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0. Introduction

0.1. Approach

The present approach to discourse markers is concerned principally with the lexical semantics – or coded meaning – of these items, and, secondarily, with how such abstract coded meaning may interact with concrete discourse contexts to produce situated interpretations of utterances. In other words, the most fundamental guiding hypothesis of the approach is that any item capable of functioning as a discourse marker
 will be endowed with inherent, specifiable meaning, which restricts the possible interpretations of utterances in which that item appears.

As a means of getting at this coded meaning and putting it into relief, a number of problem areas may have to be dealt with, and the approach is thus an interdisciplinary one, combining insights from a number of linguistic sub-disciplines.  It is, however, firmly situated within a broad cognitive-functional framework.  

0.2. Methodology

On the most basic level, my chosen methodology can be described as semasiological, i.e. as taking its point of departure in specific linguistic forms and investigating the range of functions these forms may fulfil.  An onomasiological approach, in contrast, would start from a predefined set of discourse functions, and attempt to determine how these functions might be expressed linguistically.

Moreover, the analyses carried out are primarily qualitative, not quantitative:  As one of the principal aims of the approach is to provide descriptions of the coded content of individual markers which should ideally account for all their various contextual uses, the frequency of one specific use as opposed to another, or the distribution of the various uses across speaker categories – while of course in no way irrelevant – are of lesser importance.  In principle, any attested use of a marker is of equal semantic interest, whether it accounts for 90% of the available data, or occurs only once or twice in a vast corpus.  This is, of course, not to deny that distributional frequencies, as well as data of a situational and/or sociolinguistic nature, may provide valuable clues to the appropriate description of the meanings of specific markers (cf. for instance Fischer 2000: ch. 3; this vol.), particularly if such descriptions are assumed to be endowed with an internal structure, i.e. if markers are assumed to be polysemous in the sense to be outlined below.   

Finally, the methodology is essentially inductive and interpretive, i.e. hermeneutic.  Among other things, this means that theory and description are developed in tandem, with a constant interplay between the two levels. 
 The approach is therefore continuously evolving in the light of new data.

Heuristically, my analyses of the meaning of different markers rely to a large degree on recurrent patterns on various levels:  

1° On the most global level, the nature of the speech event (where the term “speech event” is intended to include written discourse), including its goals and external circumstances, will often support certain interpretive hypotheses over others.  

2°  On a more local level, the sequential environment in which an utterance hosting a discourse marker occurs is considered to be of the utmost importance.  Importantly, this sequential environment will frequently comprise more than just the immediately adjacent utterances.  On this local level, metadiscursive (elements of) utterances may also provide strong clues to the meaning and function of a given marker.

3°  On the micro-level, finally, linguistic and paralinguistic clues internal to the host utterance, such as syntactic structure and information structure, co-occurrence of more than one marker, prosody etc. will suggest appropriate interpretations of the markers under analysis.

The use of actual corpus data may be more or less essential depending on the type of marker under investigation (see below).  However, even if mainly intuitive data are used as evidence, the three levels mentioned will, in my view, remain relevant in as much as there is probably no such thing as a completely neutral context, i.e. in order to determine the acceptability of the occurrence of a given particle or make a choice between different possible interpretations, one will in a great many cases have to specify at least certain aspects of the hypothetical global and local co- and context to which the host utterance is assumed to contribute.
0.3. Data

Although the model should in principle be applicable to other languages as well, my object language is primarily modern “standard” French, as spoken and written in France, by members of what one might call “mainstream” culture.
  While dialectal and sociolectal data may certainly provide insights and supporting arguments for a particular analysis, they cannot be considered decisive.  Attested examples are therefore acceptable only if produced by native speakers of the above-mentioned variety, and it goes without saying that examples constructed by non-native speakers such as myself must be checked against the intuitions of native speakers.

In earlier work (e.g. Hansen 1998a), I have worked almost exclusively with spoken – principally interactional – data, but more recently, written and constructed data have been included.  The inclusion of intuitive data is due mainly to a change in the nature of the items that I am interested in, and I would maintain that some markers, in particular semantically non-transparent ones like ben (cf. Hansen op.cit.: ch. 10) or quoi (cf. Beeching 2002: ch. 8), which are found mainly in informal, impromptu speech, are generally the object of only very weak intuitions on the part of native speakers, and typically, it is exceedingly difficult to come up with contexts in which these items would be clearly unacceptable.  Hence, a corpus-based analysis may be indispensible in a number of cases.  However, when dealing with markers that are more semantically “tangible”, constructed examples (including apparently unacceptable ones) are highly useful in focusing attention on specific aspects of meaning which may all too easily be overlooked, or attributed to other elements, when richer, authentic contexts are considered.
Although it has frequently been claimed that discourse markers are especially characteristic of informal spoken language, items that qualify as markers on my definition (cf. sect. 1 below) are in fact found both in written texts and in more formal spoken discourse.
 Consequently, the analyst should ideally be able to account for particle semantics independently of the medium or context of realization.  I take it that language users are not operating with separate grammars and lexica for spoken and written language, but that there is a continuum between what has been called the “closeness” and the “distance” mode of language use (cf. Koch & Oesterreicher 1990: ch. 2; Hansen 1998a: ch. 5), and that speakers/writers have at their disposal a range of linguistic strategies, some of which may be preferentially employed towards one or the other pole of this continuum, but none of which are by definition exclusive to a particular mode. Linguistic descriptions which as a matter of principle are only applicable to one particular type of language use are therefore unlikely to reflect the actual competence of the language users.    

Hence, if for practical reasons, only corpus data of a specific type are used in a particular analysis, this should be made clear, and the scope of the conclusions be restricted accordingly.

0.4. Problem Statement

0.4.1. State of the Art

Given the notorious multifunctionality of discourse markers, a central issue for those interested in the semantic description of these items has always been, and continues to be, the question of how to account for this variety of functions, the traditional choice being between homonymy and monosemy, to which the notion of polysemy has more recently been added.  The picture is further complicated by the fact that these terms are not used in exactly the same way by different researchers, and I will therefore start by defining what I take them to mean.

1° On what I call the “homonymy view”, it is assumed that the nuances of meaning attributable to the presence of a particular linguistic item in a given context are in principle a matter of the semantics of that item.  Hence, if a given form has a number of seemingly different uses, then these various uses are taken to represent separate lexical items, any connexions between them being assumed to be essentially arbitrary.  I find such an approach unsatisfying for the following reasons:

For one thing, it seems particularly prone to conflate the coded meaning of a given marker with the situated interpretations of the utterances in which that marker appears.  Secondly, it is inherently unable to explain the frequently quite robust intuition (often supported by diachronic data) that the so-called homonyms are nevertheless somehow semantically related.

2° What I call the “monosemy approach” aims, on the contrary, to simplify semantic descriptions as much as possible, leaving the burden of interpretation to pragmatics.  In practice, this means that the descriptive goal is to circumscribe an invariable “core meaning” compatible with all the possible contextual uses of a given item.  Theoretically, this approach is in many ways more appealing than the notion of homonymy.  Descriptively, however, it is not without problems:  Firstly, because the descriptions offered may, depending on the multiplicity of concrete uses of the marker in question, end up being so abstract and general that they neither exclude non-existent uses nor distinguish adequately between different markers.  Secondly, postulating monosemy leaves the researcher at a loss to explain how the range of uses of a given item can vary systematically, both diachronically and in language acquisition. 

3° My preferred strategy is therefore a polysemy approach.  The guiding assumption here is that items which in at least some contexts fulfil a discourse marking function can have more than one meaning on the semantic level, but that these meanings may be related in a motivated – if not necessarily fully predictable – way, such that we may describe as many as possible of the functionally distinct examples of a given homophone/homograph as instantiations of a single, polysemous, lexical item. 

0.4.2. Problems

An important problem for any approach to the meaning and functions of discourse markers is, of course, how to constrain the range of possible distinct functions, so that it does not get out of hand: given that no two concrete contexts of use are entirely identical, it would in principle be possible to claim that any use of a given item was functionally distinct from any other use.  Presumably, most people would shy away from such a claim, but where then to draw the line?

I do not believe it possible to draw that line in a totally objective way.  Instead, I advocate observing a principle also adhered to by several other scholars in the field, and which Foolen (1993:  64) has called “methodological minimalism”.  Very simply, this principle enjoins the semanticist not to “multiply meanings beyond necessity”, as it were.
  In practice, this means that if – faced with a given use of a given marker – one has the choice between adding a meaning node to an already existing network or explaining the use in question as a systematic “side-effect” of the occurrence of another meaning in a specific type of context, one should probably choose the latter option.

Another problem, which is of interest in itself, but also more specifically to the polysemy approach, is that of diachrony.  Succinctly put, we need more in-depth studies of the diachronic evolution of discourse markers, both on how they evolve syntactically and semantically from other function classes, and on how meaning extensions take place within the domain of discourse marking.
  

We also, in my view, need to emphasize what you might call “diachronic responsibility” in synchronic description.  This does not mean that one must, necessarily, carry out an in-depth diachronic study in order to propose a synchronic description of a given marker, but it does mean that synchronic descriptions, at least where polysemy networks are postulated, should aim for compatibility with what is already known about the diachronic evolution of the particles under study.  Thus, for instance, we should, as a rule, avoid postulating meaning extensions whose directionality is the opposite of what is attested in the available historical sources, and diachronic evidence can therefore potentially falsify synchronic descriptions.  This having been said, we do of course need to keep in mind that certain markers are primarily found in the spoken language, and that some of their uses may therefore have existed in that mode long before the time they were first attested in writing.
1. Definition

Like many others working in this area, I define discourse markers in primarily functional-pragmatic, rather than formal-syntactic, terms.

According to my definition, the role played by linguistic items functioning as discourse markers is non-propositional and metadiscursive, and their functional scope is in general quite variable.  The role of markers is, in my view, to provide instructions to the hearer on how to integrate their host utterance into a developing mental model of the discourse in such a way as to make that utterance appear optimally coherent.  This means that markers have connectivity (in a wide sense) as at least a part of their meaning.  

Importantly, however, connectivity is not limited to relations between neighboring utterances or utterance parts, and the notion of a “developing mental model of the discourse” used in the above definition is meant to reflect that.  It must be kept in mind that discourse is not constituted by language only – the context (situational and cognitive) is an essential part of it, and the connective role of discourse markers may therefore pertain to relations between the host utterance and its context in this wider, non-linguistic sense.  

It is for this reason that the very first utterance produced in a given situation may in fact be introduced by a marker; thus, for instance, Blakemore’s (1987:  106) example, where so indicates that the contents of the host utterance should be understood as cohering with an element of the developing mental model derived from a salient aspect of the non-linguistic context:

(1) So, you’ve spent all your money!  [As said to a person who has just entered he room loaded with parcels] 

Even when they are not discourse-initial, some markers may in fact signal to the hearer that their host utterance should precisely not be connected to the preceding co-text, but that its relevance is rather to some aspect of the larger situational context:

(2)  
[Two linguists sitting on a park bench discussing  Peircean semiotics]


A.  A mon avis, on peut concevoir le “ground” d’un signe linguistique en tant que tel comme constitué par le système linguistique dans lequel le signe en question s’insère.  – Tiens, il pleut !     


‘A.  In my opinion, you can conceive of the “ground” of a linguistic sign as such as constituted by the linguistic system of which that sign forms a part.  – Hey, it’s raining!’
 

Thus, like Roulet and Pons Bordería (this vol.), I follow Berrendonner (1983) in maintaining that discourse markers
 actually never mark a direct connection between their host utterance and the linguistic co-text, but always a connection between the utterance and the mental discourse model under construction, where the latter will of course contain information gleaned, among other things, from previous utterances, but also (as stated above) information from the non-linguistic context, as well as contextually relevant encyclopedic knowledge.

It is, further, important to note that markers do not, on my view, merely guide interpretation with respect to an already given context – indeed, as probably first noted by O. Ducrot and collaborators a couple of decades ago, they may actively help to construct that context (cf. Ducrot et al. 1980; also Nyan, this vol.):  thus, the speaker of (3) may well be understood as (conversationally) implicating that Elizabeth might not remain submissive, even if the (conventionally) implied conflict between wifely submission and extensive book-reading had never before occurred to the hearer:

(3)  
Elizabeth has always been a very submissive wife, but she reads a lot of books

It is often said that a defining property of discourse markers is their optionality, i.e. it should be possible to remove a marker without fundamentally changing the meaning of its host utterance.  In other words, markers are conceived of as fundamentally redundant, as sign-posts to (virtual) meanings which could equally well be derived from other aspects of the co- or context.  In many cases, this does appear to be correct.  But as pointed out by Rossari (2000: 32), it is not invariably the case:  some markers can never be deleted without radically altering the range of possible interpretations of the discourse:

(4)  
Max a oublié de se rendre à la réunion.  De toute façon, le comité a décidé d’ajourner cette réunion

‘Max forgot to go to the meeting.  In any case, the committee decided to adjourn the meeting.’

In (4), the marker de toute façon indicates that an otherwise possible causal relationship between the two propositions should explicitly not be inferred.  As Rossari (loc.cit.) points out, such a reading does not appear possible if the marker is removed.

1.1 A note on terminology

In Hansen (1998a), I used the terms “discourse particles” and “discourse marker” interchangeably.  Currently, however, I think the latter is preferable, at least if the term “particle” is taken at face value.  

The reason is that not all items which are capable of assuming a discourse marking function actually fit the traditional description of particles as monomorphemic, non-inflectable items, and the label “discourse particle” is therefore misleading because of its formal component.  The term “discourse marker”, on the other hand, primarily denotes a function and is therefore unproblematic.

Moreover, I do not conceive of discourse markers as constituting a part-of-speech, for it seems that very few linguistic items are exclusively devoted to this function.  Rather, a great many, often formally quite different, linguistic items may have one or more discourse-marking uses alongside one or more non-discourse-marking uses.  In other words, an item like déjà is formally an adverb in both (5) and (6), but it functions as an aspectual adverbial in the former, and as a discourse marker in the latter.  Similarly, dites is formally a verb in both (7) and (8),
 but only in the latter does it function non-propositionally as a discourse marker:

(5)  
La réunion ne commencera que dans une heure, mais Benjamin est déjà arrivé.

‘The meeting won’t start until an hour from now, but Benjamin has already arrived.’

(6) 
Je préfère ce restaurant à celui où on etait l’autre jour : déjà, la cuisine chinoise me plaît mieux que la cuisine maghrébine, et puis, l’atmosphère est plus relax ici.


‘I prefer this restaurant to the one we went to the other day:  for one thing, I like Chinese cooking better than North African, and also, the atmosphere is more relaxed here.’

(7)  
Si vous désirez autre chose, dites-le-nous !

‘If you want anything else, let us know!’

(8)  
Dites donc, on est pressé !  [As said to someone to who has just jumped ahead of you in a line]  


‘Why, we are in a hurry, aren’t we!’

The advantages of defining discourse marking as simply a functional potential of formally disparate items are both synchronic and diachronic:

On the strictly synchronic level, it allows us to explain those cases where it is not quite obvious whether a given item does indeed have discourse marking as (part of) its function in a given context, or whether it instead fulfils some other, more “traditional” function.  Thus, in (9), it is not clear whether alors functions on the propositional level, as a temporal anaphor, or rather non-propositionally marks the second sentence as a conclusion.  What is more, it is not even clear that hearers necessarily have to make a choice between the two (mutually compatible) interpretations in order to gain a satisfactory understanding of the utterance:

(9)  
Jean a tiré.  Alors, Pierre s’est écroulé.


‘Jean fired.  Then/So, Pierre fell down.’

Similarly, in (10), for instance, we cannot tell from the exchange itself whether B’s utterance is meant to remind A of something he already knows, or rather intended to impart entirely new information.  In the latter case, tu sais clearly has a purely discourse marking function, inviting the hearer to infer the implicit connection between the two propositions expressed in the exchange (cf. Dostie & de Sève 1999).  In the former case, this connective function can plausibly be described as secondary, i.e. as simply a relevance implicature (cf. Grice 1975) of the truth-conditional meaning of the utterance:

(10)  
A.  Tu as l’air en forme.


B.  Je fais beaucoup de sport, tu sais. 


‘A.  You seem to be in good shape.


B.  I exercise a lot, you know.’

Whatever the analysis of (10), it seems to me that the intuitively most plausible way to explain the fact that tu sais (and its equivalents in a number of other languages) can fulfil the particular discourse marking function described is to assume that this use originates precisely as an implicature of the truth-conditional use of the expression.  The same holds, of course, for (9) above, where the non-propositional interpretation of alors will, in many cases, be a natural implicature of the propositional one.  Seeing discourse marking as a functional potential of a wide variety of linguistic items rather than as the defining characteristic of a specific category of items, is thus compatible with the frequently gradual nature of diachronic evolution.

This means, of course, that the term “discourse marker” is not a co-hyponym of, for instance, “interjection”, “conjunction”, “modal particle”, “focus particle”, or “sentence adverbial”.  I consider these latter terms to be names for specifiable syntactic categories
 which may or may not exist in a given language,
 whereas “discourse marker” names a function which may be fulfilled by items from several of these categories.

Rather, “discourse marker” should be considered a hyponym of “pragmatic marker”, the latter being a cover term for all those non-propositional functions which linguistic items may fulfil in discourse (cf. Brinton 1996: ch. 2; Fraser 1996; Foolen 2001: 350).  Alongside discourse markers, whose main purpose is the maintenance of what I have called “transactional coherence” (cf. Hansen 1998a: 180ff), this overarching category of functions would include various forms of “interactional markers”, such as markers of politeness, turn-taking, etc., whose aim is the maintenance of “interactional coherence” (cf. Hansen loc.cit.);  “performance markers”, such as hesitation markers;  and possibly others.

2. Functional Spectrum

Following the stance outlined above, I take it, firstly, that most discourse markers instantiate particular non-truth-conditional senses of polysemous lexical items, and that the senses compatible with the discourse marking function are typically derived from other, diachronically prior and typically truth-conditional, meanings.  Secondly, I take it that polysemous items in general may be internally structured in more than one way:  thus, we could, depending on the specific item under investigation, be dealing with either a meaning chain (cf. Heine et al. 1991: 228f), a radial category (cf. Lakoff 1987:  65), or a network of variously interconnected nodes.  

The exact mechanism of extension from one meaning to another may be metaphorical, but in the case of discourse markers, metonymy (in the sense of the conventionalization of highly frequent implicatures) seems likely to play at least as important a role.  More specifically, the existence of a number of seemingly unidirectional tendencies of semantic change identified by Traugott & Dasher (2002: 281) appears to be solidly supported by empirical evidence, and to constitute a plausible foundation for what that Traugott (1989: 31) has called “internal semantic reconstruction”.  The tendencies that are most relevant for present purposes are:  1º the tendency for meanings to become increasingly subjective;  2º the tendencies for conceptual or truth-conditional meanings to become, respectively, increasingly procedural or non-truth-conditional;  3º the tendency for meanings with sub-propositional scope to progressively enlarge their scope, possibly even to the discourse level;  and 4º the tendency for meanings that originally make reference to the described event to come to make reference to the speech event itself.
While the different nodes representing the distinct meanings need not exhibit the exact same syntactic properties, polysemy in the strict sense ends when the item changes its basic part-of-speech affiliation, in which case we are faced, rather, with a case of “heterosemy” (cf. Lichtenberk 1991).  Nevertheless, parts-of-speech are probably not Aristotelian categories, but may shade into one another (cf. Hopper & Thompson 1984), so the exact moment at which polysemy turns into heterosemy may be difficult to determine in concrete cases.

The polysemy approach accounts for the intuition that the different functions of a given item are semantically related, while allowing for the fact that new nodes may be created, while others may disappear.
  At the same time, it allows us to explain how new uses of an item may gradually emerge, first as pragmatic implicatures or “side-effects” of existing meanings, and only later as fully conventionalized, distinct semantic meanings. 

Importantly, if a given linguistic item is capable of functioning as a discourse marker in some of its uses but does not do so in others, we may, in my view, still speak of polysemy as long as the item continues to belong to the same part-of-speech in all the uses described.  Thus, I will argue in sect. 3 below that French toujours is polysemous (as opposed to either homonymous or heterosemous), because, no matter what its specific function in a given utterance, it is always basically adverbial in nature, and its different meanings can be related in a motivated way.

An crucial question is, of course, how hearers go about deciding on a particular interpretation of a polysemous (or heterosemous) item.  It seems probable that they do so by integrating information from several levels of discourse, using much the same type of heuristics, of both a bottom-up and a top-down nature, as was outlined in sect. 0.2 above. 

For instance, micro-level syntactic and prosodic information may be used in deciding that bon is an adjective in (11), but an adverbial functioning as a discourse marker in (12), since in the former it appears in a syntactically and – in the spoken language – prosodically integrated premodifying position of an NP, whereas in the latter, it is syntactically peripheral to, and prosodically detached from, the host clause:

(11)  
C’était un très bon film, ça

‘That was a very nice movie’

(12)  
A.  ...si par exemple ta mère m’avait au bout du fil


B.  oui


A.  bon, j’appelle, c’est elle qui décroche... (CT: 7)

‘A.  ...if for instance your mother had me at the end of the line


B.  yes


A.  well, I’m calling, and she answers...’

Local-level semantic and pragmatic information may privilege the interpretation of tiens as a main verb in (13), but of the same item as a discourse marker in (14), given that one can physically hand an article, but not an e-mail message appearing on a computer screen, to one’s interlocutor:

(13)  
Ah, voilà l’article que tu m’avais demandé.  Tiens !

‘Ah, here’s the article that you asked me for.  Here you are!  (lit.: hold!)

(14)  
A.  Qu’est-ce que tu fais ?


B.  Je regarde mon courriel.  Tiens, un message de Ségolène !

‘A.  What are you doing?


B.  I’m checking my e-mail.  Hey, a message from Ségolène!’

Finally, global-level discourse information about the speech situation, including among other things, the discourse roles and the social relationship between speaker and hearer, may ultimately be responsible for the interpretation of c’est-à-dire in (15) as primarily indicating either a clarification of A’s own previous utterance or a hedged correction of B’s assumptions (cf. Beeching 2002: ch. 5):

(15)  
A.  Il ne faut pas oublier que l’ESB est une maladie bovine.


B.  Alors, quelles mesures dois-je prendre pour protéger mon perroquet ?


A.  C’est-à-dire que ça touche essentiellement les vaches.

‘A.  We mustn’t forget that BSE is a bovine disease.


B.  So, what steps should I take to protect my parrot?


A.  That is, it’s mainly cows that suffer from it.’

3. The approach exemplified
In this section, I will show how the approach outlined above works in practice by way of a specific example, namely the different uses of the French adverb toujours.  For reasons of space, the analysis presented here will be sketchy.  For further details, I refer the reader to Hansen (to appear).

Syntactically, toujours is adverbial in all its uses, but among these we find both propositional and non-propositional ones.  Only a subset of the latter qualify as discourse marking uses according to the present approach.

At the propositional end of the spectrum, we have three different truth-conditional uses of this adverb, a temporal one in which toujours functions essentially as a (quasi-)universal quantifier over instances, and where it might be described as “globally affirmative”, an iterative one, and a phasal or continuative one, illustrated in (16) – (18):

(16)  
Ghislaine a un tempérament de chien, mais Philippe est toujours content.

‘Ghislaine has a lousy temper, but Philippe is always happy.’  

(17)  
Philippe préfère les BD, mais Ghislaine lit toujours les nécrologies en premier.


‘Philippe prefers the comics, but Ghislaine always reads the obituaries first.’  

(18)  
Luc est toujours en train de préparer sa thèse, alors que Corinne a terminé la sienne il y a longtemps.


‘Luc is still working on his thesis, whereas Corinne finished hers a long time ago.’

These three uses are not always clearly distinct if the host clause is considered in isolation.  In a number of cases – including the ones above – whether one or the other sense is intended can only be determined by examining the co- and context.

Fairly closely related to these is the non-propositional use illustrated in (19), where toujours is still fully integrated into the syntax of its host clause:

(19)  
Un pingouin, c’est toujours un oiseau


‘Whatever else, a penguin is a bird’

This use of the adverb is, however, not completely identical to the truth-conditional uses from the syntactic point of view:  whereas truth-conditional toujours can be both negated and used in isolation (cf. Cadiot et al. 1985), this is not the case with the use exemplified in (19).  So, although (21) and (23) are grammatical (although pragmatically odd in most contexts), toujours in these examples can only be understood as propositional:

(20)  
Philippe n’est pas toujours content

‘Philippe is not always happy’

(21)  
#Un pingouin n’est pas toujours un oiseau

‘A penguin is not always a bird’

(22)  
A.  Est-ce que Ghislaine lit les nécrologies d’abord ?  – B.  Toujours !

‘A.  Does Ghislaine read the obituaries first?  – B.  Always!’

(23)  
A.  Est-ce qu’un pingouin est un oiseau ?  – B.  #Toujours !

‘A.  Is a penguin a bird?  – B.  Always!’

In this particular non-propositional use, I would prefer to classify toujours as modal, despite the fact that French has no commonly recognized category of modal particles, such as exist in the continental Germanic languages.  Toujours, however, is not the only French adverb with functions which can usefully be described as akin to those of modal particles (cf. Hansen 1998b; 2002b; Waltereit 2001; also Weydt 1969).  In other words, following the terminological proposal of sect. 1.1 above, toujours, in examples such as (19), functions as a type of pragmatic marker, but not as a discourse marker. 

Finally, we have two discourse marking uses proper, in which toujours appears with a connective function.  In the first of these, toujours is part of the frozen collocation toujours est-il que + clause.
  While toujours est-il is formally a matrix clause taking que + clause as its complement, its invariability together with the fact that the following clause always constitutes the truth-conditional core of the utterance, suggests that toujours est-il que should rather be considered an unanalyzable idiomatic connective.
  Hence, toujours in this use is syntactically peripheral to its host clause:

(24)  
A.  Cet appartement est petit et il est cher.  Je n’ai pas envie de le prendre.


B.  Comme tu veux.  Toujours est-il qu’il est super-bien situé. 


‘A.  This apartment is small and it’s expensive.  I don’t want it.


B.  Whatever you say.  Still, the location is great.’

In its second discourse marking use, toujours is prosodically or graphically detached at the end of its host clause:

(25)  
A.  Cet appartement est petit et il est cher.  Je n’ai pas envie de le prendre.


B.  Il est super-bien situé, toujours.


‘A.  This apartment is small and it’s expensive.  I don’t want it.


B. The location is great, though.’

3.1.  Propositional uses of toujours

Etymologically, toujours is entirely transparent:  it is a coalesced form of the universally quantified NP tous jours (“all days”).  We may therefore assume that the “globally affirmative” use is the diachronically prior one, from which the others have evolved.  Such a diachronically prior sense is not necessarily also the synchronically most salient one.  In this particular case, however, it is likely to be not only highly salient, but also central in the sense of being the conceptual origin of several of the other possible senses.

In this use, toujours signals that the state-of-affairs (SoA) denoted by its host clause extends indefinitely over time.  The iterative use of toujours can be straightforwardly related to the globally affirmative use:  here, the SoA is not assumed to hold at any possible time t, but the speaker is claiming that in a specific type of context (in the case of [17] above, that of Ghislaine’s reading the newspaper), a repetition of the relevant SoA invariably occurs.  In other words, the (quasi-)universal quantification over instances is restricted to particular frame of reference.  Given that it seems necessary that this restriction be specified by either co- or context, there is probably no need to see the iterative reading as separate from the globally affirmative one, and we might simply want to pose it as a more specific, pragmatically determined reading of the latter (cf. also Muller 1999).

In the phasal use exemplified in (18), and which appears to be a relatively recent development (Trésor de la langue française 16: 381), toujours asserts the truth of the SoA p at the moment of reference, and it weakly presupposes the truth of p during some period preceding, and continuing up to, the reference time.  We may assume that this phasal meaning of toujours originated as a conversational implicature of the temporal meaning, given that situations compatible with the latter meaning will normally also be compatible with the former, but not vice versa.

Due (I would claim) to the persistence (cf. Hopper 1991: 22) of the element of global affirmation which characterizes the temporal use of the adverb, phasal toujours allows for the indefinite extension of the current SoA p.  Hence, it contains no notion of dynamism, but is essentially a marker of stasis.

3.2  Non-propositional uses of toujours

3.2.1  “Modal” use

This lack of dynamism, and consequent lack of direction of evolution, explains certain properties of the non-propositional uses of toujours, which seem to be first attested around the same time as the phasal use.  Thus, the “modal” use in (19) above evokes the idea of the speaker performing an undirected mental scan of indefinite duration of the category of birds, and concluding that, whichever way one looks at penguins, the fact that they belong to this category remains.

Thus, the modal meaning of the adverb appears to instantiate Traugott & Dasher’s (2002) tendency towards increasing subjectification of meanings (cf. sect. 2 above).  That is, whereas the propositional sense of the item concerns the "external described situation", the modal sense clearly concerns the "internal (evaluative/perceptual/cognitive) situation" (Traugott 1989: 34f). 

When used in argumentational contexts, modal toujours marks utterances that are seen as rhetorically quite weak, in as much as toujours-marked utterances like that in (26) point to no particular conclusion, positive or negative, beyond themselves:

(26) 
A.  Tu sais, les 10.000 euros que ma tante m’avait légués ?  Eh bien, il s’avère que ce sont des francs – belges !


B.  Ah zut !  Enfin, c’est toujours de l’argent...


‘A.  You know, the 10,000 euros my aunt left me?  Well, it turns out they’re francs – Belgian francs.


B.  Aw, man!  Anyway, it’s money, I guess...’

For this reason, toujours is odd in combination with strongly value-laden expressions, such as énorme in (27):  

(27) 
Solange n’aura peut-être pas le prix Goncourt, mais elle a quand même publié un roman chez Gallimard.  ?C’est toujours énorme !

‘Solange may not get the Goncourt Prize, but she did get a novel published by Gallimard.  If nothing else, that’s a huge thing!’

This essential neutrality explains the otherwise puzzling fact that utterances containing “modal” toujours can be made to work argumentatively in either direction depending on the context, witness the following examples (cf. Franckel 1989: 303):

(28)  
Tu peux toujours lui téléphoner.  Cela ne fera pas de mal.


‘You can always give him a call.  That won’t hurt.’

(29)  
Tu peux toujours courir.  Cela ne donnera rien.

‘You can make as much effort as you like.  It won’t make any difference.’

In (28), the hearer is (weakly) encouraged to make the phone call, whereas in (29), the speaker is attempting to dissuade him from wasting his efforts.  Because of its static nature, the SoA marked by toujours can at best act as a weak argument for a positive conclusion:  something which is always and invariably the case can normally make only little (if any) difference to the outcome of a given situation.

3.2.2  Discourse marking uses

As for the two discourse-marking uses, they likewise exemplify Traugott & Dasher’s (2002) tendencies of semantic change:  like the modal meaning, they are basically subjective, and they concern the speech event itself, as opposed to the described event (cf. sect. 2 above). 

The locution toujours est-il que always explicitly connects its host utterance to information gleaned from prior discourse, whether that discourse is monologic or dialogic.  The meaning of this expression can be straightforwardly derived from the "globally affirmative" truth-conditional use described in sect. 3.1 above, for by using this connective, the speaker appears to be indicating that she explicitly refrains from taking a stand on the prior discourse, and instead chooses to point out what she knows to be true at any time, irrespective of what has been said before.  This is supported by the fact that the utterance preceding the one introduced by toujours est-il que very frequently contains hedges such as je ne sais pas, peut-être, etc., or is interrogative or hypothetical in form:

(30)  Nul ne savait d’où il arrivait, ni par quel hasard il s’arrêta en pays toumat.  Toujours est-il que notre roi subit son influence et décréta un jour qu’il était la réincarnation de David, roi des Hébreux.  (J. Lanzmann, La horde d’or, p. 370, 1994 – from Corpus Frantext)


‘Nobody knew where he came from, nor what made him stop in the land of the Toumat.  In any case, our king fell under his influence and one day decreed that he was the reincarnation of David, King of the Hebrews.’

(31)  Pourquoi, dans leurs longs hivers, avaient-ils choisi l’étude du français ?  à cause de sa clarté, de sa transparence, bon remède à leurs nuits perpétuelles ?  Toujours est-il que ces Scandinaves nous ouvraient le chemin.  (E. Orsenna, Le grand amour, p. 21, 1993 – from Corpus Frantext)


‘Why did they choose to study the French language during their long winters?  Because of its clarity, its transparency, which made a good remedy against their perpetual nights?  Whatever the case may be, these Scandinavians paved the way for us.’

The above description of toujours est-il's semantic content provides for two different contextual interpretations of this marker, namely a weakly concessive interpretation, as in (32), and discourse-structuring interpretation, as in (33), where the expression marks the return to a prior topic following a digression:

(32)  
Il est possible que Jean réussira brillamment à l’examen.  Toujours est-il que son prof ne l’aime guère.

‘It is possible that Jean will pass his exam with flying colors.  Still, his teacher does not like him.’
(33)
…le quartier était plutôt discrédité sur le marché des locations.  Période de crise... on se demande d'ailleurs quelle période n'est pas de crise ?  Toujours est-il qu'aller percher dans le XIIIe ça vous classait chez les loquedus.  (Alphonse Boudard, Mourir d'enfance, 1995, from Corpus Frantext)


‘…the neighborhood was more or less in disrepute on the rental market.  A period of crisis…  incidentally, one wonders if there was ever a time when there wasn’t a crisis.  Whatever the case may be, to go live in the 13th arrondissement singled one out as destitute.’
The fact that the contents of the host utterance thus makes no difference to the status of the previous discourse, and vice versa (cf. Nemo 2000), is compatible with Nguyen’s (1986: 192) observation that in dialogal contexts where the preceding discourse represents a view endorsed by the hearer, no reaction is expected from the latter following a concession marked by toujours est-il.

Now, in fact, the only difference between the weakly concessive interpretation of toujours est-il and the discourse structuring interpretation appears to lie in the nature of what may be inferred from the preceding context:  If the latter seems to evoke certain expectations, which are subsequently contradicted by the utterance hosting the marker (as in [32], where one might have expected Jean’s teacher to at least not dislike him, given that teachers more often than not appreciate students who may be capable of brilliant results), then the indication that the contents of the host clause will remain in force no matter what the status of the previous discourse will result in a concessive interpretation.  If, on the other hand, the host clause does not appear to contradict any contextual expectations, then we get the digression-closing interpretation seen in (33).

Rather than classifying the two interpretations of toujours est-il as representing two separate coded meanings, I would therefore prefer to regard them as systematic “side-effects” of the contexts in which they appear.  (– The more so as the border between them frequently seems to be somewhat fuzzy.)

Finally, the semantics of right-detached toujours is largely similar to that of toujours est-il:  like the latter, right-detached toujours marks utterances whose content can, according to the speaker, be asserted independently of how one feels about the previous discourse, and we may therefore assume that its meaning derives from that of the globally affirmative temporal adverbial.  

The difference between the two discourse marking uses of the item lies in the fact that the host utterance of a right-detached toujours has a somewhat different argumentative weight from what we find when toujours est-il is used.  That is, right-detached toujours appears to mark its host utterance as at least a potential counter-argument to a (possibly implicit) conclusion conveyed by the prior discourse:  in the speaker’s opinion, the hearer ought at least to give the contents of the host utterance some serious thought, and a reaction from the hearer is therefore appropriate (cf. Nguyen 1988:  42).

This difference might well be attributable to the different syntactic positions of the adverb in the two constructions.  Thus, we might hypothesize that toujours est-il functions at the level of the so-called “tropic” (cf. Hare 1971), i.e. it comments on the truth-value ascription, whereas right-detached toujours functions at the level of the “neustic” (cf. Hare op.cit.), i.e. it comments on the speech act itself.  Moreover, right-detached toujours, due to its position, could plausibly be attributed the status of an after-thought.  In this manner, the host utterance will appear at first as an unmodified assertion, to which the speaker then adds the comment that its contents are in principle assertable at any time.  It could be that by focusing thus on the speech act itself, the marker underscores the current discourse relevance of the utterance, and thereby makes it harder for the hearer to ignore.

3.3  Summary

To sum up the preceding analysis, the uses of toujours in modern French seem to form a radial category with the temporal "globally affirmative" use at its center, from which all the other uses can be derived.  

In one case – the iterative use –, we seem to be dealing with simple contextual modulation (Cruse 1986: 52);  hence, this use does not in my view constitute a separate node of coded meaning.  With respect to the remaining uses of the adverb, I would, however, postulate various types of actual meaning extensions:  conventionalization of what is basically a logical implication of the globally affirmative meaning in the case of the phasal sense, and various forms of subjectification in the case of the three non-propositional senses.

4. Broader Perspective

The approach to discourse markers which I have sketched in the preceding pages has the advantage of being dynamic on several levels.  

Firstly, the notion of polysemy coupled with “methodological minimalism” is synchronically dynamic in that – similarly to monosemy – it allows for contextual modulation of the items whose meaning is analyzed.  This is an important advantage of polysemy over the homonymy approach, given that, as has been repeatedly pointed out by researchers in conversational analysis, actual interpretation is necessarily situated, and that no two actual situational contexts are exactly identical.

Secondly, polysemy is dynamic in that it allows for the conventionalization of new senses of morphemes and constructions, based on frequently occurring contextual modulations of situated occurrences, these new senses being themselves subject to contextual modulations and subsequent conventionalization of the latter, such that the most recently created sense of a given item may in principle be quite far removed from the meaning of its ultimate diachronic origin.  

In this, polysemy stands in opposition to monosemy, which although it allows for contextual modulation, is nevertheless an essentially static way of viewing meaning, for two related reasons:  1° The notion of a core meaning which is held constant between contexts entails that all the possible contextual interpretations of the linguistic item in question ought to be simultaneously available;  2°  Consequently, should certain uses of the item in question at some stage of either phylogeny or ontogeny give rise to one or more previously unavailable interpretations, it must be assumed that its core meaning has undergone a qualitative change.  This means that descriptions of semantic change can only compare successive, but essentially independent and static, synchronic stages, whereas the dynamic diachronic process as such can have no theoretical status.

Thirdly, the idea that discourse markers are a strictly functional category, which is orthogonal to parts-of-speech classifications, coupled with the possibility of not just polysemy, but heterosemy, means that what appears to be materially the same linguistic item may in its various contextual uses seem to shift back and forth between both functional categories and word classes;  yet its different senses may not only strike us as clearly related, but indeed, such synchronic variation may frequently reflect diachronic changes.

In a broader perspective, given its essentially dynamic nature, the present approach points to a conception of the linguistic sign different from the binary, structuralist one which is commonly accepted.  Instead, it seems to call for a triadic conception of the sign, such as is found in the works of the American philosopher C. S. Peirce, and which crucially defines signs as vehicles of actual communication, thus incorporating the notion of situated interpretation into the sign function itself.

Contrary to structuralist semiology, which postulates a sign function consisting of two solidary parts, a “signifier” and a “signified” (cf. Saussure 1972/1916: 99), Peircean semiotics operates with a pragmatic and dialogal sign relation holding between three entities, a “representamen” (i.e. an expression or vehicle), an “object” (i.e. the thing represented), and an “interpretant” (i.e. a further, equivalent sign, evoked in the mind of the comprehender by the original sign (cf. Peirce 1932: 2.228)).  Moreover, the sign does not represent its object in all its aspects, but only with respect to a so-called “ground”, i.e a particular frame of reference.  This is illustrated in figure 1.
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Lastly, for Peirce, the sign constitutes an action prescription (Peirce 1932: 2.330).  Within the framework of an instructional semantics (cf. Hansen 1998a: ch.4), the representamen may thus be seen as conveying the semantic instructions which the hearer must carry out in order to grasp the meaning of the sign, while the interpretant can be understood as the result of the hearer’s having carried out these instructions, i.e. as a mental representation in the form of a new and more developed sign, which itself has the status of an action prescription.

This has two consequences:  1° Interpretation (or “semeiosis”) does not necessarily stop when the first interpretant has been produced – it can in principle continue indefinitely;  2°  Given that an instruction can in principle be carried out in a multitude of ways, the representamen does not determine a unique interpretant which is valid for all contexts – rather, it should be seen as offering a more or less restricted range of possible interpretations.  Importantly, the correctness of the different possible interpretations can be evaluated intersubjectively, in as much as the interpretant, being itself a sign, can in turn be subjected to further interpretation.

Consequently, Peirce operates with three types of interpretants:

1°  An “immediate” interpretant, constituted by the range of potential interpretations of the sign as such.

2°   A “dynamic” interpretant, which is the effect actually produced by the sign on the recipient in a given context.  That is, the dynamic interpretant represents what is actually “decoded” by the comprehender.  

According to Andersen (1984:  38), this decoded content is the result of an abductive process, and thus has the status of a hypothesis.  This means that the dynamic interpretant may be modified or even rejected in the light of subsequent information.  This brings us to the third type of interpretant, namely:

3°  The “final” interpretant, which is the effect which would be produced by the sign in question on any recipient whose circumstances were such that he was able to grasp the full meaning of the sign.  This final interpretant may only be reached through a process of intersubjective negotiation.

It seems relevant to postulate the existence of different types of “grounds” corresponding to the first two types of interpretants:  At the level of the immediate interpretant, the “ground” can thus be understood as the linguistic code (or system) as such, although it should be noted that this code contains a pragmatic dimension, namely those non-truth-conditional, but nevertheless conventional, interpretive frames evoked by a great many signs “as such”.  More specifically, I am thinking of, for instance, the adversative element inherent in a connective such as but, or the fact that a noun such as bachelor evokes a socio-cultural context which will normally exclude its felicitous use with respect to a 17-year-old (cf. Fillmore 1982).

At the level of the dynamic interpretant, the “ground” represents the concrete context in which the sign is “actualized” in the dialog between linguistic code and situated use.  This interpretation of the role of the “ground” and its relation to the semiotic triad is illustrated in figure 2.

[Figure 2]
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What figure 2 shows is that the (initial) dynamic interpretant is arrived at through a dialogic interplay between the sign and its context of appearance:  On the one hand, the sign “as such” will convey a certain image of the context, by way of the conventional interpretive frames contained in what I call “ground 1”;  and on the other hand, the manner in which speaker and hearer conceive of the specific context in which the sign appears, and which forms the content of “ground 2”, will influence the way in which the sign is understood.

This understanding of the semiotic process has implications not only for the synchronic interpretation of utterances, but for diachronic change as well: for should a sufficiently large number of comprehenders produce more or less similar chains of inference when interpreting the situated uses of a given linguistic sign in a sufficiently large number of contexts, the speaking community may well end up by establishing a new interpretive habit which will henceforth form a part of the meaning of the sign “as such”.  In other words, thanks to the frequency of a particular kind of dynamic interpretants, level 1 of the sign in question may be abductively modified, resulting in either polysemy or actual semantic shift.

Clearly, the above does not represent a fully fledged theory of meaning, but it provides, in my view, a potentially fruitful standpoint from which to approach the study of how linguistic meaning invariably interacts with contextual factors.  Discourse markers being a prime example of this, our still small, but rapidly growing field could become a spearhead discipline in the search for a novel conception of what language is.  
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� This includes not only item with an obvious connective function of a quasi-logical nature such as puisque (causal 'since'), but also markers like French ben or hein, which have been variously classified as “segmentation signals” (Gülich 1970), “punctors” (Vincent 1993), and “markers of conversational structure” (Auchlin 1981), and which to many researchers have appeared to be largely devoid of semantic content.


� Clearly, the hermeneutic method involves a certain inescapable amount of subjectivity.  To some extent, this can – as suggested for instance by Fischer (2000) – be overcome by the use of tests of various kinds, but within the field of discourse marker semantics, such a procedure is complicated by the fact that, to my knowledge at least, no set of tests is universally accepted as both convincing and relevant to all types of markers.  Furthermore, the degree of usefulness of tests as an objective measure strikes me as depending on the type of markers studied:  in the case of a number of items (e.g. ben, hein etc.), solid judgments of (in)acceptability will be quite difficult to come by, and judgments concerning contrasts between equally acceptable markers will necessarily rely on ultimately subjective descriptions of the meanings of the items in question.


However, this situation is one which the researcher shares with the language users whose competence and performance are the objects of analysis.  Indeed, among the tenets of ethnomethodological Conversation Analysis – a method of analysis which I have used extensively in past work – is the notion that analysts should seek to describe such systematic properties of social action (including language use) as are real to members themselves.  Hence, the aim of the analyst is not to deny his or her own social competence in making sense of activities, but rather to employ it and seek to explicate it (cf. Turner 1974:  214). 


� I fully realize that the precise definition and circumscription of this variety is no mean feat.  In the following, I will, however, take the not inconsiderable liberty of largely ignoring this particular problem.


� Certain markers, such as en guise de conclusion (= “by way of concluding”), may as a matter of fact be more frequent in the latter modes.


� As such, it is but a semanticist’s version of Occam’s Razor, and this very useful maxim has never to my knowledge been fully operationalized either. 


� Whilst not forgetting that frequently occurring “side-effects” may, of course, over time become conventionalized as additional nodes of meaning.  Probably, the line between a mere pragmatic “side-effect” and a new coded meaning originating in such a  “side-effect” should be drawn in terms of whether or not the nuance of meaning in question can occur independently of whichever prior meaning was basic to those uses that originally gave rise to the side-effect (cf. Traugott & Dasher 2002: 35)


� In fact, studies of this kind have begun to appear in recent years (e.g. Onodera 1995, Brinton 1996, Traugott 1999, Traugott & Dasher 2002, Waltereit 2002, Visconti 2003, Hansen 2005, Hansen & Rossari 2005, to mention just a few).  I am merely urging that this trend continue.


� It almost goes without saying, but English translations of French discourse markers exemplified in this paper are meant only as approximate functional equivalents in the contexts indicated.  Hence, they cannot necessarily be generalized to other contexts.


� Strictly speaking, Berrendonner (op.cit.) speaks only of 'pragmatic connectives', so I am extending his claim to comprise the somewhat larger category of DMs.


� That this is the case even with the use in (8) is shown by the fact that it possesses two forms, the plural seen in (8), and a singular, dis, which vary according to the number of individuals addressed and according to the social relationship between speaker and hearer, such that the singular signals an informal relationship with a single addressee, while the plural signals a plurality of addressees and/or a formal relationship.  This having been said, in contemporary spoken French, one may not infrequently observe a generalization of the singular forms to all contexts, which suggests that this item may be in the process of changing its part-of-speech affiliation.


� It is, however,  highly likely that the categories in question are specificable only in terms of prototypes, and not in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions for membership (cf. Hansen 1998a, ch. 3; also Pons Bordería 1998, ch. III).


� Thus, modal particles, for instance, appear to be specific to the continental Germanic languages, although certain items in other languages may have meanings and functions which approximate those identified for the Germanic modal particles.


� An interesting, if unanswered, question in that connection is how to give a synchronically valid account of meanings which have evolved out of earlier meanings which have later fallen into disuse, leaving in effect a conceptual gap:  clearly, if we still want to postulate the existence a single lexical item, the synchronic network must have a different structure from that of the actual diachronic evolution of the item, but what then about the notion of “diachronic responsibility” (see sect. 0.4.2 above)?


� Strictly speaking, a non-propositional reading of (21) is possible if the negation is understood as metalinguistic, but I am ignoring that possibility here.


� The fact that this is a fixed expression obviously raises the question of whether it ought not to be treated as a separate lexical item, which would consequently not need to be accounted for in a semantic description of toujours.  However, in as much as one intuitively tends to relate the meaning of toujours est-il to that of toujours, and given that the expression used to be compositional (cf. note 20 below), I have chosen to include it as a node (albeit a separate one) in the semantic network of toujours.


� This was not always the case:  in older texts, a predicative adjective could be inserted between toujours est-il and que, and the form of the verb être was variable.


In other words, the locution can be seen to have undergone a process of grammaticalization over the past 200-300 years.


� In this, as in several other uses, toujours may profitably be compared and contrasted with the adverbs déjà (”already”) and encore (”still, yet”), as is done in Hansen (2002, to appear).


� Space does not permit me to expose Peirce’s quite complex semiotic theory in all its details, but see Hansen (2002a) for further information, references, and a sketch of how the theory may be applied to the analysis of verbal interaction.





