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0. Introduction

It is now twenty-seven years since Halliday and Hasan's (1976) Cohesion in English highlighted the value of conjunctions as text-building devices and sixteen since Schiffrin's (1987) attempt to create a discourse model for the study of discourse markers. Since then, an enormous flow of contributions has turned this field into a “growth industry” (Fraser 1999), which deserves a separate entry in Verschueren, Östman et al.'s (1995) comprehensive Handbook of Pragmatics. Nevertheless, the study of discourse markers does not constitute a unitary approach. Significant disagreements can be found among scholars regarding the linguistic units which must be considered discourse markers, the dimensions involved in their study or even the distributional features of the class. In this paper, I will outline some of the most interesting directions and problems in the treatment of discourse markers (henceforth, DM) and its hyponym, connective.
 I will also propose some guidelines for a future explanation of the functions involved in the study of this pragmatic category.

0.1. Approach

The present approach deals with the functions DMs perform in spoken language and it relies upon two research programs. The first one is the German-Spanish-Italian tradition of studies on colloquial Spanish (Spitzer 1922; Beinhauer 1978: 1929; Sornicola 1981; Briz Gómez 1998). In the eighties, this approach led to the questioning of some issues in the descriptive syntax found in grammars (especially the definition of sentence or the classification of subordinate sentences). The search for answers should not be based on the received syntactic concepts, because they cannot account for the structures of spoken, casual language, but hinge, instead, on a “new grammar” of spoken language, which is established as desideratum (Narbona Jiménez 1989b).

The second source is pragmatic, and comprises a multitheoretical semantic-and-pragmatic perspective where Prototype or Relevance Theory as well as Conversational Analysis or Text Linguistics can be found. A multidimensional approach is a methodological need to understand the polyfunctionality of DMs, as some authors have explicitly stated (Schwenter 1999: 245).

0.2. Methodology and data

My main interest has been the study of connectives in spoken, colloquial  Spanish,
 and is basically corpus-driven.

The research group Val.Es.Co (Valencia Colloquial Spanish), to which I belong, has collected a corpus of colloquial conversations, which provide the first basis for a corpus study.
 Working with real data implies that, at least in the first instance, an inductive methodology has been employed. The contact with real samples of language is a healthy exercise to prevent research-based biases or artificial examples. However, one should be cautious when determining the limits of the analysis: colloquial language is the most productive register for non-specific connectives (like Spanish pues, que, entonces, etc.), but the researcher must not forget that some specialized uses of connectives cannot be found in an informal register (see examples in Portolés Lázaro 1998)
Description is only a first approximation. In a second phase, a quantitative analysis is a useful tool to sharpen raw intuitions. Due to their multi- character (multiperspective, multifunctionality…), the study of connectives, comprises many factors. It is unlikely that a mere qualitative study can grasp all the relevant aspects of the association of variables (e.g.: what happens when a monological token of an unstressed connective is in utterance-initial position, thus conveying a topic shift, which can also be understood as a signal of disagreement?). A multivariate statistical analysis provides us with methods to perform dimensional reduction and clear the way to determine what (associations of) variables are significant.

Finally, quantitative data must be submitted to a third, qualitative phase in order to place the research in a broader theoretical framework. This was the procedure employed in Pons Bordería (1998).

0.4. Problem Statement

0.4.1. State-of-the-Art

Twenty-seven years after Halliday and Hasan’s seminal work, we have learnt a great deal about connectives. Comments on their puzzling nature, not uncommon twenty years ago, have been replaced by explanations based on general principles and by myriads of particular descriptions of single connectives in many languages. Among the findings of this joint effort, I would like to highlight the following:

0.4.1.1 The (full) description of some (types of) connectives in different, typologically unrelated languages. This implies:

a) The rejection of a sentential, grammatical paradigm as the basis for the description of connectives. This excludes also formalist approaches from the mainstream and clears the way to pragmatic, functional-based approaches, where connectives are no longer facts of performance.

b) The recognition of distinctive functional features, which makes it possible to talk of textual (Alcina Franch and Blecua 1975; Halliday and Hasan 1976; Dijk 1977; Dijk 1980; Portolés Lázaro 1998), argumentative (Ducrot et al. 1980; Ducrot 1983; Briz Gómez 1993; Anscombre and Ducrot 1994; Ducrot 1996), reformulative (Gülich and Kotschi 1983; Roulet 1987; Rossari 1994) or metadiscoursive markers (Briz Gómez 1998; Pons Bordería 2000). This notwithstanding, there is still no commonly accepted grouping within the class.

0.4.1.2. The research has also helped to show what dimensions are needed to carry out a full description of connectives. Text Linguistics highlighted the supra-sentential values of connectives and how these helped to build coherence relations. Conversation Analysis displayed the interactional aspects of its behaviour and Politeness Theory did the same with the images of the self/ others. Relevance Theory showed the cognitive role played by connectives. The French studies within and around Argumentation Theory discovered that connectives do not merely display a relationship between propositions but also between arguments and conclusions, explicit or not. From a different perspective, neo-Gricean developments insisted on what is encoded and what is not, what is said and implicated. Finally, the diachronic carried out by grammaticalization studies established universal clines of evolution linked to cognitive processes.

0.4.1.3. It is commonly accepted that connectives are inherently polyfunctional linguistic items. Polyfunctionality must be read at two levels: first, in a type level, a connective is polyfunctional if it conveys different values.
 For instance, the English conjunction but is polyfunctional because it expresses contrast–mainly in monological uses–and disagreement–mainly in dialogical uses–.

A second reading of polyfunctionality is possible at the token level: a token of a connective is polyfunctional if it displays different functions in different discourse levels. For instance, in a given context, a token of English but can express contrast in a sentence level and disagreement in an interactional level. 

0.4.1.4. Although hundreds of connectives have been studied in the last twenty years, few attempts have been made in order to achieve a global description of the class in a given language. The importance of these attempts lies on the fact that a global description works as a landmark for categorization; a full description will, in turn, help to achieve a better understanding of how the interaction among different discourse dimensions works. Nevertheless, we can only count on three global descriptions: Bazzanella (1995) for Italian, Martín Zorraquino and Portolés (1999) for Spanish and Cuenca (forthcoming) for Catalan, all within comprehensive grammars. For other languages, global descriptions are not available, although for English and French partial descriptions are available in numerous works.

0.4.2. Problems

The current state-of-the art raises some questions regarding formal and functional aspects of DMs. In this section, I will briefly sketch the issues considered of primary interest:

0.4.2.1. First of all is the name: The most basic disagreement among the scholars engaged in describing DMs involves class name. This is a subject of primary importance, for it does not merely mean labeling a set of objects; it also involves a selection of items, which share a set of common properties. Discourse marker is perhaps the most widespread concept within the literature, but has been used in a broad and in a narrow sense. Following Schiffrin’s well-known definition, 

I define [discourse] markers at a more theoretical level as members of a functional class of verbal (and non verbal) devices which provide contextual coordinates for ongoing talk (Schiffrin 1987: 41)
Linguistic units such as y’know, well or then will all belong to the same class. The range of functions conveyed by these elements goes from the interpersonal to the textual or modal; their scope also varies from sentence to paragraphs, from utterance segments to turns or sequences; their syntactic or distributional features are also heterogeneous. Nevertheless, a more restrictive definition of DMs is also possible. Following Fraser (this volume):

A DM is a lexical expression which signals the relationship of either

Contrast (John is fat but Mary is thin)

Implication (John is here so we ca start the party); or

Elaboration (John went home. Furthermore, he took his toys.)

between the interpretation of S2 and the interpretation of S1.

In his version, the class of DMs comprises only linguistic items which serve to bind discourse segments together. This will include sentential and textual markers like then or so, but not interpersonal markers like hear or you know. Hence, before proceeding, it is necessary to make it explicit to which conception of DMs the researcher adheres.

The broad/narrow opposition can be formulated in the following way: is it our aim to describe a broad functional word class whose only common feature is not to be included in the syntactic and/or semantic structures of a sentence/proposition? If this is the case, we will talk of discourse markers. If, on the contrary, we restrict ourselves to the study of a subset within this group, namely the one comprising the items whose main function is to bind elements together, we will talk of connectives. The first approach is commonly accepted within USA linguistics. The second one is more frequent in Europe, where the weight of traditional grammars led scholars to focus on connection as the supra-, infra- or parasentential equivalent of sentential coordination and subordination. 

In what follows, two related but distinct concepts are going to be distinguished: on the one hand, connectives are linguistic items whose primary (or prototypical) function is to convey union relations between two linguistic items in the infra-, extra- or sentential level. On the other hand, discourse marker is a global label for most elements without propositional meaning, thus including connectives (like and, therefore or but), modal markers (like the German Modalpartikeln doch, eben or mal) or interactional markers (like say, hear or phatic expressions) and some elements with propositional meaning (like as a consequence or as a result). We consider that discourse markers are hyperonyms of connectives; so, there is an entailment relationship between them, for which every connective is a DM but not every DM is a connective.
 One of the tasks in the description of DMs will be, therefore, to draw an accurate picture of its hyponyms.

0.4.2.2. A theory of connectives should be able to link grammatical with non-grammatical uses, in order to provide a unitary description of each item. This is an important issue in Romance languages, because it deals with three important syntactic problems (Narbona Jiménez 1989a; 1990): the accuracy of grammatical descriptions for conjunctions; the definition of sentence, and the classification of coordinate and subordinate sentences.

0.4.2.3. Although the formal features of a connective cannot be taken as a basis to predict a set of functions, not even in morphologically related elements, (Rossari 1994; Ruiz Gurillo and Pons Bordería 1996) there must be a limit to the number of functions that a connective can convey. 

0.4.2.4. An answer to the previous problem can be provided by a twofold cognitive approach: synchronically, the functions of a connective are limited by the family resemblances it entertains with other categories. Diachronically, grammaticalization studies show which functions a connective has effectively performed. Grammaticalization processes seem also crucial because they provide answers to more general theoretical problems, like the conventionalization of implicatures (Traugott 1999) and the adequacy of neo-gricean pragmatics vs. relevance theory (Levinson 2000) (see Section 3).

0.4.2.5. The most influential research on connectives has been carried out on written or intuitive language samples (Halliday and Hasan 1976; Dijk 1980; Ducrot et al. 1980; Blakemore 1987; Fraser 1990).
 But if one takes into account spoken language the relevance of some wide-accepted features can, on some occasions, be challenged. We are going to exemplify this with the ‘parenthetical’ feature. It has been repeatedly said that some connectives are not integrated into the intonational contour of the utterance to their right. This is represented in written texts through commas, so a conclusion drawn on the observation of written language is that a parenthetical intonational contour is a feature of many DMs. But after having analyzed spoken samples of one of these elements, the Spanish DM bueno, considered parenthetical (Martín Zorraquino and Portolés 1999: 4064), what data show (Hidalgo and Pons 2001) is that bueno is prototypically followed not by a pause, but by a falling pitch. This relationship is significant, as shown below.
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0.4.2.6. The division between written and spoken language is perhaps the most evident one regarding variation. One can expect that different discourse genres will shed light into more fine-grained preferences of use.

0.4.2.7. The description of connectives has been pushed forward by qualitative, not by quantitative analyses. At this point, the introduction of statistical methods in qualitative studies is highly desirable, because it provides the researcher with validation methods to determine significant correlations among qualitative features of connectives.

0.4.2.8. A disregarded aspect is the lexicographical description of discourse markers. The classical lexicographical distinction between words with lexical and words with grammatical meaning leaves discourse markers in the second group, as words that can be described, not defined. One of the few current projects, although far from being finished, is the Spanish Diccionario de partículas del español (Briz Gómez, Hidalgo Navarro et al. forthcoming). For the class of modal particles there are some dictionaries available, like Helbig (1988); Helbig and Helbig (1990).

1. Definition

1.0 Defining a connective is a rather controversial issue which raises at least the following questions: is the definition based on necessary and sufficient conditions, or, does it adopt a prototype-based approach?. Similarly: Is the definition of connective based on form or function?. Very closely related to these questions is the issue of the monosemic, polysemic or homonymical meaning of connectives. All these concerns will be addressed in this section.

The easiest way to define what constitutes the word class of connectives is in terms of sufficient and necessary conditions. This procedure, which creates two disjoint sets, connectives and non-connectives, has been traditionally adopted and is perhaps the most familiar one for the reader/researcher. However, a definition in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions poses certain problems in its application, because it relies on the idea that there is a one-to-one relationship between form and function. X is a connective means X is only a connective or, in the case of polysemy, Xn is a connective = Xn is only a connective. Nevertheless, what the description of connectives shows is that monosemy is the exception and polysemy is the rule. Underlying each meaning there is a great deal of functional variation. For example, when then functions in a temporal domain, it is either an adverb or a conjunction; whereas when it works on a metalinguistic domain, it is normally a conjunction or a connective. A definition in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions forces the researcher to decide whether a given item is a connective or a conjunction; therefore, it is not flexible enough to deal with this kind of cases.

An alternative I propose would be a prototype based definition. According to this approach the category has a core and a periphery. An item entertains different degrees of connectivity depending on its closeness to the core or periphery of what constitutes the prototype. Along these lines, the following conclusions can be reached:

A connective is a cluster of features, which can be defined in terms of a prototype (Pons Bordería 1998, Fraser and Hansen in this volume). The degree to which certain features are present in a given unit will determine whether it is close to the center or periphery of the category. The adoption of this theoretical approach enables us to present the following guidelines for the study of connectives:

1.1. Connectives are a pragmatic category, that is to say, what all connectives have in common is not the grammatical class to which they belong, but rather, their ability to signal a relationship between two units.

1.2. One of the most striking features of connectives is that the core of the category is made up of two clusters of features. Some authors consider that prototypical connectives are stressed units with a parenthetical intonation contour and reduced lexical meaning. On the other hand, other authors, consider that prototypical connectives are unstressed elements included in the intonational contour of their host utterance; monosyllabic and semantically void of any meaning (except for the so-called morphological meaning). Both groups include prototypical connectives: elements like therefore in the first case, units like and in the second case. Rather than excluding any group from the core of the category, it is better to consider connection as a category with two cores, so that both groups can be studied as prototypical connectives. This unexpected conclusion can be better justified if we consider that continuative conjunctions (Spanish por tanto, por consiguiente) constitute a more specialized means to display connection than other more basic conjunctions. This implies that continuative conjunctions are more complex from a morphological point of view, more specialized syntactically speaking, more semantically restricted and poorer from a pragmatic perspective. A possible explanation can be that continuative conjunctions have been later included in the grammar through grammaticalization processes as suggested by empirical studies (cf. Traugott 1995, Brinton 1996).

1.3. Centrality within the category can be defined as the ability to link in the sentence/utterance level; whereas peripherality, is best defined as the lack of it. Thus, the more peripheral a connective is, the less likely to link at the sentence/utterance level. However, the function of connection is also found in a micro-sentential level or formulation (See Section 2.2.3.2.2) and in a macro-sentential or textual level (which will be defined as delimitation. See Section 2.2.3.2.2). This indicates that there is a strong tendency for peripheral connectives to be used when it comes to solving planning problems or to conveying topic shifts, rather than to joining utterances.

Between these two opposing ends, the core and the periphery, there is an area where most connectives find their place. This was the approached adopted in an empirical analysis performed on eleven connectives in spoken Spanish in Pons Bordería (1998).
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In the diagram above, similarities and dissimilarities are transformed into distances; the closer two connectives, the more alike they are. 

1.4. The corollary of a prototype approach is that the researcher must not rely only on formal features to decide if a given element is a connective or not, nor expect a one-to-one relationship between forms and functions. The connective value of an item should be first functionally established in each occurrence, taking formal features as auxiliary criteria. This is not to mean that a semasiological approach has to be discarded; much has been learnt through the study of single connectives. Instead, a new direction based on functions is proposed, which contrasts with –but is not opposed to– the formal approach. The consequences of this approach for the monosemy/polysemy/homonymy distinction will be studied at the end of Section 2.

2. Functional spectrum: Towards a function-based explanation

2.1. Connectives maintain a special and difficult relationship between forms and functions. On the one hand, connectives are elements which belong mostly to a word class and, on the other hand, their grouping is based on their capacity to perform a common function, that of connecting elements. Hence, the study of connectives can be carried out either from the categorial perspective (description of a specific connective and the way it performs the connective function) or from the functional perspective (description of the connective function and of the particular instantiations which create it or display it). The picture is, in fact, more complicated than what an onomasiological/semasiological approach would suggest.

Let us consider the first path: most connectives come from well-established grammatical categories, especially from conjunctions and adverbs. When we say that then is a connective what we mean is that, besides being an adverb, some of its occurrences work as a connective, that is, then is polysemous. So when we say that entonces, alors, allora, etc. are likewise connectives what exactly do we mean? We mean that they belong simultaneously to two or more categories—something not infrequent in sentence grammar, where double categorial assignments are not uncommon. But where does the basis lie for this new word class, called connective? It is not in its grammatical, but in its functional or pragmatic behaviour. Hence, the basis of the categorization process seems to rest on functional grounds. 

One could think of formal features as a valid resource for the categorization process. However, formal features are risky, and are better applied within a family resemblance framework. Take for instance “first position”. Many of the contributors of this volume would recognize that the prototypical position of DMs is the first position. But what does “first position mean”? Is it the first word of an utterance, the first syntagmatic position of an utterance or the first slot outside the proposition within the utterance? Describing a DM as “utterance-initial” may obscure some of its distributional properties if one is not able to be more explicit about its meaning.

Another disregarded problem in the description of connectives is that the initial purpose of describing the connective uses of X sometimes turns into something more akin to describing the uses of X. But, given the intrinsic multifunctionality of connectives, their description occasionally obscures their connective values. As a result, two kinds of functions are distinguished: grammatical functions and discourse marker functions. The latter may not only express connection, but other pragmatic functions, for instance modality.

Hence, in the categorization process, a double reduction may occur in terms of the type/token distinction pointed out above. When a semasiological approach is performed, caution must be placed on the delimitation of different pragmatic categories.

If we consider now a second, functional alternative, we could think of a function called connection, displayed by elements coming from different origins; to the extent that they display this function, they can be called connectives. The main point now is to characterize the function, as a gradient category: the more occurrences of an element accomplishing the function of connection, the more central that connective is; the more prototypical the functions, the greater its centrality. In this approach, no one-to-one relationship needs to be assumed between categories/occurrences and functions. But this approach does not overcome all the problems in the characterization of connectives; it simply poses new ones. 

2.2. The first problem with this new account lies in the fact that we do not have a clear picture of the co-hyponyms, hyponyms and hyperonyms of the connective function, nor clear relationships among them. As a working hypothesis, consider the following point of departure:
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In the first instance, there is a macro-function, called discourse markedness, which comprises different non-syntactic, non-propositional functions. Discourse marker is the name given to every linguistic item, which prototypically performs this function. Within discourse markedness, three dimensions can be provisionally distinguished: interactional, modal and connective. 

2.2.1. A conversation is a social product, the result of an interaction between two or more participants, who start talking in order to achieve a communicative goal.
 Social interaction leaves a trace in conversation, where different strategical signals can be found. The interactional function, then, covers the most “external” uses of language, including politeness, face-preserving and face-threatening uses of DMs, as well as the regulative function of connectives (Briz Gómez 1998: 201-230), where phatic usages or turn-system related occurrences of DMs link language with its participants.

1
(C is talking about people ringing up late at night)


C:  mi marido pegó un bote de la cama ¡no veas! se le cayó hasta el 


teléfono //¿está Jesús? dice mi marido mire se ha equivocao // se 


acuesta §


A:        § ¿y volvieron a llamar otra [vez? ]


C:                                                    [¡oh que] si volvieron a llamar!


C: my husband jumped out  of the bed/ my God! he even dropped the phone ) // is Jesús up there? my husband says look this is the wrong number// he goes back to bed§


A:                                   §and did they call [again?]


C:                                                               [oh sure] sure they did! 

In ex. (1), mire (look) minimizes a dispreferred answer. Its pragmatic value is in co-occurrence with some formal features which cannot be found when mire is a perception verb and identify it as a DM (it cannot take a pre-verbal subject, the constituent to its right cannot be considered a direct object–#mirelo–and so on). 

2.2.2. Modalization is a label, which includes the expressions of the self in the propositional content of an utterance. In this sense, the notion of modality I refer to is similar to the one used in the German Partikelforschung. The parallelism is imperfect, though, because only a few of the major Western languages show a word class with this value. What colloquial Spanish – and perhaps other languages– shows is that modality spreads over elements belonging to different grammatical categories, loading them with a modal content. Thus, when modality is not grammatically fixed (i.e. in a word class), it is lexically or pragmatically coded (e.g. in a semantic reading or in an implicature). Consider the following example:

2. (V. and S. are arguing for and against the legality of a new law discussed in the Spanish Parliament. V argues that illegality must be established with regard to a particular interpretation of the Spanish Constitution)


V: [¿estás o no estás?]


S: [sí que lo había oído]// cuando hay§


V:                                                      § entonces§


V: [do you agree or not?]


S: [yes I knew it]// when there is§


V:                                               § entonces ( then )

In ex. (2), entonces (then) is stressing the position of the speaker in a polemic exchange, functioning as a means to express modality.

An important question is what processes count as modal in the conception sketched above. For the moment, consider the following four values: two of them are prototypically monological (stressing and hedging) and other two are prototypically dialogical (agreement and disagreement). An important issue is the definition of such elusive concepts, in order to achieve a more precise delimitation of them. As a starting point, consider that a discourse marker hedges or stresses a discourse segment when there is a contrast between the discourse segment with and without a DM: 

3. 
a.
A: ¿Vas a venir al cine esta noche?



A. Are you coming to the movies tonight?


b.
B: Claro que
 voy a ir




clear-that
go PRES 1rst person – to – go



B: Sure 

I’m going.


c.
B: 
Ø

Voy a ir.






go PRES 1rst person – to – go



B: 
Ø

[yes] I’m going

In (3) above, there is a discourse segment under the scope of the DM claro (roughly paraphrasable by well). In cases like this, two scales of the form <weak, neutral> and <neutral, strong> can be devised
. The first scale defines hedging and the second one defines stress. When a DM is the only constituent in the turn (like in ex. 2 above) the neutral element of the scale must be contextually established. 

Agreement and disagreement can be explained in terms of argumentative orientation (Anscombre and Ducrot 1994): agreement signals argumentative co-orientation with a preceding discourse segment (ex. 4) and disagreement signals argumentative anti-orientation (ex. 5). 

4. (A is talking about telephone jokes)

A: no/ pero hay que aceptarlo porque yo lo veo por- por en esto del Primijuego / solamente con decir sí seiscientas mil pelas […] entonces aunque te tome alguien el pelo pues dices sí 

[…]

D: [claro claro] / nunca [sabes si]

A: no/ but you have to play the game because I see it in- in the Primijuego [a TV program] / if you say yes [you win] six hundred thousand pesetas […] so even if someone fools you well you say yes 

[…]

D: [right right]/ you never [know what]

A’s conclusion: you have to answer the phone

D’s conclusion: you have to answer the phone

5. (A is talking about a law to fight against drug trafficking)

A: a mí [Corcuera me cae muy bien]

S:         [sí/ claro/ y te pone una ley] que pegan una patá a la puerta y teentran en casa de una patá§

A. I [find Corcuera is a nice guy]

S:   [yes/ claro/ and he passes a law] where they [the police] kick the door and come into your house

A’s conclusion: I like Corcuera

D’s conclusion: I don’t like Corcuera

Stressing and hedging are processes whereby the self includes his/her point of view in language: something has been stressed or hedged by someone to achieve a communicative goal (Briz Gómez 1998: 114). The same happens with (dis)agreement, a category which cannot exist without reference to a participant; hence its modal value.

The relationship between both groups can be established in the following way: agreement and disagreement, which refer to a former utterance, often convey a stressing value (repeating something is one of the clearest ways to stress it) but seldom a hedging one. Both, stressing and hedging, are opposed to a neutral expression, as shown below:

@@ Insert Table 2 here

2.2.3. Connection is the part of discourse markedness related to the linking of constituents. Items whose main function is to bind together elements will be called connectives. Connecting is a complex process, where different tasks are distinguished. 

2.2.3.1. At a more general level, connection is established between explicit or implicit constituents. An implicit constituent can be an argument (Anscombre and Ducrot 1994), a proposition (Blakemore 1987), an inference (Levinson 2000) or, more generally, any unit in our discursive memory (Berrendonner 1983; Kay 1990; Roulet et al. 2001). This is a distinct aspect of connection: inferential function. In the following example
6.
S: ¿nunca te ha llamao mamá/ o qué?

L: a mí mi hijo tampoco me llamaba mamá

A: me desía Bárbara/ me dise- Bár- me desía Bárbara y cuando se enfadaba conmigo en algo asíi de casa me desía/ ¡Barbarita!/ ¡mira! (RISAS) ¡Barbarita! / ¡pumba! (RISAS)

S: pero a mí tam- a mí tampoco me gusta que llamen mamá
S: did she ever call you mom/ or what?

L: my son didn’t call me mom either

A: he called me Barbara/ he says Bar- he called me Barbara and when he was angry with me for something he called me/ Barbarita!/ see? (LAUGH) Barbarita!

S. but I do- I don’t like to be called mom either 
what pero (but) binds together is not two explicit propositions, but an utterance (I don’t like to be called mom either) to S’s intended conclusion of the context proposition (somebody doesn’t like to be called mom).
 If such an implicit element cannot be recovered, the use of either would be odd (Schwenter 2001).

2.2.3.2. The former function has to do with the construction of the message, be it planned or unplanned (Ochs 1979). This is a metadiscoursive function and comprises two distinct dimensions, depending on the task performed by the speaker: organizing the linguistic constituents of the message (structuring function) or taking a distance from previous formulations (reformulative function).

2.2.3.2.1. As conversation proceeds, speakers shift from one position to another and construct their speech accordingly, by rephrasing what has been previously said (by himself or by the others). In these cases the discourse shows a binary structure of the form A conn. B, where A and B are discourse constituents of variable length. Following a well-established tradition (Antos 1982; Gülich and Kotschi 1983; Roulet 1987; Rossari 1994; Noren 1999), I will call this process reformulation and I will distinguish paraphrastic reformulation if the content of B merely rephrases A and non praraphrastic reformulation if the speaker takes the content of B as the only valid source for the continuation of discourse. Exs. (7) and (8) exemplify both concepts:

7. (G. is talking of how a guy prepared his driving license exam)

G: yy después de haberse leído el libro en su casa o s(e)a en los ratos que tenía libres/ fue al de la autoescuela y le dicee oye apúntame para examen 

G: and after he read the book at home that is in his spare time/ he went to the man in the driving school and tells him hey inscribe me for the exam 

8. 
(A C y D talk about A’s stay in Belgium and the meals in that country)

C: ¿entonces/ en los bares qué hacen?

A: pues cosas raras// platos combinaos o cosas de esas

[…]
B: [o sea] allí no hay costumbre del bocadillo ni historias ¿eh?

C: So/ what do they do in bars?

A: pues weird things// assorted dishes or things like that

[…]
B: [o sea] they don’t eat sandwiches or such stuff uh?

2.2.3.2.2. Structuring makes reference to the hierarchical, organizational aspects of connection, that is, to the way a speaker builds and structures a message. It has repeatedly been noted that connectives display or create a relationship between linguistic constituents, imposing a certain interpretation on how they are to be intended. For instance, in (9.a), where no ranking between both sentences is made explicit, the choice of a connective indicates that both constituents have the same status (9.b), that the first is communicatively subordinated to the second (9.c) or that the second is communicatively subordinated to the first (9.d).

9.
a. 
Europe is wonderful. Asia is impressive.

9.
b. 
Europe is wonderful and Asia is impressive

9.
c.
Europe is wonderful. Nevertheless, Asia is impressive 

9.
d. 
Europe is wonderful, even if Asia is impressive

Connectives make explicit a relationship, which assumes distinct subfunctions according to the size of constituents. Therefore, I will distinguish the following structuring aspects:

a) Delimitation: the connective structuring function is performed in a sequence or supra-sentence level (Gili Gaya 1983: 1943; Alcina Franch and Blecua 1975; Halliday and Hasan 1976; Dijk 1977), as in ex. (10):

10 (B is talking about a clock she found in the street. B’s intervention adds a second sequence to the sequence of history that has been developed for more than 200 lines).

A: no oye paa normalmente toos los días no se lo ponDRÁ/ pero asíi 

algún día que see vista bien o algo§

C:                                                        §claro ((   ))

B: ¡ah! y aún viene la otra noticia que también menuda semana han tenido§

A:      §luego han hecho fijo a mi marido 

A: no listen  usually- she’s not going to wear it every day but one day if she dresses up or something§

C:                                                         §right

B: oh! and now comes another news well what a week they had

A: now my husband has got a new contract.

b) Formulation: the connective structuring function is performed in the micro-sentential level. Here emphasis is put on problems related to discourse planning; connectives reflect the speaker’s effort to build his turn, leaving as traces hesitations, false starts or interruptions. Consider the following example:

11. (The speaker is describing an elevator he saw in Mallorca)
S: claro// no el de allí también ¿eh? subía un piso o dos/ el dee-el de Mallorca pero claro/ tu veías// veías la zo- la playa desde- desde l’ascensor ése por eso sí que tenía muchoo///(2.5”) a mí ese Pryca me gusta 

S. right// no the one there too/ y’know? it went up one or two floors/ that-that of Mallorca but claro// you could see// you could see the ar- the beach from- from that elevator that’s why it was very ///(2.5”) I like that Pryca [a supermarket]

Hesitations and false starts (el dee- el de), as well as pauses (veías// veías) denote problems in the construction of the intervention. Claro works as a filled pause indicating the will of the speaker to hold the floor and to keep on talking.

Formulation is a frequent function in colloquial language, either in its spoken or written form. It must not be confused with the function of reformulation above. While the latter refers to the argumentative structure of a message and has to do with the rephrasal of arguments, the former has to do primarily with the expression – not the content – and with planning problems, which provoke changes of project (Sornicola 1981), either syntactic or semantic. Another difference lies in the scope of both operations; in its formulative use, the scope of the connective is smaller than in its reformulative use (see Section 4 below).

c) Regulative function: it is the prototypical function of the sentential level and consists of displaying the beginning, the continuation, or the end of discourse constituents. While the ideas of start, progression and closing are common to delimitation and formulation (e.g., a formulative connective indicates the speaker’s will to hold the floor, hence to continue) the difference lies in the scope of constituents. This level is especially suited to account for sentential relationships, and for non-canonical constructions in spoken language (Narbona Jiménez 1989a; 1989b; 1990). It establishes a link between grammatical and non grammatical uses. Although this is an open field, I will sketchily present what beginning, continuation and closing can be referred to:

Regulation at the beginning of an utterance signs its initiative or reactive character, offering thus instructions about its role with regard to the previous context:

12. ?: [ve-vender] seguros// vendía yoo// una temporada/// no vendí ni uno y lo 

tuve que dejar

A: (RISAS) pues por eso/ yo ni lo he cogío 

?: [sel-selling] insurances// I sold// for some time// didn’t sell a damn

nsurance and I quit

A: [LAUGHS] pues that’s why/ I didn’t take that job 

In (12), pues (well) at the beginning of A’s intervention signals its reactive nature, links its interpretation to the preceding one and consequently marks the existence of a dialogical conversational unit.

Regulation as a mark of progression is found within utterances and indicates the subordinate or coordinate character of constituents. In ex. (13)

13. 
E : síi/ yo conozco gentee/ parezco muy liberal pero// la verdad es que soy muy conservadora

E: yes/ I know a lot of people/ I look like a liberal but// in fact I am very conservative

pero (but) regulates the progression within the utterance, indicating a relationship between a subordinate and a directive act. This explanation is compatible with both the adversative character of the conjunction but and the argumentative value of the connective. Grammatical and pragmatic values of connectives are thus related, perhaps being the former a functional specialisation of the latter.

The last value of regulation is to indicate the end of the utterance. Many interactional markers have this function:

14 
D: pasa Fanta// hay que beberse- aún queda un litro y medio ¿eh?
D: gimme some Fanta// we have to drink- there’s still half a gallon left uh?
Note that this functional conception of discourse markedness lets any occurrence of a marker perform different functions at the same time, so there is nothing strange in postulating that ¿eh? in (14) indicates an interactive function between participants and marks at the same time the end of the constituent. Accordingly, pero in (13) signals an inferential relationship between two arguments, while marking the progression of the utterance and a relationship between a subordinate and a directive unit.

The functional conception sketched here fits well with a prototype approach: semasiologically, the different meanings of polysemous units are accounted for in terms of family resemblance.
 This provides a link between connective uses and uses belonging to other categories among the discourse marker readings. Therefore, it is possible to provide an unitary description for an expression. Onomasiologically, a DM performs simultaneously several functions in different discourse levels or dimensions. Functions need not to be interpreted exclusively. The link between both approaches can be established in terms of preferences, either quantitative (a reading is considered more basic because it represents a higher percentage of the global occurrences of a DM) or qualitative (the researcher determines, on the basis of testable criteria, the importance of the different meanings).

Finally, it is possible that the reader may have remarked a certain inconsistency in the use of terms like sentence, utterance or discourse constituent along this section. I have tried to limit myself to those traditional labels, although a functional explanation needs a theory of discourse units to be fully developed. 

3. Model (or the lack of it)

Is it possible (or desirable) to construct a theory in order to account for the use of DMs? This question can be construed in two different ways, depending on whether we want a) a theory which provides a place to locate DM´s within or b) a theory whose only purpose is to explain what DM´s are. I think that, even if we hold ourselves to the most restrictive label of connectives, the answers to these two questions are, respectively, yes and no.

Considering what the study of DMs has represented in the last few years, two major contributions to General Linguistics can be highlighted: on the descriptive side, DMs have provided a corpus of unanalyzed data deserving particular attention. On the theoretical side, DMs have been a challenge for most theories within Pragmatics. It is not by chance that some of the first developments in Text Linguistics (Dijk 1977), Argumentation Theory (Ducrot et al. 1980) or Relevance Theory (Blakemore 1987), to quote some of the most well-known theories today, have (under)taken the study of DMs. Thanks to DMs there is a better understanding of the processes of inference, both synchronically and diachronically (Argumentation Theory, Relevance Theory, Gricean Pragmatics, grammaticalization). How speakers organize their messages, especially in spoken, casual language (Conversation Analysis), but also in more formal registers (Geneva School, Text Linguistics) and how they manage their social images (Politeness Theory). The referred approaches have all shown that the relationship between a pragmatic theory and DMs is close and fertile.

A very different question is the creation of a theory to cope with DMs. This has not been the method used by most scholars
 and the reason is that the ingredients needed to cook DMs are already available in the pragmatic market. Even in the cases where a theory was mainly concerned with DMs (like in Roulet et al. 1985), a careful reading shows us that DMs are just a way to understand deeper underlying principles. DMs are eclectic by nature and so are theoretical accounts of DMs.

In my view, the notion of model we refer to must be reduced to the more modest – but nevertheless wide – purpose of putting together pragmatics principles, dimensions of analysis and linguistic features in order to provide coherent descriptions of sets of connectives. 

4. Broader Perspective

DMs are a melting pot of problems and perspectives, as the contributions in this volume show. In this section, I am going to focus just on one of them, namely the relationship between a discourse unit theory and the description of connectives. 

As it was said in Section 2, some of the functions subsumed under the concept of connection are subservient to a vision of conversation as a structured whole. As connectives take scope on discourse segments of variable length, a thorough segmentation of conversation will help to determine what connection means. Perhaps the only attempt to systematically divide a whole conversation into units has been performed by Eddy Roulet and the Geneva School (Roulet et al. 1985; Roulet 1991; Roulet et al. 2001 and in this issue). The Val.Es.Co research group is currently working on a system of units suited for colloquial conversations (Briz Gómez and Es.Co 2000, chapter 2; Pons Bordería 2001) which will be developed in what follows:

The starting point for segmentation is the speaker’s turn. In Conversational Analysis it is considered that a change of speaker is a necessary and sufficient condition to recognize a structural unit: the turn. However, this idea can be challenged for two reasons. First, not every time participants speak is their contribution accepted by the rest of the participants. Sometimes – especially in spoken, colloquial language – what a speaker says has no influence in the structural development of the conversation; his contribution is not “picked up” by the others. This means that its contents are not rephrased, his point of view is not taken into account, there is not any lexical chain created from their words, etc. So the participant has not been recognized as a valid speaker and his contribution is disregarded. In what is traditionally called turn two types of units can be distinguished: those which have been accepted by the others and make conversation proceed and those which haven’t been accepted and accordingly, have no structural (i.e., thematic) weight. The former will be called turns; the latter, interventions. Who utters a turn is, in our terminology, a speaker; who utters an intervention is a participant. Phatic signals, for instance, are interventions, not turns; what they signal is the refusal of a participant to become a speaker. 

The recognition of a turn must be established with regard to the rest of the participants. It is their acceptance of the speaker’s contribution what makes an intervention to become a turn. At this point, a (provisional) definition of turn is the following:

Talk slot filled with informative interventions, recognized by participants through their ostensive and simultaneous attention

Between interventions and turns holds an entailment relation. Every turn is an intervention but not every intervention is a turn

Second, if a turn (in the CA sense) is assigned every time a speaker changes we can lose sight of some interesting phenomena. In example (15), where T stands for turn and I for intervention
(I= intervention; T= turn)

15.

I1
A: siempre tienes laa- la desviación profesional la 


enfermedad profesional 


T1
I2
B: ¿el qué? ¿lo de ser filólogo? 



I3?
A: de observar a los demás y ahora es- sentirse 



observado ess una sensación extraña
I3? does not take into account B’s contribution (hence, A does not assign the role of speaker to B), because A does not answer B’s question. Nevertheless, I3? does not seem to be a new intervention; on the contrary, it continues both the topic and the syntactic structure of what was said in I1. It would be a better account of (15) to consider that I1 was interrupted by I2 and was continued later. The whole exchange would constitute a turn. So, the structure of (15) is better explained as a discontinuous intervention of the form [T1 I1-I2-I1’ T1]. To account for these cases it is necessary a definition of intervention in non-negative terms. An intervention is delimited when it is a) the source of other’s talk (in this case, it is an initiative intervention), b) a reaction to someone else’s intervention (reactive intervention) or c) an initiative and a reactive intervention.
 A plausible definition of intervention is the following:

Act or set of acts continuous or discontinuously uttered by a speaker. An intervention is either a reaction to a previous intervention, a start for a new intervention or both, a reaction and a start.

In example (15) above, I1 is an initiative intervention, for it provokes B’s answer. I2 is a reactive intervention but not an initiative one, because speaker A does not answer B’s question. In turn, I1 and I1’ are recognized as a single unit because the next intervention (not in the example) sí/ pero si me dices eso ya…(yes/ but if you answer to me like that) contains an anaphoric expression (eso –that– ) referred to them as a whole. 

The typical structure of a colloquial conversation is one in which an intervention is, at the same time, reactive and initiative. Two adjacent interventions, one initiative and the other reactive, constitute an exchange. 

From our definition it follows that any intervention is made up of immediate constituents, called acts. Acts can be provisionally defined in the following way:

Immediate constituent of an intervention which is capable to appear in

isolation in a given context 

An act can be the only constituent within an intervention, even if the other constituents of the same intervention are cancelled. This is what in isolation means. Although the criteria to delimit acts are not totally clear yet, a practical example will make this concept clearer:

16.
a.
A: quédate



A: stay IMP



A: ‘stay’


b.
B: no/ me voy porque tengo prisa



B: no/ I go- PRES because have 1rst PERSON haste



B: ‘no/ I’m leavingbecause I’m in a hurry’


c.
B: no


d.
B: #no/me voy 



B: #no/ I go- PRES 


B: ‘#no/ I’m leaving

e.
B: no/me voy 



B: no/ I go- PRES 


B: ‘no/ I’m leaving

f.
B: # porque tengo prisa



B: because have 1rst PERSON haste



B: ‘#because I’m in a hurry’


g.
B: me voyporque tengo prisa



B: I go- PRES  because have 1rst PERSON haste



B: ‘I’m leavingbecause I’m in a hurry’


h.
B: [A1no A1]/ [A2me voyporque tengo prisa A2]

(16.a) is a turn, made up of two interventions. The first one is an offer. The second is a refusal to that offer. No alone in (16.c) answers the offer, hence is an act. No me voy in (16.d) gives rise to a pragmatically strange utterance, substantially improved by changing the rising into a falling pitch (16.e). Porque tengo prisa alone does not answer A’s turn (16.f), but me voy plus porque tengo prisa together do (16.g). Hence, the immediate constituents of B’s answer are the acts shown in (16.h). 

Syntactically, the second act in (16.h) above is a sentence containing two clauses. These two components are, in turn, immediate constituents of the act. We call them sub-acts. The theoretical status of sub-acts is still to determine, but two features are to be highlighted: they usually have its own intonational contour and perform a function within the act (causal, conditional, etc.), although they are not independent in the sense described above. 

Between an exchange and a conversation there are sequences (in the CA sense, for instance) but its status seems to be more semantic than structural and will be the object of future research.

In sum, the units of conversation distinguished in our proposal are summarized as follows:

@@ Insert Table 3 here

It is now possible to link some aspects of the functional schema in Section 2 with the theory of units devised here: first, it is possible to be more precise about the rank of DMs in their different functions: the regulative function of connectives is developed in interventions and exchanges; when it signals a start, this is usually a reaction to a previous intervention (example 12). When it is a signal of progression, we are dealing with two acts or sub-acts within an intervention (example 13). If what is signalled is a close, this is usually at the end of the intervention (example 14). A delimitation function is performed between interventions or exchanges, not in lower level units. By contrast, formulation has an upper limit in the intervention, but it functions prototypically in the act/ subact level.

Secondly, it provides a clue to further distinguish connectives from subordinate conjunctions. The latter takes the act as upper limit (they bind together two subacts, in our terminology), while the former takes intervention and sequence as lower and upper limit, respectively.
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TABLE 1: Relationship between pause and pitch (Hidalgo and Pons 2001)


PAUSE
yes
no

PITCH

rising

0.9%
1.2
%

falling

94.0%
4.8%

     p < .0001

FIGURE 1: Results of a correspondence analysis on eleven connectives (Pons 

1998):
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FIGURE 2: Functions involved in the treatment of DMs
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TABLE 2. Relationship among modal values



Agreement
Disagreement

Zero-degree
sí
no



yes
no

Stressing
claro que sí
claro que no



of course (yes)
of course (no)

Hedging
bueno/ sí
bueno/ no



well/ yes
well/ no

TABLE 3. Units of conversation

LEVEL
INNER STRUCTURE
INTERACTIVE  STRUCTURE



Conversation

Dialogic
Exchange

Turn changing



Intervention

Turn

Monologic
Act


Sub-act


Sequence
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�  See Section 0.4.2.1. for further details on this distinction.


� Colloquial language (German Umgangssprache, Italian parlato) is a concept coined in the above-mentioned tradition and has to do with a twofold vision of registers, named respectively formal and informal/colloquial (registro formal; registro informal/coloquial). According to Briz et al. (1995), both registers are conceived as prototypes and their intersection gives rise to mixed registers (semi-formal and semi-informal). A conversation can shift from a formal to a more informal register because there exists a colloquialization process. A more detailed explanation of these concepts can be found in � ADDIN ENRfu ��Briz et. al. (1995).�


�  A sample of this corpus has been published in � ADDIN ENRfu ��Briz and Val.Es.Co (2002).� This is a subset of the general corpus, comprising more than 300 hours of recordings made in Valencia (Spain) and which has sociolinguistic validity. In order to ensure the colloquiality of the recordings, a participant observer method has been taken. The transcripts follow the jeffersonian method, adapted to the requirements of Spanish language.See also http:www.uv.es/~valesco.


For other registers, the CREA corpus, from the Spanish Accademy of Language (RAE), provides a huge data base of 200 million words. The dyachronic information has been extracted from the CORDE corpus, also from R.A.E. Both corpora are available on-line at http://www.rae.es.


�  For the type/token distinction, see � ADDIN ENRfu ��Lyons (1980).�


� This distinction is also found in Portolés, J. (1998, 36-37) and � ADDIN ENRfu ��Cuenca, M. J. (2000 77-90).�


� Personally, I prefer the labels discourse markers or connective over that of discourse particle for two main reasons: first of all, because discourse marker and connective are two widespread and widely accepted terms to refer to the category, in comparison with that of discourse particle. Secondly, because particle has been used to refer to “an invariable part of speech” (Lázaro Carreter 1990, 315), and its use could lead to wrong assumptions about the lexical units under investigation as being invariable parts of speech.


� Among the few exceptions, � ADDIN ENRfu ��Roulet, E. e. a. (1985). and Schiffrin, D. (1987).� 


� In this section, I will not refer to DMs in general. I will only deal with a subset of them, that of connectives.


�  This goal can be transactional or non transactional (the phatic communication of colloquial language).


� All excerpts come from in � ADDIN ENRfu ��Briz Gómez and Val. Es.Co, eds. (2002).� These are some of the transcription conventions: /: short pause; //, ///: longer pauses. [ ]: overlap between two speakers. §: there is no perceptible pause between speakers A and B.(, (: rising and falling pitch. -: self interruption. italics: direct style. CAPS: emphatic stress. The full system is described in � ADDIN ENRfu ��Briz Gómez and Val. Es.Co, eds. (2002).�


� This conception is taken from � ADDIN ENRfu ��Ducrot, O. (1995).� and from � ADDIN ENRfu ��Levinson, S. (2000).�


� Note that the same word (claro) is used for expressing both agreement and disagreement. 


� Remark that the adversative connective pero has in this usage a somewhat additive value: it introduces a new utterance to the topic of the conversation.


� Of course, connectives are not the only source of information. The scale <wonderful, impressive> or the implicatures associated to some connectives (e.g., and) are other relevant sources. But this is not to say that connectives merely display a pre-existing order (Schiffrin 1987), as shown in (9.c and d), where the order of the constituents is changed, leaving conectives in the same place.


� � ADDIN ENRfu ��Hansen (1998).� and in this issue has synthesized three solutions to this problem: monosemy, homonymy and polysemy, and has consistently argued in favour of the third. For a different point of view, see Fischer and Travis (also in this issue).


� A lively discussion with the editor of this book made me aware that we understand the word model in two different senses: I consider the word model in the sense of model theoretical semantics (Dowty, Wall and Peters 1981, 10-11; Cann 1993, 39-41). In this respect, to create a model for the explanation of DMs means that this the only object of that model. To me, this requirement is only found in Schiffrin's (1987) book, while the rest of the explanations deal with issues whose scope is more general (cognition in Sperber and Wilson, the structure of discourse in Roulet, the argumentative component of language in Anscombre and Ducrot, and so forth).


A very different sense of the world model involves the articulation of theoretical instruments in order to explain what DMs are and how they work. In this second sense, all the authors in this book, including myself, have provided a model. My position in this section can only be understood in relation to the first reading of the word model, as explained above. 


� Schiffrin is one of the few exceptions. Her model, however, seems to have been abandoned, even for the author herself.


� This is not to say that phatic signals have no relevance at all. Phatic signals are relevant for the social structure of conversation (they regulate the turn-taking system, assure the speaker’s role, etc.).


� Initiative and reactive are used in the same sense as Roulet (et al) (1985).





