, before, eventually, finally, first, immediately afterwards,  meantime, meanwhile, originally, second, subsequently, when

One property associated with some DMs is the fact that while no DM requires a single speaker, some require two speakers for the felicitous use. This is illustrated in (26).

(26) a) A: Fred is a nice guy. *On the contrary, he is a boor/B: On the contrary, he is a boor. 
b) A: I want to go home. *Then, go/B: Then go.

Another property is the fact that with the exception of reformulation markers such as that is to say, for example and more precisely (de Saz 2003), and Temporal Markers, most DMs may occur without the presence of the initial S1, just is case the non-linguistic context provides a suitable message. The examples in (27) indicate the possibilities:

(27) a) Context: Joel, on seeing his bike being taken by a stranger.
Joel: But that’s my bike!
b) Context: John, on seeing his roommate walk in smiling.
John: So, you aced the exam.
c) Context: Father, after a teenage boy has just left the dinner table in a huff.
Father: And where do you think you’re going, young man?
d) Context: Walking through a garden, Harry holds up a bunch of withered flowers.
Harry: In comparison [with these flowers], my flowers look spectacular.
e) Context: For the third time, the glue failed to hold the pieces of wood together.
Max: You could try rubber bands as an alternative [to that glue].

This fact does not bear on the definition of a DM. It simply reflects that in a discourse, messages may be conveyed by non-linguistic means.
In terms of an individual meaning of a DM, I take a polysemous approach, similar to that articulated by Mosegaard-Hansen (1998). Specifically, I take each DM to have a core meaning of a general nature (for example, for but, the meaning is “simple contrast”), with various meaning nuances triggered as a function of (i) the core meaning of the specific DM, (ii) the interpretations of S2 and S1, and (iii) the context, linguistic and otherwise.
 Thus, I take the interpretation of the sequences in (28),

(28) a) Water boils at 2112 degrees but mercury boils at a much higher temperature.
b) Mary is thin. But she still weighs more than me.
c) A: John is right here. B: But I just saw him on TV.
d) John died. But he was ill.
e) A: The flowers are beautiful. B: But they’re plastic.
f) A: We had a very nice meal. B: But did you ask him about the money he owes us?

to emanate from the same core meaning of but. For example, the interpretation of (28a) is one of direct contrast of S2 and S1, that of (28b) is one of contrast and rejection of an inference drawn from S1, that of (28c) is of contrast and challenge of an inference drawn from S1, and so forth. Other contrastive DMs have a more specific meaning. For example, the meaning of however is that the message of S2 is contrary to expectations raised by the message of S1, while the meaning of nevertheless is that the message of S2 is valid, despite the facts conveyed by S1. 

Similarly, in (29),

(29) a) Susan is married. So, I guess she is no longer available.
b) John was tired. So, he left early.
c) The beach is empty, so where do we go from here?
d) Teenage son: The Celtics are playing tonight. Father: So?
e) The train is late again. So don’t wait up for me.
f) A: Wash the dishes right away. B: So give me the soap.

each of the segment pairs has an inferential relationship, with the various nuances being derived. Whether or not this claim of polysemy of DMs meaning can be supported will have to be assessed through further research. I have made a first attempt at this in Fraser (forthcoming).

The position espoused above should not be confused with a polyfunctional analysis of DMs, or for particles in general. In the polyfunctional approach, the but in the following examples,

(30) a) I like you but I can’t go out with you.
b) Everyone but John was here.
c) I have but a moment.
d) You may think I’m crazy, but where is the dog?
e) He has all but clinched the championship.
f) I can’t help but obey her.
g) I will get you but good.

(in which but is a DM only in 29a), are combined into one “class,” and the task is to explain why this one morpheme (assuming that all instances of but are, in fact, the same morpheme), can fulfill so many different functions. I see these two efforts to be separate though not in conflict. In any event, I am not considering the latter approach.

There is, however, a different polyfunctional analysis of certain English DMs, which was proposed, among others, by van Dijk (1979), who suggested that there were two types of connectives. He wrote: 

we assume that each connective has a certain (minimal) meaning which may be further specified depending on its semantic or pragmatic use. At the same time, semantic conditions may underlie conditions of pragmatic appropriateness. Thus, denoted facts may be normal conditions for the possible execution of subsequent speech acts...we assume that each connective has a certain (minimal) meaning which may be further specified depending on its semantic or pragmatic use (449).

More recently, others (e.g., Knott & Sanders 1998) consider DMs to operate in these same two domains.

Sweetser (1990) elaborated on this notion by proposing that many DMs which are syntactically conjunctions or adverbials are pragmatically ambiguous, and that there are, in fact, three pragmatic domains to which DMs apply, as shown in (31).

(31) a) Propositional Domain: John is very hungry, so he is eating a sandwich.
[The facts of S1 are the cause of the facts in S2]
b) Epistemic Domain: John is very hungry, so he must be very grouchy.
[The knowledge of S1 justifies the conclusion stated in S2]
c) Speech Act Domain: John is very hungry, so go get him some food, please.
[The report of S1 justifies the request stated in S2]

Here the assumption is that some DMs have a single semantic core meaning but may function on more than one pragmatic domain. Sweetser writes that the “correct” interpretation of the sequence depends not on form, but “on a pragmatically motivated choice between viewing the conjoined clauses as representing content units, logical entities, or speech acts” (78). This proposal deserves a closer scrutiny than it has yet received. Among potential problems is the fact that in Sweetser’s view, DMs operating in the propositional domain signal a relationship between two propositions, not messages (illocutionary acts), which runs counter to the view that all utterances convey one or more illocutionary acts. 

In terms of ambiguity, DMs fall into three groups. The first group consists of those DMs which have the same meaning both as a DM and a homophonous form functioning as a content lexical item. These are illustrated in (32). DMs which have a homophonous form but with a different semantic meaning are shown in (33), while lexical expression which occur only as DMs are shown in (34).
(32) The DM meaning is the same as the homophonous form (e.g. as a result, similarly, as a conclusion, in addition)
a) He didn’t brush his teeth. As a result, he got cavities.
b) The substance hardened. This wasn’t the outcome we wanted as a result.
(33) The DM meaning is different from the homophonous form (e.g. then, however, but, while, on the other hand, so, since)
a) We started late. However, we arrived on time.
b) We started late. Therefore, John will have to get here however he can.

(34) The form functions only as a DM (nevertheless, on the contrary, moreover, conversely, consequently, whereas, in comparison, although)

Interestingly, I have found no cases of a DM and its homophonous form occurring in the same linguistic environment. In the examples in (35),

(35) a) I expect him to come. However, he will have to get there however he can.
b) Give it to me. After all, it belongs to me after all.

it is very clear that the first however/after all is functioning as a DM while the second is functioning as an adverbial, and these role may not be changed.

The specific meaning of some DMs is relatively opaque, with the primary members of the subclasses (and, but, so, then) by far the least transparent. For example, but signals only that S2 is in “simple contrast” with some aspect of S1 (e.g., the explicit message conveyed, an implied message, a presupposed proposition, a felicity condition of S1, etc.), with nothing further specified; the work of interpretation of this fine-grained reading must be done primarily by the recipient relying on the interpretation of S2 and S1 and the contextual information. On the other hand, the meaning of in comparison, for example, is relatively transparent and the relationship signaled can be read off the meanings of the words. This range of semantic opaqueness is hardly surprising.

Relevance theorists, notably Blakemore (1987, 1992, 2002), argue that there are two mutually exclusive types of meaning of linguistic forms (lexical expressions and syntactic structures): procedural meaning, which specifies instructions of how to manipulate conceptual interpretations; and conceptual meaning, which specify substantive concepts. In their view no linguistic expression can have both types of meaning. Since DMs must encode procedures for relating S2 and S1, they cannot encode conceptual meaning as well. And, since many expressions which are considered DMs unarguably encode conceptual meaning (in addition, as a consequence, as a result, contrary to expectations), they cannot be DMs. Her conclusion: DMs are not a coherent class worthy of study. 

I take issue with this position in Fraser (forthcoming b). For the moment, I will make only two comments. First, given the way relevance theory views language, this may be a valid conclusion within that theory. However, since most of the world does not embrace the relevance theory view, it is premature to write off DMs as unworthy of study. Second, while it is plausible (though not by any means provable) that but or so do not have a core meaning which might be thought of as “conceptual meaning,” it is strange that however and contrary to expectations, for example, both DMs according to the definition given here in (9), function exactly alike and occur in the same linguistic environments, and indeed, have the same meaning: “contrary to expectations.” Yet according to relevance theorists, only the former can be a DM, for, to include the other, would destroy the mutual exclusivity of their two types of meaning, a hallmark within the theory. There are other similar cases. In fact, as I argue in Fraser (Forthcoming c), the procedural/conceptual distinction as an either/or option is simply incorrect, with all lexical expressions having both a conceptual and procedural meaning. 

Sequencing of DMs is a relatively unexplored semantic area, yet it occurs quite often as a brief scrutiny of the British National Corpus will convince you. A sequence of DMs typically occurs when two DMs occur as a part of S2, as in,

(36) a) John went swimming, but, in contrast, Mary went sailing. 
b) John went swimming and, in addition, he rode his bicycle. 
c) John went swimming, so as a result, he won’t be home for dinner.
d) John went swimming; then, afterwards, he went sailing. 
e) We started late. But, we arrived on time nevertheless.
where the first DM in the sequence is one of the primary DMs (and, but, so, then), and the second DM, not necessarily following directly as in (30e), is one of the other members of the subclass (e.g. for the Contrast Class: but vs. however/nevertheless/on the contrary, instead, rather, in comparison, despite that,…). Subordinate conjunctions may not be a second DM in a sequence, and two ordinary members of the same subclass (e.g., the subclass of Contrastive Discourse Markers) typically do not occur in a sequence although some combinations, when said a few times, don’t seem too bad.

(37) a) John started late. ?Still/?However, he arrived on time, ?nevertheless.
b) We ordered ham. ?Moreover, we asked for it with lemon sauce, ?furthermore.

A second case is where a primary DM of one subclass occurs as the first in a sequence with an ordinary member of another subclass (e.g. but [CDM]+as a result [IDM]). The first DM (always a coordinate conjunction) signals the major relationship between S2 and S1 (contrast, elaboration, inference, temporality), while the second DM signals a more specific relation, not within the first relation’s domain.

(38) a) He walked to town but, as a result, he caught a cold.
b) He was sick and thus he was unable to work.
c) He was home, and yet he hadn’t spoken to his wife.
d) She criticized him. Then, for that reason, he left her.

Note that when there are different subclasses present in the DM sequence, each class condition must be satisfied. 
(39) a) He walked to town. But, as a result, he caught a cold.
b) He walked to town. But, *as a result, he didn’t want to visit with Mary.
c) He walked to town. *But, as a result, he was the winner.

From an initial examination, I have found the following general possibilities of sequences:

	Primary DM
	Reg.-CDM
	Reg.-EDM
	Reg.-IDM
	Reg.-TDM

	CDM (but)
	All*
	All
	All
	All

	EDM (and)
	Some
	All
	Nearly All
	All

	IDM (so)
	None
	Few
	All
	All

	TDM (then)
	Some
	Some
	Some
	Some


For example, all regular DMs from every subclass will combine with but (except however), but no regular CDM will combine with so, while some will combine with and.

3. Some Final Thoughts 

In the foregoing I have sketched out a view of DMs based on data from English. Of course it is possible that data from other languages will cause revision of parts of the theory presented here or may cause it to be rejected as a general theory entirely. I certainly hope not. 

One area which requires more investigation is the extent to which there is polysemy throughout the class of DMs as opposed to only in a few, top-level markers such as but, so and and. Another area is the extent to which all DMs operate in three domains. While most DMs appear to, there are some such as for example, as a result, in contrast that is to say, and moreover for which I cannot find sequences in which they function in the epistemic and/or speech act domain. 

A third area worth looking at is the extent to which at least the primary DMs (and, but, so, then) have the same nuanced interpretations across languages. I have conducted a preliminary investigation into this matter with but using sequences which favored the different interpretations of but as a DM in English, such as the examples in (40).

(40) a) John is fat, ____ Mary is thin.
b) John is not tall ____ short.
c) Take an orange, ____ leave the apples alone.
d) John is a cop, ____ he’s also a carpenter.
e) I could give you this book, ____ frankly I don’t want to.
f) I’m a nurse. ____ my husband won’t let me work.
g) A: It’s warm in here. B: ____ turn up the heat anyway.
h) A: What time is it? B: ____ why do you want to know?
i) Now you know all the facts. B: ____ I’m still not convinced he is guilty.
j) The flower was beautiful, ____ it was plastic.
k) A: All the boys left. B: ____ there were only two boys to start with.
l) A: I realize that John is sick. B: ____ John isn’t sick.
m) John died yesterday, ____ he had been ill.
n) A: John is home. B: ____ I just saw him at the store.

I sent the questionnaire to one or more speakers of Arabic, Catalan, Danish, Estonian, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Korean, Sinhala, Spanish, and Vietnamese. Quite surprisingly, the respondents found that the but equivalent in their language (e.g. pero in Spanish, aber in German, mas in French) could occur in nearly all (for some languages, it was all) of the sequences. The one systematic difference occurred with (40b), where the but was not permitted but another form was required, for example, sino in Spanish and sondern in German.

Quite understandably, when given sequences such as those in (41),

(41) a) Everyone ____ John was here.
b) I have ____ a moment.
c) You may think I’m crazy, ____ where is the dog?
d) I’m not sure if this is relevant, ____ isn’t that bag leaking?
e) A: Is it finished? B: ____ of course it’s done.
f) He has all ____ clinched the championship.
g) I can’t help ____ obey her.
h) Thanks are due to John and Mary. ____ above all, I want to thank Harry.
i) I will get you ____ good.

where the but in all cases is not a DM and in some cases is idiomatic (e.g., 41i), there was no general agreement.

These by no means exhaust the areas that should be examined before concluding that we are well on the way to developing the theory of discourse markers. I only hope that what I have provided is a good start.
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� I am using “discourse segment” rather than “utterance” in an effort to avoid controversy associated with the latter term.


� Ifantidou-Trouki (1993) claims that Evidential and Hearsay Markers contribute to part of the propositional meaning. While I have serious doubts about this, if it is true, then these are not included in the class of Commentary Pragmatic Markers.


� Prosodic features, attendant to the production of the segment, may contribute additional parallel messages. But they will not concern us here.


� There are exceptions which I will address below.


� Exclamation particles such as Wow! Gosh!, Damn!, Yippee! are not part of a host utterance and are pragmatic idioms, not Pragmatic Markers. Also, Modal Particles such as indeed in English and doch in German, and Focus Particles such as just, even and only in English contribute to propositional meaning and are thus excluded from the ranks of Pragmatic Markers.


� Where there is an anaphoric form (this, that, these those) possible, that has been chosen arbitrarily.


� There are relatively few DMs which fall into more than one semantic relationship, rather and then being two that do so. Blakemore (1992: 138-141) posits an analogous four way division in which information conveyed by an utterance can affect relevance.


� In dialogic discourse, when a subordinate conjunction is used by speaker B to initiate his contribution, the contribution of speaker A is assumed to have been elided:


	A: Jim: Leave! [said to a third person, John.]


	B: Mark: (Leave!,) Because we hate you.


In DM uses of then, which always requires two speakers, an if-clause is assumed elided from the second speaker.


	A: The movie is over.


	B: (If the movie is over,) then there is no point in going over there.


� The notion of prototype may be useful here as the sense of “core meaning” is investigated. Whether the mean relationships for a given DM are expressed through a meaning chain or a network of interconnected nodes is left open here.See Aijmer et al. (this volume) for a discussion of types of “core meaning.”


� The polysemy of DMs varies greatly, with the primary DMs in each subclass having considerably more than most of the ordinary members of the subclass.


� However, Mosegaard-Hansen (this volume) suggests that at least for French, there are ambiguous sequences, for example, “Jean tirè. Alors, Pierre s’est ècroulè (Jean fired. Then/So Pierre fell down).


� Of the four paradigm DMs, only and+so and and+then occur among the combination possibilities.


� An explanation for these facts is presented in Fraser (forthcoming b).





