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0. Introduction

The problem of the description of the formal and functional range of discourse markers or particles is so complex that I can treat it here only from a specific point of view, which is slightly different from those of most papers in this volume, i.e. the elaboration of a global model of the complexity of the organization of discourse, a model "which provides a place to locate DMs within" (as opposed to models "whose only purpose is to explain what DMs are", to use Pons Borderia's terms in this volume). On the other hand, I will not go deeply into the problem of the description of the core procedural meaning of discourse markers or particles, which has been treated for French by Ducrot (Ducrot & al. 1980) and Rossari (1994, 2000, this volume).

In my paper, after a brief presentation of the approach, methodology and data, I will propose: a) a definition of text structure and constituents, b) a definition of a subset of discourse markers or particles which I call text relation markers (henceforth TRM), c) a description of a restricted set of generic text relations (henceforth TR) and d) a procedure for computing the specific TRs linking text constituents to information in discourse memory, according to the instructions given by TRMs. It seems to me that points a) and c) have been neglected too long in the study of discourse markers or particles. 

0.1 Approach

Our approach may be characterized as interactionist, top down, comprehensive, modular and heuristic. It is interactionist and top down following Bakhtin's well-known conception: "the methodologically based order of study of language ought to be: (1) the forms and types of verbal interaction in connection with their concrete conditions; (2) forms of particular utterances, of particular speech performances, as elements of closely linked interaction – i.e. the genres of speech performance in human behavior and ideological creativity as determined by verbal interaction; (3) a reexamination, on this new basis, of language forms in their actual linguistic presentation" (italics mine; in Volosinov 1973: 95-96).

Second, it is comprehensive as defined by Labov & Fanshel: "By comprehensive, we mean that we have made ourselves accountable to an entire body of conversation, attempting to account for the interpretations of all utterances and the coherent sequencing between them". (italics mine; 1977: 354; see also Mann & Thompson 1988: 243). 

Third, it is modular, in the methodological sense defined by Simon (1962), Motsch (1989) and Nølke (2000). As I said at the beginning of this paper, our research on discourse markers is part of a larger project aiming at elaborating a general model of the complexity of discourse organization (see for the latest version Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet (2001) and, for a brief presentation in English, Filliettaz & Roulet (2002)). Our approach aims at capturing the complexity of discourse organization by combining information referring to three distinct levels of analysis: the situational level, the textual level, and the linguistic level. Presenting linguistic, textual, and situational factors as distinct sources of information does not mean that we assume a clear-cut delimitation between those components and that we subscribe to strict disciplinary boundaries such as linguistics, pragmatics or psycho-sociology. Discourse is rather defined essentially as a combination of such phenomena, and as a privileged locus for integrating the various disciplines it belongs to. In order to do this, we adopt a modular methodology (see Nølke 2000), which assumes that texts or talks may be analyzed in terms of different and interrelated phenomena of varying complexity. We consider two distinct theoretical categories, referring to two major steps in our analysis: (a) modules and (b) organization forms. Modules constitute the building blocks of a modular approach. Each module refers to a restricted set of elementary information and circumscribes a specific domain of discourse organization (the syntax, the lexicon, the textual hierarchy, the domain of reference, the interactional materiality). Organization forms are complex units of analysis. They result from what we call "couplings" between elementary information. For instance, it is by combining lexical, hierarchical and referential information that one can describe the relational organization of a text or dialogue and, in particular, compute the specific relation which is indicated by a discourse marker, as I will show later. 

Finally, our approach is heuristic (such as the approach of Rhetorical Structure Theory, see Mann & Thompson 1988), and not formal (such as the approach of Segmented Discourse Representation Theory, see Busquets & al. 2001), because I think that in our present, and still poor, state of knowledge of the complexity of actual discourse, the main priority is to find out how discourse is organized; it is premature to try to formalize this organization. 

0.2 Methodology

In our description of discourse markers, we combine three methodologies which have been used by different approaches, but appear to be complementary: a) the textual analysis of relations between text constituents in actual discourses (see Roulet & al. 1985, Mann & Thompson 1988 and Marcu 2000); b) the semantic analysis of the instructions given by discourse markers or particles (see Ducrot & al. 1980, Blakemore 1987, Schiffrin 1987, Rossari 1993, 2000, Knott & Dale 1994, Knott & Sanders 1997), and c) the cognitive definition of the basic operations (and corresponding relations) required by the joint construction of discourse (following initial suggestions by Sanders, Spooren & Noordman (1992), but reinterpreted in an interactionist approach, see Clark 1996); as has been shown by Bateman & Rondhuis (1997) and Knott & Sanders (1998), the results of these different approaches are complementary and largely convergent. In addition, I use a simple model of inference to compute the specific relations indicated by discourse markers in actual discourse.

0.3 Data

We have been working for twenty years on all types and genres of authentic discourses, monological and dialogical, oral and written, literary or non literary. By authentic, we mean pieces of discourses which have not been fabricated, or domesticated (to use Schegloff's terminology), to answer the analyst's needs. See Roulet (1999), Roulet (2000), Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet (2001), Kuyumcuyan (2001), Filliettaz (2002), Grobet (2002) and Simon (2003) for comprehensive and detailed analyses of phone calls, service encounters, interviews, debates, film and theater dialogues, narratives, letters, etc.   

0.4 Problem statement

My paper presents an approach to discourse markers or particles centered on the following issues, or challenges:

First, if one admits that the description of discourse markers or particles is only a small part of the description of the overall and very complex organization of discourse, the study of discourse markers or particles must be integrated in a global model of the complexity of the organization of monological and dialogical discourse. Yet, most of the models that have been developed so far are either restricted to the description of discourse markers or particles, or integrated into models of discourse, such as argumentation theory, conversational analysis, relevance theory or argumentation theory, that take into account only some types of discourse, monological or dialogical, and some aspects of discourse organization.  

Second, if one admits that discourse markers or particles apply to discourse constituents or relate discourse constituents to information stored in discourse memory
 (as shown by Berrendonner 1983, 1990), it is not enough to give a precise definition of the class of markers or particles, a recurrent and well motivated stance in most studies, as a preliminary to an adequate description. It is necessary to give also a precise definition of the units and pieces of information to which discourse markers or particles apply or which they relate at different levels
, which implies a hierarchical model of discourse structure and a concept of discourse memory. Yet, this question is rarely treated explicitly (even in the papers in this volume) and most studies are based either on units that are ill-defined or very difficult to define, such as utterance, turn constructional unit, text span, or units which are clearly inappropriate such as clause, proposition, speech act (for a detailed criticism, see Roulet 2002a).

Finally, if one admits, with Roulet & al. (1985), Mann & Thompson (1988), and Marcu (2000), that the description of general rhetorical relations is an important part of the analysis and interpretation of a text, and, as in relevance theory, that there can be only a unique and specific relation between a given text constituent and contextual information (see Blakemore 1987), an adequate model for the description of discourse markers or particles has to define, presumably on an interactionist cognitive basis, a set of generic rhetorical relations (and, as a corollary, different classes of discourse markers), and to provide an instrument to compute the specific relation linking each text constituent with information in discourse memory (or contextual information, to use the terminology of relevance theory).

1. Definitions

1.1 Definitions of text units 

Our conception of text structure is based on the hypothesis that the construction of any verbal interaction or written text reflects a process of negotiation in which speakers/writers recursively initiate, react on, or ratify propositions by means of text constituents belonging to various hierarchical levels: exchanges, moves and acts. Thus, our model postulates a recursive hierarchical structure, which is governed by two distinct completion principles. The principle of dialogical completion states that an exchange comes to an end when both interactants agree about the closure of a negotiation process. As for the principle of monological completion, it states that each move constituting an exchange should provide sufficiently relevant information in order to function as an adequate contribution to a negotiation process. This explains why moves are frequently formulated by means of a complex sequence of acts, moves, and subordinate exchanges. The hierarchical structure is defined by rules which specify how an exchange can be analyzed into moves, and a move into a main act, possibly accompanied by exchanges, moves and acts which are subordinated to it (see Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet 2001, chap. 3). 

The minimal textual constituent, which we call text act, is not defined in linguistic but in cognitive and interactionist terms as the smallest unit of a negotiation process; as such, it is characterized by two features, which have been described independently but which are manifestly linked:

a) the information given by a text act must be conceptually independent (as shown by Schilperoord & Verhagen 1998
); for example, a main clause that is followed by a restrictive relative or a complement clause is not conceptually independent and is not a distinct text unit, whereas a main clause followed by an adverbial clause is a distinct text unit; thus, the following sequence, which consists of three clauses:
 Bien que ma voisine soit déjà riche, elle espère toujours qu'elle va gagner le gros lot [Although my neighbour is quite rich, she always hopes that she will win the jackpot]

is analyzed in two text acts.

b) a text act may be registered in discourse memory, which is attested by the possibility to replace by a definite expression in the following clause an anaphoric pronoun that refers to an element in the first clause (as shown by Berrendonner 1990). Thus, in our example, one can replace elle in the second clause by la brave femme, which confirms that the first clause is a text act; it is impossible for elle in the third clause:

Bien que ma voisine soit déjà riche, elle (la brave femme) espère toujours qu'elle (*la brave femme) va gagner le gros lot
In order to explain the use of la brave femme, we must hypothesize that the information given by the first clause has been stored in discourse memory before the uttering of the second. 

If it is possible to substitute the first anaphoric pronoun by a definite expression without loosing co-reference, it is not the case for the second anaphoric pronoun. This confirms that this sequence consists of two text acts and that the border between them is before the first anaphoric pronoun.

As the same test applies to left dislocated noun phrases such as

Ma voisine, je ne veux plus entendre parler d'elle (de cette brave femme)

 [my neighbour, I don't want to hear any longer about her (this brave lady)]

that are not complement of the verb, they must be considered as distinct text acts, as shown by Auchlin (1993).

It means that a text act should not be confused with the traditional speech act, as it does not necessarily have an illocutionary function and need not coincide with a clause: a subordinate act expressing a counter-argument can be expressed by a prepositional phrase (malgré la pluie [in spite of the rain]), which has no illocutionary function, as well as by a clause (bien qu'il pleuve or il a beau pleuvoir [although it is raining]) (see Rubattel 1987). 

For a more detailed presentation and illustration of our methodology for text segmentation, including other criteria, see Roulet (2002a), Simon (2003) and Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet (2001, chap. 3).

1.2. A definition of text relations and text relation markers

I do not use the label particle, because it does not allow to take into consideration all the markers that play a role in the organization of discourse. It is not appropriate, even as a generic label, because it usually relies on a formal linguistic criterion (i.e. uninflected words), which excludes important text relation markers such as the three basic syntactic structures (declarative, interrogative, and imperative as markers of illocutionary relations), verbs (e.g. performatives such as demander or modals such as pouvez-vous as markers of illocutionary relations, or avoir beau in French, as marker of a counter-argumentative relation). It seems more appropriate to use a functional characterization of the set of markers which play a role in the organization of discourse. 

Thus, as many other researchers, I use the functional label discourse marker or, more precisely, discourse organization marker. But this category includes markers of different aspects of discourse organization: interactional (particles such as tu sais), polyphonic (speech verbs), topical (anaphoric pronouns), periodical (punctuation), etc. I therefore use the more restricted notion of discourse relation marker. As I distinguish three types of discourse relations, corresponding to the three basic components of our discourse model: linguistic (syntactic and semantic relations), textual (textual relations) and situational (praxeological relations) (see Roulet 2002b), and as I intend to consider in this paper only textual relations (TR), I will use the label text relation marker (TRM). I do not use connecteur (connective), which is common in French studies, because it designates only a subset of TRMs that implicitly excludes verbs and syntactic structures.

The use of the term marker has given rise to long discussions between the authors of the papers in this volume. As I will show later, the instructions given by the forms described in this volume just help the interactants to compute a TR; it might thus be more appropriate to use a term which is less strong than marker, something like indicator, to follow Hossbach's (1998) suggestion, or text relation pointer, but marker is so commonly used in the literature that it is difficult to change the terminology. 

Although this study does not take into consideration many discourse particles, such as tu sais [you know],  that are analyzed in other papers in this volume and that might be included in the hyperonymic category discourse marker under the label discourse interactional or interpersonal markers, it should be considered as complementary to these studies. 

Referring to the hierarchical structure of text presented in 1.1, we distinguish two types of TRs in the relational organization of text: illocutionary (or dialogical) relations, that concern exchange constituents (and not speech acts, as in speech act theory), and interactive
 (or monological) relations, that concern move constituents (see Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet 2001, chap. 6). 

This does not mean that we define TRs, as many researchers do, as relations between text constituents. It is not appropriate to restrict TR to relations between text segments, as is shown by the use of TRMs at the beginning of a text or by the use of après tout in the following example:

Je n'irai pas au cinéma; après tout, je suis trop fatigué [I will not go to the pictures; after all, I am too tired]

In this move, après tout does not indicate the argumentative relation between the second and the first act (a relation that could be marked by car; see je n'irai pas au cinéma car, après tout, je suis trop fatigué); après tout indicates a relation of reformulation between the second act and an information in discourse memory such as "I thought I felt well enough" (see Roulet 1990). Therefore, following Berrendonner (1983), we define a TR as a relation between a constituent of the hierarchical structure of text: act, move or exchange, and an information stored in discourse memory (this information may have its origin in the preceding constituent, in the immediate cognitive environment or in our world knowledge). Thus a TRM can be defined as a linguistic form (lexical or syntactic) which indicates an illocutionary or interactive relation between a text constituent and an information stored in discourse memory and which gives instructions in order to facilitate the access to the relevant information. As shown by Ducrot & al. (1980) and Blakemore (1987), TRMs have a procedural meaning, which has to be described in the lexicon or syntax of any language.

2. A model for the description of the functional spectrum of text relations and text relation markers

2.1. The definition of generic text relations

The definition I have given of a TRM requires a more precise characterization of the set of TRs. In order to avoid the two risks of the proliferation of ad hoc relations
 and of the mere listing of relations specific to a particular language (as a result of the analysis of performative verbs and cue phrases), I hypothesize that it is possible to define a restricted, finite and universal set of generic TRs, which is based on the basic operations required by the satisfaction of the dialogical and monological completion constraints mentioned above. We thus propose in Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet (2001, chap. 6) and in Roulet (2002b) a system of ten generic TRs, that is sufficient to describe the generic relational organization of any text or dialogue.  

At the exchange level, I distinguish two generic illocutionary relations, initiative and reactive. The first move of an exchange is linked to the second by an initiative illocutionary relation, the last move of an exchange is linked to the preceding one by a reactive illocutionary relation, and each intermediate move is linked to the preceding one by a reactive illocutionary relation and to the next one by an initiative illocutionary relation. The category "generic initiative illocutionary relation" covers different specific illocutionary relations as they have been described by speech act theory: question, request, offer, promise, etc.

Most moves present a complex structure; in order to satisfy the monological completion constraint, the speaker/writer may have to introduce a discourse object that will be the topic of the following constituent, to prepare his/her main act, to ground it, by introducing arguments or rejecting counter-arguments, to comment on it, or to reconsider its formulation, which motivates the following generic interactive relations: topicalization, preliminary, argument, counter-argument,
 commentary, reformulation; s/he may have to link the successive events of a narration by the generic interactive relation succession; finally, if the addressee finds that the speaker/writer does not satisfy the monological completion constraint, s/he may open a subordinate exchange, linked to the preceding move by the generic interactive relation clarification.

The categories I use are generic, because each one covers a set of specific TRs, and the labels chosen are partially arbitrary. For instance, argument is a generic category which covers the following specific relations described by various researchers: cause (volitional and non volitional), explanation, justification, motivation, evidence, consequence, purpose, result (volitional and non volitional), argument, potential argument (as marked in French by si), polyphonic argument (puisque), decisive argument (même), accessory argument (d'ailleurs) or minimal argument (au moins), exemplification (par exemple, ainsi). 

It is interesting to note that the generic categories resulting from an interactionist top down approach are quite different from those, such as cause, condition, concession or contrast, resulting from a traditional grammatical bottom up approach, which are not quite satisfying, since researchers have observed many overlappings between them (see Couper-Kuhlen & Kortmann 2000); in our classification, si, puisque and bien, or mais, bien que and même si, indicate the same generic TR: respectively argument and counter-argument.

2.2. The description of generic TRs

The description of generic TRs in a monological or dialogical text is based:

1) on the hierarchical structure, which defines text constituents and their dependency relations;

2) on the presence (or the possibility to insert) a TRM belonging to a certain class.

Generic initiative and reactive illocutionary relations can be identified by the position of the move in the exchange structure.

Generic interactive relations are for the most part characterized by the presence (or the possibility to insert) a TRM. Some relations, such as preliminary, commentary and clarification, are characterized by the position of the constituents in the hierarchical structure. The following list indicates the most common markers in French for each relation:

a) argument (parce que, puisque, car, comme, même, d’ailleurs, si, alors, donc, par conséquent, pour que, de sorte que, au moins, à cause de etc.);

b)
counter-argument (bien que, quoique, quel … que, quelque que, même si, mais, pourtant, néanmoins, cependant, quand même, quand bien même, seulement, avoir beau, malgré (que), etc.);

c)
reformulation (en fait, de fait, au fond, en tout cas, de toute façon, enfin, finalement, après tout, en somme, somme toute, etc.);

d)
topicalization (quant à, en ce qui concerne, or left dislocation) ;

e)
succession (puis, ensuite, après que, dès que, etc);

f)
preliminary (no specific marker; the subordinate precedes the main constituent);

g)
commentary (no specific marker; the subordinate follows the main constituent);

h) clarification (no specific marker; it is the relation between a main constituent and the following subordinate exchange, if it opens with an interrogation).

It is important to note that these classes bring together markers that indicate the same generic relation, regardless of their form (coordinate conjunction such as mais, subordinate conjunction such as bien que, adverbial phrase such as quand même, verbal phrase such as avoir beau, preposition such as malgré) and of the text constituent they mark (for instance, bien que, quand bien même or avoir beau indicate a counter-argument relation in the subordinate constituent, whereas mais, néanmoins or quand même indicate the same generic relation in the main constituent). 

Using this classification, one can proceed to the description of the generic TRs that hold between the constituents in a given text. Let's take as an example the following extract of a dialogue between a travel agent (T) and a customer (C) which is presented and analyzed in Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet 2001, chap. 3; the travel agent has just offered a plane ticket to Barcelona at a price that seems reasonable:

[53] T est-ce que ça pourrait aller pour vous //




  would you agree with this proposal 



C j'trouve




 I think


[55]    ça m’embête un peu comme ça /



  
it bothers me a little bit that way




parce que j’avais pris heu cet été un vol aller simple /

 


because I took last summer a one way flight




c’était cent nonante huit que j’avais payé \\




I paid one hundred and ninety eight




finalement c’est même plus que le double / .




finally it is even more than the double




c’est à dire plus que le double pour l’aller et retour /




that is more than the double for a return flight 

[60]T
cent nonante huit //




one hundred and ninety eight


C
oui /




yes

        j’avais payé ça . l’aller simple \\

        that's what I paid for a one way flight

I propose the following hierarchical structure (for a detailed explanation, see Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet (2001, chap. 3)):


I hypothesize that there always is a TR between two constituents at the same level (or, more precisely, between the second constituent and a piece of  information in discourse memory which has its source in the preceding constituent), be it marked by a TRM or not. It is convenient to represent the TRs on the hierarchical structure in the following way (getting a representation which resembles the ones by RST; for a precise comparison, see Roulet 2002c) (I use I for initiative, R for reactive, arg for argument, ref for reformulation, pre for preliminary).


However, as a TRM, such as finalement or même in [58], may indicate a relation between a text constituent and an information in discourse memory that does not have its source in the preceding constituent, we have to go beyond the constituents in hierarchical structure to be able to describe all TRs. In our example, we have to intuitively reconstruct the piece of information in discourse memory reformulated by finalement c'est plus que le double, something like "it seemed reasonable", and the information in discourse memory for which c'est même plus que le double is an argument, something like "it is very or it is too expensive":

We might use a specific mode of representation for the overall relational organisation of texts, using predicates and arguments, as I did in Roulet (2000), but it very quickly becomes difficult to read when there are too many embeddings. That is the reason why I prefer to adapt the hierarchical structure tree by introducing DM branches for pieces of information in discourse memory that do not have their source in a text segment, as shown in the following schema: 


We thus obtain a first global description of what I call the relational profile of this exchange, which corresponds to one possible interpretation of this dialogue and gives interesting information concerning dominant TRs. But we cannot satisfy ourselves with this description, that resembles RST representations, for at least three reasons:

a) it does not explain how we got to the proposed interpretation;

b) in particular, it does not explain how was selected the information in discourse memory;

c) it does not account for the specific TRs due to the use of particular TRMs, giving specific instructions.

We thus have to complete this intuitive description of the generic TRs in this exchange by showing how one can compute specific TRs, according to the instructions given by TRMs.

2.3. The computation of specific TRs

The description that we have given so far does not allow for a precise description of either the specific TRs (which may be indicated or not by TRMs) between a text constituent in a given text or dialogue and information in discourse memory, or the selection of the relevant piece of information in discourse memory. In order to do so, we have to appeal to a third component, beside hierarchical and linguistic information: referential (or contextual) information, i.e. information in discourse memory having its source in the world knowledge, the immediate cognitive environment, or the preceding text.

In order to determine the specific relation linking a text constituent to information in discourse memory, we have to use one of the following procedures, depending on the presence or absence of a TRM. If there is no TRM between two text constituents, the specific TR must be computed inferentially by combining information given by both constituents on the basis of our world knowledge. For instance, we have hypothesized an argument relation between the move formed of the coordinated acts [56]-[57] and act [58], a hypothesis confirmed by the possibility to introduce a TRM as alors or donc. This argumentative text relation is based on the referential (or contextual) knowledge that if the customer paid 198 francs for a single flight in summer, then the ticket proposed by the travel agent costs more than the double.

We can compute the relation by combining linguistic and contextual information in the following way, using a simple model of inference that links premisses to a conclusion:

premise 1
linguistic information

C says to T that C paid  last 

(enriched logical form)
summer 198 for a one-way flight

premise 2
linguistic information 

C says to T that T proposes more than 

(enriched logical form)
400 francs for a return flight

premise 3
easiest contextual

if a return flight costs 400 francs, then 

information accessible
it  is more than the double of the price in discourse memory

paid by C for a single flight

conclusion
interpretation


C says to T that his proposal is more 

than the double because C paid 198 for a one way flight (there is an argument relation between both acts).

This presentation of the computation of a TR is informal. As I said at the beginning of this paper, our approach is heuristic; it should allow us to better understand the processes involved in the organization and interpretation of discourse. In agreement with RST and in contrast with SDRT, I think that we do not yet have the instruments that would allow us to formally compute the interpretation of authentic discourse segments, i.e. segments that have not been fabricated by the analyst. 

If a text constituent includes a TRM, we have to use the instructions delivered by this marker as they are given in the lexicon, in order to 1) select the relevant information in discourse memory to which the constituent may be linked, and 2) compute the specific TR between the constituent and this information in discourse memory. If the relevant piece of information has its source in the preceding text constituent, one still has to compute whether the relation concerns the content, the illocutionary act or the uttering act, to refer to the distinction introduced by Ducrot as early as 1975 (see Groupe lamda-l 1975).

We do not have a precise and unified description of the instructions delivered by TRMs in any language. As far as French is concerned, we have descriptions for most argumentative and counter-argumentative connectives (see Ducrot & al. 1980, Roulet & al. 1985, Moeschler 1989, Rossari & Jayez 1997, Rossari 2000) and for some reformulative connectives (see Roulet 1990, Rossari 1993, Hossbach 1998 and Philippi 1999), but they are presented in different theoretical frameworks and different formats. So, in our present state of knowledge, I have to content myself with an informal formulation of these instructions. 

As an example, I can now compute the TRs indicated by même and finalement in [58]; let's first examine the contribution of même, following the description given by Ducrot in Ducrot & al. (1980, 12-13):

premise 1
linguistic information

C says to T that the price proposed by 

(enriched logical form)
T for the return flight ticket is more than the double of the price paid by C for a one way ticket

premise 2
lexical information

if one says même x, it is in order to 

(instruction given by 

present x as a decisive argument for même)



a conclusion y
 

premise 3
easiest accessible

that the price is more than the double 

contextual information
is a decisive argument for saying it is too expensive

conclusion
interpretation


if C says [58] to T, it is as a decisive 

argument for saying that it is too expensive. 

Let's now describe the contribution of finalement. It is more problematic, since finalement has different uses, propositional and non-propositional (like toujours, described by Mosegaard Hansen in this volume), that have not been systematically described yet.  finalement may be used in the following examples:

Il a finalement réussi son examen ou Finalement, il a réussi son examen [He finally passed his exam] (temporal propositional use)

D'abord, tu prends 1 litre de lait, puis une livre de farine, finalement tu 

mélanges les deux [First, you take 1 liter milk, then 1 pound flour, 

finally you mix both]
(temporal textual use, marking last text act)


Finalement c'est plus que le double (reformulative textual use).

It is interesting to observe that, in the first and the second examples, but not in the third one, finalement can be replaced by enfin without any change of meaning. For the time being, as my aim here is not to give a systematic analysis of this form, I propose to describe the instructions given by finalement in the following way, taking into account suggestions by Luscher & Moeschler (1991) concerning enfin and by Rossari (1993, 30) concerning the difference between enfin et finalement. finalement, like enfin, indicates either the last action of an event or the last act of a textual sequence; if neither is relevant, it indicates the reformulation resulting from the last analysis of a problem (such as, in this dialogue, the evaluation of the travel agent's proposal); but, contrary to enfin, which presents the reformulation as the result of a global reexamination of the problem, finalement presents it as the result of the successive reexamination of the divergent components of the problem (such as, in this dialogue, the travel agent's proposal and the price paid last summer for a single flight). 

Following Mosegaard Hansen (in this volume), I thus adopt a polysemy approach to the description of TRMs, since the main uses of a lexical item such as finalement are defined by distinct but related instructions: to indicate the last action of an event, the last act of a textual sequence or the last step of a reexamination process. The decision to apply one instruction rather than another in actual discourse is determined by the principle of optimal relevance. 

We can now compute the specific text relation indicated by finalement in the following way:

premise 1
linguistic information 

C says to T that the price proposed by 

(enriched logical form)
T for the return flight ticket is more than the double of the price paid by C for a one-way ticket

premise 2
lexical information

if one says finalement x, one presents 

(instruction given by

x either as the last action of an event finalement)


or as the last act of a text; if neither is 

relevant, x is presented as a reformulation of the speaker's point of view that results from the successive reexamination of the divergent components of a problem

premise 3
contextual information
the content of x (it is more than the 

double) does not express an action 

premise 4
contextual information
it does not seem relevant to just 

present x as the last act of the text

premise 5
contextual information
C is confronted with divergent aspects 

of an offer, that is presented by T as 

advantageous, but looks expensive compared to C's last flight experience. 

conclusion
interpretation


C presents x as a reformulation 

resulting from the successive reexamination of the divergent components of the offer.

One can proceed in the same way to compute specific illocutionary relations, for instance the illocutionary initiative question relation, indicated by est-ce que, that links the first move to the second. 

This method allows the analyst to informally compute the whole range of specific TRs in actual discourses by combining linguistic and contextual information according to the instructions given by TRMs (if present). For instance, we can compute the whole range of specific argument relations indicated by French TRMs: decisive argument (même), accessory argument (d'ailleurs), potential argument (si), polyphonic argument (puisque), minimal argument (au moins), purpose (pour que), result (de sorte que) etc. We can use the same method to explain the multiple uses of mais (but) described in the literature. Moreover, the method allows the analyst to select the piece of information in discourse memory to which the text constituent is linked; it is important in particular for the TRMs that indicate a simple argument, such as parce que or car, because it explains the possibility to link up the constituent introduced by parce que or car to the content, the illocutionary, or the uttering dimension of the last act stored in discourse memory.

 3. Broader perspective

The study of TRMs in a global approach to discourse organization is a necessary complement to lexical analyses of TRMs, such as those presented for French by Rossari (2000, in this volume), Philippi (1999) or Mosegaard Hansen (in this volume). It can bring an important contribution 1) to discourse analysis, mainly to a precise description of generic and specific TRs and to an enrichment of the interpretation of texts and dialogues (for French, see Ducrot & al. 1980, Roulet, Filliettaz & Grobet 2001, Kuyumcuyan 2001), 2) to the description of the interaction between lexicon, syntax, and discourse structure, as the same TR may be expressed by linguistic forms belonging to different syntactic categories, for instance by a coordinate conjunction such as mais (il pleut, mais elle sort), a subordinate conjunction such as bien que (bien qu'il pleuve, elle sort), an adverbial phrase such as quand même or quand bien même (il pleut, elle sort quand même; quand bien même il pleut, elle sort), a verbal phrase such as avoir beau (il a beau pleuvoir, elle sort), or a preposition such as malgré (malgré la pluie, elle sort), that impose specific syntactic constraints on the production of discourse; it constitutes thus a privileged field for the study of grammaticalization processes. Finally, as is convincingly shown by Waltereit in this volume, the study of discourse markers as “traces of the strategic use speakers make of them in order to attain a certain effect related to discourse structure" offers a very interesting frame for the diachronic description of the development of discourse markers.
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� Mosegaard Hansen, in this volume, uses the terms ‘developping model of the discourse’ or ‘mental discourse model under construction’ to translate mémoire discursive. Following Berrendonner, she defines the discourse model under construction as containing "information gleaned, among other things, from previous utterances, but also information from the non-linguistic context, as well as contextually relevant encyclopedic knowledge".


� This point is made quite explicit by Schilperoord & Verhagen (1998 : 142): "a prerequisite for the analysis of discourse coherence is that the basic elements, or discourse segments, between which coherence relations hold, are identified by the analyst". See also Pons Borderia in this volume.


� "In brief, one clause is conceptually dependent upon another clause, if its semantics cannot be conceptualized without essential reference to the conceptualization of another clause" (148). 


� The term interactive introduced in Roulet et al (1985) to characterize monological relations (considered as relations between acts) is surely unfortunate for at least two reasons: first, relations are no longer defined as relations between acts, second the label interactive is commonly used today in a much broader sense, but we keep using interactive as it is now common in French discourse studies. The term rhetorical used by Rhetorical Structure Theory might be more appropriate.


� The RST website (http://www.sil.org/linguistics/RST) currently gives a list of 30 monological relations and the recent extension of  SDRT to dialogue analysis results in an open list that already counts 15 relations (see Asher & al. 2001).


� Counter-argument is a technical term, which covers the interactive relation between a constituent introduced by bien que (although), or preceded by mais (but) and the main constituent which follows; it should not be confounded with its common use, as a synonym of ‘objection’. 


� E = exchange, M = move, A = text act, m = main and s = subordinate








