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THE CORRELATION OF ADVERSATIVE AND
CAUSAL DISCOURSE MARKERS

Irrespective of the main theories dealing with the study of discourse
markers (DM) they abridge in the sense that they perceive similarly the
main functions carried out by discourse markers — they act as contextual
coordinates, index adjacent utterances to the speaker/ hearer or both,
connect the utterance to prior or subsequent discourse /Schiffrin, 1995:
52/. Adversative and causal DMs are also endowed with the ability of
linking the sentence elements both formally and mentally. In order to
reveal the communicative nature of adversative discourse markers it is
essential to examine the number of ways that conceptualize the interplay
between viewpoints in language use and language structure. E. Roulete
distinguishes between “monologues (one physical speaker) and dialogues
(two-physical speaker), as well as between monological (one viewpoint)
and dialogical (two viewpoints) discourses” /Roulette, 1984: 32/.

The main distinction between monological and dialogical
viewpoints is closely tied to whether the viewpoints are constructed as
argumentatively parallel, i.e. oriented towards the same conclusion, or as
argumentatively opposing, i.e. oriented toward different conclusions:
Their separation did not exist in all its finality, but Jennie felt destructed
(Dreiser, 305). This example shows that a single speaker is
simultaneously advancing two viewpoints, which are in some sense
incompatible, since the first part of the utterance (S1) presupposes a
positive coloring of the second part of the utterance (S2). This
presupposition is due to the negative use of the verb exist (did not exist)
after a word separation (having negative connotation), which leads to a
positive coloring of S2. The communicative features of DMs are revealed
with more difficulty from monological (one-speaker) viewpoint, since we
need to have a semantically and pragmatically burdened segment in the
first part of the sentence, which helps the readers to deal with a more
pragmatically burdened second part of the sentence.
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In a dialogue bearing monological viewpoint S2 is the continuation
of the thought expressed by the speaker of S1. Therefore, we deal with a
monological viewpoint in a dialogue.

A: Many a time has she said so; and yet | am no advocate of entire

seclusion.

B: On the contrary, when people shut themselves up entirely from

society, it is a very bad thing (Dreiser, 140).

In many cases one can witness a sentence presenting a dialogue
which bears a dialogical viewpoint. The background for such a use is the
unexpected thought expressed by the speaker of the second clause. This
unexpected shift creates different lines of thoughts expressed by different
speakers in a dialogue.

A: He would make her an ideal husband, his father would be

pleased, everybody would Be delighted.

B: Instead, he had drifted and drifted, and then he had met Jennie,

and)somehow; after that, he did not want her any more (Dreiser,

310).

Here, we find it necessary to draw parallels between causal and
adversative discourse markers in their functional and communicative
behaviour. Causality is described as a major device for creating relevance
in discourse. In order to understand the communicative and functional
nature of causal discourse markers, it is essential to pay attention to the
intertwinement between content, epistemic (used in a level-abridging)
sense and speech act level. They together constitute the shift that one
needs to pass from textual to the pragmatic fulfillment of causal DMs.
Content and epistemic levels are more similar to the monological
viewpoint expressed by adversative DMs. The content level is more
similar to the monological viewpoint with semantic textual function,
where the real world causality between events is expressed. However, the
epistemic level is more similar to the monological viewpoint with both
pragmatic and textual functions, where the speaker’s reasoning comes
forth. The speech act level is the complete functional ‘twin’ of dialogical
viewpoint expressed by adversative DMs.

Ladies know what to fend hands against, because they read novels
that tell them of these tricks (Hardy, 148). [content or fact level]

John loved and appreciated her because he came back leaving the
chain of all their grief behind (Hardy, 158). [epistemic level]
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‘Does Jack Dollop work here? - because | want him! | have a big
bone to pick with him, I can assure you’ (Hardy, 158). [speech act level]

Having examined the communicative and causal DMs, we observed
some overlap between them. The correlation between the mentioned
types is seen while shifting from semantic domain to the pragmatic one.
The main reason for our reference to the correlation of adversative and
causal DMs was the research carried out by J. Spenader. While
examining the peculiarities of these types, it becomes evident that they
may overlap in their meanings, i.e. some of them may be used with both
adversative and causal interpretations. Therefore, the research carried out
by this scholar helped us to give a framed outline of our observations,
since she took as the objective of her research the peculiarities of
adversative and causal DMs, meanwhile including in her research the
embedded relations of these DMs. Hereinafter we will present the set of
DMs, that are exposed to an overlap: though, even, despite, although,
however, still, while, thus /Spenader, 2007: 7/.

These cogitations, while they were not at all reassuring, at least to
pass the night away and the next morning Bass stopped on his way to
work to say that Jane wished her to come home that same day (Dreiser,
125).

It is clearly seen in this example that we deal with an overlap of
embedded concessive relation in the causal marker while, which makes it
closer to the adversative DMs with shades of meaning of concession
(despite, though, although).

The probabilities were that he would be very fair and liberal. At the
same time Robert was constantly beating her. Still, there was no certainty
that the old gentlemen might do anything or nothing (Dreiser, 146).

The interpretation of this example seems rather incomprehensible at
first sight, and only the temporal meaning of the adversative marker still
helps to unfold its extra semantic realizations in a given discourse. Not to
mention the role of context that becomes crucial for the adequate
interpretation of the overlap of the marker still with causal meaning. The
sentences coming before the one where the marker still is used, help the
reader to get to know the background knowledge. The acquisition of this
knowledge becomes crucial for the comprehension of the temporal
duration of the given circumstances. After the cognition of this is at hand,

16



we see the causal realization of the adversative marker still.

Lester was getting along to the time of life when his delighted ideas
of all womanhood were fixed and not subject to change. Thus far, on his
own plane and within the circle of his own associates, he had met no one
who had appealed to him as did Jennie (Dreiser, 189).

This example shows that the causal marker thus is used with an
embedded adversative meaning. The beginning of the context helps the
reader to get acquainted with the hero’s ‘delighted ideas of all
womanhood’, where the word all helps us to conclude at the result and
therefore at the consequence of not excluding even a woman from this
range. It means that the first part of the context is to serve as the cause for
non-exclusion of even one woman from their whole range. The non-
exclusion, thus, would serve as the result to our cause. However, the
coming part of the context, reveals the contextual possibilities to an
attentive reader. The writer narrows the range of ‘womanhood’ up to the
‘circle of his associates’ and we observe the adversative overtone of the
causal marker thus.

The overlap of meanings of adversative and causal discourse
markers turns out to be greatly dependent on the context. The dependence
on the context helps the adversative and causal markers to be realized in
low speech-act and hinders their use in higher levels of communicative
realizations. Due to these facts we observe that the communicative
function of adversative and causal DMs is more likely to occur when they
are not too dependent on a given context. The presence of a ‘wide’
context hinders the total fulfillment of the communicative function. These
findings were useful for drawing the final framework of the commu-
nicative and functional study of adversative and causal DMs.
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L. UUMN3CV — “hulmpuh Ghphwbwlwl L uyuwmdwmululi
gmghsGph hwpupbpulgmpimbp. — <nnuonid pGGaynd £ nhulnipuh
Giphwjwlwl L wuumdwnwlwb gnighyGiph hwpwpbpuwygnipjwl fulnh-
pp: dbpp GJwo gmghsGiph gnpownwluG-hwnnpnuyguywb plnyph
nuunwiGwuppyty b qinupjiuvnwiuwi gpuljuinpjul dbt9 oquugnno-
Jwo dhklwhunumpmbitph L tpYunumpjniGGtph dhongny: ‘Lhphwyw-
Jwl L wumdwnwlwl gmghsGbpp 66 hpwlwbglmd jwjl hwnnpnuy-
guwl gnpownnyp, tpp tkowytu Jufugwo GG (hGnid hwdwwnbtipunhg,
wjGhG; hwunnppuyguul gqnpownmjph nbpp dkowlmd b, tpp Juju-
Jwonipnilip hwiwwmbpunhg Gyuqnid t:

JI. MAPJAOAH — Koppenayua npomugumenvHulX U Kay3amugHbIX
Mapkepoe ouckypca. — B cratbe paccMaTpuBaeTcsi mpoOiema KOppelsiuu
NPOTUBUTEIBHBIX U Kay3aTHBHBIX MapKepoB AUCKypca. Jist usydyenus ¢yHk-
[IUOHATPHO-KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIX 0COOEHHOCTEH BBIIICYTIOMSHYTHIX MapKepPOB
JIUCKypCca HUCCIEAYIOTCS MPUMEPhl MOHOJOTOB M JHMAJOTOB B XYIOXECT-
BEHHOM JuTeparype. B cnyyae cuipHOM 3aBUCUMOCTH OT KOHTEKCTa KOMMY-
HUKAaTUBHAS pOJIb TPOTHBUTENBHBIX W Kay3aTUBHBIX MapKEepPOB YyMEHb-
11aercs, a Hu3Kasi 3aBUCUMOCTb OT KOHTEKCTa, HAIIPOTUB, TIOBBIILIAET UX KOM-
MYHHUKATHBHYIO POJIb.
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