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ABSTRACT 

 

This study examines the features of contrastive connectors in modern British English by 

employing corpus evidence and discourse analysis. It aims to find out the total number and 

frequency of these contrastive connectors in modern BrE evidenced in the BNC with a focus 

on four genres, the genre-related usage of eleven high-frequency contrastive connectors, and 

detailed usage of HOWEVER. It also compares the overall frequency of contrastive 

connectors in the four genres of BrE and AmE, and the usage of contrastive connectors in 

BrE and Chinese, as evidenced in large corpora.  

 

Altogether about 68 contrastive connectors in the BNC (containing modern BrE) and 57 in 

the CCL corpus (containing modern Chinese) are pinpointed. In the BNC, but is most 

frequent, covering more than half of the total usage of contrastive connectors. In the CCL, 但
dàn (but) is most frequent, covering nearly one fifth of their total usage. In both corpora, 20 

most frequent members cover about 95% of all the usage of contrastive connectors. 

Contrastive connectors are significantly more frequent in the BNC (BrE) than in the COCA 

(AmE), and so are Chinese contrastive connectors in Taiwan than in mainland China, but 

with greater variation. About 1.1 times as many contrastive connectors are used in spoken 

English as in written English, but twice as many such connectors are used in written Chinese 

as in conversation.  

 

The usage of contrastive connectors co-varies with genre. In English such connectors are 

generally used alone. Even when they occasionally form complex units, contrastive 

conjunctions still lead and overshadow contrastive adverbials. Concessive clauses in English 

are flexible in clause order. Contrastive connectors in English are typically used sentence-

medially or -initially, but are occasionally used sentence- finally. By comparison, contrastive 

connectors in Chinese often form correlations or complex units on a more equal basis. 

Historical influence has led to the co-existence of “one-character” and “two-character” 

contrastive connectors in Chinese, the former frequent in written genres, the latter in 

conversation. Concessive clauses in Chinese are of two major patterns which are closely 

related to specific connectors. Chinese contrastive connectors can never be used sentence-

finally.  

 

A profile of the usage of however has emerged from a case study of this second most frequent 

contrastive connector in BrE, concerning the contrastive vs. adverb function, the “unmarked” 

position, the syntactic patterns and corresponding functions, the semantic reasons for its wide 

use and dual function in second-initial position of the sentence, the occasional “coordinative” 

use of however, and its translation into Chinese.  

 

Three pedagogical implications arise from this study, based on which concrete teaching 

suggestions are made. Limitations of this study are acknowledged and some possible lines for 

future research are proposed. 
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 1 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION: THE RATIONALE OF THIS STUDY 

 

This study examines the features of contrastive connectors in modern British English, 

based on corpus evidence and aided by discourse analysis. It also compares the usage of 

such connectors in British English and Chinese, wherever it is feasible. I study this 

group of connectors mainly for three reasons. (1) Some aspects of them, such as their 

positional distributions and corresponding functions, need further investigation with the 

new tools and resources made available by corpus linguistics. Such investigation 

promises to yield new insights into the usage patterns of these connectors. (2) There is 

evidence that some of them, such as however, are difficult for EFL learners in China (cf. 

Table 1.1, p. 3), and possibly also for EFL learners in other countries (Crewe 1990; 

Altenberg and Tapper 1998: 86-92), so the study of such connectors may have certain 

pedagogical value. (3) This study has the potential to contribute to our existing 

knowledge of these connectors and to the contrastive study of English and Chinese, 

which is particularly necessary and beneficial at present, in the process of globalization. 

It is possible that knowledge gained with respect to the contrastive analyses be used, 

together with other possibilities, in the teaching of English in China and the teaching of 

Chinese amongst English speakers, and in the translation between these two languages. 

It is an undisputed fact that English has become the most widely used language in the 

world. Next to it is Chinese
1
. By mid 2010, an estimated 1.28 billion people use 

English and 1.36 billion use Chinese as their first language. Among the ten languages 

most frequently used on the internet, English ranks No.1 (27.3%) and Chinese No.2 

(22.6%) (www.internetworldstats.com). Even in Europe, where the EU has a 

multilingual policy, English has been used as the shared working language (Seidlhofer, 

Breiteneder and Pitzl 2006: 3-34). Chinese is spoken by the largest number of people 

as their mother tongue. In Greater China alone—mainland, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and 

Macao—1.33 billion people speak Chinese (Li 2006: 149-76). The wide use of 

English has helped EFL related practices develop into a full-fledged “industry”, 

evolving around its teaching, learning, research and publication. An example is the 

Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press in Beijing, China, a tiny part of this 

EFL industry, whose total sales in 2007 exceeded 100 million US dollars. With 

China’s economic progress and potential, the Chinese language is drawing world 

attention and wide interest. The number of people learning Chinese is increasing, and 

qualified teachers of Chinese are in high demand overseas. By September 2007 at 

least 175 Institutes of Confucius have been established in 156 countries and regions 

worldwide (New Zealand Mirror, A6, 5
th

 Sept. 2007) to promote the teaching of 

Chinese as a foreign language.  

Contrastive studies of English and Chinese are likely to deepen our understanding of 

these two languages, and give rise to better appreciation of the profound cultural and 

                                                        
1
 Chinese includes a variety of dialects, or linguistically speaking, languages, the major ones of which 

are Mandarin and Cantonese.  
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ideological traditions that underlie each language. In fact, such studies have been 

conducted in China for about 100 years with two intensive and fruitful periods of 

research, covering a wide range of aspects, from philosophical to linguistic and from 

macro to micro (Pan 2004: 102-40). Regrettably, many of such studies were based on 

intuition and impression, lacking hard evidence hence convincing analysis. There are 

two types of studies that merit mention. One is the relatively few corpus-based statistic 

analysis and comparison of vocabulary or other aspects in English and Chinese (张 & 

张（Zhang & Zhang）1994: 110-23; 曹（Cao）1994: 220-33; 林 & 李（Lin & Li） 

2004: 440-54), and the other is the contrastive analysis of typical texts in these two 

languages (黄（Huang）2004: 380-90；张（Zhang）1994: 132-42；袁（Yuan）1994: 

57-66). The former can help find the overall difference between these two languages, 

and the latter can help explain the reasons for such difference. The present study of 

English contrastive connectors, and a comparison of their overall usage with that of the 

Chinese counterparts, is a small part of the comparative tradition, and an effort to 

combine a corpus-based approach with textual analysis. It is my hope that from this 

comparative perspective this research can enhance our knowledge of contrastive linking 

words in both languages, and benefit the teaching and learning of English and Chinese.  

 

This study examines the contrastive connectors in English at three levels: at macro level 

their total number and frequency in modern English, focusing on four major genres; at 

middle level the genre-related usage of eleven such high-frequency connectors; and at 

micro level an in-depth case study of however. As evidenced in the 100-milliom-word 

British National Corpus (BNC), contrastive connectors in English are a relatively large 

category, consisting of about 70 members. To make this study manageable, only their 

frequency is examined at the macro level to gain an overall understanding of their 

behavior. At middle level, eleven contrastive connectors with high frequency are 

examined in greater detail, as they constitute more than 85% of the total usage of the 

contrastive connectors used in the BNC (which contains British English) and the COCA 

corpus (which contains American English). They seem to have been insufficiently 

studied in some respects, such as their positional distribution in the sentence, and their 

genre-related meanings and functions, which are somewhat difficult for EFL learners. 

At micro level, however has been singled out as the focus of study, because it is a 

particularly problematic connector for EFL learners, and disagreements exist about the 

proper classification of however (e.g., Alexander 1988: 620; Biber et al. 1999: 842-44, 

875-79; Carter and McCarthy 2006: 256-62; Altenberg 2002, 2006). It can have a 

“double function” in second initial position of the sentence (Altenberg 2002, 2006), 

which seems inadequately explained by dictionaries and overlooked by many EFL 

students.   

 

Contrastive connectors not only link clauses, but also sentences in text and utterances in 

discourse (Matthiessen and Thompson 1988: 275-329). This aspect seems to have been 

under-investigated by traditional grammars, constrained by lack of text corpora. Most 

of the examples used in traditional research are “invented sentence-level examples” 

based on “intuition” (Park 1998: 279), which are not real evidence of language use, but 
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the linguist’s interpretation (Sinclair 1987, cited in Stubbs 1996: 31-32). How these 

connectors are actually used at discourse level is still insufficiently investigated. Digital 

text corpora have changed this situation by providing an abundance of authentic 

segments of texts and discourse transcripts, making it possible to study these 

contrastive connectors in text and context. At each level, the process of obtaining 

needed statistics, concordance lines, examples and corresponding texts have been 

greatly facilitated by computer corpora and their retrieval programs, without which this 

research would have been impossible. 

 

The English contrastive connectors are likely to pose a challenge for EFL learners, 

particularly for EFL learners in China. Although communicatively and logically similar, 

linguistically these connectors differ substantially from the Chinese connectors in many 

ways such as their frequency of use in discourse, their position in a sentence, and their 

habitual collocations. Some of these aspects are not always sufficiently explained by 

traditional dictionaries, since dictionaries are restricted in size and in the information 

they contain. Such dictionaries would be more useful if they could provide information 

about such connectors concerning their frequency, word order, and genre-related usage. 

For example, English contrastive connectors such as but, although, and however are 

generally used alone in a sentence, whereas in Chinese, contrastive connectors usually 

occur in pairs, e.g., 虽然 suírán (although) …但 (是) dàn (shì) (but). Another example 

is however, whose position seems to be flexible. The typical “equivalent” of however in 

Chinese—然而 ráněr—normally only occurs in the sentence beginning. This 

conventional usage difference, together with mother tongue influence, has induced 

many misuses of the English contrastive connectors by Chinese students, as witnessed 

in the one-million-word Chinese Learner English Corpus (CLEC) (桂 & 杨 (Gui & 

Yang) 2003). Such difference seems to be inadequately attended to in bilingual 

English-Chinese dictionaries.  

 

A case in point is the conspicuous overuse (indeed misuse) of however in the CLEC (in 

comparison with the use of it in the Brown and LOB corpora) in sentence initial 

position, and under-use of it in sentence medial and final positions, as summarized in 

Table 1.1. There is evidence that contrastive connectors such as however are also 

difficult for EFL learners in Sweden and France (Altenberg and Tapper 1998: 86-92). 

 

Table 1.1 However in CLEC, Brown and LOB: Frequency and positional distribution   

Corpus 
No. of 

tokens 

Total 

freq. 

In sent. 

initial 
% 

In sent. 

medial 
% 

In sent. 

final 
% 

CLEC 1 mi. 690 545 79 143 21 2 0.3 

Brown 1 mi. 551 163 30 364 66 17 3 

LOB 1 mi. 562 117 21 436 78 9 2 

CLEC: The Chinese Learner English Corpus. Brown: The Brown University Standard corpus of 

Present-Day American English. LOB: The Lancaster/Oslo-Bergen Corpus of British English. 

 

Regrettably, dictionaries and grammars hardly explain this aspect at all. Of the 14 
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good quality monolingual or bilingual English dictionaries I have checked
2
, only two 

give a description as to where in the sentence however is used. Only three 

corpus-based dictionaries explain how common it is and what words generally 

accompany it. This shows the potential of the corpus in improving dictionaries. On 

the other hand, even these corpus-based dictionaries have not detailed the positional 

distributions of however and its corresponding functions. This positional variation can 

be tricky for EFL learners because the variation can result in subtle difference in 

meaning (cf. Section 6.4). Thus, dictionaries should be more sensitive to the 

positional information of however and its corresponding functions. In fact, the need to 

conduct a comprehensive positional study of the English contrastive connectors has 

been noticed by researchers:  

 

      …individual connectors tend to have very different positional preferences and our 

knowledge of these is insufficient. …little is known about the positional profiles 

of individual connectors, especially their ability to occur parenthetically in second 

initial position. It is therefore important to investigate these tendencies in greater 

detail. (Altenberg 2006: 13) 

 

This indicates a need for further addressing this problem by well-designed research on 

sufficient authentic data, as contained in large representative corpora. Findings from 

such studies can increase our knowledge of these connectors, raise the EFL teachers 

and learners awareness of their positional features and meaning differences, and 

supplement the information offered by existing dictionaries and grammars. 

 

Finally, traditional grammars and dictionaries describe the meanings of contrastive 

connectors, some of which can also function as adverbs, without stating what is typical 

of their usage. The case of however is again instructive. The Oxford Advanced 

Learner’s English-Chinese Dictionary (4
th

 ed. 1997: 723-24) provides four meanings 
                                                        
2
 The following are the 14 dictionaries I have checked: 

 CCED: 柯林斯 COBUILD 英语词典 (Collins COBUILD English Dictionary) 

 CCLD：柯林斯 COBUILD 英语学习词典 (Collins COBUILD Learner’s Dictionary) 

 LDOCE: 朗文当代英语词典 (英语版) (Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English) 

 CIDOE: Cambridge International Dictionary of English 

OALE-CD: 牛津高阶英汉双解词典 (Oxford Advanced Learner’s English-Chinese Dictionary) 4th Ed. 

ME-CD: 英汉多功能词典 (A Multifunction English-Chinese Dictionary) 

 E-CD: 英汉大词典 (The English-Chinese Dictionary) (Unabridged) 

 COD16th ed.: The Concise Oxford Dictionary 

 CJD:E-C: 钱伯斯英汉双解学生词典 (Chambers Junior Dictionary (English-Chinese)  

 RHD: The Random House Dictionary  

 CEED: Chambers Essential English Dictionary 

 FEE-CD: Far East English-Chinese Dictionary 

 WBD: The World Book Dictionary 

 WEUD: Webster’s Encyclopaedic Unabridged Dictionary of the English Language 
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for however as listed below, but does not tell which meaning is the norm or central 

meaning of this word, nor does it tell which of the meanings is most frequently used  

and in what genre - written text or spoken discourse: 

 

(1) To whatever extent or degree: You won’t move that stone, however strong you 

are. 

(2) Nevertheless: She felt ill. She went to work, however, and tried to concentrate. 

(3) In any way; regardless of how: You can travel however you like. 

(4) In what way; by what means: However did you get here without a car？ 

 

An EFL learner might assume that these four meanings are equally common, or, 

judging by their order of importance, that the first meaning is the one most commonly 

used. A check of a random sample of 100 cases of however in the BNC indicates that, in 

92% of these 100 cases however is used in sense (2), indicating a contrast. In 8% of 

them, it is used in sense (1), as an adverb of degree. This implies the second meaning 

and usage of however is common and typical in written English, and the last two 

meanings uncommon and untypical, or more “spoken”. In fact, the last usage is 

probably very rare. One British linguist cannot remember ever using an exclamatory 

clause starting with However...
3
 

 

Studying the aspect of norm and typicality of these contrastive connectors is important. 

The pedagogical potential is obvious, but it is difficult to do so without sufficient data. 

A large representative computer corpus such as the BNC makes it possible to examine 

not only what is possible in real language, but also what is typical. As Halliday (1993) 

observes: 

 

Work based on corpus studies has already begun to modify our thinking about 

lexis, about patterns in the vocabulary of languages; and it is now beginning to 

impact on our ideas about grammar. …Corpus linguistics brings a powerful new 

resource into our theoretical investigations of language. (Halliday 1993: 1) 

 

One consequence of the development of the modern corpus is that we can now for 

the first time undertake serious quantitative work in the field of grammar. (ibid) 

 

Thus, in view of some of the insufficiency of previous grammars and dictionaries, the 

misuse by EFL learners, and the availability of large monolingual and bilingual 

computer corpora, it is both necessary and feasible to conduct this corpus-based 

research on contrastive connectors in modern British English, and to compare the usage 

of such connectors in English and Chinese, to gain possible new knowledge and insight 

of their usage, and to facilitate the teaching, learning, and translation of these two 

languages.  

 

This dissertation consists of eight chapters. Chapter 1 discusses the rationale of this 
                                                        
3
 J Miller 2007, pers. comm. 
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research. Chapter 2 reviews the previous relevant research. Chapter 3 presents the 

research design of this study. Chapter 4 describes and compares the frequency of 

contrastive connectors in modern English and Chinese. Chapter 5 describes and 

compares the genre-related usage features of high frequency contrastive connectors in 

these two languages. Chapter 6 is a detailed case study of the usage of however. 

Chapter 7 examines however in English/Chinese translation. Chapter 8 concludes the 

dissertation by summarizing the main findings of this study and making pedagogical 

suggestions for further research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

A REVIEW OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

 

In this chapter I review some of the previous research on contrast and concession, and 

on contrastive and concessive connectors in English, in order to gain an overall view of 

the state of affairs in this research area, and to pinpoint what further research needs to 

be conducted. This chapter is arranged as follows: 2.1 Approaches to the study of 

contrastive relations. 2.2 Contrast and other relations. 2.3 Linguistic features of contrast 

and concession. 2.4 Position studies of contrastive connectors. 2.5 Cross-linguistic 

research of contrast and concession. 2.6 Chapter summary 

 

2.1 Approaches to the study of contrastive relations 

There have been an impressive number of studies of adversative and concessive 

relations (Quirk 1954; Lakoff 1971; Halliday and Hasan 1976; Quirk et al 1972, 1985; 

König 1986, 1988, 1991; Fraser 1998, 2006; Rudolph 1996; Sweetser 1990; Lang 

2000; Couper-Kuhlen and Bernd 2000; Altenberg 2002, 2006; Kehler 2002; Carter and 

McCarthy 2006; Martin and Rose 2003, 2007). Rudolph (1996: 57-243) has provided a 

comprehensive survey of such studies. Quirk (1954: vii, 11-13, 145) has critically 

reviewed some of the important works in concessive studies in English and Old 

English. There are at least three major approaches to the study of contrastive and 

concessive relations: theoretical, corpus-based, and experimental (Rudolph 1996: 

157-72).  

 

The theoretical approaches, represented by Lakoff (1971), König (1986, 1988), König 

and Siemund (2000), Abraham and Lang, and Anscombre and Ducrot (cf. Rudolph 

1996: 157-72), include theoretical, logical, and argumentative approaches. These 

approaches are aimed to probe into the underlying reasons of the contrastive relations, 

or to represent their semantic relations with logical and mathematical symbols, or to 

explain the relation with argumentative theory which uses contrast as a way to support 

one’s argument (Rudolph 1996: 157-72). Among these approaches, Lakoff 

(1971:131-42) has been particularly influential by making a lucid distinction between 

two types of contrast expressed by but: semantic opposition and denial of expectation. 

Semantic opposition, as in “John is tall but Bill is short” (Lakoff 1971: 133), contains a 

pure lexical contrast between two pairs, both of them asserted, neither of them 

presupposed. Denial of expectation, as in “John is tall but he’s no good at basketball” 

(ibid), contains an assertion [John is tall] and a presupposition (which can also be 

regarded as a conventional implicature) [a tall person should be good at playing 

basketball] which is denied. 

 

Researchers of theoretical approaches use short, invented, and well-formed examples to 

explore the patterns of contrastive relation, which often become classic in representing 

certain types of contrast, but they are used without context and generally restricted to 

within the sentence, which may not reflect the actual use of the contrastive connectors 

in real language. As a consequence, theoretical-based researchers tend to provide all the 



 8 

possible distinctions of contrastive connectors, not the most probable or typical 

meanings or functions of these connectors in real use. They may blur or even ignore 

one important feature of language use—typicality. This is a distortion of the real image 

in the description of language. Thus theoretical approaches need to be based on (or 

complemented by) evidence from authentic text or discourse in communication, rather 

than on pure intuition of the linguist, as intuition is only part of language use.  

 

The corpus-based approach to the study of English is represented by Sinclair (2003, 

2004) and Biber et al. (1999). In the study of contrastive and concessive relations, this 

approach has been adopted by Quirk (1954), Rudolph (1996), Altenberg (2002, 2006), 

Biber, Conrad, and Reppen (1994) and other researchers (cf. Rudolph 1996). It aims to 

analyse the contrastive relation by examining authentic examples in context. Some 

researchers with this approach have a clear theoretical framework as a guide, while 

others appear not to. The corpora they use vary in content and size. One early important 

piece of corpus-based research on concession, which Rudolph seems to have ignored in 

her book (1996), has been conducted by Quirk (1954) of the concessive relation in Old 

English poetry. Quirk set up a corpus, containing probably 1500 concessive sentences 

by my calculation, to analyse the “whole context” without any “preconceived ideas”, 

and verify the analysis by paraphrase, translation and substitution (ibid: 2, 141-42). In 

this way he was able to provide the frequency, word order and position, in addition to 

the grammatical and semantic features, of many concessive constructions.  

 

The corpus-based approach has been expanded to spoken English and discourses (cf. 

Couper-Kuhlen and Thompson 2000: 382; Barth 2000: 411-12, 417), which has three 

advantages in the study of concessive relation: (1) the term “concession” or 

“conceding” can be used as “appropriate labels”, while in “grammar-orientated 

studies”, the concession between clauses are not so apparent; (2) in spoken English, but 

seems to be the most frequent concessive marker, rather than even though, although, 

etc; (3) concessive relation in a piece of discourse typically involves “(a) 

acknowledging another’s point and (b) going on to make one’s own (contrasting) 

point”. (König & Siemund 2000: 355-56) According to Rudolph (1996: 157-72), this 

approach generally ends up with some new findings. This is true in most cases, but may 

not always be true. Corpus-based research relies heavily on the corpus. To avoid getting 

only a partial data set which will weaken the findings, the corpus size and 

representativeness seem to be crucial in this approach.  

 

The experimental approach refers to psychological experiments for theoretical and 

pedagogical purposes. Represented by Kail and Weissenborn, Vonk, and Spooren (cf. 

Rudolph 1996, 171), this approach aims to reveal how the contrastive relation is 

understood or acquired by students. It asks subjects to make a choice between carefully 

designed alternatives to test the effect of contrastive conjunctions, such as but in the 

dialogue: 

 

A: Should we take this room? 
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B: It is expensive, but it has a beautiful view, so 

i) we should take it 

ii) we shouldn’t take it 

iii) I don’t know what we should do (Vonk 1987: 6; cf. Rudolph 1996: 171) 

 

Such studies help to reveal the cognitive process involved in understanding contrastive 

connectors. For example, but is found easier to process and acquire when it means 

“substitution” than “contrast” (Kail and Weissenborn; cf. Rudolph 1996, 171); 

“conjunctions give instructions to perform certain operations” and “the argument in the 

but-sentence is always judged to be the stronger one representing the speaker’s 

opinion” (Vonk; cf. Rudolph 1996, 171). This method seems less widely adopted, and is 

mainly used in language acquisition research. 

 

2.2 Contrast and other relations 

In this section I first review how the general relations are perceived and interpreted 

philosophically and linguistically in 2.2.1. Then I discuss the relations between cause, 

condition, contrast and concession in 2.2.2. 

 

2.2.1 The perception of general relations in philosophy and linguistics 

The general relations of the world have always been a fascinating topic for philosophers 

and linguists. Back in 1748, for example, philosopher David Hume had proposed ‘three 

principles’ to explain how ideas are associated in our mind, which are “Resemblance, 

Contiguity in time or place, and Cause or Effect.” (Kehler 2002: 3). The resemblance 

relation is specified by Kehler as covering parallel, contrast, exemplification, 

generalization, exception, and elaboration, and the cause-effect relation as covering 

result, explanation, violated expectation, and denial of preventer (ibid: 19, 21). Hume’s 

categorization is concise and catches the essential process of how we observe and 

analyze things. We tend to notice their similarities and differences, which is 

resemblance; we notice how things change and what they are in different time and 

place, which is contiguity in time and place; we wonder what has happened and why, 

which is cause or effect. Kehler’s expansion of Hume’s principles (by way of 

specification) links contrast with resemblance, and concession with cause and effect.   

 

Halliday and Hasan (1976: 226-73) regard contrast as part of the cohesive devices in 

text organization. These devices consist of five types in the English text: conjunction, 

reference, substitution, ellipsis, and lexical cohesion. Halliday and Hasan use four 

categories to cover the connections between sentences: additive, adversative, causal and 

temporal. Contrast is one type of adversativity under conjunction. Each relation can 

refer to two levels or planes: external and internal. The external refers to the text 

content, the internal the stage of communication process. Therefore Halliday and 

Hasan’s categorization of the relations is essentially textual, which explains contrast in 

terms of text organizing function. 

 

Rudolph (1996: 19) follows Halliday and Hasan and uses “A + B” for the relation of 
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addition, “A – B” for the relation of contrast, “A, B” for the relation of time, and “A > 

B” for the relation of causality. Rudolph further maintains that the information 

organization in texts involves addition and time, whereas the speaker’s position and 

opinions are expressed by contrast and causality, and she dose not explain why. 

Rudolph may have been trying to adopt a formal approach to dealing with the core 

cases of these four relations, aiming for formal elegance over descriptive coverage.
4
 

She probably intends to emphasize that contrast and causality involve the speaker’s 

stance or evaluation, whereas time and addition are more factual: a description of 

events in the world. This division seems unsatisfactory, as both information and 

opinion can be organized and expressed under these four relations. Halliday and 

Hasan’s (1976) external vs. internal division in each relation seem to be more plausible.  

 

Martin and Rose (2003: 110-35) divide conjunctions into four basic types, based on 

their logical meanings in discourse: addition, comparison, time, and consequence. 

Within each type, the meaning is further divided into a positive/negative relation, or a 

cline of successive relations. They also make a distinction between the external and 

internal functions of these conjunctions, which is somewhat different from Halliday and 

Hasan’s (1976). Externally conjunctions connect activities and represent “experience as 

sequences of events”. Internally they connect “steps in arguments” and organize the 

discourse (ibid: 120). Contrastive conjunctions are put under two of the external, and 

three of the internal categories. Externally under comparison, they show difference 

(opposite, replacing, and excepting); under consequence, they negate expectation in the 

relation of cause, means, condition and purpose. Internally under addition they show 

“alternative” and “sidetracking”; under comparison they show adjustment, contrast and 

“retract”; under consequence they show concession, dismissal and unexpectedness. 

Under all these relations such connectors have a hint of negation and departure from the 

norm. Later Martin and Rose (2007: 141) revised the sub-categories under internal 

conjunction by changing contrast into oppose, “retract” into converse, and by raising 

the third level concessive to the second level, making it parallel with countering as 

another possible negative side of concluding. 

 

This binary categorization of Martin and Rose (2003, 2007) seems descriptively 

elaborative and adequate by observing relations from a dialectical point of view. But 

their distinction between the external and internal functions of the conjunctions is not as 

clear and convincing as Halliday and Hasan’s (1976). The two levels are not always 

clearly distinguished theoretically, and some sub-categories seem repetitive and 

overlapping with each other. The distinction of these sub-categories heavily depends on 

the reader’s interpretation of the many technical terms they have used. Martin and 

Rose’s subjugation of contrast and concession under other relations actually promotes 

the importance of contrast and concession: they are involved in every relation, which 

implies they should be regarded as an independent category. Martin and Rose also 

appear to have devalued the important relation between cause and effect by putting it 

under consequence, because consequence seems to be the negative effect of cause.  
                                                        
4
 M Barlow 2011, pers. comm. 
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Quirk et al (1985: 634-36) divide the relations expressed by conjuncts (linking 

adverbials) into seven types and use “contrastive” to cover both contrast and 

concession: listing, summative, appositional, resultive, inferential, contrastive, and 

transitional. Carter and McCarthy (2006: 256-57) divide linking adjuncts into nine 

classes and regard “contrastive” and “concessive” as two of them: additive, resultative, 

contrastive, time, concessive, inference, summative, listing, and meta-textual. These 

classifications are concise and are based on the English language system, but they are a 

listing of the relations, without showing any clear systematic relation between one 

another. 

 

In sum, it seems relations and connectors can be described and categorized at least from 

three aspects: in relation to our psychological perception and mental processes, such as 

the three principles (Resemblance, Contiguity in time or place, and Cause or Effect) 

proposed by Hume (cf. Kehler 2002: 3); in relation to their function in text and 

communication, such as the four categories (additive, adversative, causal and temporal) 

at two levels (external and internal) proposed by Halliday and Hasan (1976); in relation 

to grammar and language system, such as the seven categories proposed by Quirk et al. 

(1985).
5
  

 

2.2.2 Contrast, concession, cause and condition  

Contrast and concession are claimed by many grammarians to be related to cause 

(Couper-Kuhlen and Bernd 2000; Rudolph 1996; Quirk 1954; König 1991). Burnham 

(cf. Quirk 1954: 6-8) regards concession as “a blocked or inoperative cause”, because 

“the reason, the circumstance is admitted, but the opposite of its natural consequence is 

asserted.” Rudolph (1996: 26-36, 497) describes the relation of contrast as a broken 

chain in a causal relation, which is assumed to be a fundamental notion in European 

thinking). Based on her deep-rooted causal view, Rudolph uses three examples to 

demonstrate that <2.1> is understood as <2.2>, and a “causal chain” is set up. This 

expected causal chain is broken in a contrastive connection, as in <2.3>. 

 

<2.1> He needed money. I lent him some. (Rudolph1996: 27) 

 

<2.2> Because he needed money, I lent him some. (ibid) 

 

<2.3> Although he needed the money, I did not lend him any. (ibid: 28) 

 

Rudolph’s view is helpful in explaining expectations in a contrast, but she is talking 

about a sequence of events with respect to addition and contrast. It is doubtful whether 

a causal relation is always presupposed in a contrast, particularly when it does not 

involve a sequence of events. In “John is tall but Bill is short.”(Lakoff 1971: 133), for 

example, no causal relation is presumed. It contrasts states of people with no event. 

 
                                                        
5
 M Barlow 2011, pers. comm. 
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The term “incausal” has been proposed by Hermodsson (cf. König 1991: 195-206) to 

replace “concessive”, and the notion of “duality” has been proposed by Löbner (ibid) to 

explain this relation in natural vocabulary. König (ibid) believes because vs. although is 

a case of duality: because signals the causal relation, and although the incausal relation, 

which he claims can explain why some causal and concessive constructions are “clearly 

equivalent in meaning”, as in<2.4> and <2.5>.  

 

<2.4> This house is no less comfortable because it dispenses with air-conditioning. 

(König 1991:196) 

 

<2.5> This house is no less comfortable, although it dispenses with 

air-conditioning. (ibid) 

 

König explains that the equivalence is due to the scope of the connectives and the 

“different compositions of the two sentences: not (q because p) [in <2.4>] vs. (not-q) 

although p [in <2.5>].” The negation in <2.4> is external and covers the whole 

sentence, but internal in <2.5> and covers the main clause only. König probably 

distinguishes semantics and pragmatics, and wants to show that the two sentences have 

the same semantic meaning. The problem is, however, that König’s imagined examples 

are de-contextualized. The two sentences seem to answer two different questions if they 

are used in real communication. The first answers the question “Is this house less 

comfortable because it dispenses with air-conditioning?” The focus of the question is 

on the possible effect of the cause. The second answers the question “Is this house less 

comfortable without air-conditioning?” The focus of this question is on the possible 

effect of the condition. Therefore these two sentences cannot really be regarded as 

equivalent in meaning. König (1991: 205-06) admits that the interpretation of causal 

and concessive as dual cannot be applied to quite a few causal cases. With so many 

exceptions and reservations, the duality assumption sounds somewhat assertive. 

  

Pragmatic context is suggested to have a determinate force in distinguishing whether a 

sentence is concessive or causal, as illustrated by König (1986: 229): 

 

<2.6> Rich as he is, he spends a lot of money on horses (causal). (König 1986: 229) 

 

<2.7> Poor as he is, he spends a lot of money on horses (concessive). (ibid) 

 

But the two interpretations may have been caused by the multiple meaning of as: 

“because” in example <2.6> and “though” in <2.7>. As cannot be replaced in <2.6> by 

though, which shows though only signals a concessive relation, whatever the context. 

Conversely, as cannot be replaced by because in <2.7>, which only signals a causal 

relation. König seems to be using two of the multiple meanings of as to generalize his 

point that context determines the relation of the clauses in the sentence. This may be 

true for as which allows the context to have an influence, but cannot be applied to most 

other connectors such as because and though. The distinction between most connectors 
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exists and cannot be minimized by context.  

 

A close notional relation between concession, condition and cause has been noticed by 

researchers. Lerch (cf. Quirk 1954: 6-8) draws a distinction between two types of 

concession: real vs. hypothetical. He proposes that real concession is linked to causal 

relation, and hypothetical concession to conditional relation. Harris (cf. Rudolph 1996, 

180-83) regards causal, conditional, and concessive clauses as on a “semantic 

spectrum”, where the causal link between the subordinate clause and the main clause is 

asserted in the causal clause, hypothesized in the conditional clause, and denied in the 

concessive clause. Rudolph (1996: 212) observes that “concessive conditional” is 

widely accepted, and the connectives used in hypothetical concession show some 

historical relation with their conditional use. (ibid: 413-17, 439-40) The basic 

distinction between conditional, concessive conditional, and concessive relations lies in 

presupposition (König 1986: 231-34). In a conditional sentence, there is no 

presupposition; in a concessive conditional sentence, some presupposition is implied; in 

a concessive sentence, presupposition is clearly involved. (ibid) 

 

2.3. Linguistic features of contrast and concession  

This section is arranged as follows. 2.3.1 The notion and properties of contrast and 

concession. 2.3.2 Grammatical categories of contrast and concession. 2.3.3 Semantic 

categories of contrast and concession. 2.3.4 Individual connector description.  

 

2.3.1 The notion and semantic properties of contrast and concession 

Previous researchers have different notions of the concessive relation. According to 

Quirk (1954), some researchers regard it as challenge: One part of the concessive 

sentence challenges the validity of the other part, which “in the whole sentence context 

forms a concession” (Quirk 1954: 4-6). Some regard it as surrender: The concessive 

clause contains a contradicting proposition to the main proposition but unable to 

overrun it and has to give in (ibid). Some regard it as an ineffective obstacle: The 

concessive clause contains an obstacle which is not strong enough to prevent the 

proposition in the main clause from happening (ibid). Some define it as against 

expectation: One member in the concessive sentence has validity “contrary to the 

expectation raised in the other” (ibid). Quirk regards this definition as “simpler and 

more widely valid”, and regards a concessive relation as “surprising”: In the two parts 

of an utterance, “one part is surprising in view of the other” (ibid). These differing 

notions seem to share two things in common: the incompatible nature of the 

propositions involved, and the concession of one party to the other. 

 

For a contrast to be true, the contrasted propositions must belong to the “same 

conceptual domain”, valid at the same time, and differ “at least in two properties” 

(Rudolph 1996: 47). This can be applied to semantic and pragmatic contrast 

distinguished by Lakoff (1971), but not to some seemingly odd contrast, as in “George 

likes Peking Duck, but all linguists are fond of Chinese food.” (Lakoff 1971) Lakoff 
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(1971: 138-41, 148-49) proposes the “existence of abstract performative
6
 verbs of 

declaring and questioning” (I say to you that George likes Peking Duck, but I really 

don’t have to say this, because all linguists are fond of Chinese food) to explain this 

type of contrast. It seems that the three-mental-spaces model (Sweetser 1990) can 

explain this. Contrast can be formed at least in three mental spaces: the content domain, 

the logic domain, and the speech act domain (Sweetser 1990: 77-78). In the “Peking 

Duck” example, but is used to mean I really don’t have to say this, thus performing a 

speech act to cancel what the speaker said before. 

 

König (1988: 149-51) has looked into the properties of concessive relation and 

concessive clauses with several findings. (1) He claims the term concessive indicates a 

“possible use of sentence or clause”, not a relation between two terms. This claim 

seems weak. Concessive relation is a real relation, just as a causal relation is. 

Concessive relation seems less tangible than causal relation because it is more subtle 

and is realized by more means. (2) Concessive clauses “tend to have a maximal scope” 

and cannot be restricted by only, also, too, or even. We can say, for example, only 

because, only if, but not only although. When even though is used together, even is part 

of the concessive connective. What König says is mostly true. But it seems even is used 

to intensify though, and can be separated from it. The two perhaps can be regarded as 

forming a complex unit. (3) Other types of adverbial clauses without connectors and 

structures can often be reinterpreted as concessive, but not vice versa. Concessive 

relation also needs a clear concessive marker to make the sentence concessive. The 

second half of this comment is not true. Alternative concessions can be expressed with 

zero relating element, such as “Please come, wet or dry.” “Sooner or later, fogs always 

lift.” “Rain or fine, I’m going.” (Quirk 1954: 4, 83, 91) (4) Concessive sentences are 

used when one accepts the premise but rejects the conclusion implied by that premise. 

By using concessive sentences, not only the premise but also the world knowledge it 

involves are accepted.  

 

Three possible typological reasons for the forming of concessive relations have been 

proposed by König (1988: 156), based on cross-linguistic evidence (1) By a ‘bleaching’ 

process, in which “concrete notions” expressing human feelings became generalized 

and were used in more abstract ways. (2) By a strengthening process in which 

concessive conditionals gained a factual character, forming a concessive relation. (3) 

By a process of conventionalization in which things happened at the same time or 

continuously, as implied by conversation, became “part of the conventional meaning of 

an expression”. König’s hypothesis is very general and speculative. It does not seem to 

be directly related to concession, and it lacks convincing evidence for support. 

 

Finally, the anaphoric nature of concessive connectors is recognized (Quirk et al 1985), 

and is regarded as a basic property of them (Halliday and Hasan 1976). Fretheim (2002: 

1, 3) even call them concessive anaphora, because they must be “enriched” by 

association with the conceptual meaning of an “antecedent”.  
                                                        
6
 See Cruse (2004: 355) for a brief account of the performative hypothesis. 
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2.3.2 Grammatical categories of contrast and concession 

Broadly, there are two ways to classify contrastive and concessive relations. One way is 

by their meaning, the other by their grammatical property, though their semantic and 

grammatical properties are closely related. Grammatically concessive relation is further 

divided by Quirk (1954) into six types (examples are given or cited by Quirk) 

 Simple concession. (“He is an ingenious lad, though he looks stupid.”) 

 Alternative concession. (“Rain or shine, we leave today.”) 

 Indefinite concession. (“Whatever the weather, we leave today.”) 

 The “even” concession. (“A man might walk unharmed throughout the realm, 

--even laden with gold.”) 

 Elliptical concession. (“He is an ingenious lad, though his brother is more 

ingenious.”) 

 “Concessive–equivalent constructions”, using expressions for other relations to 

signal concessive relations. (“While the sun is shining, one cannot say it’s very 

warm.”) (Quirk 1954: 9-10) 

 

Simple concession is also called basic concession (König 1988), or real concession by 

Lerch (cf. Quirk, 1954: 8, Rudolph 1996: 180-83). It typically involves the use of 

although or though and refers to real states of affairs. In a simple concession, the 

proposition in the concessive clause is in contrast to or hinders that of the main clause, 

but the latter prevails. König (1988: 146-47, 164) provides a concise description of 

simple concession and the violated presupposition with two formulae: (1) Although p, 

q. (2) If p’, then normally –q’. In these formulae, p and q refer to two instances of 

propositions; p’ and q’ refer to general types of “events, processes, and states”. 

According to the formulae, if p’ exists, we normally presume the opposite of q’ exists 

or happens. But the actual case goes against our presupposition by showing that 

although p exists, q occurs, as in <2.8> and <2.9>, where concession is assumed to be 

related to condition, not causality proposed by Rudolph (1996): 

 

<2.8> Although John has no money, he went into this expensive restaurant. 

(Although p, q) (König 1988: 146-47) 

 

<2.9> If John has no money, he normally does not go into an expensive restaurant. 

(If p’, then normally –q’) (ibid) 

 

Alternative concession is typically expressed by whether … (or not). In an alternative 

concession, a specific attempt is made “to remove in advance all possible threats to the 

validity of the utterance to which it is related”. (Quirk 1954: 83-84) Alternative 

concession is “classified and characterized in widely different ways by modern 

grammarians.” (ibid) Terms used by them include: “open” type of concession by 

Kruisinga (Quirk 1954: 83-84), “equivalents” of the concessive clause by Onions (ibid), 

“alternative hypothesis/disjunctive concession” by Poutsma (ibid), and “clause of 

indifference” of condition by Jespersen (ibid).  
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Indefinite concession is typically expressed by the –ever group of connectors. Quirk 

(1954: 91) maintains there is little difference between alternative concession (<2.10>) 

and indefinite concession (<2.11>), although the former poses two extremes in the 

concessive clause and the latter a wide variety of choice: 

 

<2.10> Brother or not, I would unmask him. (Quirk 1954: 91) 

 

<2.11> Whoever he were, I would unmask him.” (ibid)  

 

Nevertheless, the preciseness and conciseness in an alternative construction may get 

lost if replaced by an indefinite concession. (Quirk 1954: 91-92) According to Quirk, 

this relation in modern English has been studied in detail by Curme, Jespersen, and 

Poustsma. The “notional range” covered by this relation include persons, things, time, 

place, and degree. (ibid) 

 

Quirk (1954: 14-16) has noticed the collocation of contrastive connectors and calls 

them reinforcement and correlation. Reinforcement refers to two or more concessive 

words or phrases used simultaneously in the same clause, which mainly occurs in 

coordinated clauses (e.g., <2.12>, <2.13>). Correlation refers to the concessive word or 

phrase used in each of the subordinate and the main clause simultaneously (e.g., 

<2.14>). The term reinforcement differs slightly from complex unit (Biber et al. 1999) 

in meaning and seems more accurate in explaining the function of the collocation. 

 

<2.12> He went, but he was sorry for all that. (Quirk 1954: 14) 

 

<2.13> He went, yet nevertheless with regret. (ibid) 

 

<2.14> Though with regret, he went all the same. (ibid: 15) 

 

Quirk (1954) does not elaborate on the last three categories (the “even” type, the 

elliptical type and the concessive-equivalent type) which seem to be less accurately 

termed, and the division does not tell the relation between each type. It seems the 

elliptical type and the concessive-equivalent type can be regarded as simple concession. 

 

Lerch (cf. Quirk, 1954: 8, Rudolph 1996, 180-83) divides concessive relation into real 

and hypothetical concession. Rudolph (1996) follows Lerch and adds restriction to the 

division. Real concession refers to real states of affairs. In a hypothetical concession, 

the proposition in the concessive clause is imagined or supposed. Hypothetical 

concession can be divided into three types: the even if type (<2.15>), the whether…or 

type (2.16>), and the –ever type (<2.17>) (Rudolph 1996, 428-29, 436-39). 

 

<2.15> Even if she were rich, he would not marry her. (Rudolph 1996: 182) 

 



 17 

<2.16> Whether we are giving out speech or taking it in, there is continuous activity 

in the brain. (Fry in Lyons, cf. Rudolph 1996: 437) 

 

<2.17> However narrowly we define the speech community, by geographical and 

social criteria, we shall always find a certain degree of systematic variation in the 

speech of its members. (Lyons, cf. Rudolph 1996: 428) 

 

Rudolph (1996) maintains that real concession has two positions: ante-position and 

post-position, both of which involve a broken causal chain in the reasoning process. 

Restriction occurs in postposition where no presupposition is assumed about the content 

of the main clause. Hypothetical concession consists of three types (one, two, and a set 

of imagined states of affairs (e.g., <2.15> to <2.17>)) and is infrequent in use. (Rudolph 

1996: 14, 413-17, 439-40) 

 

The distinction drawn between real and hypothetical concession is an important one. 

Hypothetical concession nicely covers three categories (the even type, the alternative 

type, and the indefinite type) mentioned by Quirk (1954). The distinction also helps to 

expose the hidden relation between real concession and cause, and hypothetical 

concession and condition.  

 

2.3.3 Semantic categories of contrast and concession 

Contrast can be divided into five types by semantic function (Rudolph 1996):  

(1) Semantic opposition, as in “John is rich but Bill is poor.” (Lakoff 1971: 133)  

(2) Denial of expectation, as in “John is tall but he’s no good at basketball.” (ibid)  

(3) Correction, as in “Not John, but Mary did it.” (Abbott 1972: 17) Not and but form a 

correlation which plays the role of correction.  

(4) Argumentation, as in “Mary is intelligent, but she is ugly.” (Bellert 1966) It can be 

interpreted as “Mary is intelligent and this is an advantage, but she is ugly and this is a 

disadvantage.”  

(5) Conversational denial and assertion,
7
 as in “I know you don’t like it, but may I 

please ask you to have a little time for me.” [Translation of original example] 

(Gehrmann 1988: 151) (Examples in (1) to (5) are cited by Rudolph 1996: 128-57)  

 

Rudolph (1996: 89-91) distinguishes five meanings from the concessive relations 

discussed by Quirk et al (1972: 674-75, 749-50), which partly overlap with contrastive 

relations. (1) unexpectedness and surprise, as in <2.18>, (2) contrast between 

comparable things, as in <2.19>, (3) partial concession—exception, as in <2.20>, (4) 

denial of refusal, as in <2.21>, and (5) reservation, as in <2.22>. It seems better to 

regard type (2) (<2.19>) as a contrastive sentence. 

 
                                                        
7
 I use this term to cover the many terms Rudolph has used: types characterized by the conversational 

situation, blockade of a communicative conclusion of the hearer, and adversative connectives as 

conversational markers. They all seem to be deviants of type two, denying the presupposition or 

expectation and making an assertion. 



 18 

<2.18> He has been in office for only a few months. He has, however, achieved 

more than any of his predecessors.” (Quirk et al. 1972: 674)  

 

<2.19> The USA has immense mineral wealth, while/whereas Britain has 

comparatively little.” (ibid: 749)  

 

<2.20> Even if you dislike ancient monuments, Warwick Castle is worth a visit.” 

(ibid)  

 

<2.21> He borrowed my mower, even though I told him not to.” (ibid)  

 

<2.22> No goals were scored, though it was an exciting game.” (ibid) 

 

Contrastive connectors can be classified into five types by their semantic functions 

(Halliday and Hasan 1976: 255-56): adversative proper, internal contrast, external 

contrast, correction and dismissal. Further distinctions are made under each type, also 

by semantic functions, with some connectors used in more than one type. Such 

connectors can also be divided into three mutually exclusive groups by their “core” 

meaning (Fraser 1998: 306-08): contrast, correction, and rejection. The contrastive 

group shows S2 [Sentence/Clause 2] contrasts with an “explicit or indirect message in 

S1”. It includes 17 members such as but, however, and (al) though. The correction 

group shows S2 corrects an “explicit or indirect message in S1”. It includes instead and 

rather. The rejection group shows S2 rejects S1, because the message in S2 is correct 

and the message in S1 is false. It includes on the contrary, etc. Concessive connectors 

are divided into five sub-categories by their function (Altenberg 2002: 21-43), based on 

bilingual corpus evidence. In English they are: (1) basic concession (yet, still, 

nevertheless, etc.), (2) dismissal (anyway, anyhow, etc.), (3) explanation (after all), (4) 

topic-resumption (anyway), and (5) qualification (at least, anyway). Basic concession is 

regarded as the “core function” of concessive connectors, and the other four groups as 

extended functions. Concessive relations differ from other contrastive relations in that 

they signal a contrast with an assumption implied in the context. (ibid: 39-40). 

 

2.3.4 Individual connector descriptions 

In Old English, there are only about 10 contrastive connectors, such as ac (but) and 

þeah (yet), of which Quirk (1954) has provided a detailed account. In modern English, 

but is the main contrastive connector, and about 20 others are secondary ones (Rudolph 

1996: 315). But introduces a contrast between two messages, which can be “direct”, 

“implied”, “presupposed”, or “entailed” (Fraser 1998: 312). Yet is less common than 

but, and is used for stylistic purpose to avoid repetition and draw more attention. In but 

yet, they form a double contrast. But shows the contrast, and yet stresses “the 

undiminished importance of proposition A” (Rudolph 1996: 317-19). “Whether in 

initial or medium position”, on the other hand is “always an additional insertion” to 

draw our attention to what follows. It “does not refer to a preceding on the one hand, 

but it stands alone and receives a special intonation”. It can be replaced by but or 
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however, which shows the adversative meaning of this phrase (Rudolph 1996: 330). On 

the other hand is “more specific than however” and the message in S2 “must be an 

alternative to the direct S1 message” (Fraser 1998: 314). 

 

In/By contrast, on the contrary, conversely, and in comparison are used mainly in 

formal language with low frequency, such as in “political commentaries or in science”. 

If replaced by but, “their semantic exactness” and “stylistic power” would be lost. A 

sentence which contains by contrast “takes a larger context into consideration.” 

(Rudolph 1996: 325) In contrast indicates S2 is a “specific contrast with S1 along two 

specific contrast areas” (Fraser 1998: 315). On the contrary implies “S2 contrasts with 

S1 as correct and S1 as false” (ibid: 306-22). It repeats a preceding negation in a 

positive form in an emphatic way. By contrast is weaker than on the contrary, and 

indicates a balance between the two parts it links (Rudolph 1996: 447-48). Conversely 

indicates that a part of S2 is contrasted with a corresponding part in S1 (ibid). In 

comparison “requires the contrast to be along a designated continuum”. No stress is 

given to S2. It offers a comparison between S2 and S1. (ibid: 316) 

 

Nevertheless, nonetheless, and notwithstanding all contain a negative component. 

Nevertheless can function as however, without indicating “an unexpected contrast”. It 

indicates “separation and addition”; although…nevertheless are used as correlative, 

with reinforcing effect (Rudolph 1996, 326-27, 331). Nevertheless signals that S2 is 

contrasted with an implied and expected message in S1. (Fraser 1998: 306-22) However 

signals that “S1 is being emphasized, placing the S2 message in a more subordinate 

role.’ (ibid: 313) Only indicates exclusiveness, indicating “a limitation to the preceding 

part of the utterance”, meaning “but we have to observe that”. It is used more 

frequently in spoken language. (Rudolph 1996, 327-28) Still originally means 

‘continuity in time”. It now means “it must however be added that”, “but then” (by 

Oxford dictionary 1970: 864). It sometimes equals to nevertheless. It is rare and is used 

in written language (ibid). While, whereas, and meanwhile are first of all temporal 

connectives but have an adversative sense which is secondary. They mainly “indicate 

that there are various points to be considered”. Less common than yet and however, 

they are restricted to “journalistic or scientific” text, as they are suitable for the 

description of “different states of affairs valid at the same time.” (Rudolph 1996: 

328-29) 

 

Instead, after all, for all that, rather and rather than are generally used as adverbials 

with “a slight contrastive meaning” with low frequency. A sentence containing instead 

is used after a negative statement, indicating correction and substitution. After all and 

for all that indicate summarization, as well as the truth of what follows. (Rudolph 1996: 

329-30) After all has a weak contrastive function and is regarded as concessive by 

Quirk et al. (1972, 674). It means “this at least must be conceded” (Rudolph 1996: 

89-91). Instead/Rather is used where S1 that precedes S2 is “usually negative”. It is 

accepted as already happened. But S2 shows “what really happened or should have 

happened” (Fraser 1998: 319). When instead is used “in medial or final position”, S2 
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can be introduced by but. (Fraser 1998: 321) Rather than is “normally used to stress 

one element of a comparison to the exclusion of the other”, and is often “fronted to 

emphasize the comparison”. (Carter and McCarthy 2006: 776) 

 

Anyway, anyhow, at any rate, in any case “primarily underline that the propositional 

content to which they refer is true without exception.” (Rudolph 1996: 322) Anyway is 

used more often than the others in this group and is often used as a “gap filler” (ibid: 

446-47). In spoken English, anyway is often used as a discourse marker serving to open 

up, close down, or resume a topic (Carter and McCarthy 2006: 214). At any rate means 

“whatever happens”, “regardless”; besides means “if you don’t find that point 

convincing, here’s another point”; or else means “even if not” (ibid: 89-91). Some 

contrastive phrases have also been studied, such as may not be a... (but), on the 

downside, up to a point...but, be feted as (Hunston 2001: 13-33). 

 

Apart from this, Rudolph (1996:4-5) provides a list of 25 adversative connectors, and a 

list of 21 concessive connectors, totaling 46. Quirk et al (1985: 634-36) provide a list of 

13 antithetic connectors and 28 concessive connectors under the contrastive relation, 

which amount to 41. Chalker (1996: 26-34) presents 48 concessive linking words and 

phrases and briefly explains their meaning and usage, as summarized in Appendix 2.1. 

On the list, Chalker makes a distinction between conjunctions and connectors. 

Conjunctions link clauses or elements within the sentence, whereas connectors link 

sentences.  

 

2.4 Position studies of contrastive connectors 

Altenberg (2006: 13) observes that “little is known about the positional profiles of 

individual connectors, especially their ability to occur parenthetically in second initial 

position. It is therefore important to investigate these tendencies in greater detail.” The 

positional description of adverbial and contrastive connectors is given special attention 

by several researchers (Quirk 1954; Quirk et al 1985; Rudolph 1996; Jacobson 1964; 

Smits 2002 (cf. Altenberg 2006); Altenberg 2006; Mulder, Thompson, & Williams 

2009). Broadly such studies can be put into three groups which are discussed below. 

2.4.1 The division of adverbial positions. 2.4.2 Functions of adverbial in different 

positions. 2.4.3 General positions of English contrastive connectors.  

 

2.4.1 The division of adverbial positions 

Adverbials can be used in different positions in the English sentence. There are at least 

two ways of dividing these positions. One way is to divide them into seven positions 

(Quirk et al 1985: ix, 490-501) as illustrated below, where the adverbial (By) by then 

can be inserted into the position of ① to ⑦: 

 

|the book| must| have| been| placed |on the shelf|. 

①     ②   ③  ④   ⑤    ⑥        ⑦  

I      iM   M  mM  eM    iE        E 
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I=initial position, iM=initial-medial position, M=medial position, mM=medial-medial 

position, eM=end-medial position, iE=initial-end position, E=end position 

 

This way of division is clear and relatively easy to apply, and is adopted with slight 

modification by Altenberg (2006). But it does not cover the cases where the sentence 

consists of two or more clauses, and it may not always be necessary to further divide 

the medial position into four types (initial-medial, medial, medial-medial, and 

end-medial) in actual counting, as is shown by must have been placed in the example, 

where must have been can be regarded as one group before the predicate.  

 

Another way is to divide the positions of the adverbial in relation to what is being 

modified or referred to by the adverbial, i.e. the syntactic element, in particular the 

subject and the core part of the predicate. The adverbials are thus first divided into 

front-, mid-, and end-positions, which are further divided, ending up with 22 positions 

(Jacobson 1964: 59-69). Although this way has some merit, it is trivial, cumbersome, 

and confusing, making the position counting extremely difficult. There is also overlap 

and inconsistency in the sub-divisions, which, for example, results in however being 

treated as in three different positions in <2.23> to <2.25>, where the functions of 

however are apparently similar: 

 

<2.23> F3: To Rubens, however, it hardly mattered who employed him (NPi139). 

(Jacobson 1964: 61) 

 

<2.24> M1: His essays, however, showed his individuality (EHi214). (ibid: 277) 

 

<2.25> M2: Crystal analysis, however, has already proved of great help (VEi136). 

(ibid) 

 

So, Quirk et al’s division of the possible positions of an adverbial in the sentence is 

more accurate and concise than Jacobson’s, and is easier to use. 

 

2.4.2 Functions of adverbial in different positions 

In terms of information organization, a clause in English can be regarded as having two 

main parts: topic and comment. Topic is also called theme by Halliday and Hasan 

(1976), which normally occurs at the initial of the clause. Comment is also called 

rheme, which follows the topic and tells what the topic is about (Halliday and Hasan 

1976; Mann and Thompson 1988). Rheme is given more emphasis because it contains 

new information. The end of the clause is normally the focus of new information, 

which is given considerable weight, known as end weight. Words in the English clause 

have their normal and typical order called unmarked word order. When this unmarked 

order is changed for different purposes, such as comparison, highlighting or 

back-grounding, the unusual and untypical order is called marked order. (Carter and 

McCarthy 2006: 778-91) Adverbials are normally placed “at the end of the clause after 

the verb group, or after an object or complement”, but can be put in sentence initial for 
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most emphasis, or “between the subject and the main verb” for more emphasis than “at 

the end of the clause” (Collins COBUILD English grammar, 2
nd

 Ed. 2005: 281-83, 

422). 

 

Adverbials, including contrastive connectors, can have an anaphoric function (Quirk et 

al 1985: 647). Aletta Smits (cf. Altenberg 2006) has proposed two terms to explain two 

patterns of initial adverbials. One is “stepwise orientation”, which means an adverbial 

occurs at the initial of a sentence and links a clause in it. The clause itself has an 

adverbial at the beginning that sets up a frame for the clause. Thus the order is step-by- 

step, or stepwise, as in <2.26>. The other term is “complex orientation”, where the 

second adverbial, generally separated by two commas, serves to “highlight” or “in 

some cases modify” the first adverbial, as in <2.27>. 

 

<2.26> However, in Britain the situation was different. (Altenberg 2006: 11) 

 

<2.27> In Britain, however, the situation was different. (ibid) 

 

A “stepwise orientation” is typically used to present a “logical development of ideas”, 

while a “complex orientation” is predominantly used in discourses where there are 

shifts in space, time or topics. (ibid: 12). “Stepwise” is an accurate term, telling the 

step-by-step nature of the linking adverbial, while “complex orientation” does not seem 

to be a very clear term. By the order of the adverbial, it perhaps can be called 

“anaphoric” or “back-referring’ orientation. By function, it can be called 

“back-highlighting” orientation.  

 

2.4.3 General positions of English contrastive connectors 

Adversative conjunctions usually keep their initial position. Contrastive connectors 

with adverbial origin can appear in different positions. When they appear after initial 

constituents, they emphasize them. Their free position is also used to fill “a rhythmic 

gap” (Rudolph 1996: 452, 493). Individually, but always occurs in sentence initial 

position, but it can be used informally at utterance end in Irish and Australian English 

(Mulder, Thompson, & Williams 2009: 339-59). Yet, still, only, while, whereas, 

meanwhile, and instead generally occur sentence initially, but some of them such as yet 

can follow and and but; however, nevertheless, though, after all, and the anyway group 

(anyway, anyhow, at any rate, in any case) occur in initial, medial and final position, 

but medial position is “quite normal” for however, nevertheless, on the contrary, and so 

is the final position for though, anyhow, and anyway. (Quirk et al 1985: 642-44) 

 

About ten contrastive and concessive connectors have been studied more intensely in 

terms of their positional distribution, frequency, and corresponding functions. However 

especially emphasizes the “immediately preceding” part, as well as marks “an 

unexpected adversative turn”, when it occurs in medial position (Rudolph 1996: 

445-46), which is called second-initial position by Altenberg (2002, 2006). This 

position covers less than half of its usage in Old English poetry (Quirk 1954: 46-48) 
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and modern English (Jacobson 1964: 277-78). Nevertheless often plays a supportive 

and correlative role in medial position (Rudolph 1996: 448-49). Though can occur after 

and emphasize an initial word in a concessive clause (ibid: 400, 450-52). When it 

occurs in end position, it is more informal and can “imply some claim of the speaker” 

(Quirk et al. 1985: 642). Yet is the second most frequent, next to but, and can occur 

after and and but (which seems rare) to have greater force (Rudolph 1996: 443-45). 

Anyway, anyhow, at any rate, in any case may occur in the initial, medium, or final 

position without semantic difference. Their adversative meaning is “rather faint’ and is 

not “bound to the position (ibid: 323).  

 

The position of concessive clauses has been less studied (Rudolph 1996, 232). 

Theoretical studies take ante-position (the concessive clause before the main clause) as 

the normal position of concessive clauses, but Rudolph observes postpositional variants 

are also common in real use, and the proportions of these two alternatives are half and 

half. There is no obvious semantic difference between these two positions, but 

ante-position shows a direct contrast, and a postpositioned concessive clause contains 

some new information and is the rheme of the sentence. (Rudolph 1996, 389-90, 395) 

 

In sum, research on the positional distribution and corresponding function of 

contrastive connectors and clauses is somewhat insufficient (Altenberg 2006) and 

unsystematic. Among the contrastive connectors, only about ten connectors have been 

studied relatively deeply in regard to their positions and functions. A profile of the 

positions and functions of such connectors seems lacking (ibid). Rudolph’s (1996) 

findings and comments are comprehensive and instructive, but they lack the support of 

convincing evidence and sound vague and impressionistic. Smits (cf. Altenberg 2006) 

and Altenberg (2006) have revealed the functions of adverbial connectors in second 

initial positions. These functions seem to be insufficiently described by traditional 

grammar but are of pedagogical importance. Their work, however, is based on 

relatively small to medium-sized corpora, and is focused on different types of 

connectors. It is worthwhile and seems promising to pursue their research further, by 

using larger corpora to provide more authentic evidence, and narrowing the focus to 

one particular type of connectors, such as the contrastive type, to gain more knowledge 

about their positional distribution patterns and related semantic functions. 

 

2.5 Cross-linguistic research on contrast and concession 

Quirk (1954) compared concession in Old English and Latin, and concluded that  

“concession in OE could take a much wider variety of forms, was in much more 

frequent use, was capable of far greater precision and effectiveness”, and “owed much 

less to the imitation of Latin models” than we have supposed. (Quirk 1954: 140) König 

studied concessive relation in 70 languages, despite a lack of representative language 

samples (König 1988: 145). A form of but is found in all these languages, but not of 

although. Concessive connectives are a recent development in some languages. They 

are acquired even later than the late-acquired conditional connectives. Concessive 

connectives have clear forms and history of development. “Free-choice expressions” 
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are widely used in different languages, functioning as concessive conditional to 

concessive, which is distinguished by context and later development. Five types of 

concessive connectives can be distinguished, based on their historical development and 

use: those that show human denial or contempt, such as despite, regardless; those that 

contain a free-choice or universal quantifier, such as –ever and any-; those that contain 

components of conditional, temporal or other elements, such as even though, even so, 

which indicates the importance of other relations in the forming of concessive relations; 

those that contain truth-telling markers, such as “true, indeed”, which are often 

grammaticalized, e.g. true but; those that imply the “co-occurrence or co-existence of 

two facts as part of their literal meaning”, such as yet and regardless. (König 1988: 

151-56)  

 

Rudolph (1996) examined adversative and concessive relations in English, German, 

Spanish and Portuguese, and found that in these four European languages, one or two 

adversative connectives are most frequent which cover two thirds of their usage, the 

other 30 odd connectives covering one third. They can be put into five groups: 

temporal, contrast, negation, all, and comparison. The negation type of the connectives 

differs in the four languages, the any- type in the all group is used in different genres, 

and the comparison group has a weak contrasting force. Frequent adversative 

connectives often came from other relation origin, e.g., yet from temporal. Temporal 

origin is most important. Temporal connectives can have a “secondary adversative 

meaning”. Concessive relation can be used more widely than adversative relation, as 

the concessive clause can appear in “ante- and postposition.” Rudolph (1996: 379-84, 

439-40, 523-28) 

 

Altenberg (2002, 2006) carried out a detailed corpus-based comparison of 27 

contrastive and concessive connectors in English and Swedish and their functions in 

second initial position. Both contrastive and concessive connectors in English are found 

to occur in sentence initial most frequently (46% vs. 48%), but contrastive connectors 

have a strong tendency to also occur at second initial positions (13%). And when they 

do so, in 30% of the cases they are used to emphasize the preceding adverbial or 

subject. Among them however, by contrast, and on the other hand have a strong 

tendency to occur in second initial position, often to mark a break or shift in time or 

space in the development of the discourse, or a contrast in other aspects such as attitude 

and conditions. They form a “double contrast”—one posed by the adverbial or subject 

at sentence initial, the other by the parenthetical connector after it—highlighting the 

preceding adverbial or subject. Swedish connectors are found to have a strong tendency 

to occur in the “middle field” (Altenberg 2006: 30) of the sentence, after the finite verb. 

This is partly caused by the Swedish sentence structure: the subject is put after the finite 

verb when a sentence does not start with it. But similar to English, contrastive 

connectors tend to be used at second initial positions.
8
 

 
                                                        
8
 Two minor mistakes are found in Altenberg’s citing of his tables: “3%” should be “5%” (p 27 

bottom), and above all in Table 1 (p15) is missing in Table 3 (p17). 
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Regarding how the sentence and clause relations in English and Chinese (and their 

translations) are expressed, 胡(Hu) (1999: 271, 277, 290) observes that relation is a 

semantic notion which tends to be expressed by explicit conjunctions in English, 

although in recent years adverbs, prepositional phrases and other forms have also been 

included. In Chinese, relation tends to be expressed more by semantic and logical 

connections, by words of a multiple parts of speech in addition to conjunctions, and can 

even be embodied completely in semantic and logical relations. 吕(Lv) (1990; 胡 

(Hu) 1999: 255-60) has conducted perhaps the most extensive investigation of the 

relations between Chinese sentences and clauses. He divides these relations 

semantically into six large categories and 43 small ones, which include relations 

expressed with overt connectors (“connections by form”) and relations formed without 

connectors (“connections by meaning”). The connectors expressing relations include 

not only conjunctions, but also words of other parts of speech, mainly adverbs, except 

adjectives. Nine types of contrastive relations among them have been distinguished by 

吕(Lv) (1990), which are quite similar to those in English: 

(1) The parallel and comparative type, as in “He did his business while I did mine.”
9
 

(2) The positive and negative type, as in “Do not just let a person do things without 

teaching him how to do them.” 

(3) The contrastive type, as in “He resembles his brother everywhere in his face, but 

his expression is completely different.” 

(4) The reservation type, as in “However splendid the setting sun, it is near 

twilight.” (By Li, Shangyin) 

(5) The exception type, as in “I can accompany you in doing anything except 

drinking.” 

(6) The negation type, as in “It’s better resorting to yourself than to others for help.” 

(7) The limitation admitting type, as in “I’ve heard about it, although I haven’t seen 

it.” 

(8) The even if type, as in “That’s a big place. Even if you tell him the address, it 

wouldn’t be easy for him to find it.” 

(9) The unconditional type, as in “You must pass on the message for me, whatever 

the result.” 

 

Cross-linguistic comparison is likely to broaden our perspective of contrastive and 

concessive relations and connectors in these languages. Most such studies seem to be 

using corpus evidence here and there, in an unsystematic and qualitative way, to help 

illustrate the researcher’s point of view. Altenberg’s (2006) study has the advantage of 

showing the overall usage of these connectors in the corpus, and helps us to gain a more 

integrated view of the characteristics of them, even if from a specific linguistic 

perspective: their positional distribution and semantic function in second initial 

position. In addition, his research is replicable, and his findings can be verified by other 

corpus-based research. A corpus properly collected and used offers the potential to 

examine contrastive connectors thoroughly. 
                                                        
9
 The English examples are the translations of the Chinese original. For the original examples, see Lv 

(1990: 335-46).  
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2.6 Chapter summary 

Great efforts have been devoted to the study of the relation of contrast and concession, 

as evidenced in the works reviewed. Researchers have explored the general relations 

around contrast, and the relation between contrast, condition, and cause. They have 

studied the notion, truth-condition, properties and categories of contrast and concession, 

distinguished their semantic functions and grammatical categories, and described 

individual contrastive connectors. Some corpus-based researchers have also studied the 

frequency, position distribution, and corresponding functions of such connectors, and 

extended the research scope from clauses to sentences and passages, and from written 

texts to spoken discourses, with useful new findings. 

 

On the other hand, many of these explorations are theoretical speculations and 

reasoning, based on idealized and context-free examples, presenting a range of the 

possibilities of how these connectors might be used, overlooking their typical usage. 

The terms used by researchers are not always accurately defined, and the numbers of 

such connectors provided by them differ considerably. Even with so much research, a 

clear and relatively objective picture of the contrastive connectors in modern English 

still seems lacking—How many such connectors are there? How frequent are they in 

modern English as a whole and in different genres? How are they typically used in real 

communication? All these remain to be further explored by resorting to authentic 

evidence. Some of the corpus-based findings to date are either based on Old English 

(Quirk 1954), or a randomly collected written corpus (Rudolph 1996) or a relatively 

small corpus (Altenberg 2002). Such research needs cross-checking with evidence from 

larger, more recent, and more balanced corpora. It is worthwhile and seems promising, 

therefore, with large–scale corpora becoming available, to pursue their research further, 

by narrowing the focus of study to the contrastive connectors in one variety of modern 

English, such as British English, and by using large corpora, such as the 100-million- 

word BNC, to gain more knowledge about their usage patterns, positional distributions 

and corresponding semantic functions. 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

This chapter is divided into three sections. 3.1 The theoretical framework for this study. 

3.2 The research method. 3.3 A working definition of contrast and contrastive 

connectors. I will discuss the data problem in past research in 3.1.1, and the 

usage-based conception of language in 3.1.2. I will talk about the advantage of 

corpus-based method in 3.2.1, the level and method of discourse analysis in this study 

in 3.2.2, my research objectives in 3.2.3, and my research tools in 3.2.4.  

 

3.1 The theoretical framework  

3.1.1 The data problem in some traditional linguistic studies 

There are two types of data in linguistics: artificial and natural, and two ways of data 

collection: behavioural and introspective. Corpus data are natural, because they are real 

language in use. Data from experimentation are artificial, because in experiments the 

“natural context” for language use is missing. Data from both corpus and 

experimentation are behavioural, because they all reflect “how language is used”. Data 

from the intuition of linguists are introspective, because they come from their mind. 

(Chafe 1992). Meyer and Nelson (2006: 93-94, 98) argue that each type of data has its 

strengths and weaknesses, and should be used selectively for different research 

purposes. For example, corpus data are better for studying the structure of natural 

language, but intuitive data are needed to reflect the “entire potential of a given 

language”. However, there are two shortcomings in introspectively collected data: they 

are “decontextualized” and likely to be artificial. “Indeed, one of the very motivations 

for using intuition data is to abstract away from the difficult and convoluted patterns of 

variation endemic to language in the wild.” (Barlow 2011: 8). Consequently, for 

example, genre-related differences in language use are likely to be blurred by such data. 

By relying only on such data, linguists may ignore the “realities of language usage” 

(Meyer and Nelson 2006).  

 

One serious problem in some traditional linguistic studies, as Stubbs (1996) argues, is 

the lack of data arising from real language use. According to Stubbs (1996), some of the 

major theoretical linguists in the 20
th

 century have used mainly invented data for their 

analysis. In Saussure’s book Cours de linguistique Générale, “no textual data” is 

analysed and “few examples” are used. In Bloomfield’s influential book Language, an 

artificial story is used as data. In two books on syntax by Chomsky which De 

Beaugrande has counted, only 24 and 28 “invented sentences” are analysed 

respectively, “some of them several times”. In Lyons’ two volume Semantics, not “a 

single authentic text or text fragment” is analysed. This lack of real data is also true for 

Austin, Searle, Grice, and Sperber and Wilson. In their works invented sentences, even 

invented utterances are used as data for analysis (Stubbs 1996: 29-30).  

 

Stubbs may have disregarded certain evidence in trying to amplify the serious situation. 

Bloomfield, for example, did extensive work on texts in Tagalog and Menomini, and 
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Lyons’ first book, on semantics, was based on detailed analysis of texts by Plato.
10

 But 

on the whole Stubbs’ observation was right. This is not to deny the great contribution 

made by traditional theoretical linguists, but some of them seem to rely solely or too 

heavily on invented data. As a consequence, their theories based on such data often fail 

to explain the actual language use. The unreliable nature of invented data is clearly 

exposed by Sinclair (1987; cited in Stubbs 1996: 31-32): 

 

…invented examples are really part of the explanations. They have no 

independent authority or reason for their existence, and they are constructed to 

refine the explanations and in many cases to clarify the explanations. ... Usage 

cannot be invented, it can only be recorded.  

 

The position adopted in this study is that linguistics should study real language, used by 

real people in real communication situations. As Trudgill (1996: xi) observes, “if 

linguistics is not about language as it is actually spoken or written by human beings, 

then it is about nothing at all.” 

 

3.1.2 The usage-based conception of language 

In this study, I adopt a usage-based conception of language, which will guide my 

research. Usage-based models come from two “major traditions”: that of Firth
11

 (1957) 

which highlights “the importance of context”, and that of the tradition which regards 

speech act as the basis for language theory. The term “usage-based” was first 

introduced by Langacker in 1987 and “defined in more detail” in 1988 (Kemmer and 

Barlow 2000: vii-xxviii). A usage-based model is the essence of cognitive grammar, 

which differs from generative grammar in three crucial ways: “maximalist” vs. 

“minimalist”, “non-reductive” vs. “reductive”, “bottom-up” vs. “top-down” (Langacker 

1987, 1988). By this model “substantial importance is given to the actual use of the 

linguistic system and a speaker’s knowledge of this use; the grammar is held 

responsible for a speaker’s knowledge of the full range of linguistic conventions, 

regardless of whether these conventions can be subsumed under more general 

statements. (Langacker 1987, 1988, cf. Langacker 2000: 1) “The primary hypothesis” 

of functionalist or usage-based linguistics is that language use shapes 

grammar”—“frequently used patterns become conventionalized or fossilized as 

grammatical patterns” (Bybee 2007: 269), that patterns are found from concrete 

utterances, and that different levels of abstraction of linguistic constructions can be 

used at the same time in language processing (Tomasello 2003: 325-28).  

 

Usage-based models share the following assumptions (based on Kemmer and Barlow 

2000: vii-xxviii.): 

                                                        
10

 J. Miller 2008, pers. Comm. 
11

 Admittedly Firth rejected all mentalist research paradigms, because he thought the psychological 

process and aspect of language cannot be objectively observed. However, his motto of studying text in 

social context is well accepted by usage-based linguists.    
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 Linguistic structure is based on instances of language use, which is the basis of the 

speaker’s “linguistic system”. Usage events are “crucial” to the forming of 

linguistic system and its operation.  

 Frequency is “of fundamental importance” and “indispensable” for the forming of 

linguistic system which is largely “experience-driven”.  

 Performance is part of competence, because “the internal linguistic system” is 

closely related to “mental processing”.  

 “Learning and experience” are of “central importance” in “language acquisition” 

—the forming of the internal language system. 

 “Linguistic representations” are dynamic and emergent, not “fixed entities”.  

 Usage data is important in “theory construction and description”. “Language in use 

is the best evidence we have” for language study. Text corpora contain usage 

“sampling” and are “ideal” for such study, if “used sensibly” with their limitations 

borne in mind. 

 Usage, language variation and language change are “intimately related”. 

 “The linguistic system and non-linguistic systems” are closely connected, both 

based on “patterns of experience”. 

 Context plays a “crucial role” in the “operation of the linguistic system”, as every 

usage event occurs in a specific context.  

 

3.2 The research method 

3.2.1 The advantage of corpus-based method  

This research aims to combine the strength of the corpus-based approach and discourse 

analysis in the investigation of contrastive/concessive connectors. Corpus linguistics 

and discourse analysis are regarded as the “twin pillars” of linguistic research by 

Sinclair (2004: 10), and correctly so, because they both “encourage the formulation of 

radically new hypotheses”, and the “dimensions of pattern that they deal with are, on 

the whole, larger than linguistics is accustomed to” (ibid). What Sinclair refers to by 

“linguistics”, however, is somewhat vague and needs to be specified. Linguistics 

includes discourse analysis; many American structuralists such as Harris, Hockett, 

Bloomfield and Fries analysed texts; tagmemicists such as Pike and Longacre also 

analysed large amounts of text. Sinclair’s target is probably generative grammar of the 

1960s to 1990s and the generative grammar as practised by Chomsky to this day.
12

 

Large and representative computer corpora such as the BNC are ideal for the study of 

contrastive/concessive connectors. They can provide reasonably reliable statistics about 

the overall use of these connectors in English. Without such corpus statistics, it would 

be very difficult—and practically impossible by resorting to native speaker’s intuitions 

only—to gain a macro understanding of this group of connectors: their total number in 

modern English, their frequency in English and different registers, their positional 

distribution in sentences and utterances, and their habitual collocation with other words 

in different registers. Such corpora can provide authentic texts or text segments in 

which these contrastive/concessive connectors are used. This authenticity can guarantee 

                                                        
12

 J Miller 2008, pers. comm. 
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that the study of these connectors is based on real and complex language use, not on 

simplified, idealized or invented examples. This makes the research findings more 

applicable to the real English in use. The automatic retrieval of random samples from 

the corpus puts constraints on the procedure of sample selection, making it less 

subjective than selecting samples by hand, and more difficult to overlook cases which 

do not match the researcher’s possible preoccupations. In this way subjectivity in 

sampling can be minimized. The samples from such corpora are properly indexed and 

retraceable, making the research process and findings verifiable, which is an important 

requirement for scientific research.  

Corpus-based research has made important contribution to linguistics in “the provision 

of frequency information, the highlighting of the importance of collocations, and the 

description of variation and text types” (Barlow 2011: 3). In fact, even in detailed 

discourse analysis, a corpus-based approach is desirable (Baker 2006). Possible bias in 

material selection can be avoided. A corpus can provide rich evidence of discourse 

patterns, such as collocation and frequent meaning association clusters. Discourses are 

constantly changing which can be charted by corpus-based description of language. The 

corpus can be used in discourse analysis as a source for data, as means for analysis, and 

as a reference. (ibid: 10-17). 

Computer corpora have their limitations, of course. Some of the criticisms of corpus- 

based approach can be summed up below, based on Baker (2006: 7). 

 It does not provide a close observation and analysis of the real text. 

 It takes text away from context, regarding language as “a self-contained object”, as 

Baldry observes in 2000. (cited by Baker 2006: 7) 

 It only gives “a partial account of real language” (Baker 2006: 7).   

 The methodology process is questioned. This approach tends to select things easier 

for the computer to retrieve and analyze.   

 It does not explain the possible discrepancies between corpus findings and native 

speaker intuitions. 

 The validity of interpretation is also under question.  

 

Corpus-based pattern analysis, therefore, needs to be combined with in-depth text 

analysis to show the real picture of language use. For example, Biber conducted a 

well-known corpus-based register study in 1988 of 67 linguistic variables. It provides a 

“powerful background for the analysis of individual texts” (Stubbs 1996: 34), because 

the findings can be used as a useful norm for reference. But he did not analyze the 

“discourse structure of individual instances of the registers” (ibid), namely, he did not 

conduct in-depth text analysis. By adding such analysis, his research would have been 

strengthened. “The most powerful interpretation emerges if comparisons of texts across 

corpora are combined with the analysis of the organization of individual texts.” (ibid) 

Discourse analysis, on the other hand, also needs to be verified with recurring corpus 

evidence to guarantee that this analysis reflects the discourse reality in general. Sinclair 

(2004: 116-20) uses evidence from the Bank of English corpus to demonstrate that the 

findings of two pieces of critical discourse analysis by Fairclough need to be modified.  
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3.2.2 The level and method of discourse analysis in this study 

There seem to be three levels of discourse analysis, based on definitions from three 

perspectives. From a linguistic perspective, discourse is generally regarded as a piece of 

spoken or written text in use. “Discourse refers to the patterns of language used beyond 

the level of the sentence or beyond the individual speaking turn.” (Carter and McCarthy 

2006: 8). At this level there is a core linguistic component which focuses on structures, 

the organization of text and the role played by the many different constructions that are 

handled at clause and sentence level. It crucially involves rhetorical structure (Mann 

and Thompson, 1988, Matthiessen and Thompson 1988), information packaging (given, 

new and focus of information), deixis, reference, tense, aspect, and the speaker/writer’s 

perspective. Social factors and interpersonal power relations are not central concerns 

but come into play when we analyze language use and the broader phenomenon of 

communication. (Fairclough 1992: 13-25) 

 

From a stylistic perspective, some linguists highlight the overall outstanding linguistic 

and rhetorical feature of different types of discourse in varied fields and registers, such 

as the lexical, grammatical, and syntactical features in fiction vs. academic writing. 

They focus on the discourse of different registers, such as political discourse, medium 

discourse, and environmental discourse (Baker 2006: 3-5). Fairclough (1992: 3) regards 

the linguistic and stylistic perspectives as one, with three variations. The first variation 

is the study of “extended samples of spoken dialogue, in contrast with written texts”, 

which focuses upon “higher-level organizational properties” of dialogues. The second, 

more common, variation is the study of “extended samples of either spoken or written 

language”, which “emphasizes interactions between speaker and addressee or between 

writer and reader, and therefore processes of producing and interpreting speech and 

writing, as well as the situational context of language use.” The third variation is the 

study of “different types of language in different social situations.” 

 

From a sociological perspective, discourse is defined very broadly as people’s different 

interpretations and accounts of the world, expressed by many different modes of 

communication. Language is only one of these modes, some of the other modes being 

“image, music and sound, and action” (Martin and Rose 2003: 255). Language “as an 

abstract system” and “context-based system of communication” is only one way to 

build up the discourse. It is the carrier or embodiment of discourse and can be analyzed 

to reveal “the traces of discourse” (Baker 2006: 5). Discourse is believed to be the 

product of social conditions, constrained by social relations and power, and is “socially 

constructive”, forming “social subjects, social relations, and systems of knowledge and 

belief”, and should be studied “historically and dynamically” to show the change of 

itself and its society. (Fairclough 1992: 35-36) Discourse analysis at this level often 

involves elaborated and detailed examination of the text, social context and social and 

cultural condition. Critical discourse analysis at this level has two focuses: the social 

effects of discourses and social change caused by discourse (Martin and Rose 2003: 

263-64, 2007; Baker 2006: 73-74; Fairclough 1992: 3-4) 
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Only the first two levels as recognized by Fairclough (1992: 3) are relevant to this 

study. The discourse analysis of the high-frequency contrastive/concessive connectors 

in this research necessarily limits the analysis to the linguistic level. These connectors 

are mainly grammatical words, unlikely to be heavily loaded with social and 

ideological meanings. Except that a number of connectors are definitely associated with 

complex writing and are typical of the writing of highly educated people—that is, 

people with a long exposure to complex written English. The use of such connectors in 

speech is indeed loaded with social meanings. The stylistic level is also involved, since 

some of these connectors seem to be genre sensitive and their usage is related to and 

influenced by different genres.  

 

In conducting the case study of however, I will take a variationist approach to 

discourse analysis (Schiffrin 1994: 6-12, 287-88, 290), which uses quantitative 

authentic data and detailed text analysis to discover linguistic patterns and functions. I 

will pay attention to three types of function (played by however in the text), as 

advocated by systemic functional linguistits: the ideational, or meanings about the 

world and reality, the textual, or meanings about the message, and the interpersonal, 

or meanings about roles and relationships (Wang 2005). To differentiate fine-grained 

meanings of however, I will adopt a meaning-maximalist perspective (Huang 2007: 

209, 211; Posner 1980). The study of meaning involves semantics and pragmatics. 

Two perspectives on their relation are represented by “meaning-maximalist” and 

“meaning-minimalist”. The former attributes as much meaning as possible to 

semantics, while the latter to pragmatics. Thus, for example, for maximalists the 

conjunction and has at least seven meanings (location, simultaneity, source, 

succession, cause, conditionality, conclusion), while for minimalists it has only one 

meaning (additive) (Schiffrin 1987: 182-90). To explain new meaning interpretations, 

I will resort to the “invited inferencing” theory (Geis and Zwicky 1971; Ariel 2008: 

160) which seems to be a convincing framework to explain the emergence of new 

meaning interpretations based on situated use. By this theory new meanings follow a 

path “from coded meaning to utterance-token meaning to utterance-type meaning and, 

finally, to a new coded meaning” (González-Cruz 2007: 148). The reading of a new 

meaning is operationally defined as “not sporadically attested”, not dependent 

“entirely on context”, and more informative than the original meaning (ibid). 

 

As the notions of proposition, predication and reference are “crucial for sentence 

meaning” (Hurford, Heasley, and Smith 2007: 303-04), for which however as a 

“cohesive device” can provide “clues” (Schiffrin 1987: 8-10), these notions will be 

examined to help pinpoint however’s function in discourse. Propositions are the “basic 

element of sentence meaning”, the state of affairs of the sentence, disregarding its 

grammatical information. (Saeed 2003: 14) Useful methods will be adopted to clarify 

the proposition relation, such as Schiffrin’s (1987: 190) analyses of conjunctions from 

two levels and three dimensions, Miller’s (2009: 326-27, 336) “rephrasing”, 

“paraphrasing”, and “substitution” techniques of discourse markers, and Mortier and 

Degand’s (2009: 338-66) “removal”(of the contrastive connector) technique. Some of 
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the previous findings relevant to however’s discourse function will be considered and 

checked, including Smits (cf. Altenberg 2006:11-12), Doherty (2000/2001: 246), 

Matthiessen and Thompson (1988: 298), and Rudolph (1996). 

 

3.2.3 Research objectives 

In this study, I will investigate the usage features of contrastive/concessive connectors 

in modern British English as evidenced in the British National Corpus, a large and 

reasonably representative English text corpus, which contains 90 million written and 10 

million spoken words divided into six registers, aiming to gain a better understanding 

of these connectors at three levels.  

 

At macro level I will try to find out (1) how many such connectors there are and what 

they are, and provide a relatively complete list of these connectors in modern British 

English, evidenced in the BNC; (2) how frequent these connectors are used in the BNC 

as a whole and in four important genres of it—academic prose, newspapers, fiction, and 

spoken English. I will meet this target by examining the normalized frequency of these 

connectors per million words in the BNC. 

 

At middle level I will study eleven common connectors—but, yet, however, whether, 

whatever, while, though, although, despite, at least and instead—in the four genres in 

more detail, based on more than 8800 random samples from the BNC. These eleven 

members cover more than 85% of the usage of all the contrastive connectors in the 

BNC. I will focus on their genre-related meaning and function, their positional 

distribution in the sentence or utterance (whether they are used sentence initially, 

medially, or finally), the syntactic patterns they are used in, and their common 

collocations. 

 

At micro level I will conduct a case study of however by semantic analysis and text 

analysis, and by observing however in English/Chinese translation. However is very 

frequent in modern written English, has varied usage and is especially problematic for 

EFL learners (Chapter 1). Many aspects of it seems to be under-researched and worth 

further investigation. Aspects to be examined include the syntactic patterns and 

meanings of however, the genre-related meanings and functions of however, the two 

functions of however in sentence-second position and the reasons for this usage, the 

noticeable “coordinating” usage of however and possible reasons, the “misuse” of 

however in translation and the reasons. By this in-depth study, I aim to provide a profile 

of the usage of however in modern British English.  

 

Apart from this, I will extend this study somewhat further by comparing the overall 

frequency of contrastive/concessive connectors in modern British English (evidenced in 

the BNC) and modern American English (evidenced in the COCA), and in four specific 

genres (academic prose, newspapers, fiction, and spoken English) of these two corpora, 

and check the frequency with Log- Likelihood test, to explore the macro similarities 

and differences of these connectors in these two important varieties of English. I will 
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also compare the number, frequency, and genre-related features of common contrastive 

connectors in the BNC and some Chinese corpora at macro and middle levels, to gain 

an overall understanding of the respective usage of contrastive connectors in modern 

English and Chinese, to benefit the teaching and translation of English/Chinese as a 

foreign language.  

 

3.2.4 Research tools 

(1) The following corpora will be used in this study. Details of each corpus can be 

found in the relevant chapter or section. 

 The one-hundred-million-word British National Corpus, XML edition, 2007, 

XAIRA version 1.23, for the retrieval of overall frequency and random samples in 

specific genres, and for detailed sample analysis. 

 CORPUS.BYU.EDU/BNC, a free online version of the BNC corpus by Mark 

Davis, for retrieving the overall and normalized register-specific frequency (occurrence 

per million words), positional distribution, and for example analysis. 

 The free online BNC world website, provided by the BNC World Service, for 

overall frequency cross-check. 

 CORPUS.BYU.EDU/COCA, a free online Corpus of Contemporary American 

English by Mark Davis, containing 386 million words at the time of this research, for 

the retrieval of overall and register-specific frequency of the contrastive/concessive 

connectors in AmE. 

 The free on-line Centre for Chinese Linguistics corpus, Peking University 

(CCL-PKU). The CCL-PKU comprises two parts: ancient Chinese and modern 

Chinese. In this study only the modern part will be used, which contains 264 million 

Chinese characters of modern Chinese. This corpus, as well as the following three 

Chinese corpora will be used to retrieve and cross-check the frequency of 

contrastive/concessive connectors in modern Chinese.  

 The Academia Sinica Balanced Corpus of Modern Chinese (in Taiwan), which 

contains 5 million POS tagged Chinese words.  

 The on-line service of the National Language Commission (NLC) corpus, which 

contains 20 million tagged Chinese characters.  

 The Lancaster Corpus of Mandarin Chinese (LCMC), a one million word balanced 

and tagged corpus of modern Chinese.   

 The LCMC, and part of the one million-word Lancaster-Los Angeles Spoken 

Chinese Corpus (LLCSC)
 13

 for genre-related analysis in Chinese. 

 The Hong Lou Meng (Chinese-English) parallel corpus
14

, the Babel 

English-Chinese Parallel Corpus
15

, and part of the Beijing Foreign Studies University 

Chinese/English Parallel Corpus (BFSU-CEPC)
16

, for the study of however in 

translation and parallel corpora. 
                                                        
13

 The LCMC and part of the LLCSC were kindly provided by Richard, Xiao. 
14

 The HLM corpus was kindly provided by Huaqing Hong. 
15

 The Babel corpus was kindly provided by Richard Xiao.  
16

 This part of the BFSU-CEPC contains 5 million words/characters, and was kindly provided by Kefei 

Wang. 

http://dbo.sinica.edu.tw/ftms-bin/kiwi1/mkiwi.sh?ukey=1815756804&language=1&qtype=-1
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(2) The following observation check lists will be used as measuring instruments for 

data recording, checking and analysis. 

 To find out the frequency distribution of contrastive connectors in the BNC and 

four major registers, I will retrieve, calculate, and double check the normalized overall 

frequency (occurrence per million words) of the connectors in the BNC as a whole, and 

in the genres of spoken English, fiction, newspapers and academic prose. Table 3.1 is 

such an example, which shows the normalized overall frequency of although in the 

BNC and four registers. 

Table 3.1 Frequency of the contrastive connectors in the BNC and four major registers 

Item 
Whole BNC 

freq. Per mi. 

Spoken  

freq. per mi. 

Fiction  

freq. per mi. 

Newsp.  

freq. per mi. 

Acad. 

freq. per mi. 

Although 427.6 160.3 242.9 338.6 690.8 

 To find out and compare the macro level positional distribution of contrastive 

connectors in the BNC, I will retrieve the number of the raw occurrence of the 

connectors, and turn it into normalized occurrence per million words. I will retrieve the 

total occurrence of connectors in sentence initial, sentence medial, and sentence final 

positions, and turn it into percentage. Table 3.2 is such an example, which shows the 

macro level positional distribution of however in the BNC. 

Table 3.2 Position distribution and percentage of the contrastive connectors in the BNC 

Item: 

however 

Raw 

occur. 

Occur. 

per mi. 

At sent.  

initial 
% 

In sent.  

medial 
% 

In sent.  

final 
% 

Whole BNC 59730 597.3 26782 44.8 31972 53.5 976 1.6 

 To study the usage (especially the collocation) of contrastive connectors, the items 

in Table 3.3 will be recorded or checked, including the source and line number of the 

concordance line which contains the connector under study, the aspect to be observed, 

the features found, the classification of the found feature, and my notes or comments. 

Table 3.3 Observation list of the usage of contrastive connectors in concordance lines  

Source and 

line no. 

Item under 

study 

Aspect to 

observe 

Feature  

found 

Classification of the 

found feature 

Notes or 

comments 

1      

...      

100      

Total       

Based on Sinclair (2003) 

 For more detailed study of the positional distribution of contrastive connectors and 

their corresponding functions, the sentence medial position is to be further divided into 

seven types, including the connector being used after an initial  

- subject 

- modal/auxiliary verb 

- main verb (including be) 

- main clause 

- adverbial 

- subordinate clause 
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or at the initial position of a subordinate clause. These detailed positional distributions 

will be recorded and summarized in Table 3.4. 

 

Table 3.4 Detailed position distribution of contrastive connectors in the BNC samples 

Item 

In  

sent. 

initial 

After 

initial 

subject 

After 

initial 

modal 

verb 

After initial 

main verb 

(incl. be) 

After  

initial 

main  

clause 

After initial 

adverbial 

After   

initial 

sub.  

clause 

In the 

Initial of 

sub.  

clause 

In 

sent. 

final 

1          

…          

50          

Total            

 

 Table 3.5 will be checked as a reference for the meaning interpretation of however 

in context. When a meaning or function of it not covered by Table 3.5 is attested 

several times, it will be interpreted as its new meaning. 

 

Table 3.5 However: Meaning, function, POS, working definition, and example 

Meaning  nevertheless/  

yet 

to whatever 

extent or degree 

in whatever 

manner or state 

to whatever 

extent or degree 

emphatic  

“how” 

Syntactic 

function 

sentence 

contrast 

unconditional 

clause concession 

irrelevant clause 

concession  

Vagueness and 

dismissal 

Emphatic 

question 

Part of speech Adv. Adv. Conj. Adv. Adv. 

Working 

definition 

Leads the 

second 

contrastive 

sentence 

Before an adj. or 

adv. in the sub. 

clause 

Before a sub. 

clause 

After or (and 

often before an 

adj.) 

Leads a 

question 

Example  Some of the 

food crops 

failed. However, 

the cotton did 

quite well… 

However hard she 

tried, nothing 

seemed to work. 

Wear your hair 

however you 

want. 

Wait 30 to 60 

minutes or 

however long it 

takes. 

However did 

you find this 

place in such 

weather? 

Based on Collins COBUILD on CD-ROM (2003), and Random House Dictionary (1980: 436) 

 

3.3 A working definition of contrast and contrastive connectors 

Despite so much research work, there seems to be disagreement in the terms relating to 

contrast and concession, because the definitions of them “range across the semantic, 

logical, pragmatic, functional, and discourse domains, and some of these definitions 

overlap and intersect.” (Fraser and Malamud-Makowski, cited by Altenberg 2002: 21) 

At least eight terms have been used for the notion of contrast (Fraser 1998: 323, note 

4). Quirk et al (1972, 1985) and Rudolph (1996) use contrast in preference to 

adversativity, and Halliday and Hasan (1976) use adversative as an umbrella term to 

cover different contrastive relations. Chalker (1996) uses concession instead of 

contrast. Of two studies by Altenberg (2002, 2006), one regards however as a 

concessive connector, the other treats it as contrastive. To some researchers such as 

Rudolph (1996: 4-14), the distinction is purely a grammatical one. Adversative to her 
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refers to the "coordinate relation of the connection of contrast", whereas concessive 

refers to the "subordinate relation" of it. To other researchers, the distinction is a 

semantic one and concession is a special type of adversativity. As Quirk observes, “all 

concessive relations are adversative, but not all adversative relations are concessive” 

(Quirk1954: 4).There have been many efforts to draw a clear line between contrast and 

concession (cf. Altenberg 2002: 22-23), but numerous “fruitless efforts” convinced 

König (1988: 149) that no clear distinction can be drawn between adversative and 

concessive relations, so he uses these two terms in the same sense.  

 

Thus the need to re-examine the terms contrast, adversativity, and concession, and 

clarify the terms discourse marker, linking adverbial, connector, connective, and 

conjunction, to provide an operational definition for contrastive connectors in this 

study. Contrast has been traditionally called adversativity and is associated with 

coordination with but (Lakoff 1971). It refers to “a striking exhibition of unlikeness” 

(RHD: 200). In such relation, the speaker “explicitly asserts (supposed) incompatibility 

between [propositions] p and q and indicates his viewpoint as the only relevant” 

(Mortier and Degand 2009: 341; Schwenter 2000: 260). It “does not presuppose the 

validity of “p therefore q” in a distinctive mental space, or the co-existence of two 

mental spaces (Lang 2000: 244). Contrasts are of two main types: a semantic contrast is 

“between two lexical items”, while a pragmatic contrast is “between speaker/hearer 

expectations and actuality”. (Lakoff 1971; Schiffrin1987: 86)  

 

Adversativity expresses “opposition or antithesis” (RHD: 13), the latter being “a direct 

contrast or opposition” (“the antithesis of right and wrong.”) (ibid: 37) Thus by 

dictionary definition adversativity can best be regarded as one type of contrast. 

Concession is a “specific variety” of the “more general and basic” “adversative 

relations” (König, 1988). Two mental spaces are involved in concession. One is a 

normally valid causal inference—“p therefore q”, which is invalidated by another, 

because the truth of q is denied (Verhagen 2000, Schwenter 2000: 260). Thus in 

concession, two normally incompatible propositions are both validated by the speaker 

(König, 1988: 46). In spoken language, at least two parties are involved in concession. 

In written texts, “the speaker is expressing two viewpoints” (Schwenter 2000: 260). 

One “concedes and one to whom (or for whom) the concession is made” 

(Couper-Kuhlen & Thomson 2000: 382). “A Concession relation holds when one 

portion of a text concedes a point potentially damaging to the argument the writer 

wishes to make.” (Matthiessen and Thompson 1988: 294)  

 

Contrast, therefore, seems to be a relatively broad and common term. Adversitivity 

seems to be opposition and direct contrast, sounding technical and somewhat 

unfriendly. Concession is a special type of contrast, in most cases against expectation. 

Although Halliday and Hasan (1976: 35, 255-56) use adversativity to cover contrast 

and concession, contrast seems to have a broader coverage in meaning and can be 

regarded as a “superordinate term encompassing adversativity and concession” 

(Rudolph 1996, González-Cruz 2007: 150-52).  
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Discourse markers (ok, well, etc.) are mainly used in spoken discourse. The meaning of 

these markers is highly context-dependent. Linking adverbials (nevertheless, however, 

thus, etc.) are used in both spoken and written registers, with “greater inherent meaning 

than discourse markers” (Biber 2006: 66). Conjunctions are used to link clauses. 

Connectors are used to link sentences and segments of discourse (Chalker 1996: 2-3). 

Most conjunctions are coordinators, the major function of which is to connect parallel 

clauses. Most linking adverbials are subordinators, the major function of which is to 

connect a subordinate clause with the main clause (Biber et al 1999: 80-81, 85)
17

. 

Connective seems to be a collective term for connectors and is widely used, but it 

sounds tautological when it co-occurs with contrastive or concessive, and that is 

probably why the latter is preferred in some recent research (cf. Altenberg 2006, 2002, 

Chalker 1996). 

 

In this study, I will follow Quirk et al (1972, 1985) and use contrast semantically and 

functionally as a hyperonym covering different types and degrees of contrast, including 

adversativity and concession. The upper case CONTRAST will be used to refer to pure 

contrast, whenever necessary, to avoid possible confusion between contrast and 

concession. I will use connector functionally as a superordinate term (and as a synonym 

of connective) which refers to a linking word or phrase that connects mainly sentences 

but also clauses in written English, or utterances in spoken English. Thus in this study 

contrastive connectors are defined semantically and used functionally as an umbrella 

term, covering contrastive and concessive connectors that link sentences, clauses, and 

utterances, including contrastive conjunctions that link coordinate clauses, and 

contrastive adverbials (such as adverbs, prepositions, prepositional phrases, etc.) that 

link the subordinate clause. Terms such as conjunction, coordinator, and subordinator 

are grammatical, and will not be used or emphasized unless it is necessary to make a 

grammatical distinction between such connectors.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
17

 But however and thus seem to connect sentences, rather than subordinate clauses with main clauses 

(J Miller 2011, pers. comm.) 
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CHAPTER 4 

A MACRO DESCRIPTION OF CONTRASTIVE CONNECTORS 

IN ENGLISH AND CHINESE 

 

In this chapter I explore the macro features of contrastive connectors in modern British 

English and Chinese by comparing evidence from two large English corpora and four 

Chinese corpora, in terms of the total number, frequency, and overall usage 

characteristics of such connectors in both languages. This chapter is divided into six 

sections. A relatively complete list of the contrastive connectors in modern BrE is 

provided in 4.1. The normalized frequencies of 68 such connectors in the BNC and 

COCA are compared in 4.2. The frequencies of these connectors in four common 

genres in the BNC and COCA are compared in 4.3. The frequencies of these connectors 

between the four genres in the BNC are discussed in 4.4. The macro features of 57 

Chinese contrastive connectors are presented in 4.5. The overall similarities and 

differences of contrastive connectors in modern BrE and Chinese are described in 4.6.  

 

4.1 Contrastive connectors in modern British English: Number and frequency 

I select contrastive connectors by their meaning and function, not hindered by their 

grammatical, logical or communicative categories, to make the list inclusive. The 

advantage of this approach is that it can avoid unnecessary repetition and disagreement, 

which may occur if, for example, the contrastive connectors are selected by 

grammatical category, as many such connectors have multiple grammatical functions.  

 

I use Chalker’s (1996: 26-34) list of 48 concessive connectors as a basis, and add 

another 18 members not covered by this list, seven from Fraser (1998: 306-08), one 

from Halliday and Hasan (1976), three from Hunston (2001: 13-33), and seven from 

Carter and McCarthy (2006: 256-62). Thus a relatively complete list of 66 contrastive 

connectors is obtained
18

, whose normalized frequency (occurrence per million words) 

in the 100 million-word BNC, as well as in four common registers of it—spoken genre, 

fiction, newspapers, and academic prose—is presented in table 4.1. Most of the 

statistics in Table 4.1 are obtained by using the “chart” function of the VIEW 

(view.byu.edu) program, but some are retrieved by searching each register with the 

VIEW program, as they are either not provided or wrongly provided by the “chart” 

function. 

 

                                                        
18

 Some seemingly controversial or rare expressions are not included (e.g. otherwise, regarded as “condition” by 

Chalker ( 1996: 26), but included in “contrastive” and discussed under “conditional” by Carter and McCarthy  

(2006: sections 136 d, 456), of course, regarded as “opinion of likelihood” by Chalker (1996: 139-40) but 

recognized as concessive in argument by Carter and McCarthy (2006: section 56), and be feted as (Hunston 

2001: 13-33) which cannot even be found in the BNC. 
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Table 4.1 Normalized frequency of 66 contrastive connectors in the BNC and four major registers   

Contrastive 

connectors 

Overall  

no./mi. w 

Spoken genre 

no./mi. w 

Fiction 

no./mi. w 

Newspapers 

no./mi. w. 

Acad. Prose 

no./mi. w 

(1)      

although 427.6 160.3 242.9 338.6 690.8 

though 333.4 414.7 434.3 256.2 350.0 

even though 57.5 38.3 52 66.8 80.2 

while 547.8 240.7 646.6 681.0 570.1 

(concessive while)  6.0 64.7 238.3 513.1 

whilst 57.75 33.3 33.8 10.7 83.4 

whereas 61.69 63.8 17.8 18.5 143.9 

not that 35.93 80.1 79.8 18.3 18.7 

much as 48.59 41.0 48.4 40.0 33.0 

granted that 2.35 0.7 2.3 0.7 4.1 

admittedly 7.08 5.1 5.6 5.6 13.5 

even if 85.7 68.4 92 60.5 125.3 

if not 36.5 22.0 26.4 26.4 50.9 

whether 326.4 413.4 187.3 242.8 581.2 

(whether (…) or) 28.7 22.4 11.7 16.8 61.7 

whatever 127.9 289.0 166.3 72.3 115.4 

whichever 8.5 11.8 7.0 5.2 9.8 

whoever 13.8 28.2 32.0 13.6 4.9 

wherever 22.1 31.9 25.1 12.1 17.1 

however 597.3 89.3 187.5 387.9 1,216.6 

no matter what 5.6 7.1 9.4 6.6 2.7 

no matter who 0.4 0.9 0.6 0.7 0.1 

no matter which 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 

no matter how 10.1 4.3 13.5 7.4 8.4 

albeit 13.8 4.5 4.9 10.0 25.7 

even so 14.3 7.3 21.2 9.4 13.1 

still 720.1 768.5 1,127.9 855.9 475.2 

(still,) 29.5 22.5 84.7 15.0 12.7 

nevertheless 70.5 26.0 37.4 27.9 153.9 

nonetheless 13.0 4.1 4.1 6.3 24.4 

all the same 10. 16.4 30.9 3.1 3.5 

anyway 116.5 504.4 232.2 35.5 18.4 

anyhow 4.6 17.2 10.3 0.3 1.3 

in any case 22.2 6.8 36.6 9.4 36.6 

at any rate 6.7 4.5 13.5 2.4 10.0 

in any event 6.8 4.1 3.0 2.4 18.9 

at all events 0.9 0.3 0.7 0.3 2.3 

at least 250.9 166.2 249.1 241.8 339.8 

for that matter 5.0 3.0 8.2 3.1 4.7 
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having said that 3.2 12.8 0.6 2.4 1.4 

that said 3.1 4.9 4.1 3.0 0.8 

alternatively 17.3 3.0 1.4 4.2 37.1 

instead 72.6 22.4 89.9 78.3 79.5 

by contrast 14.3 1.3 2.2 8.9 37.6 

in contrast 22.4 0.5 3.1 10.4 66.4 

conversely 8.1 1.4 0.4 1.7 23.0 

on the other hand 53.1 23.9 26.4 19.4 115.6 

on the contrary 8.1 1.3 9.1 2.4 18.1 

at the same time 69.2 44.4 53.0 38.8 95.9 

despite 143.6 21.5 89.5 238.5 178.1 

in spite of 27.1 5.13 39.58 26.79 29.49 

(2)      

yet 129.5 20.1 155.2 113.6 174.1 

(3)      

but 3298.0 3,800.3 5,042.1 3,826.5 2,623.7 

alternately 2.3 0.8 3.2 0.9 1.9 

in comparison 7.5 3.3 2.1 4.2 14.9 

all the same 10.2 16.4 30.9 3.1 3.5 

rather + punc. 13.6 10.6 17.5 5.2 27.5 

quite the contrary 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.8 

contrariwise 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 

(4)      

on the downside 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 

may not be a... 1.4 1.2 0.9 1.1 2.5 

up to a point 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 

(5)      

more accurately 3.1 0.8 1.1 1.5 6.9 

more precisely 2.2 0.3 0.6 0.5 7.1 

then again 5.2 17.1 6.9 3.9 1.5 

for all that 3.1 2.2 6.5 2.5 2.5 

after all 61.6 31.6 163.6 50.1 33.5 

mind you 13.8 82.0 17.9 5.1 0.4 

by comparison 5.4 1.7 3.1 2.8 9.1 

Based on (1) Chalker (1996: 26-34), (2) Halliday and Hasan (1976), (3) Fraser (1998: 306-08), (4) 

Hunston (2001:13-33), and (5) Carter and McCarthy (2006: 256-62). The statistics of the concessive use 

of while is calculated based on Biber, et al (1999: 849), of whether (…) or and of still plus comma is 

retrieved with VIEW separately, all of which put in brackets under the respective connector. 

 

4.2 English contrastive connectors in the BNC and COCA: An overall description 

To examine the macro features of the contrastive connectors in modern English, I use 
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the BNC to retrieve their usage frequencies, which contains 100.5 million words
19

 

mainly from 1975 to 1993. I also use the Corpus of Contemporary American English 

(COCA) (http://corpus.byu.edu/) as a reference corpus, which contains 386.9 million 

words (as in July 2009) from 1990 to the present, with the intention of comparing how 

these connectors are used in modern BrE and AmE in terms of frequency. This macro 

comparison is focused on their rank and percentage in relation to all of them, and 

normalized frequency per million words. This is only a very general comparison, as the 

components and proportions of each genre in the two corpora differ somewhat. The 

overall result is presented in Table 4.2 (for details see Appendix 4.1). 

 

Table 4.2 Contrastive connectors in the BNC and COCA: A comparison 

Rank In BNC Occur. / 

mi. w 

% Rank In COCA Occur. 

/mi. w 

% 

1  but [cjs] 4416.3 51.4% 1  but [cjs] 4411.3 53.9% 

2  however 594.5 6.9% 2  while[cjs]  582.8 7.1% 

3  while[cjs]  485.8 5.7% 3  though 406.6 5.0% 

4  though 438.2 5.1% 4  however 365.0 4.5% 

5  although 425.6 5.0% 5  whether.[cjs] 303.6 3.7% 

   Ist top 5  74.1%     74.2% 

6  whether.[cjs] 324.9 3.8% 6  although 277.2 3.4% 

7  at least 249.5 2.9% 7  at least 275.8 3.4% 

8  yet 164.2 1.9% 8  instead 190.3 2.3% 

9  despite 142.9 1.7% 9  yet 150.8 1.8% 

10  instead 141.8 1.6% 10  despite 128.0 1.6% 

   2nd top 5  11.9%     12.5% 

   Top 10 86%     86.7% 

11  whatever 127.3 1.5% 11  whatever 125.1 1.5% 

12  Anyway 116.0 1.3% 12  even though 87.0 1.1% 

13  even if 85.3 1.0% 13  even if 83.9 1.0% 

14  nevertheless 70.1 0.8% 14  anyway 70.0 0.9% 

15  at the same time 68.9 0.8% 15  still , 69.7 0.9% 

   3rd top 5  5.4%     5.4% 

16  after all 61.6 0.7% 16  at the same time 66.8 0.8% 

17  whereas 61.4 0.7% 17  after all 61.8 0.8% 

18  whilst 57.5 0.7% 18  no matter 48.0 0.6% 

19  even though 57.3 0.7% 19  on the other hand 45.2 0.6% 

20  on the other hand 52.9 0.6% 20  not that 39.3 0.5% 

                                                        
19

 Different versions of the BNC contain slightly different numbers of words. The on-line BNC World 

Edition, from which I retrieved most of the raw frequencies of the contrastive connectors, 

contains100467090 words (http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/corpus/index.xml.ID=numbers). This 

information was kindly provided by Lou Bernard (pers. comm. 28 July 2009). This number is therefore 

used as the denominator in the calculation of the normalized occurrence per million words in the BNC. 

http://corpus.byu.edu/
http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/corpus/index.xml.ID=numbers
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   4th top 5 3.4%     3.3% 

   Top 20 94.7%     95.2% 

21  if not 36.3 0.4% 21  if not 37.0 0.5% 

22  not that 35.8 0.4% 22  nevertheless 33.3 0.4% 

23  still , 29.3 0.3% 23  whereas 31.7 0.4% 

24  in spite of 27.0 0.3% 24  in contrast 23.1 0.3% 

25  in contrast 22.3 0.3% 25  nonetheless 23.0 0.3% 

26  in any case 22.1 0.3% 26  rather , 22.3 0.3% 

27  wherever 22.0 0.3% 27  n't matter 19.5 0.2% 

28  n't matter 17.8 0.2% 28  wherever 18.4 0.2% 

29  alternatively 17.2 0.2% 29  in spite of 16.1 0.2% 

30  by contrast 14.3 0.2% 30  whoever 15.4 0.2% 

31  even so 14.1 0.2% 31  by contrast 11.9 0.1% 

32  mind you 13.8 0.2% 32  even so 10.5 0.1% 

33  whoever 13.8 0.2% 33  that said 10.5 0.1% 

34  albeit 13.7 0.2% 34  in any case 9.3 0.1% 

35  nonetheless 12.9 0.2% 35  whatsoever 9.0 0.1% 

36  rather , 11.6 0.1% 36  albeit 8.9 0.1% 

37  all the same 10.3 0.1% 37  for that matter 8.4 0.1% 

38  whatsoever 9.4 0.1% 38  in comparison 6.5 0.1% 

39  whichever 8.4 0.1% 39  then again 6.4 0.1% 

40  conversely 8.1 0.1% 40  much as 6.3 0.1% 

41  on the contrary 8.0 0.1% 41  conversely 5.8 0.1% 

42  in comparison 7.5 0.1% 42  on the contrary 5.5 0.1% 

43  admittedly 7.0 0.1% 43  all the same 4.5 0.1% 

44  in any event 6.8 0.1% 44  admittedly 4.4 0.1% 

45  much as 6.7 0.1% 45  by comparison 4.1 0.1% 

46  at any rate 6.6 0.1% 46  anyhow 4.1 0.0% 

47  by comparison 5.3 0.1% 47  alternatively 3.6 0.0% 

48  then again 5.2 0.1% 48  in any event 3.6 0.0% 

49  for that matter 5.0 0.1% 49  whichever 3.2 0.0% 

50  Anyhow 4.6 0.1% 50  alternately 3.1 0.0% 

51  not matter 4.4 0.1% 51  at any rate 3.1 0.0% 

52  for all that 3.2 0.0% 52  more accurately 2.5 0.0% 

53  having said that 3.2 0.0% 53  more precisely 2.1 0.0% 

54  more accurately 3.1 0.0% 54  not matter 2.1 0.0% 

55  that said 3.1 0.0% 55  for all that 2.1 0.0% 

56  no matter 2.7 0.0% 56  mind you 2.0 0.0% 

57  granted that 2.3 0.0% 57  having said that 1.8 0.0% 

58  alternately 2.3 0.0% 58  may not be a… 1.6 0.0% 

59  more precisely 2.2 0.0% 59  whomever 1.6 0.0% 

60  may not be a… 1.4 0.0% 60  granted that 1.3 0.0% 

61  up to a point 1.3 0.0% 61  whilst 1.1 0.0% 
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62  at all events 0.9 0.0% 62  quite the contrary 0.8 0.0% 

63  quite the contrary 0.4 0.0% 63  up to a point 0.7 0.0% 

64  whomsoever 0.3 0.0% 64  on the downside 0.4 0.0% 

65  howsoever 0.3 0.0% 65  at all events 0.1 0.0% 

66  whomever 0.3 0.0% 66  contrariwise 0.1 0.0% 

67  contrariwise 0.1 0.0% 67  whomsoever 0.1 0.0% 

68  on the downside 0.1 0.0% 68  howsoever 0.0 0.0% 

Total    8596.4     8181.0  

Note: The 68 contrastive connectors in Table 4.2 cover all the 66 members provided in Table 4.1. In 

addition, the four “no matter” s (no matter what/who/which/how) in Table 4.1 are replaced by “no 

matter” (item 56), “n’t matter” (item 28), and “not matter” (item 51) in Table 4.2, and “whatsoever” (item 

38), “whomsoever”, “howsoever”, “whomever” (items 64 to 66) are found in the searching process and 

added to Table 4.2, thus making the list more inclusive.   

 

In terms of occurrence per million words, more contrastive connectors are used in the 

BNC than in the COCA: 8596.4 vs. 8181.0—the latter is about 95% of the former, and 

the difference is significant by Log Likelihood (LL) test value (p<0.01). This suggests 

that modern BrE tends to use about 5% more contrastive connectors than modern AmE, 

assuming that it is not a genre difference associated with the two corpora. In both 

corpora, the most frequent contrastive connector is but: 51.4 % in the BNC, and 53.9 % 

in the COCA. The other 67 members only cover 48.6% in the BNC and 46.1 % in the 

COCA. The 2.5% difference between the frequency of but in the BNC and the COCA 

indicates that but is slightly more frequent in present day AmE than in BrE, but the 

difference is not significant (LL test score=0.00). But is therefore the dominant 

contrastive connector in modern English, used with the highest frequency, and covers 

slightly more than half of all the usage of contrastive connectors. This supports 

Rudolph’s observation (1996) that but covers about half of the usage among 20 frequent 

contrastive connectors in English.  

 

The next ten contrastive connectors below but cover 36.0% of all their usage in the 

BNC and 34.3% in the COCA. These 11 contrastive connectors in both corpora are not 

only identical members but their percentage ranks are also similar (Chart 4.1). Their 

percentage totals 87.4% in the BNC and 88.2% in the COCA. This is a clear indication 

that among the contrastive connectors in modern BrE and AmE, these eleven members 

are most frequently used, covering more than 87% of all their usage.  
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Chart 4.1 

Top 11 contrastive connectors in BNC and COCA: relative 

percentage comparison

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

from 1 to 11: but, however, while, though, although, whether, at least, yet, 

despite, instead, whatever

in BNC 87.4%

in COCA 88.2%

 

 

In both corpora, the 20 most frequent contrastive connectors (about 30% of the 68 

connectors) cover about 95% of their usage (and 17 members of these 20 are identical 

in both corpora), while the other 48 connectors (about 70%) only cover 5%. If we 

divide these 20 connectors into four five-member groups by frequency, the first group 

of five (most frequent) members in both corpora cover about 74% of all the usage of 

the contrastive connectors, the second group about 12%, the third group 5%, and the 

fourth group 3%. The descending rate in both corpora is quite similar and striking. If 

we take the occurrence of 10 times in every million words as a cut-off point, there are 

37 such members in the BNC, totaling 98.2% of the contrastive connector usage, and 

33 in the COCA, totaling 98.5%. The remaining 31 members in the BNC and 35 

members in the COCA only cover less than 2% of their usage. This indicates in both 

British and American English the contrastive connectors are very unevenly used: but is 

unusually frequent, covering more than half of all their usage, a few of them are highly 

frequent, and the rest are much less frequent. This agrees with Miller (2009: 317-37) 

who has similar findings in the distribution of discourse particles. Statistically, by LL 

test, 22% (15/68) of these 68 contrastive connectors are used with significant difference 

in the two corpora, 78% are not. We can say so with 95% to 99.99% of certainty. 

(Details of the LL test scores can be found in Appendix 4.2.) Nine contrastive 

connectors are significantly more frequent in the BNC: although, alternately, anyway, 

however, in any case, mind you, nevertheless, whereas and whilst; six are so in the 

COCA: while, even though, instead, no matter, still, and that said.  

 

Semantically the top 20 contrastive connectors in the BNC can be arguably divided into 

two broad groups: contrastive and concessive. The former can be further divided into 
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strongly contrastive (but, however, yet) (59.9%), contrastive (whereas, while, on the 

other hand) (6.9%), formally contrastive
20

 (nevertheless, whilst) (1.5%), mildly 

contrastive (at the same time) (0.8%), the latter into strongly concessive (wh-ever, even 

if, even though) (4.1%), concessive (though, although, whether, despite, instead) (17%), 

and mildly concessive (at least, anyway, after all) (4.9%). The distribution of these 

seven groups (Chart 4.2) shows the contrastive group contains nine members and 

covers 69% of the total usage, while the concessive group contains eleven members and 

covers 25% of the total usage. (The rest 48 members cover about 6% of the total 

usage.)  

 

Chart 4.2 

Top 20 contrastiive connectors in BNC: Semantic grouping

strongly contrastive (but,

however, yet)

contrastive (whereas, while, on

the other hand) 

formally contrastive

(nevertheless, whilst) 

mildly contrastive (at the same

time) 

strongly concessive (wh*ever,

even if, even though)

concessive (though, although,

whether, despite, instead)

mildly concessive (at least,

anyway, after all) 

 

 

In sum, as evidenced in the BNC and COCA, the frequencies of the 68 contrastive 

connectors in modern English differ greatly in real usage. But is most frequent, 

covering a little more than half of their usage. The next ten are however, while, though, 

although, whether, at least, yet, despite, instead, and whatever, covering more than one 

third of their usage. These eleven connectors are identical in British and American 

English and cover more than 87% of their usage. The top 20 contrastive connectors 

cover 95% of their usage and the top half cover 98%. The bottom half are used much 

less frequently, covering only about 2% of their usage. Statistically by LL test, about 

80% of the contrastive connectors are used without significant difference in frequency 
                                                        
20

 By “formally contrastive” I mean they are characteristic of formal styles. Admittedly, this kind of 

characteristic is different from the other three categories, because it has to do with genre whereas the 

others have to do with their semantic/pragmatic force. Semantically the “formally contrastive” group 

can be merged into the “contrastive group”. 
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in British and American English, but about 20% are. This is an indication that 

considerable variation has occurred in the use of these connectors in the two important 

varieties of English, though on the whole they are similar.  

 

4.3 Contrastive connectors in four genres of the BNC and COCA: A comparison 

The overall frequencies of the 68 contrastive connectors in four corresponding genres 

of the BNC and COCA—spoken English, academic writing, newspapers, and fiction, 

and the LL test result of them, are compared in Table 4.3. The other two genres 

(miscellaneous writing in the BNC and magazines in the COCA) are not compared, 

because there are no comparable counterparts in the other corpus.  

 

Table 4.3 Genre comparison of the contrastive connectors in the BNC and COCA  

Genre 

Occur. 

/m in 

BNC 

Occur. 

/m in  

COCA  

LL test 

result 

COCA:  

BNC 

No sig. 

dif (%) 

With sig. 

dif. (%)  

Not in 2 

corpora 

 (%)  

Not in 

1corpus 

(%) 

spoken 9820.1  8565.3 85.7 87% 50 42.6 2.9 2.9 

academic 9274.1 7683.3 149.4 83% 67.6 28  4.4 

newspaper 8431.5 7729.3 30.5 92% 69.1 25 4.4 1.5 

fiction 9659.1 8692.9  50.9 90% 70.6 27.9  1.5 

 

First and consistently, in terms of normalized occurrence per million words, we can say 

with 99.99% of certainty by LL test that significantly more such connectors are used in 

each of the four genres of the BNC than in the COCA. In terms of percentage, in the 

spoken genre the occurrence of all these connectors in the COCA is 87% as much as 

that in the BNC; in academic writing, it is 83%; in newspapers, it is 92%; in fiction it is 

90%. The difference ranges from 17% (A), to 13% (S), to 10% (F) and 8% (N). This 

suggests that in the four genres of contemporary English, the British people tend to use 

more contrastive connectors than the American. This is particularly so in academic 

writing, followed by spoken English. Newspapers show smaller variation, joined by 

fiction. The LL test shows contrastive connectors in the spoken genre of BrE and AmE 

seem to vary the most: 42.6% of them are used with significant difference in frequency, 

whereas in the written genres they vary less: 25% (N), to 27.9% (F), to 28% (A) of 

them are used with significant difference. 

 

To pinpoint the actual contrastive connectors which occur with significantly different 

frequency in the four genres of the two corpora, I used the critical value larger than 

15.13 in the LL test (p<0.0001) as a cut-off point, and obtained the result as in Table 

4.4, where the significantly more frequent contrastive connectors in the BNC are in 

italic letters, and those in the COCA are in bold letters.  
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Table 4.4 Contrastive connectors significantly different in frequency in the BNC and COCA  

 spoken academic Newspapers Fiction 

1 anyway but [cjs] at least although 

2 at least in spite of but [cjs] even though 

3 despite instead however in spite of 

4 even though no matter instead instead 

5 however nonetheless no matter no matter 

6 instead rather , still, though 

7 mind you while[cjs]  though whilst 

8 no matter whilst   

9 n't matter    

10 whereas    

11 while[cjs]     

12 whilst    

Note: The difference is judged by the LL test score (p<0.0001).  

 

Twelve contrastive connectors are used with significant difference in the spoken genre 

between the two corpora: five are more frequent in the BNC, and seven are so in the 

COCA. Eight members significantly differ in frequency in academic writing: two are 

more frequent in the BNC, while six are so in the COCA. In both newspapers and 

fiction, seven members differ significantly in occurrence: two are more frequent in the 

BNC, while five are so in the COCA. Only two of them─ instead and no matter ─ are 

shared by all the four genres in being more frequent in the COCA than in the BNC. 

This indicates that the frequency and members of contrastive connectors in English 

co-vary with genre, and differ significantly between BrE and AmE, with spoken 

English varying the most and the other three genres varying less.  

 

To sum up, this genre-based comparison indicates the frequency variance of contrastive 

connectors in BrE and AmE is genre-related. The more localized the variety, as 

evidenced by the spoken genre, the more variation occurs. Written English, especially 

newspapers and novels which are meant to be read widely, even internationally, show 

relatively less variation in the frequency of contrastive connectors. In spoken English, 

more than 40% of these contrastive connectors differ significantly in frequency 

between BrE and AmE. In written genres—academic, fiction and newspapers—25% to 

28% differ significantly but more than two thirds do not. In spoken English about 12 

members differ greatly while in each of the other three genres seven to eight do. The 

genre-related findings also suggest that American English tends to be more concise and 

use about 10% less contrastive connectors than British English, particularly in 

academic writing, where it uses more than 15% less. Do the quantitative differences 

reflect different practices in writing, or different ways of making contrasts or 

concessions in discussion? These are interesting questions worthy of further 

exploration.  
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4.4 Contrastive connectors between four genres of the BNC: A comparison 

Between the four genres of the BNC, contrastive connectors are used more frequently 

in fiction (9856/m) and spoken English (9820/m) than in academic writing (9274/m) 

and newspapers (8431/m) (Table 4.5). This seems to be related to the general features 

of each genre. In newspapers, they are used about 85% as much as those in fiction or 

spoken English, probably to achieve simplicity and briefness in reporting. Novels need 

to depict detailed pictures or relations where more connectors are likely to be needed. 

In spoken English, a lot of repetitions and redundancies tend to occur, with contrastive 

connectors as no exception. Academic writing lies in between, which needs to be clear 

but concise. Clarity tends to demand more contrastive connectors but conciseness may 

restrict the use of them.  

 

Table 4.5 Contrastive connectors in four genres of the BNC: Total no. and LL test score comparison 

 Spoken Fiction Newsp. Acad.   

Total no. / m 9820 9856 8431 9274   

LL test  S vs. A S vs. F S vs. N A vs. F A vs. N F vs. N 

Without sig. dif. 19 (28%) 41 (60%) 39 (57%) 31 (46%) 31 (46%) 42 (62%) 

With sig. dif. 45 (66%) 23 (31%) 26 (38%) 36 (53%) 34 (50%) 23 (34%) 

Not in 2 genres  1 (1%) 3 (4%)   1 (1%) 

Not in 1 genre 4 (6%) 3 (4%)  1 (1%) 3 (4%) 2 (3%) 

 

A genre to genre comparison indicates that 66% of these connectors are used with 

significant difference in frequency between spoken English and academic writing, 

followed by 53% (A vs. F), 50% (A vs. N), 38% (S vs. N), 34% (F vs. N), and 31% (S 

vs. F). This suggests that in modern BrE, contrastive connectors in the four genres are 

used with significant difference in frequency, ranging from about one third (S vs. F / F 

vs. N) to two thirds (S vs. A) in proportion. The actual contrastive connectors, used 

with much higher or lower frequency in each genre of the BNC, are pinpointed and 

listed in Table 4.6, with 99.99% of assurance. 

 

Table 4.6 Contrastive connectors significantly different in frequency between four genres of the 

BNC (by LL test score (p<0.0001)) 

Genre of BNC With much higher frequency With much lower frequency 

Academic 

writing 

alternatively, although, conversely, 

however, nevertheless, on the other hand, 
whereas, whether, whilst 

despite 

Spoken  

English 

anyway, mind you, n’t matter, whatever although, while, despite, however, 

instead, yet 

Fiction after all, still whether 

Newspapers while, despite 0 

 

In academic writing, nine contrastive connectors (alternatively, although, conversely, 

however, nevertheless, on the other hand, whereas, whether, and whilst) are used much 
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more frequently than in other genres. In spoken English there are four such members 

(anyway, mind you, n’t matter, and whatever). Fiction and newspapers each has two that 

are more frequent (after all and still in the former, while and despite in the latter). 

Regarding those used with significantly much lower frequency, six are located in 

spoken English (although, while, despite, however, instead, and yet), one in academic 

writing (despite), one in fiction (whether), and none in newspapers. This seems to 

indicate that in terms of contrastive connectors academic writing and spoken English 

possess more uniquely distinguishing features than fiction and newspapers. The latter 

two are more mixed up in nature, partly resembling academic writing and partly 

resembling spoken English.  

 

Based on the overall frequency and LL score analysis of the 68 connectors in the four 

genres of the BNC, and a comparison of the members in them which differ significantly 

in frequency, we can say with confidence that in modern BrE, spoken English and 

academic writing are two distinctive genres in terms of contrastive connector usage. In 

spoken English, relatively fewer (64) contrastive connectors are used, but with higher 

frequency, than in academic writing, where all of the 68 are used. Two thirds of these 

connectors differ significantly in frequency between these two genres. In both genres 

there are at least ten contrastive connectors significantly different in frequency from 

those in the other two genres. It also seems that the distinction is less clear between 

fiction and newspapers regarding the frequency and use of contrastive connectors. They 

bear some similarity with spoken English and some similarity with academic writing. 

This finding supports the conclusion in the multi-dimensional linguistic study of 

different registers by Biber, Conrad and Reppen (1994: 182), which has found that 

conversation and scientific writing are on the two extremes in the involved vs. 

informational and non-abstract vs. abstract dimensions, with general fiction and 

newspapers in between.  

 

4.5 Chinese contrastive connectors in four corpora: A macro description 

A list of 57 Chinese contrastive connectors is obtained (Appendix 4.3): 38 of them 

collected from previous research (Lv 1990: 335-437; Li 2005: 165-71; Mo and Lei 

2003: 90-106), and 19 more found and added in the process of searching corpora. Four 

Chinese corpora are used to retrieve and verify their frequency. The first is the on-line 

Centre for Chinese Linguistics corpus (CCL), Peking University, 

(http://ccl.pku.edu.cn:8080/ccl_corpus/index.jsp?dir=xiandai), containing both modern 

and ancient Chinese texts. For the purpose of this study, only the modern part has been 

used, which comprises 264 million Chinese characters or about 163 million words
21

. 

The CCL is the largest among the four corpora, whose scale is comparable with the 

BNC and COCA. Even with its limitations in being untagged and the difficulties thus 

incurred in retrieving the frequencies of some connectors (see Appendix 4.3), the 

statistics from it can still on the whole reflect the overall frequency of these contrastive 

connectors used in mainland China. Another corpus is the Academia Sinica Balanced 
                                                        
21

 The number of characters is converted into words by the ratio of 0.6153982 (based on the 

calculation of the Sinica corpus). 

http://ccl.pku.edu.cn:8080/ccl_corpus/index.jsp?dir=xiandai
http://dbo.sinica.edu.tw/ftms-bin/kiwi1/mkiwi.sh?ukey=1815756804&language=1&qtype=-1
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Corpus of Modern Chinese in Taiwan (http://dbo.sinica.edu.tw/SinicaCorpus/), a 

balanced and tagged Chinese corpus with about five million words, which can reflect 

the contrastive connector usage in Taiwan. The third one is the on-line service of the 

National Language Commission (NLC) corpus (http://124.207.106.21:8080/), which 

contains 20 million tagged Chinese characters or (by Sinica’s ratio) 12 million words,  

and is hosted by the Institute of Applied Linguistics, Ministry of Education of China. 

This corpus is used only as a reference, because the retrieving program of it has very 

limited searching power. The fourth is the Lancaster Corpus of Mandarin Chinese 

(LCMC)
22

, a one million word balanced and tagged corpus of modern Chinese. The 

purpose of including this smaller corpus in this study is to see whether the macro 

characteristics of these Chinese contrastive connectors can be reflected in it, so that 

further genre-based study of such connectors can be conducted by using it. The main 

features of these four Chinese corpora are summed up in Table 4.7 below: 

 

Table 4.7 Main features of the four Chinese corpora 

Chinese  

corpus 

Round no. 

of words (m.) 

No. of characters POS 

tagged 

Content 

CCL 163 264444436 (exact) No Modern Chinese 

Sinica 5 7949851(exact) Yes Balanced MC 

NLC 12 20000000 (estimated) Yes Balanced MC 

LCMC 1 1624964 (estimated) Yes Balanced MC 

 

(1) An overall description of the contrastive connectors in the CCL and Sinica  

Table 4.8 is a summary of the 57 Chinese contrastive connectors in the CCL and Sinica 

corpora. (Details can be found in Appendix 4.4). In terms of occurrence per million 

characters, there are more contrastive connectors in the Sinica (6927.2) than in the CCL 

(4855.4): the former is 1.4 times as many as the latter, or, conversely, the latter is 70% 

as much as the former. The difference is significant by LL test score (p<0.0001). 

 

Table 4.8 Contrastive connectors in the CCL and Sinica: A comparison 

Corpus Occur.  

per m.  

char. 

Occur. per 

m. w. 

With no 

sig. dif. 

With sig. 

dif. 

Sig. 

more 

freq. 

Actual contrastive connectors 

CCL 4855.4 2988 32 (56%) 25 (44%) 7 (12%) 倒 dào，只能 zhĭnéng，可 kě，尽管
jìnguăn，无论 wúlùn，哪怕 năpà， 

实际上 shíjìshàng 

Sinica 6927.2 4263   18 

(32%) 

只是 zhĭshì，不过 búguò，但 dàn， 

但是 dànshì，则 zé，却 què，反 făn，
反而 făněr，只 zhĭ, 就算 jiùsuàn， 

无论如何 wúlùnrúhé, 虽然 suírán, 

即使 jìshĭ，只好 zhĭhaŏ，可惜 kěxi，
惟 wéi，无奈(何)，wúnài (hé),  

纵使 zòngshĭ, 

                                                        
22

 The LCMC was kindly provided by Richard Xiao. 

http://dbo.sinica.edu.tw/ftms-bin/kiwi1/mkiwi.sh?ukey=1815756804&language=1&qtype=-1
http://dbo.sinica.edu.tw/SinicaCorpus/
http://124.207.106.21:8080/
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Out of the 57 contrastive connectors in the CCL and Sinica, 44% (25) of them are used 

with significant difference in frequency. Among these 25 members, we can say with 

99.99% of certainty that 17 are used with great difference in frequency: 12 are far more 

frequent in the Sinica (只是zhĭshì，不过búguò，但dàn，但是dànshì，则zé，却què

，反 făn，反而 făněr，只 zhĭ, 就算 jiùsuàn，无论如何 wúlùnrúhé, and 虽然 suírán) 

while five are so in the CCL (倒 dào，只能 zhĭnéng，可 kě，尽管 jìnguăn，and 无论

wúlùn). We can also say with 99% to 95% of certainty that another six are more 

frequent in the Sinica (即使 jìshĭ，只好 zhĭhaŏ，可惜 kěxi，惟wéi，无奈 (何) wúnài 

(hé) and 纵使 zòngshĭ; another two are more frequent in the CCL (哪怕 năpà and 实

际上 shíjìshàng). Altogether 32% of all the 57 contrastive connectors are significantly 

more frequent in the Sinica, while 12% are so in the CCL. Thus significant difference 

exists between the overall frequency of such connectors used in mainland China and 

Taiwan. Some of the more frequent contrastive connectors in the Sinica, such as 则 zé, 

纵使 zòngshĭ, 即使 jìshĭ, and 惟 wéi, tend to be formal and are used mostly in written 

Chinese, whereas some of the more frequent ones in the CCL, such as 倒 dào，哪怕

năpà and 实际上 shíjìshàng, tend to be less formal and are more often used in spoken 

Chinese.  

 

(2) High-frequency contrastive connectors in the Chinese corpora 

20 most frequent contrastive connectors (Appendix 4.3) cover similar percentage of the 

usage of all such connectors in the four Chinese corpora: 94.2% in the CCL, 94.8% in 

the Sinica, 96.4% in the NLC, and 95.2% in the LCMC. This indicates that the 

proportions of these high frequency members among all the contrastive connectors are 

similar in the four corpora, large, medium or small sized. Table 4.9 presents the 20 most 

frequent contrastive connectors and their percentage among a condensed list of 46 such 

connectors (Appendix 4.5) in the CCL and Sinica, which shows in both corpora they 

cover 95% of all the contrastive connector’s usage. Among them, 19 connectors (95%) 

are identical members, although their ranks in each corpus vary, some slightly, some 

considerably. This is a manifestation that in mainland China and Taiwan, there are 

about 20 high frequency contrastive connectors in common use, consisting of similar 

members and covering about 95% of all the contrastive connector usage.  

 

Table 4.9 The 20 most frequent contrastive connectors in the CCL and Sinica  

Rank Ccc CCL Ccc Sinica 

1 但 dàn (but) 19.6% 但 dàn (but) 18.6% 

2 却 què (strong cont) 12.5% 则 zé (mild contrast) 12.0% 

3 但是 dànshì (but) 8.5% 却 què (strong cont) 11.6% 

4 只 zhĭ (only) 7.8% 但是 dànshì (but) 9.0% 

5 可是 kěshì (mild but) 5.7% 只 zhĭ (only) 8.8% 

1st top 5  54.1%  60.1% 

6 则 zé (mild contrast) 5.6% 虽然 suírán (although) 5.4% 

7 而 ĕr (mild cont) 5.5% 不过 buguò (m conces) 5.3% 

8 虽然 suírán (although) 4.2% 可是 kěshì (m but) 4.5% 

9 倒 dào (cont) 4.0% 而 ĕr (m cont) 4.5% 
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10 然而 ráněr (however) 3.7% 只是 zhĭshì (m concess) 2.8% 

2nd top 5  23.0%  22.6% 

Top 10  77.1%  82.6% 

11 不过 buguò (m conces) 2.5% 然而 ráněr (however) 2.5% 

12 尽管 jìnguăn (m conc) 2.3% 即使 jìshĭ (even if) 1.9% 

13 只能 zhĭnéng (m conc) 2.3% 反而 făněr (cont) 1.4% 

14 无论 wúlùn (s conc) 1.9% 只好 zhĭhaŏ (m conc) 1.2% 

15 即使 jìshĭ (even if) 1.8% 不管 bùguăn (wh/ever) 1.2% 

3rd top 5  10.8%  8.2% 

16 可 kě (m but) 1.7% 反 făn (cont) 1.1% 

17 实际上 shíjìshàng (in fact) 1.5% 无论 wúlùn (s conc) 0.9% 

18 不管 bùguăn (wh/ever) 1.4% 尽管 jìnguăn (m conc) 0.8% 

19 只是 zhĭshì (m concess) 1.3% 只能 zhĭnéng (m conc) 0.8% 

20 只好 zhĭhaŏ (m conc) 1.1% 可惜 kěxí (m conc) 0.7% 

4th top 5  7.1%  4.3% 

Top 20  95.1%  95.2% 

 

Among these 20 members, the most frequent one in both corpora is 但 dàn (but), a 

strong contrastive connector: 19.6% in the CCL, and 18.6% in the Sinica (Table 9). If 

combined with 但是 dànshì (but), a variation of 但 dàn (but) with almost identical 

meaning, the percentage becomes 28.1% in the CCL and 27.6% in the Sinica─ the two 

figures are very similar indeed. Thus in modern Chinese used in mainland and Taiwan, 

the 但(是) dàn (shì) group are the most frequently used contrastive connectors, 

covering more than a quarter of the usage. Next comes 却 què, a strong contrastive 

adverb: 12.5% in the CCL and 11.6% in the Sinica. The third most frequent one in the 

CCL is the只 zhĭ group. 只 zhĭ is an adverb indicating mild concession and reservation, 

whose occurrence is 7.8% in the CCL and 8.8% in the Sinica. Complemented by the 

variations只能 zhĭnéng, 只是 zhĭshì, and只好 zhĭhaŏ, the只 zhĭ group totals 12.5% in 

the CCL and 13.6% in the Sinica. Put together, the但 dàn group, 却 què, and the只 zhĭ 

group cover 53.1% amongst all the contrastive connector usage in the CCL, and 52.6% 

in the Sinica. It is therefore reasonably certain to regard them as the most often used 

contrastive connectors in both varieties of modern Chinese. On the other hand, 则 zé, a 

formal and mildly contrastive connector, is an exception. It is common in ancient 

Chinese or formal writing, and is the second most frequent in the Sinica (12.0%) but the 

sixth in the CCL (5.6%), the difference is highly significant and is confirmed by the 

figures in the other two Chinese corpora (Appendix 4.5). This seems to indicate the 

relatively conservative tendency of people in Taiwan in using Chinese contrastive 

connectors. 

 

If we divide these 20 most frequent contrastive connectors into four five-member 

groups, in the same way as we have done with the English connectors, the first most 

frequent five members cover 54.1% of all their usage in the CCL but 60.1% in the 

Sinica, the second five cover 23% (CCL) and 22.6% (Sinica), the third five 10.8% 

(CCL) and 8.2% (Sinica), and the fourth five 7.1% (CCL) and 4.3% (Sinica). The 
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percentage difference between the four groups is smaller in the CCL than in the Sinica, 

and the descending rate between them is milder in the CCL than in the Sinica. 

Accordingly the ten most frequent contrastive connectors cover 77.1% of their usage in 

the CCL but 82.6% in the Sinica. The 20 most frequent connectors cover 95.1% in the 

CCL and 95.2% in the Sinica, and the top half—23 amongst the 46 members on the 

condensed list—cover 96.4% in the CCL and 96.5% in the Sinica. The lower half 

covers only 3.6% and 3.5% respectively. This is an indication that contrastive 

connectors in Chinese are also unevenly distributed. Only very few (three to four) are 

very frequent, a few are frequent, and the majority are infrequent. But this uneven 

distribution varies less than that in English. It also shows that the frequent contrastive 

connectors are somewhat more unevenly distributed in Taiwan than in mainland China, 

where the top five are much more frequently used than the other groups.  

 

(3) Semantic grouping of 20 most frequent contrastive connectors in CCL 

Semantically the 20 most frequent contrastive connectors in the CCL can be broadly 

divided into two groups: CONSTRASTIVE and concessive. The former contains ten 

members and covers 70.5% of all the contrastive connector’s usage, the latter also 

contains 10 members but covers 23.7% of the usage. The rest 5.8% are covered by the 

other less frequent 37 connectors. (Chart 4.3) Tentatively these 20 connectors can be 

further divided into seven groups: strongly contrastive (但 dàn, 但是 dànshì, 却 què) 

(40.2%), contrastive (可是 kěshì, 虽然 suírán, 然而 ráněr, 可 kě ) (15.3%), mildly 

contrastive (则 zé, 而 ĕr, 倒dào) (15.0%); strongly concessive (无论wúlùn, 即使 jìshĭ, 

不管 bùguăn) (5.0%), concessive (尽管 jìnguăn) (2.3%), mildly concessive (只 zhĭ, 不

过 buguò, 只能 zhĭnéng, 只是 zhĭshì, 只好 zhĭhaŏ) (14.9%), and very mildly 

concessive(实际上 shíjìshàng) (1.5%).  

 

Chart 4.3 

Top 20 contrastive connectors in CCL: Semantic grouping

strongly contrastive 40.2 

contrastive 15.3 

mildly contrastive 15.0

strongly concessive 5.0

concessive 2.3

mildly concessive 14.9

very mildly concessive 1.5

The rest 37 Cccs 5.8%
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To sum up, as evidenced in the CCL and Sinica, there are about 57 contrastive 

connectors in modern Chinese, the 20 most frequent of which covers about 95% of all 

their usage. The rest 37 covers only 5% of their usage. Among these top 20, 但 (是) 

dàn (shì), a strongly contrastive connector group (with two variations), is used with the 

highest frequency which covers at least a quarter of all their usage. Next is 却 què, a 

strongly contrastive adverb, whose usage totals more than one tenth. The third one is 

the concessive只 zhĭ group with four to five variations, whose usage also covers more 

than 10%. These three connector groups account for almost one half of all their usage. 

In Taiwan, a formal and slightly archaic contrastive connector 则 zé is also frequent, 

covering more than 10% of their usage. Semantically the contrastive connectors with 

high frequency in the CCL can be divided into the CONTRASTIVE group, whose 

usage totals more than70%, and the concessive group, whose usage totals less than 

25%. Overall, 32% of the contrastive connectors are significantly more frequent in the 

Sinica, while 12% of them are more frequent in the CCL, and 80% of such connectors 

are concentrated in the top 20 group. This suggests that while mainland China and 

Taiwan share the same group of contrastive connectors, substantial variation has 

occurred between their usages in regard to their frequency. People in Taiwan seem to 

use contrastive connectors more frequently, especially the high frequency ones and 

some of the formal ones in their writing (as the Sinica and the CCL contain mostly 

written Chinese), than people in mainland China.  

 

4.6 Contrastive connectors in English and Chinese: A macro comparison 

Number and frequency In modern English as evidenced in the BNC and COCA, 

there are about 68 contrastive connectors. In modern Chinese as evidenced in the CCL 

and Sinica, there are around 57 (which can be reduced to 46 after some compound 

ones are removed). The former is 1.19 times as much as the latter. This indicates that 

lexically considerably more contrastive connectors are in common use in English than 

in Chinese. In terms of the overall normalized occurrence per million words/ 

characters, a comparison indicates that contrastive connectors in the CCL and Sinica 

Chinese corpora are used about 70% as frequently as those in the BNC and COCA 

English corpora. These two findings suggest that contrastive relations in English tend 

to be expressed more explicitly than in Chinese, by using more contrastive connectors 

and with higher frequency.  

 

By overall frequency per million words, about 5% more contrastive connectors are 

used in the BNC (modern BrE) than in the COCA (modern AmE), and 22% of the 68 

members are used with significant difference in frequency between these two corpora. 

In modern written Chinese, about 30% more contrastive connectors are used in 

Taiwan (as evidenced in the Sinica) than in mainland China (as evidenced in the 

CCL), and 44% of the 57 contrastive connectors are used with significant difference 

in frequency between them. The variation is greater between the two varieties of 

Chinese than between the two varieties of English.  

 

The difference between the overall frequency of contrastive connectors in BrE and 
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AmE may have been caused partly by geographical separation, and partly by the 

user’s differing attitudes towards the English language in these two countries. The 

British people may have taken a more conservative stand in using contrastive 

connectors than the American people. The difference is more striking between the two 

varieties in Chinese than between the two varieties of English. This may have been 

caused partly by half a century’s complete separation in communication between 

mainland and Taiwan since China’s independence in 1949, and the drastically 

different attitudes towards the Chinese language in these two regions. While modern 

Chinese has been simplified several times in the mainland since 1949, it has been kept 

in Taiwan without much change, not even in its complicated writing system, leaving 

some formal contrastive connectors still in common use.  

 

Contrastive connectors differ considerably between four roughly corresponding genres 

in the BNC and COCA not only in usage frequency, but also in their component 

members. The differences are closely associated with variety: the more localized the 

variety, the more variation occurs. Spoken English tends to be more localized in which 

at least 40% of the 68 contrastive connectors differ significantly in frequency between 

BrE and AmE, whereas less than 30% are so in the three written English genres. In 

spoken English, 12 members differ greatly (p<0.0001) between the two varieties, 

whereas in the three written genres seven to eight members do. A further comparison 

between four genres in the BNC shows that in modern BrE, spoken English and 

academic prose seem to be two distinctive genres in terms of contrastive connector 

usage, with fiction and newspapers lying in between. Relatively fewer contrastive 

connectors are used but with higher frequency in spoken English than in academic 

writing. Two thirds of the contrastive connectors in these two genres differ significantly 

in frequency, and at least ten contrastive connectors in each of them are used with great 

difference (p<0.0001) in frequency from those in the other genres. No genre to genre 

comparison is made between the frequencies of the Chinese contrastive connectors, due 

to the limitation of the CCL corpus in which different genres cannot be separated. 

 

The contrastive connectors in English and Chinese are unevenly distributed, ranging 

from being very frequent to very rare. In both languages one contrastive connector is 

used most frequently, but their frequencies differ markedly. In English it is but, whose 

usage covers slightly more than half of all the contrastive connector usage. In Chinese it 

is 但 dàn which covers about 20% of the usage, and the 但(是) dàn (shì) group covers 

about a quarter of the usage. In both languages there are about 20 contrastive 

connectors whose total occurrence covers about 95% of all their usage.  

 

The distribution of the top 20 contrastive connectors is more skewed in English than in 

Chinese. Accordingly, the descending rate among them is much sharper in English than 

in Chinese, as illustrated by Chart 4.4, where the Arabic numbers represent the 20 most 

frequent contrastive connectors, and the blue, pink, yellow and green lines represent 

their usage percentage in each corpus. Chart 4.4 demonstrates that the English 

contrastive connectors are dominated by but which is far more frequent than the others. 
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In Chinese five connectors together (但 dàn, 却 què, 但是 dànshì, 只 zhĭ, 可是 kěshì) 

cover 54%, forming the most frequently used group. Chart 4.4 also shows that between 

the two varieties of English the decline rate is similar, but between the two varieties of 

Chinese the decline rate varies somewhat. This implies that greater variation has 

occurred in the usage of the most frequent contrastive connectors between the two 

varieties of Chinese than between the two varieties of English.   

 

Chart 4.4 

20 most frequent contrastive connectors in the BNC, COCA, 

CCL and Sinica: Distribution comparison
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Semantic grouping The 20 most frequent contrastive connectors in English and 

Chinese can all be divided into two broad groups: contrastive and concessive. Each 

group can be further divided into three to four sub-groups, based on the degree of 

contrast or concession. The connectors in both groups are similar in number but their 

total occurrences are markedly different. In both languages the contrastive group covers 

the greater percentage in usage: about 70%, and the concessive group covers about 

25%. A comparison of Charts 4.2 and 4.3 shows the strongly contrastive group in 

English is much larger in percentage (60%) than in Chinese (40%). This is because this 

group consists of but, however and yet. The high frequency of but has contributed to the 

much larger portion of this group. 
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CHAPTER 5 

GENRE-RELATED USAGE OF HIGH FEQUENCY CONTRASTIVE 

CONNECTORS IN ENGLISH AND CHINESE 

 

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first two sections report the usage 

features of eleven most frequent contrastive connectors in four genres of modern 

British English (Section 5.1) and modern Chinese (5.2). Their usage respectively covers 

more than 85% of the total contrastive connector usage in these two languages. The 

description is based on random samples (n=8820) from the BNC, and all the relevant 

samples (n=3801) from a smaller Chinese corpus formed with parts of the LCMC and 

LLSCC. Section 5.3 compares their usage in English and Chinese in regard to their (1) 

frequency and coverage, (2) simple use vs. correlative/complex use, (3) positions and 

functions, (4) clause order of the concessive structures, and (5) multi-functions vs. 

genre-preference. 

 

I will show in 5.1 that the meanings and functions of these high-frequency contrastive 

connectors in English co-vary with genre; that many of them have sentence/utterance 

linking functions, which seems to be insufficiently defined by traditional dictionaries; 

that some of them have a dual function in the second initial position of the sentence, 

which seems to be inadequately depicted by traditional grammars; that corpus evidence 

provides the probability of their unmarked position, preferred syntactic pattern and 

collocations in different genres, which is likely to have pedagogical significance.  

 

I will show in 5.2 that “one-character” and “two character” contrastive connectors of 

the same etymological root historically co-exist in Chinese, the former being frequent 

in written genres, and the latter being frequent in the spoken genre; that each genre has 

one contrastive connector most frequently used; that concessive structures in Chinese 

are of two main types, closely related to two groups of connectors; that Chinese 

contrastive connectors tend to form correlative/complex units to reinforce the contrast 

or concession; and that connectors with multiple meanings tend to be used with more or 

less fixed meanings in different genres. 

 

I will show in 5.3 that more contrastive connectors are used in the four genres of 

English than in Chinese, which seems to support the claim of explicitness of English 

and implicitness of Chinese (胡（Hu）1999; 潘（Pan）1997; 杨 and 李 (Yang and Lee) 

1990), that these eleven high-frequency contrastive connectors in English are 

dominated by but which covers 65% of their total usage, while in Chinese four of them, 

one in each genre, collectively total 65%; that contrastive connectors tend to be used 

alone in English but tend to form correlative or complex units in Chinese; that emphatic 

concessive sentences tend to differ in syntactic structure in these two languages; and 

that the positioning of contrastive connectors in English are more flexible than that in 

Chinese. 
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5.1 Eleven frequent contrastive connectors in four genres of the BNC 

The eleven most frequent contrastive connectors in English cover 87% of the usage of 

all the contrastive connectors in the whole BNC. Among them but covers 51.4% of the 

usage and the other ten connectors share the rest, from 6.9% by however to 1.5% by 

whatever. For each connector, two random samples are retrieved from four genres 

(spoken conversation
23

, fiction, newspapers, and academic prose) of the BNC with the 

Xaira software, each sample having 100 concordance lines of sentences. By averaging 

the usage of each connector in the two random samples, efforts have been made to 

ensure the result reflects their real usage as accurately as can be reasonably expected. 

Although 8820
24

 cases have been retrieved and analysed, they represent only 2% in 

Academic prose and Fiction, 3% in Newspapers, and 6% in Spoken conversation of 

their total usage in the BNC. Thus the description and discussion are only provisional. 

The sample analysis has been focused on their genre-based positional distribution, the 

main syntactic patterns they occur in, their broad meaning and sense, and their 

collocation features. The description is arranged in four groups: but and yet in 5.1.1, 

however, whether (…) or, and whatever in 5.1.2, while, though, although and despite in 

5.1.3, and at least and instead in 5.1.4. 

 

5.1.1 But and yet  

Semantically, but can be assumed to have the following ten senses according to the 

Collins COBUILD Advanced Learner’s English Dictionary on CD-ROM (2003) 

(COBUILD henceforth), and the Random House dictionary (1980) (RHD henceforth). 

As a conjunction, it can mean (1) contrast, (2) addition (not only… but), (3) assertion 

after apology, (4) surprise, (5) that (I don’t doubt but he will do it), (6) except that (It 

never rains but it pours) and (7) mental concession (but then); as a preposition, it can 

mean (8) except (all but/anything but); as an adverb, it means (9) only (formal); as a 

noun, it is used in plural form to mean (10) counter arguments. Like most other 

dictionaries, these two dictionaries do not provide how frequent each meaning of but is 

used in modern English, let alone in a specific genre, which, however, can be 

pedagogically important. Evidence from the whole BNC indicates that but is used most 

frequently as a contrastive conjunction (99.4%), whose preposition use totals only 

0.5%, adverb use 0.1%, and noun use less than 0.01%.  

 

The unmarked position of but in four genres of the BNC, as indicated by Table 5.1, is in 

sentence or utterance medial, linking and contrasting clauses/utterances: ranging from 

78% in academic prose (A), 71.5% in fiction (F), 68% in conversation (C), to 58.5% in 

newspapers (N).  

 

                                                        
23

 In most cases, samples for the spoken genre are retrieved from the spoken conversation section of the 

BNC and are marked as conversation. When there are not enough samples, as with however and despite, 

they are retrieved from the transcribed speech section and marked as spoken. 
24

 There are altogether 220 concordance lines for the spoken genre of despite, all of which are retrieved 

for analysis. 
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Table 5.1 But in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some functions (%) 

Genre  Sent 

initial 

Medial End After 

– , ; : 

middle Prep.: 

except 

Adv.: 

only 

Adv.: 

almost 

Acad. (n=200) 22 78 0 48 28.5 1.5 0 0 

Fict. (n=200) 28.5 71.5 0 45 24 1 1.5 0 

Newsp. (n=200) 41.5 58.5 0 37 20 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Conv. (n=200) 32 68 0.5 29.5 37.5 0 0.5 0 

 

But occurs in two syntactic patterns: (1) Clause/Utterance, but (condensed) 

clause/utterance. (2) Sentence/Utterance. But sentence/utterance. (1) is most frequent in 

academic prose (48%) and fiction (45%), followed by newspapers (37%) and 

conversation (29.5%). In this structure, but is generally used after a comma in the 

written genres, or after a pause in speech, which is usually transcribed as a comma
25

, to 

introduce a counterpart of the pre-going argument, often to reach a balanced account, as 

in <5.1>. A variation of pattern (1) is most frequent in conversation (37.5%), where but 

is not separated by any punctuation mark, as is shown by <5.2>, which indicates that 

more often but is not preceded by a pause or intonation change in speech. Pattern (2) is 

most frequent in newspapers (41.5%), where the relatively short sentence length 

perhaps makes the sentence initial but frequent. In pattern (2), but contrasts sentences, 

and changes the focus of the discourse to the sentence it leads. This pattern often 

creates a sense of suspense to keep the attention of the reader, who has to read on to 

know why, as is shown in <5.3>, where but poses a contrast between “her” successful 

career and her daughter’s problem, changes the focus to her daughter, and creates a 

sense of suspense, which can only be lifted by reading the next sentence. 

 

<5.1> Line 5 This is the area where the greatest benefit could occur, but the effort 

necessary to develop the techniques may be enormous. (A) 

 

<5.2> Line 95 Erm which are okay for fact recognition but not so good for more 

sorts of analysis problems. (C) 

 

<5.3> Line 11 Her career has hit new heights and she has a movie due out soon. But 

success has been overshadowed by fears for her much-loved daughter Masie. It was 

discovered… (N) 

 

But also occurs, though rarely, at the end of the utterance in spoken English, serving as 

a contrastive afterthought, which is not found in other genres. In <5.4>, the 

utterance-final use of but may result from the omission of “I’m not sure” after but, or 

                                                        
25

 Of course, the punctuation in examples from speech belongs to someone’s transcription, and without 

the original audio recording we cannot find out what the comma, colon and dash might represent: Pauses 

or changes in the intonation envelope. This is perhaps one of the limitations of some existing text corpora 

(J Miller 2010, pers. comm.) 
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the inversion of “but it might be more”.
 26

 The “except” sense of but is occasionally 

found in fiction (see <5.5>). A further check shows that <5.5> is from a play, written by 

three authors in 1987, based on the novel Pamela (1740) by Samuel Richardson 

(1689-1761). Small wonder the use of but in it sounds very formal, literary, even 

archaic, which may well have been the playwrights’ deliberate imitation of the language 

of that time. 

 

<5.4> 21 KBH but How much is it when you want to go cinema? Oh, about two 

seventy five I think but I'm not sure Is it as little as that? it might be more but. (C).  

 

<5.5> 1 FU4 W_fict_drama Line 70 What will it be but to create envy to herself 

and discredit to you?  

 

Two collocations formed with but are frequent in academic writing. One is not…but, 

aiming to emphasize the latter part. Another is not only… but (also), similar in meaning 

to both… and, aiming to emphasize both parts of the argument. Academic writing aims 

to present an accurate and balanced account of what is reported, which seems to be the 

underlying reason for the frequent use of these two collocations. 

 

Yet has ten senses, nine of them as adverb, one as conjunction, equalling “but”, to show 

a surprising contrast with something mentioned before (COBUILD), or eight senses, 

seven as adverb, one as conjunction, meaning “though” or “nevertheless” (RHD: 

1031).The unmarked positions for yet in written genres are sentence-medial and similar 

in portion, ranging from 56% (A) to 61% (F) (see Table 5.2). In this position, yet acts as 

a contrastive clause coordinator, connecting and contrasting two clauses within the 

sentence, and shifting the focus to the latter one, as in pattern (1) Clause, + yet +clause, 

illustrated by <5.6>. Yet is also frequent in sentence initial position in academic writing 

(44%) and newspapers (32.5%), and fairly frequent in fiction (16.5%) but rare in 

conversation (1%), implying this is a “written” or somewhat formal usage. In this 

position, yet is a sentence connector, linking the second sentence and contrasting it with 

the previous one, as in pattern (2) Sentence. + Yet + sentence, illustrated by <5.7>. In 

both (1) and (2), yet acts as a contrastive connector, and similar to “but” in meaning. By 

contrast, yet is most frequently used as an adverb in conversation at utterance end 

(61.5%), and fairly so in fiction (22%). In this position, yet usually occurs in a negative 

or interrogative utterance, back-modifying the predicate, meaning “up until the present 

time” (RHD), as in <5.8>. 

 

Table 5.2 Yet in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some collocations (%) 

                                                        
26

 This would contrast with the ‘genuine’ sentence-/utterance-final but that occurs in Scottish English 

and Australian English – see Mulder, Thompson & Williams (2009: 339-59) “Final but in Australian 

English conversation”. Sentence-/utterance-final but is also found in Dutch – maar. (J Miller 2010, pers. 

comm.)  
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Genre 
Sent.  

initial 

Medial End and  

yet 

not (…) 

yet 

yet+ 

…er 

as  

yet 

have yet (1)  

yet to (2) 

Acad. (n=200) 44 56 0 5.5 13 6 5 0 

Newsp. (n=200) 32.5 59 8.5 2.5 12 6 3 11.5 (1), 9.5 (2) 

Fict. (n=200) 16.5 61 22 13.5 23 5.5 2.5 0.5 (prop n) 

Conv. (n=200) 1 37.5 61.5 8.5 7    

 

<5.6> H7W (2248) Her voice was husky. She was surrounded by water, yet her 

mouth was as dry as the Sahara. (F) 

 

<5.7> EDF (356) The English had agreed to fight in Spain if paid to do so. Yet the 

money had never come. (A) 

 

<5.8> KD3 (793) Here you are. Mm. Mummy hasn't had her breakfast yet. Yeah. 

There, is that good? (C) 

 

In terms of collocation, not yet is fairly frequent in written genres: ranging from 23% 

(F) to 12% (N), meaning “not up until the present time”. And yet occurs fairly often in 

fiction (13.5%) and a little less in conversation (8.5%), perhaps as a result of the 

frequent use of and in novels and spoken language. It is also a fixed-phrase discourse 

particle, equivalent to “In spite of all I/we have just heard, I am/we are not convinced.” 

Yet to occurs fairly often in newspapers (9.5), to signal that something hasn’t been done 

and should be done in the near future. Yet another/again/further/more are occasionally 

used in the written genres (5.5% to 6%), where yet is an adverb and seems to mean 

“still” or “in addition” (RHD), with a negative implication, as in “to gain the services of 

yet another Scottish player”, which implies, in the speaker’s opinion at least, that there 

are too many Scottish players already.
27

 

 

Summary But can be used, by dictionary definition (COBUILD, RHD), as conjunction, 

adverb, preposition, and noun. Evidence from the BNC not only confirms this but also 

shows that in 99% of the cases in modern English, but is used as a contrastive 

conjunction, whose other three uses are rare. In fiction but is occasionally used as a 

preposition (meaning “except”) or an adverb (meaning only), both of which sound 

formal and literal. In about 60% to two thirds of the cases, but is used 

sentence-medially to link contrastive clauses/utterances. In about one third to 40% of 

the cases, it is used sentence-initially to link contrastive sentences/utterances. In 

conversation it can, though very rarely, occur at the utterance end as an elliptical after 

thought. Two collocations of but are frequent in academic prose: not…but and not 

only… but (also). The usage of yet seems very much genre-related. It is mainly used in 

written genres as a contrastive coordinator between two clauses, whose unmarked 

position is in the sentence medial. In academic prose and newspapers yet is also 

frequently used sentence-initially, where yet leads a contrastive sentence and contrasts 

                                                        
27

 J Miller 2010, pers. comm. 
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it with the preceding sentence (s). The contrastive force of yet seems to be stronger 

when it is a sentence linker than a clause linker. In conversation, however, yet is mainly 

used as an adverb of time, not as a contrastive connector. It mainly means “up until the 

present time”, whose unmarked position is at the end of a negative or interrogative 

sentence/utterance. Four collocations of yet appear to be fairly frequent and 

genre-orientated: not yet, yet +…er (less often) in all the three written genres, and yet in 

fiction and conversation, and yet to in newspapers. 

 

5.1.2 However, whether (…) or, and whatever 

However
28

 seems to function mainly as a connector of contrast between sentences. The 

unmarked position of however in newspapers is sentence initial. For fiction and spoken 

genres, it is the sentence/utterance medial. For academic prose, the two positions are 

about equal in percentage. In more than 80% in fiction and spoken English, and more 

than 90% in academic writing and newspapers, however links and contrasts 

sentences/utterances, even when it occurs within them. The second initial position of 

however is very frequent in academic prose and newspapers, where it emphasizes the 

initial element, as well as signals a contrast. However is occasionally used in 

sentence-final position in fiction and newspapers, which seems to help create a sense of 

suspense. In fiction and spoken English, it is sometimes used as an intensifying adverb 

of degree, which links a concessive clause/utterance, often a condensed one, whose 

content offers an unconditional concession with respect to that of the main 

clause/utterance. A relatively new yet well-settled use of however, particularly in 

spoken English, is as if it were a contrastive coordinator, similar to but in meaning and 

function, which deserves further study and will be examined in Chapter 6 .  

 

Whether is a conjunction, “used to introduce the first of two or more alternatives” or “a 

single alternative, the other being implied” (RHD: 1011). Evidence suggests that only 

when it leads a (condensed) subordinate clause, it gains an extra function as a 

concessive linker, connecting two or more alternatives—all of which cannot influence 

the proposition of the main clause and have to give in unconditionally, as they are 

regarded as irrelevant. Thus the concessive use of whether covers less than 15% in the 

written genres and 5% in conversation. In such use, it can be replaced by no matter… 

(or not), revealing the unconditional concessive nature of whether, as in <5.13>, where 

the whether clause means “it doesn’t matter if” these circumstances were pollution 

episodes or new research findings. When the whether clause/utterance is embedded
29

 

as part of the sentence, serving as the subject, object, or complement, it does not have 

the concessive connotation, and can be replaced by if… (or), which shows the normal 

function of whether linking two or more possibilities, as in <5.14>.  

 

<5.13> GU5 (1249) Each step was a careful reaction to circumstances, whether 
                                                        
28

 As a case study of however will be carried out in Chapter 6, only a summary of the usage of however 

in the four genres of the BNC is presented in this section. The detail of the study of however in this 

section is put in Appendix 5.1 for reference, where Table 5.3 and examples <5.9> to <5.12> are retained.  
29

 See Matthiessen and Thompson (1988) for the distinction of embedding and clause connecting. 
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these were pollution episodes or new research findings…(A)  

 

<5.14> G1C (893) Whether these will be centralised or decentralised depends on 

local circumstances. (A) 

 

Table 5.4 Whether in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some collocations (%) 

Genre  Sent. 

initial 

Medial Final As  

con 

cess. 

~X  

or Y 

~  

or  

not 

don’t  

know 

~  

decide/ 

deter- 

mine ~ 

Wonder 

~ 

Acad. (n=200) 12.5 87.5 0 14.5 30.5 9.5  9.5  

News. (n=200) 6.5 93.5 0 7.5 24.5 7 1.5 12.5  

Fict. (n=200) 4.5 95.5 0 12.5 27.5 5.5 6.5 4 12.5 

Conv. (n=200) 2 96.5 1.5 5 27.5 1.5 42.5  6.5 

 

The unmarked position of whether in both cases—as a concessive connector or as a 

neutral connector of alternative, is clearly in sentence/utterance medial in all the four 

genres (Table 5.4): ranging from 87.5% (A), to 96.5% (C). There are three major 

syntactic structures in which whether serves as a concessive connector. (1) Main 

clause/utterance, + whether (condensed) adverbial clause/utterance. This pattern is 

common in all the four genres, as in <5.15>, where whether leads a condensed 

adverbial clause. (2) Subject, +whether (condensed) adverbial clause, + predicate. This 

structure sometimes occurs in academic writing, but seems rare in other genres, as in 

<5.16>. (3) Whether (condensed) adverbial clause, + main clause. This pattern is fairly 

common in academic prose (12.5%) but infrequent in other genres, as in <5.17>.  

 

<5.15> CLH (275) Attitudes can then be shown to be important in the learning of a 

language, whether signed or spoken. (A) 

 

<5.16> FA9 (564) In return for the fun and games, the youthful members, whether 

or not interested in politics, are expected to help with the electioneering. (A) 

 

<5.17> EW7 (680) Whether computerized or on punched-cards or any other system, 

an index is only as good as its initial design and its indexers. (A) 

 

Whether is not used sentence finally in the written genres, and only rarely so in 

conversation (1.5%), seemingly to result from omitting some words after it, or a 

disruption of the speech flow in conversation. <5.18> is such an example, which seems 

best to be regarded as a sentence fragment whose final word is whether. It is not 

parallel to She didn’t turn up though, where there is a complete clause and though can 

be analysed as in the final position of the clause.
30

 

 

                                                        
30

 J Miller 2010, pers. comm. 
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<5.18> KBK (1018) Yes I think the skirt's gonna be very useful actually. Er good 

skirt whether [you wear it at work or at home/you match it with this blouse or 

that…]. Well I hope you will. (C) 

 

In terms of collocation, whether X… or Y is frequent in all four genres (from 30.5% (A) 

to 24.5% (N)), such as whether /public or private/signed or spoken; whether X or not is 

fairly frequent in conversation, such as whether /I take it or not/he's right or not; 

whether or not is occasionally used in academic prose (9.5%) and newspapers (7%), 

such as whether or not /such associations can be made/interested in politics. As whether 

signals alternatives, it is natural to often occur after mental verbs, such as know, 

wonder, determine, and decide. I don’t know whether is particularly frequent in 

conversation (42.5%), decide/determine whether is fairly frequent in newspapers 

(12.5%) and academic prose (9.5%), and wonder whether is fairly frequent in fiction 

(12.5%).  

 

Whatever is treated differently by dictionaries. RHD (1010) lists seven uses of it, three 

as pronoun, four as adjective, and all for greater emphasis. COBUILD lists eight uses, 

three as conjunctions: One seems to lead a clause of emphasis, in the sense of anything, 

or no matter what (He’s good at whatever he does), another seems to lead a clause of 

unconditional concession (She runs about 15 miles a day every day, whatever the 

weather.), and yet another a concessive clause of vagueness or dismissal (I thought that 

my “upbringing” was normal, whatever that is…). Sampson (2007:1-32) arguably 

regards this word as one “without grammaticality”. To some educated native speakers, 

the use of whatever to bring a discussion to an end seems to have a concessive 

component: “OK I’m conceding that you have a point or that my information is not 

100% accurate, but I’m not going to admit it explicitly and I’m not going to accord 

your argument any overt respect”.
31

 

 

Table 5.5 Whatever in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some collocations (%)  

Genre 

Sent  

ini. 

Medial Clause  

end 

and ~ but ~ for ~ of ~ or ~ that 

~ 

~ 

the/ 

yeah 

~  

poss  

pron 

~ 

be 

~ 

hap- 

pens 

Acad. 

 (n=200) 
30.5 65 4.5 2 2 2.5 5 4.5 4 20 7.5 5  

Fict.  

(n=200) 
25 71 4 3 2.5 4.5 4.5 8 3  37.5 7.5 3.5 

News. 

(n=200)  
32 63.5 4.5 2.5 4 2.5 1 6.5 4 20 13.5 1.5 10 

Conv. 

(n=200) 
7.5 68 24.5 4 0 0    0 33 3  

 

The most frequent position of whatever in all four genres is in sentence or utterance 

                                                        
31

 Ibid. 
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medial, leading a clause/utterance (or a condensed one), which concedes in relation to 

the main clause/utterance without any condition. This pattern covers about two thirds of 

all its usage (Table 5.5): from 63.5% (N) to71% (F), as in <5.19>. The second most 

frequent position of whatever in the three written genres is at the sentence initial: from 

25% (F) to 32% (N), as in <5.20>, where it has the same function as in sentence 

medial. In conversation, it is at the utterance end (24.5%) rather than at the beginning 

(7.5%), and does not have any linking function, as in <5.21>, where it means “of any 

kind”.  

 

<5.19> KC1 (204) That's right, yeah. I think Ian used to sell these things, whatever 

they are. (C) 

 

<5.20> GUE (1039) Whatever she wore, she'd feel acutely self-conscious. (F) 

 

<5.21> KBF (10573) come in and stay in that's it, stay in and do your own 

whatever, and then we'll go… (C) 

 

In terms of collocation, whatever + pronoun is frequent in conversation (39.5%) and 

fiction (37.5%), where whatever means no matter what, indicating an unconditional 

concession. Examples are whatever he said/her name/I do/it is/you want. This is 

perhaps because the theme or topic in conversation and fiction is often related to people 

and things they are interested in, which involves the frequent use of pronouns, 

especially personal pronouns. In conversation or whatever is also frequent (33%), 

which means “no matter what it is” and often occurs at utterance end, and seems to 

signal the speaker’s loss of patience or interest, and the intention to end the topic and 

start a new one, as in <5.22>. In academic prose and newspapers, whatever the NP is 

used frequently (20%), in which the NP is a condensed clause with the predicate 

omitted, and the definite article before it shows it is already known in the context. The 

proposition of this condensed clause has to concede to that of the main clause, as in 

<5.23>.  

 

<5.22> KCE (630) Yeah. you don't even take your bra off to do P E or whatever! I 

mean, no one 's gonna see it there are they? 

 

<5.23> CH6 (6581) Whatever the truth, it is seriously damaging to the Crown. (N) 

 

Summary Whether is a connector of alternatives, whose unmarked position is in 

sentence medial. In more than 85% of the cases it serves as a neutral connector of 

possibility or choice. Only in less than 15% in written genres and about 5% in 

conversation, and when it leads an adverbial clause/utterance (or a condensed one) 

which is not embedded in the sentence, it seems to gain a concessive connotation. As a 

concessive connector, it is frequent in all four genres to lead a clause/utterance which 

follows the main one. The whether clause can also go before the main clause, which is 

fairly frequent in academic writing. Whether X… or Y is frequent in all four genres, 



 67 

whether X or not is so in conversation, and whether or not is fairly frequent in academic 

prose and newspapers. As a connector of alternatives, whether often occurs after mental 

verbs, especially after I don’t know in conversation, decide/determine in newspapers 

and academic prose, and wonder in fiction. 

 

Whatever mainly leads a (condensed) concessive clause/utterance, and indicates an 

unconditional concession to the main clause. In two thirds of the cases in all four 

genres, it is used in sentence medial. In a quarter to 30% of the cases in written genres, 

it is also used at sentence initial, leading a concessive clause which seems to be given a 

little more weight than when it is in sentence medial. It is often used utterance finally in 

conversation, to indicate the speaker’s intention to change the topic while making a 

vague concession. Whatever + pronoun frequently occurs in conversation and fiction, 

which seems to be related to the frequent personal topics in these two genres; or 

whatever is common in conversation, likely to result from the inexact and vague use of 

it to end a topic in spoken language; whatever + the NP is fairly common in academic 

prose and newspapers, perhaps as a result of the tendency to use condensed clauses in 

them to achieve conciseness.  

 

5.1.3 While, though, although and despite 

While can be used semantically as a conjunction of time (during/in the time that) or 

contrast (whereas/although), a noun (a period of time) (COBUILD), and a verb (to pass 

time in an easy manner) (RHD). Evidence from the BYU-BNC shows the conjunction 

vs. noun use of while ranges from 97% vs. 3% (A), to 96% vs. 4% (N), to 75% vs. 25% 

(F), to 65% vs. 35% (S). This shows the more formal the genre, the more it is used as a 

conjunction, the more interactively spoken the genre, the more it is used as a noun. This 

tendency is confirmed by the use of while in the conversation samples (n=200), where 

the ratio is 55% (conj.) vs. 45% (noun). In all four genres, the verbal use of while is 

about 0.2% to 0.3% and can be ignored. 

 

Table 5.6 While in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some functions (%) 

Genre  Initial  Medial End After, –, ; Middle  Noun  a while 

Acad. (n=200) 25.5 74.5 0 44.5 27.5 2.5  

News. (n=200)  17.5 82.5 0 38 43 1.5  

Fict. (n=200)  10 81.5 8.5 14 52 24 22 

Conv. (n=200) 2.5 86 11.5 6 46.5 45 39.5 

 

The unmarked position of while in all the four genres is in sentence medial, ranging 

from 74.5% (A) to 86% (C) (Table 5.6), where it is used either as a conjunction to 

introduce a clause of contrast, most frequently in academic writing and newspapers, or 

to introduce a clause/utterance of time, mainly in fiction and conversation, or as a noun, 

frequently in conversation and fairly so in fiction. It also occurs at sentence initial in the 

written genres (24% (A) to 10% (F)) to lead a clause. At sentence/utterance end, it is 

generally used as a noun, which is fairly frequent in conversation and fiction, but rare in 

academic writing and newspapers. Thus while as a conjunction mainly links clauses, 
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rather than sentences, the majority of which follow the main clause, as in <5.24>, and 

the minority of which precede the main clause, as in <5.25>. In the former case 

(<5.24>), the proposition of the while clause tends to pose a contrast to that of the main 

clause. In the latter case (<5.24>), it tends to concede to that of the main clause. It can 

also pose a contrast to that of the main clause, as in <5.26>. 

 

<5.24> CBC (9497) She has shown grace, dignity and humanity while those born to 

the House of Windsor have appeared cold and out-of-touch.(N) 

 

<5.25> 16 CHI While you could manage a holiday in St Florent without transport, 

that would rob you of the chance to see more of the wonderful Corsican scenery. 

(N) 

 

<5.26> 4 FU4 While you have been perfecting your French, I have been bettering 

my English. (F) 

 

In medial position, while is often used as a connector of time in conversation, fiction, 

and newspapers, as in <5.27>.  

 

<5.27> KCX (6868) Tell me darling, what have you really had to eat today while 

I've been away? While you've been away? Had erm a chopped piece of raw carrot 

(C) 

 

The collocation of a (little/long) while is frequent in conversation (39.5%) and fiction 

(22%), whether it is used in sentence medial or end. 

 

Though is regarded as a conjunction when it leads a contrastive clause, but as an 

adverb when it leads a contrastive sentence (COBUILD). This shows the traditional 

definition of conjunction has not taken discourse function into consideration. As a 

conjunction, though can mean “although, in spite of the fact that, but” or “yet”, or 

“granting that”. As an adverb, it means “however” or “nevertheless” (RHD: 918, 

COBUILD).  

 

Table 5.7 Though in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some collocations (%) 

Genre 
Initial  Medial End Aft , –,:  ,~,  Middle 

no punc 

(   

) 

As  

~ 

Even ~ Error  

Acad. (n=200) 13 76.5 0.5 (47.5 5 8.5 6.5 4 15)  

Fict. (n=200) 17 71 12 (25.5 3 4 0 33.5 4 1) 

News. (n=200) 12.5 85.5 2 (28 19 10.5 1 8 18 1) 

Conv. (n=200) 3 11.5 85.5 (1 0 7 0 3 0.5 0) 

 

In written genres, the unmarked position of though is sentence medial: from 71% (F), to 

76.5% (A), to 85.5% (N). But in conversation, it is utterance final (85.5%) (Table 5.7),  

signalling a reservation, which is often followed by a tag question, revealing the 
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bi-directional and inter-personal nature of dialogue, as in <5.28>. In written genres, 

though leads a concessive clause which frequently (47.5% to 25.5%) follows the main 

clause, as in <5.29>, or fairly frequently (17% to 12.5%) precedes the main clause, as 

in <5.30>. This seems to suggest that in written English the main clause more often 

precedes the concessive though clause.  

 

<5.28> KBW (3891) Let's go to MacDonalds for our tea. Mm it is quite full though. 

… 

 

<5.29> J6P (92) Such change is at the time of writing imminent, though it is 

unlikely that the whole profession will be affected at the outset. 

 

<5.30> FPI (459) Though he had been in the district for no more than a week, he 

felt he knew it well. (F) 

 

Though is also used in the second initial position of the sentence, which is fairly 

frequent in newspapers (19%), in which it is separated on BOTH sides by a comma, 

highlighting an initial adverbial, subject or (part of) a main clause, as well as indicating 

a mild concession or contrast, as in <5.31>. In this pattern though actually links the 

sentence it is in and the previous one (s). 

 

<5.31> CBF (8860) …With her customary curtness, Camilla insisted she had not 

been told in advance about the announcement. …"I don't know anything about it. 

All I know is what I've seen on the news." Her cheerful manner over recent days, 

though, had told a different story.  

 

As though is very common in fiction (33.5%) (<5.32>). Perhaps this is due to an effort 

to depict feelings, relations and things vividly and accurately by resorting to many 

metaphors and similes, thus frequently involving the use of this phrase. Even though is 

fairly frequent in newspapers (18%) and academic writing (15%). This emphatic form 

of though implies the concession is unconditional, and whatever happens in the 

subordinate clause wouldn’t affect or change the situation in the main clause, as in 

<5.33>. 

 

<5.32> HH1(3052) … she was blushing, and completely incapable of further 

speech. She felt as though all her bones had melted and that everyone knew it. (F) 

 

<5.33> CEM(665) …. She still visits her even though Mae-Britt doesn't now 

recognise her. (N) 

 

Although is used solely as a contrastive conjunction, meaning “in spite of the fact that” 

(RHD), and can express four finer senses: contrast, surprise or unexpectedness, 

weakening or modification, and concession (COBUILD). When it is used in the sense 

of modification, the subordinate clause it leads tends to follow the main clause. The 
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unmarked position of although in all four genres is in sentence or utterance medial and 

covers about 60% (A/N) to 70% (S) (Table 5.8). Although always leads a concessive 

clause, the chance for which to follow the main clause seems greater than to precede 

the main clause: 49.5% vs. 39.5% in academic prose, 44% vs. 40.5% in newspapers, 

46.5% vs. 35.5% in fiction, and 42.5% vs. 31.5% in spoken English, as in <5.34> and 

<5.35>. In <5.36> the although clause precedes the main clause. 

 

Table 5.8 Although in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some functions (%) 

Genre 

Initial  Medial Ini. as  

clause  

linker 

Ini. as  

sent.  

linker 

After main  

clause 

+punc. 

After main 

clause, no  

punc. 

After ini. 

connector or 

other element 

Acad. (n=200) 39.5 60.5 (39.5)  (41.5 8 11) 

News. (n=200) 40.5 59.5 (40 0.5) (37.5 6.5 15.5) 

Fict. (n=200) 35.5 64.5 (29.5 6) (36 10.5 18) 

Spoken (n=200)  31.5 68.5 (27.5 4) (24.5 18 26) 

 

<5.34> CLH (278) Equally difficult to quantify are the variables of age and 

experience, although they are expected to play an important role in language 

learning. (A) 

 

<5.35> G1W (1094) They said Nicola had been found brutally stabbed to death in 

her office although neither newspaper disclosed that the murder weapon was a pair 

of scissors.(F) 

 

<5.36> FNR (1362) Although a search may be successful, we do not know which 

key rule led to its success. (A) 

 

The initial although clause is sometimes preceded by some conjunction, such as and, so 

and but, or a comment adverb such as unfortunately, which is naturally frequent in 

spoken English (26%) and fairly so in fiction (18%), as in <5.37>.  

 

<5.37> F72 (668) But Angus had hold of the skin. And although she was sad, she 

knew that she had to go with him and she did. (S) 

 

Occasionally in fiction (6%) and spoken English (4%), although also contrasts 

sentences/utterances, where it concedes the content of the sentence/utterance to the 

previous one by expressing some afterthought or making minor additions. This use 

seems to result from the relatively short utterance length in spoken English, and from 

the effort in novels to imitate the thinking process, as in <5.38>: 

 

<5.38> FPF (3360) …like his mother, he was aware of his beauty, wished to have it 

admired. Although nothing in his daytime demeanour was vain. (F) 

 

Despite is a concessive preposition and equals in spite of, meaning “in disregard or 
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defiance of” (RHD: 858). It can introduce a fact “which makes the other part of the 

sentence surprising”. In the phrase despite + reflexive pronoun, it means “against one’s 

own will” (COBUILD). The unmarked position of despite in all four genres is in the 

medial of the sentence/utterance, ranging from 81.8% (S) to 68% (F/N) and 60% (A) 

(Table 5.9). Thus, despite leads a concessive noun phrase, which normally follows the 

main clause, particularly in spoken English, as in <5.39>, but can also precede the main 

clause frequently in written genres (40% (A) to 32% (F/N), and fairly so in spoken 

English (17.7 %), as in <5.40>. It does not normally occur at sentence end. 

 

Table 5.9 Despite in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and collocations (%) 

Genre 

Sent.  

initial 

Medial End ~the 

np 

~a(n)

np 

~ poss.  

Pron 

+np 

and 

~ 

but 

~ 

that 

~ 

Yet 

~ 

~ 

this 

Other 

Acad. (n=200) 40 60 0 49.5 6.5  2 2.5 3.5 1.5 6 1.5 

Fict. (n=200) 32 68 0 40  31 7 3 3.5 2 3.5 5 

News. (n=200)  32 68 0 33 8  6 2 3 1   

Spoken  

(n=220, all) 

17.7 81.8 0.5 37.7  5.9 7.3 4.1 7.3 5.5 

~all 

5.9 ~ 

that 

2.7 

 

<5.39> FS6 (362) The Criminal Justice Act of 1981 implemented the proposals, 

despite some opposition. (A) 

 

<5.40> FAB (1565) Despite his fear, George felt a tiny shiver of excitement. (F) 

 

The NP led by despite can be divided into several types. Despite the NP is very 

frequent in all four genres (49.5% (A) to 33% (N)), which sums up the information of 

the previous sentence/utterance, and concedes it to the proposition of the present one, as 

in <5.41>; despite possessive pronoun NP is frequent in fiction (31%), which typically 

depicts people (see <5.42>); despite a NP is occasionally used in newspapers (8%) and 

academic writing (6.5%), which generally follows the main clause to indicate a 

concession in relation to it and present a balanced account, as in <5.43>. 

 

<5.41> 39 CH2 …We're going ahead with a divorce on the grounds of adultery." 

Despite the break-up, Mary still celebrated her 20th wedding anniversary earlier 

this week. (N) 

 

<5.42> 12 A6J There had been a time, a brief time, a glorious dawn, when despite 

her growing awareness of her own sexual failure, despite her anger and frustration, 

despite her own laziness and lack of commitment, there had been a time when she 

had been happy and hopeful and joyous. (F) 

 

<5.43> 8 CH1 Thousands of dangerous Candy machines are still in use despite a 

recall by the manufacturers. 

 

Interestingly, despite this is used in academic writing (6%), and despite that in spoken 
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English (5.9%), both summing up the previous proposition and forming a concessive 

phrase, as in <5.44>, where this sums up the content of the two preceding sentences, 

and <5.45>, where that refers to what has been mentioned in the previous utterance. 

 

<5.44> 12 ASB As recently as 1978, the Court of Appeal was emphatic that "police 

officers can only arrest for offences". There was no power "to arrest anyone so that 

they can make inquiries about him". Despite this, arrest for questioning has quickly 

become an attractive option for the police. (A)  

 

<5.45> HE9 (283) Mhm. But despite that it wasn't the first camp up. (S)  

 

Thus, when despite leads a definite NP (the+NP), or possessive pronoun, or pronoun 

such as this or that, which normally precedes the main clause, the despite phrase 

actually sums up the proposition of the preceding sentence(s)/utterance(s) and concedes 

it to that of the main clause, and indirectly links the sentence/utterance it is in with the 

previous sentence(s)/utterance(s). When it leads an indefinite NP (a/some NP), it links 

clauses/utterances within the sentence/utterance. 

 

Summary While is mainly used as a contrastive connector in academic prose and 

newspapers, a conjunction of time in fiction and conversation, and a noun, in the sense 

of a period of time, in conversation and fiction, whose unmarked position is in sentence 

medial. As a connector it never occurs at sentence end. The clause led by while can 

follow or precede the main clause. A (little/long) while is frequent in conversation and 

fiction. Though as a concessive conjunction can not only link clauses/utterances, but 

also sentences/utterances. This fact has not been given due attention by traditional 

grammar, because though is defined as an adverb in the latter use, overlooking its 

connecting function. The unmarked position of though in written English is in sentence 

medial, but in conversation it is in utterance final. In written genres, though often leads 

a subordinate clause after the main clause to indicate concession. Less frequently, it 

leads a concessive clause before the main clause. The second initial position of though 

is fairly common in newspapers, where it highlights the initial element while signaling 

a mild contrast or concession between the sentence it leads and the preceding sentence. 

As though is common in fiction, and even though is common in newspapers and 

academic writing, caused by the characteristics of the genres concerned. Although is a 

concessive connector, most frequently used in all the four genres to lead a subordinate 

clause/utterance. Occasionally in fiction and spoken English it can lead a concessive 

sentence/utterance. The although clause can precede or follow the main clause, which is 

about half and half in academic writing and fiction, but a quarter more in newspapers 

and spoken English for it to precede the main clause, where it seems to gain a little 

more weight.  

 

Despite is a concessive preposition whose unmarked position in all four genres is 

sentence-medial, leading a noun phrase whose content goes against but has to concede 

to that of the main clause within the sentence. In about two thirds of the cases in written 
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genres and four fifths in spoken English, the despite phrase follows the main 

clause/utterance. In about one third of the cases in written genres and one fifth in 

spoken English, it precedes the main clause/utterance. Despite collocates very 

frequently with a definite NP (led by the in all four genres, and frequently led by 

possessive pronouns in fiction), and occasionally collocates with this in academic prose 

and that in spoken English, all of which refers to what has already been mentioned 

before and thus it functions indirectly as a sentence/utterance connector.  

 

5.1.4 At least and instead 

At least means “at the lowest estimate”, or “at any rate” (RHD), and is used widely as 

an adverbial phrase of degree. When used contrastively, it can refer to “some reserved 

advantage out of a bad situation” (If something awful happens to you at least you can 

write about it), or a correction or modification (It’s not difficult to get money for 

research or at least it’s not always difficult…) (COBUILD).  

 

Table 5.10 At least in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some collocations (%) 

Genre 

Sent. 

initial 

Medial End  2
nd 

initial
 

Before  

element 

in sent. 

Before  

clause 

or 

~ 

~in/ 

well~ 

As “” 

Acad. (n=200) 2.5 95.5 1.5 (8 65 4 5.5 13 0.5) 

Fict. (n=200) 21.5 72.5 6 (9 38 15 8 2.5)  

News. (n=200) 10.5 88.5 1 (8 
70 (9.5 

for ~) 
9.5 1)   

Conv. (n=200) 23.5 73.5 3 (2.5 31 29.5 1.5 / 9  

 

The unmarked position for at least in all the four genres is in sentence/utterance medial: 

ranging from 95.5% (A), 88.5% (N), 72.5% (F) to (73.5%) (C) (Table 5.10). For about 

two thirds of the cases in academic prose and newspapers, and one third in fiction and 

conversation, at least is used in sentence medial, before some element, specifying it as 

a reservation, which is the result of concession, as in <5.46>.  

 

<5.46> CKN (1056) Realism signifies a love, or at least an acceptance, of diversity. 

(A)  

[Diversity is a fact. If a person is realistic, s/he should love diversity. Even if s/he 

does not love it, s/he should at least accept it. The writer gives in, regarding what 

realism means, from love of diversity to the acceptance of it, but no more. If a 

person does not even accept diversity, s/he is not realistic. Acceptance of diversity is 

the result of the writer’s concession. It is also the final concession the writer can 

accept.] 

 

The second most frequent type of at least in conversation (29.5%) is Utterance + at 

least utterance, where the at least utterance gives some reason to justify the action in 

the preceding utterance, similar to so that in meaning, to achieve part of the desired 

purpose, if not more, as in <5.47>.  
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<5.47> KB8 (6666) And I said er, I'll take the children back to my house with me, 

at least they'll be warm, I can give them a drink or something. (C) 

At least is often used sentence initially to link sentences or utterances in fiction (21.5%) 

and conversation (23.5%). The sentence led by it tends to back-justify the previous 

sentence by giving some specific reason which can be regarded as the result of some 

concession, as in <5.48>. 

 

<5.48> CDN (225) Mrs Stych felt a little relieved. At least that humiliating old 

truck would not be parked outside her door when the girls arrived. (F) 

 

At least is also occasionally (8% to 9%) used in the written genres after an initial 

element in the sentence, especially an initial adverbial or subject, where it highlights the 

initial element and signals a concession with the initial element as the bottom line to 

justify the whole sentence, as in <5.49>. 

 

<5.49> EE2 (328) The other powers followed Britain in concluding new treaties 

[with Japan]. In theory, at least, Japan was now the equal of the Western powers. 

Before very long, however, it was to be made abundantly clear to her that legal 

equality was not enough; the ability to exert force was the key not merely to 

ascendancy, but also to genuine equality.(A) 

 

Three collocations are fairly frequent: at least in (13%) in academic writing, where at 

least is used as a hedge in the statements to avoid being too general or sweeping, and to 

reduce the risk of objections, which is a major feature of academic writing
32

; well at 

least in conversation (9%), due to the frequent use of well in spoken language; or at 

least in fiction (8%) (<5.50>), which seems to result from the writer’s effort in 

achieving accuracy in depicting the complexity of characters, things, or relations:  

 

<5.50> B20 (2680) She was a beautiful woman who had found him attractive, or at 

least pretended to do so. Perhaps it had not all been pretence. (F) 

 

Instead is an adverb, which means “as a preferred alternative”, or “as a replacement”. It 

is also used in the prepositional phrase instead of, which means “in place of” (RHD: 

469). It refers to doing one thing, but not the other, in a choice (COBUILD). The 

unmarked position of instead in all the four genres is in sentence medial, ranging from 

52% (A) to 68% (C) (Table 5.11). 

 

Table 5.11 Instead in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some collocations (%) 

Genre 
Sent. init. Medial End  Instead 

(,) 

Instead  

of… 

(~  

of) 

(but ~)/ 

and ~ 

(~ per 

pron) 

Acad. (n=200)  41.5 52 6.5 31 10.5 32.5   

News. (n=200) 36 56 8 21 15 53.5 5/2.5  

                                                        
32

 J Miller 2010, pers. comm. 
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Fict. (n=200) 29.5 61 9.5 23 6.5 52 11.5 15.5 

Conv. (n=200) 13.5 68 18.5 0 13.5 77   

 

The collocation instead of is a complex preposition, consisting of two prepositions 

(Quirk et al 1972: 301). Concise and direct, it signals at once the contrastive nature of 

the ensuing sentence or utterance, and the choice made by the speaker/writer. It is the 

most frequent in all four genres, covering more than 90% in conversation and more 

than 40% to 70% in written genres. It is used especially sentence/utterance medially, to 

introduce a gerund referring to an expected action, which is replaced by the action 

denoted by the main clause, as in <5.51>. The instead of phrase can also precede the 

main clause/utterance with the same function, as in <5.52>. 

 

<5.51> AKS (251) Indeed, Grimshaw strove to make it low-tech. Natural 

ventilation is used instead of all-over air-conditioning ... (N) 

 

<5.52> K5M (6732) Instead of training and playing, these children will be on the 

streets.’(N) 

 

Instead differs from instead of in that the clause/utterance it modifies contains the 

actual choice, rather than the expected choice. Namely, instead refers to an action or 

event that is chosen, whereas instead of refers to an expected action or event which is 

rejected. The sentence initial instead is frequent in the three written genres: from 41.5% 

(A) to 29.5% (F), where the majority of it is used to lead a contrastive sentence, usually 

after a negative sentence, by providing an alternative which has been taken, as in 

<5.53>. In fiction (11.5%) and occasionally in newspapers, instead can be used after an 

initial but, and seems to highlight but, as well as indicate an alternative which occurs as 

a result of concession, as in <5.54>. In conversation, instead is used fairly frequently 

(18.5%) utterance finally, which is less so in fiction (9.5%) and newspapers (8%), often 

in quoted speech to imitate conversation, as in <5.55>. 

 

<5.53> HA0 (3156) Alec never married. Instead, he sailed alone round the world. 

(F) 

 

<5.54> JXU (3731) He's going to get up and march out. But instead he gave a short 

laugh. (F)  

 

<5.55> CH2 (968) …the mugger fled after Edna, 60, told him: ‘Leave her alone — 

take my handbag instead.’(N) 

 

Summary At least seems to specify and justify an element in a concessive clause, 

utterance, or sentence, which is the bottom line of the concession. Apart from the 

meanings defined by dictionaries, in conversation it also means so that to reach a 

desired purpose. Most frequently it is used to link clauses/ utterances. The sentence 

initial position of at least is also frequent in conversation and fiction, where it is a 
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sentence/utterance linker, and the sentence/utterance led by it back-justifies the 

previous sentence/utterance. It is sometimes used in written genres in second initial 

position and seems to highlight the initial element and specify a bottom line of 

concession. Three collocations are fairly common, each related to the characteristics of 

a particular genre: at least in in academic prose, or at least in fiction, and well at least 

in conversation. Instead generally serves as a sentence connector, contrasting the 

sentence it introduces with the preceding one. It is used sentence initially (or after a 

conjunction) in written genres or utterance finally in spoken conversation. Occasionally 

it occurs after and highlights an initial but in newspapers and fiction, and indicates a 

contrastive alternative which is the result of concession. It most frequently collocates 

with of, forming a complex preposition. Instead of generally contrasts different 

elements in the sentence. Instead differs from instead of in that it refers to an action or 

event that is chosen, whereas instead of refers to an expected action or event that is 

rejected. 

 

5.2 Eleven high frequency contrastive connectors in Chinese 

This section is divided into eight parts. In 5.2.1 an account is given of the Chinese 

corpus for this study and the total occurrence of the eleven contrastive connectors in the 

corpus. In 5.2.2, the overall features of these contrastive connectors are described, 

followed by a comparison of 但 dàn and但是 dànshì—two strongly contrastive 

connectors in 5.2.3, and of 而 ĕr and 则 zé—two formal and mild contrastive 

connectors in 5.2.4. 却 què and 然而 ráněr are dealt with in 5.2.5. 可是 kěshì and可

kě are compared in 5.2.6. 虽然 suírán, 只是 zhĭshì, and 不过 buguò are discussed in 

5.2.7. A summary is presented in 5.2.8. 

 

5.2.1 The Chinese corpus and the eleven contrastive connectors in this study 

The Chinese corpus used for this genre-based description is a combination of ten sub 

corpora from two Chinese corpora, containing about 600,000 words. The three written 

genres are taken from the one-million-word Lancaster Corpus of Mandarin Chinese, 

and contain nine of the fifteen parts. The conversation genre is taken from the one 

million-word Lancaster-Los Angeles Spoken Chinese Corpus
33

, containing six 

conversations in different locations and situations and about different topics. The source 

and exact number of words (retrieved by the Xaira program) in these four genres for 

this study are listed in Table 5.12. 

 

                                                        
33

 This conversation sub-corpus has been kindly provided by Dr Richard Xiao, who has allowed me to 

use it purely for research purposes, as the LLSCC is not yet accessible for public use at the time of my 

research. 
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Table 5.12 Four Chinese genres for this study: Source and number of words 

Genre Source No. of words 

Press (Newspapers) LCMC 158527 

Press report LCMC (A) 79363 

Press editorial LCMC (B) 48288 

Press review LCMC (C) 30876 

Academic prose LCMC (J) 144495 

Fiction LCMC 213927 

fiction-general LCMC (K) 53307 

fiction-mystery and detective LCMC (L) 44017 

fiction-science LCMC (M) 11306 

fiction-martial arts LCMC (N) 52347 

fiction-romance LCMC (O) 52950 

Conversation LLSCC (conversation) 79359 

Total no. of words  596308 

 

Admittedly these four Chinese sub-corpora are much smaller than their English counter 

parts in the BNC, but they seem to be the best I can find among the accessible Chinese 

corpora. The other free online Chinese corpora, including the PKU-CCL and the Sinica, 

cannot be searched by genre, although some of them claim to have provided such 

functions, and do not contain spoken conversation, and thus are not used. On the other 

hand, it probably suffices to use these relatively small but carefully collected 

sub-corpora to study the high-frequency Chinese contrastive connectors, as they 

generally contain enough, sometimes even several hundred examples.  

 

The eleven Chinese contrastive connectors listed in Table 5.13 are selected by their 

overall high frequency among the contrastive connectors in this 600 000 word corpus. 

They are slightly different from those retrieved from the CCL (the statistics from which 

have been used for the macro-level comparison in Chapter 4), with 只 zhĭ (only) 

replaced by只是 zhĭshì (concessive “only”), and 倒 dào (informal “but”) by可 kě (mild 

“but”). This is because 只 zhĭ and 倒 dào have multiple meanings and functions, whose 

usage as a contrastive connector is less frequent than 只是 zhĭshì and可 kě. 

 

Table 5.13 Frequency of the eleven contrastive connectors in the four Chinese genres 

Chinese contrastive connector 

Raw no. 

in four 

genres 

No. per 

0.1 m. 

words in 

four 

genres  

Acad.  Press  Fict. Conv.  % among 

these 

eleven 

members 

但 dàn (but) 807 484 182 122 155 25 21.2 

而 ĕr (contrastive) 668 417 212 119 78 8 17.6 

却 què (strongly contrastive) 622 340 68 98 172 3 16.4 

但是 dànshì (but) 399 322 60 68 37 156 10.5 

可是 kěshì (mild but) 249 176 8 18 67 83 6.6 
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则 zé(mildly contrastive) 240 154 89 49 16 - 6.3 

可 kě (mild but) 210 118 7 34 63 14 5.5 

只是 zhĭshì (only) 180 110 42 16 33 19 4.7 

虽然 suírán (concessive) 171 105 37 15 46 8 4.5 

然而 ráněr (contrastive) 138 81 25 32 24 - 3.6 

不过 buguò (nevertheless) 117 78 11 8 31 29 3.1 

Total  3801 2383 741 578 721 344 100% 

 

5.2.2 General features of the eleven contrastive connectors in Chinese 

Regarding the overall normalized total occurrence per 100000 words
34

 in all the four 

genres, 但 dàn, a strong contrastive connector, is the most frequent (484) and covers 

21.2% of the total usage of the eleven members, followed by而 ĕr (417/17.6%), a mild 

contrastive linker, 却 què (340/16.4%), a strong contrastive adverb, and 但是 dànshì 

(322/10.5%), a variation of 但 dàn. Together they cover 66% of their usage, the rest 

seven connectors covering 34%. Their total occurrence in each genre shows that they 

are more frequent in written genres than in conversation, especially in academic prose 

(741) and fiction (721), where more than twice as many such connectors are used as in 

conversation (341). The most frequent contrastive connector co-varies with genre: 而

ĕr in Academic prose, 但 dàn in Press, 却 què in Fiction and 但是 dànshì in 

Conversation.  

 

Among these eleven contrastive connectors, there are some interesting pairs, such as 但

dàn and但是 dànshì, and 可 kě and可是 kěshì, each pair with similar meaning. This is 

because the Chinese words are comprised of different numbers of “characters”, some of 

which can form both single “character” words, as 但 dàn and可 kě, and “double 

character” words, as 但是 dànshì and 可是 kěshì. The subtle difference between each 

pair can hardly be noticed without corpus evidence. By intuition I as an educated native 

Chinese speaker regard 但 dàn and 但是 dànshì either similar in meaning, or 但是

dànshì more formal and emphatic than 但 dàn. But evidence in the four sub corpora 

indicates that 但是 dànshì is two to four times more frequent in conversation than in 

each of the three written genres. Whereas 但 dàn is about five to seven times as 

frequent in written genres as it is in conversation. In fact the single-character members 

seem to be preferred by written genres, and the double-character members by 

conversation.  

 

Perhaps this is because in written Chinese the single “character” members such as 但

dàn are preferred for their conciseness, which clearly signals the contrast. While in 

spoken Chinese, a single-character word is more likely to share the same pronunciation, 

even the same tone, with several other words, causing ambiguity. 但 dàn, for example, 

has the same pronunciation and tone in Chinese as 蛋 dàn (egg), 弹 dàn (bullet), 氮

dàn (nitrogen), 旦 dàn (dawn), and 淡 dàn (thin or weak in sound, colour or smell), etc. 

                                                        
34

 As the four sub-corpora are of different sizes, the raw occurrence of each contrastive connector in 

them is normalized to show its frequency in every 100000 Chinese words, making the result comparable. 
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The double character但是 dànshì is pronounced longer than 但 dàn, and does not cause 

any ambiguity in conveying its contrastive meaning, and is thus preferred in spoken 

Chinese. Similarly, 可是 kěshì as a mild contrastive connector is more frequent in 

conversation and fiction (which resembles spoken Chinese) than in press or academic 

writing, probably because the longer uttering time in pronouncing them makes the 

contrast they signal much more clear. 

 

5.2.3但 dàn and 但是 dànshì 

但 dàn (but) is used seven times (in academic writing), six times (in fiction), and five 

times (in press) as much as in conversation (Table 5.13), suggesting it is a formal 

contrastive connector most frequently used in written genres. In terms of positional 

distribution, 但 dàn is used similarly in the three written genres, with more than 70% in 

sentence medial and less than 30% in the beginning. In most (97% to 98%) of the cases 

in the written genres, when it occurs sentence medially, it is separated by a comma 

before it. This implies it is used more often to connect contrastive clauses or elements 

within sentences. In spoken conversation, it is used more often at the utterance 

beginning (65%) than in the medial of it (35%), where it links contrastive utterances, 

rather than elements within an utterance. When it occurs utterance-medially, it is 

usually (86%) separated by a pause before it to clearly signal the contrast. 但 dàn is not 

used sentence finally, nor is it separated by a comma from the ensuing elements when it 

occurs sentence initially. 

 

Table 5.14 但 dàn in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

但 dàn (but) 
Initial % Medial % Medial 

(after,) 

% among 

medial 

% among 

total 

Medial 

(no punc) 

% Total 

occur. 

Press 34 28 88 72 86 98 71 2 2 122 

Acad. prose 44 24 139 76 134 97 73 4 2 182 

Fict. 43 28 111 72 108 97 70 4 2 155 

Conv. 16 65 9 35 8 86 30 1 5 25 

 

但是 dànshì (but) is about two to four times as frequent in conversation as in the three 

written genres, implying it is most favoured by the spoken-genre. In about 57% to 70% 

of the cases in all the four genres, 但是dànshì occurs sentence/utterance initially, 

suggesting that the majority of it are used to contrast sentences/utterances. In about 

34% to 43% of the cases, it contrasts clauses within the sentence or different elements 

in an utterance. When 但是dànshì occurs sentence initially, in 55% to 76% of the cases 

it is separated after it by a comma, signaling an emphatic contrast. When it occurs 

sentence medially, like 但dàn, 但是dànshì is generally (96% to 100%) preceded by a 

comma. But in conversation, it is less frequently preceded by a pause: 18% of the 

utterance-initial tokens and 54% of the utterance-medial tokens. Like 但dàn, 但是

dànshì does not occur sentence/utterance finally. 
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Table 5.15 但是 dànshì in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

但是
dànshì 

 Initial  % Medial % Initial 

+,  

%  

among 

initial 

Medial 

after, 

%among 

medial 

Medial 

no punc 

% Total  

Press 42 61 26 39 32 76 26 100 0 0 68 

Acad.  35 57 26 42 24 70 26 100 0 0 60 

Fict. 25 66 13 34 14 55 12 96 0 1 37 

Conv. 110 70 47 30 20 18 25 54 19 12 156 

 

但 dàn most commonly leads the main clause and contrasts the propositions of clauses 

in written genres. Very often a concessive connector co-occurs in the subordinate 

clause. This correlation signals a clear concessive relation between the two clauses in a 

balanced way, as in <5.56>
35

, where尽管 jinguan introduces a concessive clause saying 

autumn has come, which concedes to the main clause led by但 dan, which says the 

room, instead of feeling cool, feels increasingly hot and stuffy. 但 dan functions as a 

contrastive connector against expectation. We would have used although…but, if the 

Chinese sentence is translated in its original word order. 

 

<5.56> LCMC_K (0010S001 尽管 jin guan (although)已 yi (already)到 dao (come) 

秋天 qiu tian (autumn)，但 dan (but) 房间 fang jian (room) 里 li (inside) 好像
hao xiang (seem) 越来越 yue lai yue (more and more) 闷热 men re (hot)。(GF)  

 

(Although it was already autumn, I felt increasingly hot and stuffy in the room.)  

 

却 que, a contrastive adverb, tends to co-occur after但 dàn in the same main clause, 

where together they show a strong contrast, as in <5.57>.  

 

<5.57> LCMC_K (0007S000 父亲 fu qin (father) 回来 hui lai (come back)了 le 

(already), 但 dan (but) 这 zhe (this) 却 que (but) 是 shi (is) 一个 yi ge (a) 全然
quan ran (completely) 陌生 muo sheng (strange) 的 de (of) 人 ren (person)。
(GF)  

 

(Father came home, a total stranger.) 

 

但是 dànshì most commonly leads a sentence/utterance and contrasts the propositions 

of two sentences/utterances, as in <5.58>. 

 

<5.58> LCMC_K (0123S012 她 ta (She) 希望 xi wang (wish) 他 ta (he) 不要 bu 

yao (not want to) 走 zou (go), 永远 yong yuan (forever) 这样 zhe yang (like this) 

陪 pei 着 zhe (accompany) 她 ta (her)。但是 dan shi (but) 她 ta (she) 不 bu 敢
gan (not dare) 说 shuo (say)，怕 pa (afraid) 遭到 zao dao (suffer) 拒绝 jv jue 

(refusal)。(GF)   

                                                        
35

 From example <5.56> onwards, the pronunciation after the Chinese words in the examples (and in 

the analysis of them) will no longer be marked with the “tones” anymore, as such marking is extremely 

time-consuming, and the reader is assumed to have become somewhat familiar with the Chinese 

“pinyin” pronunciation system. In addition, a space is provided between the pronunciations of each 

Chinese character to facilitate the reading of Chinese words. 
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(She wanted him not to leave but to accompany her like this for ever. But she didn’t 

dare to say so for fear of refusal.)  

 

This pattern is less common for 但 dàn in the written genres, where 但 dàn mainly has 

two functions. One is to contrast the two sentences which are of equal weight. With 

such a function, the但 dàn sentence is often followed by a summary sentence, as in 

<5.59>, in which the tense and aspect of verbs in Chinese and English is contrasted. 

Sentence (1) says tense is not strictly required or clearly expressed in Chinese. Sentence 

(2), led by 但 dàn (but), says in English it is and it consists of 16 types. Sentence (3), 

the final sentence, makes a summary by stating what this difference implies: This 

distinction reflects the different notions of time in the culture and spirit of the English 

people and the Chinese people. 

 

<5.59> LCMC_J (0050S005 (1) 汉语 han yu (Chinese) 在 zai (in) 使用 shi yong 

(use) 动词 dong ci (verb) 时 shi (time)，不 bu (not) 讲 jiang (talk) 时态 shi tai 

(tense)，或 huo (or) 时态 shi tai (tense) 不 bu (not) 鲜明 xian ming (clear), 顶多
ding duo (at most) 加上 jia shang (add)一些 yi xie (some)＂现在 xian zai＂(now) 

、＂过去 guo qu＂(past) 、＂未来wei lai＂(future) 等 deng (an so on) 时间 shi 

jian(time) 副词 fu ci (adverb)，以 yi (with) 作 zuo (make) 说明 shuo ming 

(explanation)。(2) 但 dan (but) 英语 ying yu (English) 动词 dong ci (verb) 的 de 

(of) 时态 shi tai (tense) 变化 bian hua (change) 既 ji (both) 复杂 fu za 

(complex) 又 you (and) 鲜明 xian ming (clear)，讲究 jiang jiu (requirement) 严
格 yan ge (strict)，有 you (have) 16 shi liu 种 (type) zhong之 zhi (of) 多 duo 

(many)。(3) 这种 zhe zhong (this type) 区别 qu bie (difference)，反映 fan ying 

(reflect) 了 le (already) 中 zhong (Sino-) 英 ying (British) 民族 min zu 

(national) 文化 wen hua (cultural)的 de (of) 时间 shi jian (time) 观念 guan nian 

(concept) 差异 cha yi (difference) 以及 yi ji (as well as) 文化 wen hua (cultural) 

精神 jing shen (spirit) 差异 cha yi (difference)。(A)  

 

(The Chinese language does not require a clear expression of tense in using verbs, 

which, at most, is indicated by adding some adverbs of time such as “now”, “ago”, 

and “in future”. In English, however, tense is complex, clear, and strictly required, 

amounting to 16 types. This difference reflects the different notions of time in the 

culture and spirit of the English people and the Chinese people.) 

 

Another more frequent function of 但dàn is exhibited in the second sentence where 但
dàn narrows the topic in the preceding sentence and specifies it, changing the focus of 

the discourse from sentence one to sentence two. In such use, sentence two is often 

followed by some explanatory discourse to elaborate on it, as in <5.60>, where 

sentence (1) describes the general aspects of a speech or talk. Sentence (2) led by 但
dàn focuses on and emphasizes only one aspect of them: theme, or central idea. 

Sentence (3), the final sentence, elaborates on (2) by adding that the choice of material 

must be around the theme. 

 

<5.60> LCMC_J (0041S004 (1) 讲 jiang (talk) 说 shuo (say) 有you (have) 长
短chang duan (long short), 内容 nei rong (content) 有 you (have) 多寡 duo gua 

(many few)。(2) 但 dan (but) 每次 mei ci (every time) 口语 kou yu (oral) 表
达 biao da (expression) 的 de (of) 中心 zhong xin (central) 思想 si xiang (idea)

，只能 zhi neng (can only) 有you (have) 一个yi ge (one)。(3)并且 bing qie 
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(and)，根据 gen jv (according to) 这个 zhe ge (this) 中心 zhong xin (central) 

思想 si xiang (idea) 来 lai (come) 选择 xuan ze (select) 丰富 feng fu (rich) 的 

de (of) 材料 cai liao (material)。(A)  

 

(A speech or talk can be short or long, with little or much to say. But in each oral 

expression there should be one theme only, around which a variety of material can 

be selectively arranged.) 

 

In conversation, the more common pattern for 但 dàn is to lead an utterance which 

contrasts with a previous utterance by the same or another speaker, as in <5.61>. 

 

<5.61> Hk (303) 其实 qi shi (in fact) 美国 mei guo (the US) 也 ye (too) 是 shi 

(is) 这样 zhe yang (like this)。他 ta (he) 有时候 you shi hou (sometimes) 那个
na ge (that) 警察 jing cha (police)，故意 gu yi (on purpose) 刁难 diao nan (make 

things difficult) 人 ren (people)，也 ye (too) 有 you (there is)。但 dan (but) 大
多数 da duo shu (majority) 是 shi (are) 好 hao 的 de (good) (C)  

 

(As a matter of fact, this is also the case in the US. The police sometimes are picky, 

but most of them are good.) 

 

但 dàn often collocates in the written genres with concessive connectors 虽然 suírán 

(8% to 13%), 尽管 jìnguăn (3% to 7%), and 虽 suí (a more formal form of虽然 suírán) 

(3% to 5%), while但是 dànshi tends to collocate with 虽然 suírán (2% to 11%) and 尽

管 jìnguăn (1% to 3%), but not with 虽 suí. This further shows 但 dàn and 虽 suí are 

more formal and used more often in written genres. In conversation, 虽然 suírán 

occasionally co-occurs with 但 dàn (5%) while当然 dang ran occasionally collocates 

with 但是 dan shi (2%) (Table 5.16). 

 

Table 5.16 Collocations of但 dàn/但是 dànshi with some concessive connectors 

但 dàn 虽然
suírán / 

但 dàn 

No. as 

cc 

% 尽管
jìnguăn/ 

但 dàn 

% 虽 suí/ 

但 dàn 

% 当然 dang 

ran/但 dàn 

% 

Press 19 193 10 14 7 6 3   

Acad. 33 263 13 16 6 9 3   

Fict. 25 331 8 9 3 15 5   

Conv. 1 20 5  0  0   

但是
dànshì 

虽然
suírán / 

但是
dànshì 

No. as 

cc 

% 尽管
jìnguăn/ 

但是 

dànshì 

% 虽 suí/ 

但是 

dànshì 

% 当然 dang 

ran/ 

但是 

dànshì 

% 

Press 2 108 2 3 3  0   

Acad. 10 87 11 1 1  0   

Fict. 4 80 5  0  0   

Conv.  124 0  0  0 2 2 

 

In addition, 但 dàn and但是 dànshi also collocate with many other concessive words or 

phrases, but less frequently, such as 至少 zhi shao (at least), 显然 xian ran (obviously), 
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诚然 cheng ran (sure), 无论 wu lun (no matter), 不管 bu guan (whatever), 本是 ben 

shi (originally), 本来 ben lai (ibid), 本应 ben ying (as originally intended), 本想 ben 

xiang (intending to), 固然 gu ran (certainly), 的确 di que (indeed), 确实 que shi (ibid), 

倒是 dao shi (would have), 也算 ye suan (admittedly) , 或许 huo xu (may have been), 

也许 ye xu (ibid), and 事实上 shi shi shang (in fact). In such cases, the concessive 

connector normally leads the subordinate clause which is followed by the main clause 

led by 但 dàn or 但是 dànshì.  

 

5.2.4 而ĕr and 则zé 

而ĕr has several meanings. When used as a mild contrastive connector, it means “but”, 

“in contrast”, or “however” but weaker than them, and is frequent in written genres, 

especially in academic writing, but infrequent in conversation. In most cases (71% to 

83%) in all four genres, as demonstrated by Table 5.17, 而er is used sentence/utterance 

medially, contrasting two clauses or two elements within the clause, or two parts within 

the utterance, the majority (68% to 82%) of which are separated by a comma/pause 

before it. In the rest of the cases it is used sentence or utterance initially, contrasting it 

with its preceding sentence or utterance. It never occurs at the sentence or utterance 

end, nor is it separated from its ensuing part by any punctuation mark or pause. 

 

Table 5.17 而ĕr in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

而 ĕr 

Total no. 

pre 0.1 m. 

words 

Initial 

% 

Medial % End 

% 

Medial (after , 

) among 

medial % 

Medial (after ,) 

among total % 

Medial (no 

punc.) % 

Press 119 25 75 0 68 51 24 

Acad. 212 23 77 0 82 63 14 

Fict. 78 29 71 0 71 50 21 

Conv. 8 17 83 0 80 66 17 

 

As a connector with mixed meanings, its contrastive use covers 61% of its total usage 

in press and academic writing, 46% in fiction, and 43% in conversation. Its 

non-contrastive usage in Press and Conversation, as an illustration, is summarized in 

Table 5.18 which shows these non-contrastive meanings can be divided into three main 

groups: the “cause-effect” group, the “auxiliary” group, and the “both…and” group. 

 

Table 5.18 Non-contrastive meanings of 而ĕr in Press and Conversation 

而 ĕr Raw 

no. 

Non 

cont 

rastive 

% 因而 yin er 

(从而 cong 

er) 

% 就 jiu 

(auxiliary 

adv) 

% 又 you, 

而且 

er qie 

% 才 

cai 

% 

Press 

(total) 
310 122 39 79 25 34 11 9 3 1 0 

P report 120 51 43 36 30 13 11 2 2 0 0 

P edit. 131 39 30 24 18 11 8 4 3 0 0 

P review 59 32 54 19 32 10 17 3 5 1 0.1 

Conv. 14 8 57 4 29 4 29 0 0 0 0 
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(1) 而 ĕr as the condensed and elliptical form of 因而 yin er (because of this, so), and

从而 cong er (therefore, so that) is not contrastive in meaning, but causal or resultative, 

which covers 25% (P) and 29% (C) of the total usage of而 ĕr in the sample.  

 

(2) 而 ĕr as an auxiliary adverb covers 11% (P) and 29% (C) of its usage, especially 

before a single character verb of action in four character phrases, which makes the 

action of the verb sound smooth, immediate and instant. This meaning is similar to 就 

jiu (so, therefore) in Chinese. This usage is particularly frequent in science fiction 

(33%) and fiction of martial art (31%), such as 推 tui (push) 门 men (door) 而 er (so) 

入 ru (enter) (pushed the door open and entered), and 飞 fei (fly) 身 shen (body) 而 er 

(so) 下 xia (down) (flew lightly down to the ground). In fact, 78% of its 

non-contrastive uses in martial art fiction are the cases where 而 ĕr is used as an 

auxiliary adverb: such as 而来 er lai (came), 而去 er qu (went), 而出 er chu 

(appeared), 而过 er guo (passed), and 而下 er xia (descended). 

 

(3) 而 ĕr used in the sense of “and”, or “both… and”, covers 3% (P), which seems to 

result from the omission of 且 qie (also) in 而且 er qie (and) to achieve brevity. Some 

examples are: 采取 cai qu (adopt) 明智 ming zhi (wise) 而 er (and) 现实 xian shi 

(realistic) 的 de (of) 态度 tai du (attitude) (to adopt a wise and realistic attitude), 入神

ru shen (devoted) 而 er (and) 专注 zhuan zhu (focused) (devoted and focused).  

 

In conversation, 而 ĕr is not only much less frequent
36

, but has fewer functions. There 

are only six cases in which it is used contrastively, four of them in 而 ĕr 是 shì (but be), 

two in 而 ĕr不是 bu shì (but be not). Among its eight non-contrastive cases of use, four 

are used in the sense of “because of this”, or “as a result”, and four as an auxiliary 

adverb meaning “so” and “therefore”. When the speaker wants to convey a contrastive 

sense with 而 ĕr, s/he more often uses 反而 fan er (but) (19 cases) instead. When s/he 

wants to convey a sense of “both… and” with it, s/he more often uses 而且 er qie (and) 

(63 cases) instead. This is probably because the double character connectors are less 

ambiguous in meaning in conversation and are preferred by the speaker. 

 

则 zé is a formal contrastive connector, meaning “but” and weaker than it. It is only 

used in written genres and is frequent in academic writing (89), less so in press (49), 

and much less so in fiction (16), reflecting its formal nature (Table 5.19). It only occurs 

in the sentence medial position, where it can mildly contrast two clauses or elements 

within the sentence, as in <5.62>, or the sentence with its preceding one, as in <5.63>.  

                                                        
36

 Although there are 97 occurrences of 而 ĕr in conversation, a closer examination reveals that only 14 

cases are the one –character connector 而 ĕr. The others consist of 63 而且 er qie (and), 19 反而 fan er 

(but), and 1 error. Among the 14 cases of 而 ĕr, six are used contrastively, and eight non-contrastively. 
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Table 5.19则 zé in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

则 zé 
Total Initial/end 

% 

Medial Medial  

% 

M (after,) % M (no 

punc.) 

% 

Press 49 0 49 100 7 14 0 0 

Acad. 89 0 89 100 29 33 60 67 

Fict. 16 0 16 100 4 23 12 77 

Conv. 0  0  0  0  

 

<5.62> LCMC_K (0017S001 长安街 chang an jie (Chang An street) 一 yi 

(whole) 街 jie (street) 的 de (of) 体面 ti mian (decency) 风光 feng guang 

(splendour)，这里 zhe li (here) 则 ze (but) 是 shi (is) 半 ban (half) 胡同 hu tong 

(Hutong) 的 de (of) 嘈杂 zao za (mess) 喧闹 xuan nao (noise)。(F-g)  

 

(While Chang An Street is full of splendour, this back street Hutong is messy and 

half-filled with noise.) 

 

<5.63> LCMC_J (0024S002 在 zai (in) 低 di (low) 收入 shou ru (income) 国家
guo jia (country), 急 ji (urgent) 需 xu (need) 经济 jing ji (economy) 增长 zeng 

zhang (increase) 来 lai (come) 改善 gai shan (better) 生活 sheng huo (life) 质量
zhi liang (quality)。在 zai (in) 高 gao (high) 收入 shou ru (income) 国家 guo jia 

(country)，则 ze (but) 需要 xu yao (need) 减少 jian shao (reduce) 资源 zi yuan 

(resource) 消费 xiao fei (consumption)…(A).  

 

(In countries of low income, priority should be given to the development of 

economy to raise the people’s living standard. In countries of high income, 

however, the consumption of resources should be reduced…) 

 

Like 却què (but), 则zé often echoes with a preceding contrastive connector, especially 

with 而er (formal but). In its 129 raw occurrences in academic prose, for example, 

there are 30 cases (23%) where 则zé co-occurs with 而er, which shows 而er…则zé 

(but…however) is a correlative contrastive pair used frequently in formal Chinese 

writing. 

 
5.2.5 却 què and 然而 ráněr 

却què is an adverb of strong contrast, similar to “but” in meaning and is generally used 

after the subject. It is the most frequent in fiction (172), followed by press (98) and 

academic writing (68), but rare in conversation (2) (Table 5.20). In 98% to 100% of the 

cases it is used sentence medially. The only six cases in which it occurs sentence 

initially are found in martial art fiction, resulting from the omission of its subject, thus 

making the contrast more obvious and forceful. In such cases, 却què can easily be 

replaced by 但dàn (but) without any meaning difference. Thus in such position it is 

better to be regarded as a contrastive connector, as in <5.64>, in which if 却 què is 

replaced by 但dàn, the sentence would be equally natural and forceful. 
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Table 5.20却 què in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

却 què 
Total Initial % Medial % Medial 

(after,) 

% Medial 

(no punc.) 

% 

Press 98 - 0 98 100 33 34 21 21 

Acad. 68 - 0 68 100 17 25 0 0 

Fiction 172 3 2 169 98 64 37 105 61 

Conv. 2 - 0 2 100 1 50 1 50 

 

<5.64> LCMC_N (0065S006 身后 shen hou (body after) 众 zhong (mass) 兵士 

bing shi (soldier) 发声 fa sheng (make noise) 呐喊 na han (yell)，俱 jv (all) 皆
jie (all) 追 zui (chase) 来 lai (come)。却 què （but） 如何 ru he (how) 还 hai (still) 

追 zui (chase) 得 de (to) 上 shang (up)。(F-m)  

 

(The soldiers after him all yelled and dashed in his direction, but how could they be 

so fast as to catch him?)  

 

One obvious feature of 却 què is its strong power in forming collocations with other 

contrastive connectors, reinforcing the contrast or concession. As an example, Table 

5.21 presents their co-occurrence in academic writing, which shows in two thirds (67%) 

of the cases, 却 què correlates with another contrastive connector which occurs in its 

previous clause (which is the majority), such as 而 er…却 que (21%), or form a 

complex unit with it (which is the minority), such as 但却 dan que (8%). 

 

Table 5.21却 què：Collocations with contrastive connectors in academic prose 

却 què Raw 

no. 

而 er…

却 què 

但 

dan 

… 

却 

què 

但是
dan 

shi 

…却
què 

但却
dan 

què 

然而
ran er 

…却
què 

虽然
sui ran 

...却
què 

可是
ke shi 

...却
què 

虽 

sui 

… 

却 

què 

本 

ben 

… 

却 

què 

尽管 jin 

guan 

…却
què 

total 

Acad. 98 21 17 9 8 5 2 1 1 1 1 66 

%  21 17 9 8 5 2 1 1 1 1 67 

 

<5.65> is an example of the correlation of 但是 dan shi with 却 que, in which two 

views are contrasted. The first clause shows people’s common view of robots, which is 

refuted by the second clause representing the author’s view. The two clauses are similar 

in weight, which are coordinated and contrasted by但是 dan shi, and the contrast is 

further enhanced by 却 que. Grammatically却 que can be removed, but the contrast 

would be slightly weakened. If 但是 dan shi is omitted, the contrast would be very 

much weakened. 

 

<5.65> LCMC_J (0085S008 现在 xian zai (now) 人们 ren men (people) 总是
zong shi (always) 用 yong (use) 最 zui (most) 美好 mei hao (beautiful) 的 de 

(of) 言辞 yan ci (words) 称赞 cheng zan (praise) 机器人 ji qi ren (robot)，但是
dan shi (but), 机器人 ji qi ren (robot) 却 que (however) 并 bing (in fact) 不 bu 

(not) 比 bi (than) 蒸汽 zheng qi (steam) 机车 ji che (engine) 强 qiang (strong)。 
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(Robots are unanimously highly praised nowadays. But, as a matter of fact, they are 

no better than steam engines.)  

 

In <5.66>, 但 dan (but) and 却 que (but/however) form a complex unit to signal a 

strong contrast (between the expected effect of the slogan and its actual effect), which 

is similar to “but however” in meaning. Either 但 dan (but) or 却 que can be removed. 

If this happens, the contrast would still hold with slightly weaker force. 

 

<5.66> LCMC_J (0075S007 此 ci (this) 口号 kou hao (slogan) 本 ben 

(originally) 是 shi (be) 清末 qing mo (late Qing Dynasty) 洋务派 yang wu pai 

(Westernizers) 的 de (of) 宗旨 zong zhi (aim)，但 dan(but) 却 que (however) 

严重 yan zhong地 di (seriously) 影响 ying xiang着 zhe (affecting) 中西 zhong xi 

(China-West) 学术 xue shu (academic) 交流 jiao liu (exchange)。 

 

(Originally the guideline of the officials proposing Westernization in the late Qing 

Dynasty, but, however, this slogan has in reality severely obstructed the academic 

exchange between China and the West.)  

 

<5.67> is a concessive sentence, in which the subordinate clause led by 虽然 sui ran 

(although) acknowledges the advantage of the method, but it concedes to the main 

clause led by却 que (but), which expresses the central idea of the whole sentence. 却
que correlates with 虽然 sui ran, neither of which can be omitted. If we omit 虽然 sui 

ran, the contrastive force would be weakened. 

 

<5.67> LCMC_J (0057S005 ＂模板 mo ban (template) 匹配 pi pei (match)＂ 方
法 fang fa (method) 虽然 sui ran (although) 简单 jian dan (simple)，却 que (but) 

有 you (have) 严重 yan zhong 的 de (serious) 缺陷 que xian (defect)。(A)  

 

(Although the template matching model is simple, it has serious defects.)  

 

Sometimes even three such connectors co-occur in the same sentence to reinforce the 

contrast, as in <5.68>, in which 尽管 jin guan (although) correlates with 然而 ran er 

(however) 却 que (but) (which is a complex unit).  

 

<5.68> LCMC_J (0017S001 尽管 jin guan (although) 这个 zhe ge (this)说法 shuo 

fa (explanation) 并 bing (actually) 不 bu (not) 是 shi (is) 计算机 ji suan ji 

(computer) 软件 ran jian (software) 的 de (of) 精确 jing que (precise) 定义 ding 

yi (definition)，然而 ran er (however) 却 que (but) 有助于 you zhu yu (helpful) 

让 rang(let) 我们 wo men (us) 把 ba (make) 它 ta (it) 和 he (and) 扩充 kuo 

chong 了 le (expanded) 含意 han yi (meaning) 的 de (of) 广义 guang yi (broad 

meaning) 软件 ruan jian (software) 相 xiang (mutual) 区别 qu bie (distinguish)。 

 

(But although this rule of thumb is not an accurate definition of computer software, 

it nevertheless helps us to distinguish it from its expanded meaning.)  
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Table 5.22然而 ráněr in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

然而

ráněr 

Total  Initial  % Med- 

ial 

% Initial 

+,  

% 

among 

all 

% 

among 

initial 

Medial 

(after,) 

% M (no 

punc.) 

% 

Press 32  24 76 8 24 21  68 89 8 24 0 0 

Acad. 25  20  81 5 19 12  50 62 5 19 0 0 

Fiction 24  16  65 8 35 8  35 53 8 33 0.5 2 

Conv. 0            

 

然而 ráněr is a somewhat formal contrastive connector used exclusively and fairly 

frequently in the three written genres, not in conversation (Table 5.22). It usually occurs 

sentence initially, particularly in academic writing (81%) and newspapers (76%), and is 

often separated by a comma from the ensuing sentence (from 89% (P) to 53% (F)). 

When it occurs sentence medially, which is less frequent and covers about 20% (A/P) to 

one third (F), it is generally separated from its preceding clause by a comma. It never 

occurs after an initial subject or adverbial, or at the sentence end. This suggests that in 

two thirds to 80% of the cases 然而 ráněr is used at the sentence initial to contrastive 

sentences, and in one third to 20% of the cases it is used clause-initially to contrast 

clauses within the sentence. 

 

5.2.6可是 kěshì and可 kě 

可是 kěshì and可 kě are related contrastive connectors, milder than 但 dàn and 但是

dànshì in their contrasting force, and similar to mild “but” in meaning. Both are 

frequent in fiction (67/63), less frequent in press (18/34), but infrequent in academic 

prose (8/7) (Tables 5.23 and 5.24). This suggests they are less formal than但 dàn and但

是 dànshì and favoured in fiction writing but disliked in academic discourse. 可是

kěshì is very frequent in conversation (83) but 可 kě is not (10), indicating in spoken 

Chinese the double-character可是 kěshì is preferred.  

 

Table 5.23可是 kěshì in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

可是 kěshì 
Total Initial 

% 

Medial 

% 

Initial+, % Medial 

(after,) % 

Medial 

(no punc.)% 

Press 18 45 55 14 48 7 

Acad.  8 55 45 9 45 0 

Fict. 67 49 51 20 36 10 

Conv. 83 65 35 14 21 12 

 

Table 5.24可 kě in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

可 kě Total Initial % Medial % Medial (after,)% Medial (no punc.)% 

Press 34 30 70 57 13 

Acad.  7 20 80 80 0 

Fict. 63 25 75 43 32 

Conv. 10 25 75 12 62 
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In the three written genres the chance for 可是 kěshì to occur in sentence initial and 

medial seems to be similar, whereas in conversation, about two thirds of it takes the 

initial position in an utterance. This implies in written genres 可是 kěshì can be used to 

contrast clauses or sentences with similar probability, while in spoken Chinese it is used 

more often to contrast utterances rather than elements within them. Moreover, when it 

occurs in the sentence or utterance initial, in about 10% to 20% of the cases in all the 

four genres there is a comma or pause after it, indicating it is fairly detached from the 

ensuing elements. 可 kě, by contrast, in 70% to 80% of the cases takes the medial 

position in all the four genres. Its initial position only covers 20% to 30%, where it is 

not separated by any comma or pause after it. This indicates 可 kě is more closely 

attached to its ensuing elements, and is more often used to contrast clauses within 

sentences or elements within utterances, rather than contrasting sentences or utterances. 

 

可 kě has a variety of meanings (Table 5.25), whose contrastive vs. non-contrastive use 

is highly genre-dependent. In Press reportage, which is likely to be written somewhat 

quickly to report what is happening, the contrastive use of可 kě covers 70%. In Press 

review, which is perhaps written with more deliberation, it covers 38%. In Press 

editorial, which is probably written very carefully, it covers 18%. In academic prose, 

which is generally very carefully worded, it covers only 5%. This seems to suggest the 

more formal and elaborate the writing, the less use of 可 kě as a contrastive connector. 

In such writings, 可 kě is more often used as a condensed form of 可以 ke yi (can, 

may), which amounts to 95% of all its usage in academic prose, 83%in Press editorial, 

and 63%in Press review. In the five sub-corpora of Fiction, the contrastive use of 可 kě 

covers 53% to 73%, whereas the non-contrastive use covers 47% to 27%. Apart from 

its frequent use as 可以 ke yi (can, may) in fiction, it is also used fairly frequently to 

mean “ever” in 可曾 ke ceng, and “really, indeed’.  

 

Table 5.25 Different meanings of 可 kě in four genres (details) 

可 kě (mild  

but) 

Total Con 

tras 

tive 

% non- 

con 

tra 

stive 

% 可以 

ke yi 

can,  

may 

% 使 shi, 

令 ling 

In 

ten 

si 

fier 

可曾 

ke 

ceng 

ever 

error  

Press report 63 44 70 19 30 16 25 2 1   

Press edit. 40 7 18 33 83 33 83     

Press review 8 3 38 5 63 5 63     

Acad. prose 196 10 5 186 95 186 95     

Fict. general  44 32 73 12 27 12 27    1 

Fict. m+dec. 43 23 53 20 47 10 23  4 6  

Fict. Sci. 5 3 60 2 40 2 40     

Fict.-mar 62 36 58 26 42 13 21  5 7  

Fict.-roman. 56 41 73 15 27 12 21   3  

Conv. 25/329 11 3/44 14/ 

329 

4/56 13 52 1    
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In conversation, 可 kě can be interpreted as 可是 ke shi (mild but) or可以 ke yi (can, 

may), depending on the context. To avoid this possible ambiguity, evidence in the 

conversation corpus indicates most of these two meanings are expressed by the two 

character可是 ke shi or 可以 ke yi, rather than by the one-character可 kě. Even when 

the speaker wants to use 可 kě to express a contrastive idea, s/he generally ends up with 

using可是 ke shi (after some hesitation) instead, as indicated by a blank space after 可
ke (see Appendix 4.6 for a sample of such retrieved examples). That is probably why可
kě is so rare in conversation: among its 329 raw occurrences as a single-character word 

or in collocation with other characters, there are only 25 cases (7%) where 可 kě is used 

as a single-character word, eleven (44%) used contrastively, 14 (56%) 

non-contrastively. Among its 14 non-contrastive uses, 13 cases are used as a modal verb 

meaning “can” or “may”. If we compare the usage of 可 kě and但 dàn, we can see但
dàn has been conventionalized in modern Chinese as a strong contrastive connector in 

written genres, whereas 可 kě tends to be conventionalized as a modal verb to mean can 

or may in formal writing, and as a mild contrastive linker and modal verb in less formal 

and more oral-style writing, such as in novels and in spoken Chinese.  

 

5.2.7虽然 suírán, 只是 zhĭshì, and 不过 buguò 

This is a group of concessive connectors. 虽然 suírán is similar to “although” in 

meaning and is fairly frequent in all the four genres. Used more in academic writing 

(42) and fiction (33) than in conversation (19) and press (16), it occurs more sentence- 

or utterance- medially (about two thirds to nearly 80%) than sentence initially (one 

third to about 20%) (Table 5.26). 

 

Table 5.26虽然 suírán in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

虽然 suírán 
Total  Initial % Medial % M (after,) % M(no 

punc.) 

% 

Press 16 4 25 12 75 2 12 6 37 

Acad.  42 15 36 27 64 10 24 17 40 

Fict. 33 7 21 26 79 8 24 18 55 

Conv. 19 6 32 13 68 9 47 3 16 

 

As a concessive connector, 虽然 suírán has a very strong tendency to collocate with 

contrastive connectors, especially with 但 (是) dan (shi) in the written genres and 可 (

是) ke (shi) in conversation (Table 5.27). 虽然 suírán correlates with 但(是) dan (shi) 

very frequently in Press (92%) and academic prose (88%), and frequently in fiction 

(34%). In conversation, 虽然 suírán correlates more frequently with 可 (是) ke (shi) 

(27%) than with 但(是) dan (shi) (20%). It also correlates fairly often with 却 què in 

fiction (7%), and a variety of other contrastive connectors in the written genres. 

 



 91 

Table 5.27 虽然 suírán: Main collocations and syntactic patterns in four genres 

虽然 

suí rán 

Total / 

co-occur 

虽然…

但(是) 

dan shi 

% 

虽然
… 

que 

% 

虽然 

…可(是
) ke shi  

% 

虽然 

sub. 

cls+ 

main 

cls % 

(init. 

subj 

+虽然
cls, main 

cls)% 

(虽然 

cls, 

+ main 

cls) 

(init. cls/ 

advbial/ 

subj. +, 

虽然 cls, 

main cls) % 

main 

cls+ 

虽然 

Cls  

% 

虽然
sent./ 

utter 

ance 

% 

Press 26/24 92 0 0 100 65% 23 12 0 0 

Acad. 60/53 88 3 2 98 28% 35 23 2 0 

Fict. 70/24 34 7 4 99 24% 21 23 0 1 

Conv. 15/3 20 0 27 47 0% 0 0 7 47 

 

In the three written genres, a striking syntactic feature is that the subordinate 虽然suí 

rán clause almost always precedes the main clause, ranging from 98% (A) to 100% (P). 

Within this order there are three major syntactic patterns: (1) Initial subject + 虽然
suírán (although) clause, + main clause, as in <5.69>; (2) 虽然suírán (although) clause, 

+ main clause, as in<5.70>; (3) Initial clause, +虽然 suírán (although) clause, + main 

clause, as in <5.71>.  

 

<5.69> LCMC_A (0019S001 第di (the) ４５si shi wu 条tiao (item) 建议jian yi 

(suggestion) 虽然 sui ran (although) “流产”liu chan了le (aborted), 但dan (but) 

职工zhi gong 们men (staff members) 的 de (of) 心xin (heart) 却 que (however) 

热乎乎 re hu hu 的de (warm)... (P).  

 

(Suggestion item 45, although “aborted”, (but) nevertheless filled the heart of the 

staff members with a warm feeling.)  

 

<5.70> LCMC_P (0026S002 虽然 sui ran (although) 他们 ta men (they) 不 bu 

(not) 住 zhu 在 zai (live) 一起 yi qi (together)，但 dan (but) 也 ye (too) 常常
chang chang (often) 聚 jv 在 zai (get) 一起 yi qi (together) 聊天 liao tian 

(chat)。(F).  

 

(Although they do not live together, (but) they often get together and chat with each 

other.) 

 

<5.71> 崔cui 氏shi (Mrs Cui) 性情 xing qing (temperament) 贤淑 xian shu 

(kind)， 身材 shen cai (figure) 窈窕 yao tiao (slim)，虽然 sui ran (although) 

年 nian (age) 至 zhi (to) 三十 san shi (30)，打扮 da ban (dressed) 起来 qi lai 

(up) 不 bu (no) 减 jian (less) 少女 shao nv (young girl) 风姿 feng zi 

(attractiveness)。 

 

(Mrs Cui is sweet tempered and delicately built. Although in her 30 years of age, 

when she is dressed up she is no less attractive than a young girl.) 

 

In conversation, two patterns are frequent, each covering 47% of the occurrences. One 

is (4) 虽然 suírán (although) + subordinate element, + main element in the utterance, 

which is similar to (2) in written genres. Another is very special, where 虽然 suírán 

leads an “independent” utterance which does not contain any other main element, 

resulting in the pattern of (5) 虽然 suírán (although) utterance. This seems to be caused 
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by the interactive and often interruptive nature of conversation, where this independent 

utterance is added by the speaker, after some response to another speaker, or after some 

interruption, as a concessive remark to the previous talk, as in <5.72>. This type also 

occasionally occurs in lyrical essays as an independent sentence, to express the author’s 

feelings and emotions, as in <5.73>. 

 

<5.72> Working (993) 哦 er (oh) 就 jiu (just) 这 zhe (this) 样子 yang zi (way)。 

虽然 sui ran (although) 他 ta (he) 这个 zhe ge (this) 是 shi (is) 保密 bao mi 

(secret) 的 de (of)， 那么 na mo (then) 他们 ta men (they)…(C). 

 

(Yeah, it’s just like that, although he keeps it as a secret. Then they…) 

 

<5.73> LCMC_K (0074S007 虽然 sui ran (although) 当 dang (when) 风暴 feng 

bao (storm) 过后 guo hou (over)，这里 zhe li (here) 只 zhi (only) 剩下 sheng xia 

(remain) 那 na (that) 蔚兰 wei lan 的 de (blue) 海 hai (sea)、蔚兰 wei lan 的 de 

(blue) 天 tian (sky)。 

(Although after a storm what will remain here is only the blue sea and the blue sky.) 

 

只是 zhĭshì (only that) is mildly concessive. The connective use of it originates from its 

being used as an adverb meaning “only, just”, and these two functions still co-exist. 

Table 5.28 shows 只是 zhĭshì is fairly frequent in fiction (46) and academic prose (37), 

but much less so in press (15) and is infrequent in conversation (8). In most of the cases 

(89% to 98%) in the three written genres, 只是 zhĭshì is used sentence medially and 

often after a comma, leading a concessive clause which is often a reservation. In two 

thirds of the cases in conversation, it is used utterance medially to indicate concession 

within the utterance, while in one third it is used utterance initially to signal concession 

to a preceding utterance.  

 

Table 5.28只是 zhĭshì in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage
1
 

只是
zhĭshì 

Total Initial % Medial % Initial 

+, 

% Med. 

after, 

% Med. 

no punc. 
% 

Press 14.5 0.6 4 13.9 96 - 0 6.3 43 7.6 52 

Acad. 36.7 0.7 2 36 98 - 0 11.8 32 24.2 66 

Fict. 45.8 5.1 11 40.7 89 0.5 1 22.9 50 17.8 39 

Conv. 7.6 2.5 33 5.0 67  0 1.3 17 3.8 50 

 

Table 5.29 不过 buguò in four genres: Normalized positioning and percentage 

不过
buguò 

 Total   Initial  % Medial %  Initial +,  % Med. 

after, 

% Med. no 

punc 

% 

Press 7.6  5.7  75 1.9 25 0.6  8 1.3 17 0 0 

Acad. 11.1  6.2  56 4.8 44 4.8  44 2.8 25 0 0 

Fict. 30.8   16.4  53 14.5 47 7.0  23 14.5 47 0.5 2 

Conv. 29   20.2  70 8.8 30 2.5  9 3.8 13 5. 17 

                                                        
1
 One decimal digit has been kept for the statistics in Tables 5.28 and 5.29, as the total raw numbers 

are relatively small. 
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不过 buguò is also a mild concessive connector, similar to “nevertheless” in meaning 

and is more often used in fiction (31) and conversation (29) than in academic prose (11) 

and press (8) (Table 5.29), suggesting it is a somewhat informal contrastive connector 

favoured by spoken Chinese. In more than half to 75% of the cases, it is used sentence 

or utterance initially to signal concession or reservation, as in<5.74>, where the author 

first acknowledges that the method has some effect, but then expresses his/her concern 

and reservation by saying it is not a good method. It correlates with 当然 dang ran (of 

course), and forms a concessive relation between the two sentences. 

 

<5.74> LCMC_B (0005S000 效果 xiao gou (effect) 当然 dang ran (of course)是
shi (be) 有 you (have) 的 de (of)。不过 bu guo (nevertheless) 笔者 bi zhe (author) 

总 zong (always) 觉得 jue de (feel)，这 zhe (this) 不 bu (not) 是 shi(be) 个 ge 

(a) 好 hao (good) 办法 ban fa (method)。(P-e)  

 

(It has some effect of course. Nevertheless I the author do not think it is a good 

method.)  

 

In 25% to 47% of the cases in the three written genres, and in 30% of the cases in 

conversation, 不过 buguò leads a concessive clause after the main clause, or a 

concessive element within an utterance. <5.75> is such an example, in which the 

demand for fresh fruit is turned down in the first clause. Then a concession is made in 

the second clause led by不过 bu guo, promising to get the fresh fish soup. 

 

<5.75> LCMC_N (0049S004“忆红 Yi Hong，这 zhe (this) 大海 da hai (sea) 之
zhi (of) 上 shang (on)， 实在 shi zai (really) 弄 nong (get) 不到 bu dao (not) 那
些 na xie (those) 鲜 xian (fresh) 水果 shui guo (fruits)，不过 bu guo 

(nevertheless)，你 ni (you) 要 yao (want) 的 de (of) 鲜鱼 xian yu (fresh fish) 汤
tang (soup) 我 wo (I) 倒 dao (actually) 可 ke (can) 尽力 jin li (try my best) 而 er 

(to) 为 wei (do)。”(F-m) 

 

(“Yi Hong, it’s really impossible to get the fresh fruit you wanted on the open sea. 

Nevertheless I can do my best to get the fresh fish soup you wanted.”)  

 

The不过 buguò clause/utterance always follows some preceding proposition to show 

reservation, correction, or contradiction. It is difficult to say in such structures which 

part is the main and which is the subordinate. It seems better to regard the two 

contrastive parts as equal, which are coordinated by不过 buguò. This anaphoric and 

coordinating nature of it seems rather different from 虽然 suírán, whose function is 

clearly forward referring and subordinating, leading a concessive clause or element 

which usually goes before and concedes to the main proposition that follows. 

 
5.2.8 Summary 

At least six tentative generalizations can be made concerning the usage of these eleven 

most frequent Chinese contrastive connectors in four genres. 

 

(1) The historical influence As the Chinese language comprises characters which can 

form words with differing numbers (usually one to four characters) of them, and as 

modern Chinese originates from ancient Chinese in which “one-character” words are 

abundant and generally have many meanings, this historical influence on the Chinese 
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contrastive connectors seems to be mainly reflected in two aspects: (A) The existence 

of one-character connectors, such as 而 ĕr, 却 què, and 则 zé, which can have multiple 

meanings and functions. (B) The co-existence of “one-character” and “two character” 

contrastive connectors with similar meanings, such as 但 dàn and 但是 dànshì, and 可

kě and 可是, kěshì. One-character connectors are more concise than two characters, of 

which the different meanings can be properly interpreted from the context in the written 

genres, and are preferred for stylistic reasons by written genres. Thus the three most 

frequent contrastive connectors in the three written genres are all one-character words:

而 ĕr (212), 但 dàn (182), and 则 zé (89) in academic writing, 但 dàn (122), 而 ĕr 

(119), and 却 què (98) in newspapers, and却 què (172), 但 dàn (155), and 而 ĕr (78) in 

fiction. 

 

In conversation these one-character connectors are likely to cause ambiguity, as they 

are shorter and tend to be pronounced with less time length than two-character words, 

and the context for the listener’s interpretation of them is constantly changing, filled 

with noise and interruptions. Thus in spoken Chinese two-character contrastive 

connectors seem to be preferred. In conversation, the three most frequent contrastive 

connectors are all double-character words: 但是 dànshì (156), 可是 kěshì (83), and 不

过 buguò (29). Even with the single-character polysemous 而 ĕr, speakers tend to avoid 

ambiguity by using two-character connectors containing it: 而且 (63 cases) to convey 

a sense of both… and, 反而 fan er (19 cases) to convey a contrastive sense.  

 

(2) The genre influence High-frequency contrastive connectors in Chinese seem to be 

sensitive to genre. The most frequent contrastive connector co-varies with genre: 但

dàn in Press, 而 ĕr in Academic prose, 却 què in Fiction and 但是 dànshì in 

Conversation. The distinction is especially clear between the written and the spoken 

domains. Within the written domain, there are variations in their choice and frequency 

between academic prose, press and fiction, but they tend to differ less from one another 

than from conversation in the other domain. All the eleven contrastive connectors are 

used in the written genres, and 但 dàn, 而 ĕr, 却 què, 则 zé, and 然而 ráněr are very 

frequent, but in conversation the first three are not so frequent, and the last two are 

rarely used. By normalized occurrence per 100000 words, these contrastive connectors 

are about two times as frequent in the averaged three written genres as in conversation 

(680/344). This huge frequency difference may have been caused by several reasons, 

which will be explored in 5.3.6. 

 

(3) Different degrees of contrast and concession Among the high frequency 

contrastive connectors in Chinese, 但 dàn, 而 ĕr, 却 què, 但是 dànshì,可是 kěshì, 则

zé, and 然而 rán ěr are similar to but in meaning with differing contrasting force. 但是

dànshì, when separated by a comma or pause after it, seems to convey the strongest 

contrastive force, followed by但 dàn, separated by a comma or pause before it, then by

但是 dànshì, and then by但 dàn, not separated by a comma or pause. 却 què, when 

separated by a comma or pause before it, has a strong contrastive force next to that of 

但是 dànshì. When not thus separated, its contrasting force becomes slightly weaker. Its 
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force tends to be weakened in 但 (是) dàn (shì)…却 què correlation, and even further 

weakened in 但 (是) dàn (shì) 却 què complex, although these co-occurrences tend to 

make the contrast emphatic. This is probably because the co-existence of 但 (是) dàn 

(shì) somewhat overshadows the contrasting force of却 què. 然而 rán ěr (more formal) 

and可是 kěshì (more informal) can contrast with forces slightly weaker than 但 (是) 

dàn (shì), followed by而 ĕr and则 zé. 可 kě is informal and is preferred by fiction. 

Thus a range of contrastive connectors with similar meaning but varied contrasting 

force co-exist in Chinese, the interpretation of whose force very much depends on the 

context, including their emphatic tones and pauses in utterances and in reading written 

discourses, even in silent reading. 

 

(4) The positioning and function of these connectors All the five one-character 

contrastive connectors are predominantly used sentence medially (72% to 76% for 但

dàn, 71% to 77% for而 ĕr, 98% to 100% for却 què, 100% for则 zé, and 70% to 80% 

for可 kě). This is also true with two-character concessive connectors 只是 zhĭshì (89% 

to 98%) and 虽然 suírán (65% to 79%). In this position, they signal contrast or 

concession within the sentence. For most of the two-character contrastive connectors, 

however, their favoured positions are in sentence initial (58% to 66% for 但是 dànshì, 

45% to 55% for可是 kěshì, 65% to 81% for 然而 ráněr, and 53% to 75% for 不过

buguò). In this position they often contrast sentences. In conversation most of these 

members are used with similar positional distributions as they are in the written genres, 

with the exception of 但 dàn (which in two thirds of the cases occurs utterance initially, 

contrasting utterances). This positioning difference between one-character and 

two-character connectors seems to be related to their relative degree of detachment and 

independence: one-character connectors seem to be less detached from the ensuing 

texts and are more likely to be used to contrast clauses within the sentence or elements 

within the utterance, whereas two-character connectors seem to be more independent 

and are more suitable to link and contrast sentences or utterances.  

 

There are two types of concessive connectors leading two types of concessive clauses. 

虽然 suírán, together with 尽管 jìnguăn, 无论 wúlùn, 即使 jìshĭ, 不管 bùguăn, etc., 

normally leads a pre-positioned concessive clause which concedes to the ensuing main 

clause. In this order, the sentence initial concessive connector signals the concession 

clearly, warming up the reader to expect a contrast or contradiction in the ensuing main 

clause (cf. 5.2.5 for examples). 只是 zhĭshì, together with 不过 buguò, 只好 zhĭhaŏ, 

可惜 kěxí, etc., normally leads a post-positioned concessive clause which concedes to 

the preceding main clause. In this order, the post-positioned subordinate clause sounds 

to the reader more like an afterthought or addition, and seems best to be regarded as 

parallel to the main clause and coordinated by these concessive connectors. An example 

is the well-known citation from a poem by Lee, Shangyin, a famous Chinese poet of the 

Ming Dynasty: 夕阳 xi yang (setting sun) 无限 wu xian (endless) 好 hao (good), 只

是 zhi shi (only) 近 jin (near) 黄昏 huang hun (twilight). (However splendid the setting 

sun, it is merging into twilight.) 
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(5) The tendency to reinforce each other High frequency contrastive connectors have 

a strong tendency to form correlative or complex units to reinforce the contrast or 

concession. In concessive sentences/utterances, the pre-positioned concessive 

connectors, such as 虽然 suírán, 尽管 jìnguăn, 无论 wúlùn, 即使 jìshĭ, 不管 bùguăn, 

etc., tend to form a correlative contrastive pair with a contrastive member (in the main 

clause/utterance). For example, 虽然 suírán correlates with 但 (是) dan (shi) with very 

high frequency in Press (92%) and Academic prose (88%). This correlation not only 

makes the contrast sharper, but also enables the reading of the two contrasted parts well 

balanced. In fact, the Chinese readers are so used to such correlations that they would 

feel rather uncomfortable if reading a sentence where only the concessive linker is 

used, which seems exactly to be the normal case in English. In contrastive sentences, 

many contrastive connectors form a correlative pair with 却 què, such as而 er…却 que, 

但 dan…却 que, and可是 kěshì…却 que, or a complex unit with it, such as但 (是) dan 

(shi) 却 que. For example, in two thirds of the 98 cases where 却 què is used in 

academic writing, it forms such a collocation with another contrastive or concessive 

connector. In the same manner, 则 zé often echoes with a preceding contrastive 

connector, especially with 而 er, forming an 而 er…则 zé correlation, with slightly 

weaker force than却 que. This seeming repetition and redundancy not only enhances 

the contrast but also (to some degree) the balance of the contrasted parts and the rhythm 

in its reading. 

 

(6) Conventionalization and pronunciation influence Conventionalization can be 

witnessed in several aspects among these eleven high frequency contrastive connectors. 

The double-character members seem to be favoured by spoken Chinese, while the 

single-character members favoured by written genres. Each genre has one unique 

contrastive connector most frequently used. When a polysemous mono-character 

connector is used in writing, it is generally used in one or two senses by convention, 

even if it has many other meanings, and this usage is very much genre-dependent. 而

ĕr, for example, is used contrastively (61%) and non-contrastively (39%) in newspapers 

(Table 5.19). Among the latter use, 65% are used to show result or effect, meaning 

“hence”, “therefore”, or “because of this”. In martial art fiction, by comparison, when it 

is used non-contrastively (66%), 48% are used as a smoothing auxiliary adverb, 

meaning “instantly”, or “quite naturally”. 

 

Pronunciation, especially the notion of “tone”, seems to have played an important role 

in the process of conventionalization, as Chinese is a “tone” language in which the four 

basic tones (even, rising, falling-rising, and falling) are vital to its proper overall 

sounding and interpretation. Among the four tones, the even tone tends to sound least 

conspicuous, the rising and the falling-rising tones seem to evoke expectation, whereas 

the falling tone seems to sound emphatic and final. 但是 dànshì, 但 dàn, and 却 què, 

used probably as the strongest contrastive connectors, all have falling tones. 可是

kěshì, 可 kě, 只是 zhĭshì, 而 ĕr, and 然而 ráněr, used with less strong contrastive 

force, all share the falling-rising tone. 虽然 suírán and 则 zé, one concessive and one 

mildly contrastive, share the rising tone. 不过 buguò, a mild concessive connector, has 
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one tone even and one tone falling. Is it a coincidence that the contrastive connectors 

with falling tones are more emphatic than those with rising or even tones? Does the 

tone really have an impact on the contrastive force and usage of the contrastive 

connectors? It would be interesting to pursue this further, although it is beyond the 

scope of the present study. Stress in pronunciation certainly helps to fine-tune the 

contrastive force of the connectors: the more emphatic a contrastive connector, the 

more stress is given to it. In addition, the pause in utterances or the comma in 

sentences, which often results from the stress of the connector and the length in 

pronouncing it, also helps to fine tune its contrastive force: the pause or comma before, 

after, or around the same connector, wherever allowed by convention, can all add some 

force to it.  

 

5.3 Contrastive connectors in English and Chinese: A genre-related comparison 

This section compares the genre-related features of the eleven most frequent contrastive 

connectors in English and Chinese, in regard to five aspects: 5.3.1 their frequency and 

percentage, 5.3.2 their single use vs. correlative/complex use, 5.3.3 their position 

distribution and functions, 5.3.4 the clause order of concessive sentences, and 5.3.5 the 

polysemous nature and usage convention. 5.3.6 is a summary of the chapter.  

 

5.3.1 Frequency and percentage   

The normalized occurrences of the eleven high frequency contrastive connectors in four 

broadly comparable genres in English and Chinese, and the percentage of each of them 

among their total occurrences are summarized in Tables 5.30 and 5.31. A comparison of 

them clearly shows that in terms of overall occurrences in every 100000 words, 

substantially more such contrastive connectors are used in English (3320) than in 

Chinese (2383), the latter is 72% of the former. In every genre, more such connectors 

are used in English than in Chinese, with the spoken genre varying the most: ranging 

from 2.6 times (spoken English vs. Chinese conversation), to 1.3 times in newspapers, 

1.2 times in fiction, and 1.1 times in academic prose, which varies the least. This is 

evidence that the contrastive relations are expressed more explicitly in English than in 

Chinese, especially in the spoken genre. Maybe the relatively small frequency 

difference of these contrastive connectors in academic prose in the two languages 

reflects what we might call the globalization of academic discourse – the need in 

academic discourse in all languages to spell out meanings and connections as explicitly 

as possible.
2
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
2
 J Miller 2010, pers. comm. 
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Table 5.30 Eleven high-frequency contrastive connectors in four genres of English: Normalized 

frequency per 100000 words  

Connector  All four genres Spoken Fict.  News. Acad.  %  

but [cjs] 2154 661 608 523 362 65 

however 190 9 19 39 122 6 

while[cjs]  187 16 49 66 56 6 

though 149 43 44 26 35 4 

although 145 17 25 34 70 4 

whether.[cjs] 145 43 19 25 58 4 

at least 85 14 21 21 29 3 

anyway 81 52 24 4 2 2 

whatever 66 30 17 7 12 2 

yet 63 7 23 13 21 2 

despite 54 2 9 24 18 2 

Total 3319 894 857 784 784 100% 

 

Table 5.31 Eleven high-frequency contrastive connectors in four genres of Chinese: Normalized 

frequency per 100000 words  

Connector All four genres  Conv.  Fict.  Press  Acad.  %  

但 dàn 484  25  155  122  182  20 

而 ĕr 417  8  78  119  212  17 

却 què 340  3  172  98  68  14 

但是 dànshì 322  156  37  68  60  14 

可是 kěshì 176  83  67  18  8  7 

则 zé 154  -    16  49  89  6 

可 kě 118  14  63  34  7  5 

虽然 suírán 110  19  33  16  42  5 

只是 zhĭshì 105  8  46  15  37  4 

然而 ráněr 81  -    24  32  25  3 

不过 buguò 78  29  31  8  11  3 

Total  2383 344 721 578 741 100% 

 

In English, one member—but—prevails in all the four genres, accounting for 65% of 

the total occurrence of the eleven contrastive connectors. In each genre, it is also far 

more frequent than any other member, though its percentage co-varies with genre, and 

is highest in conversation (74%) and lowest in academic writing (46%), with fiction 

(71%) and newspapers (67%) on the high side, suggesting but is a somewhat informal 

contrastive connector in English. In Chinese, no contrastive connector is so dominant. 

但 dàn, overall the most frequent in all four genres, only covers 20% of the occurrence, 

followed by 而 ĕr (17%), 却 què (14%), and 但是 dànshì (14%). Together they cover 

65% of the usage. Each genre has its own most frequently used contrastive connector: 

而 ĕr in academic writing (29%), 却 què in fiction (24%), 但 dàn in press (21%), and

但是 dànshì in conversation (45%).  
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In the four genres of English, more overt contrastive connectors are used in the spoken 

genre (894) than in fiction (857), academic prose (784) and newspapers (784). But the 

variation is not large: The ratios between the spoken and fiction genres are similar, and 

between the spoken and academic/newspaper genre is 1.1 to 1. In the four genres of 

Chinese, however, much fewer contrastive connectors are used in conversation (344) 

than in academic prose (741), fiction (721), or press (578). The variation is substantial, 

and less than half of these connectors are used per 100000 words in conversation than 

in academic writing.  

 

As the spoken genre in the BNC comprises 24 sub-corpora, ranging from informal, 

impromptu conversation to narrative and lectures, and conversation is only one part of 

them, a further comparison is made between the occurrence and percentage of these 

eleven contrastive connectors in the spoken genre and the conversation part of it, to see 

if the spoken genre can show the characteristics of these members in English 

conversation. The outcome is well-correlated (Table 5.32), despite some variations: but 

covers 74% in both corpora, the portion of though increases from 5% (spoken) to 8% 

(conversation), and that of anyway from 6% to 9%. On the other hand, the number of 

contrastive connectors (used more than 1%) decreases from ten in the spoken genre to 

seven in conversation.  

 

Table 5.32 Eleven high frequency contrastive connectors in English and Chinese: Spoken 

(BNC) vs. Conversation (BNC) vs. Conversation (LLSCC) 

In BNC Spoken 

(w/0.1m) 

%  

in  

11 Eccs 

Conver- 

sation 

(raw) 

%  

in  

11 Eccs 

In  

LLSCC 

Conver- 

sation 

(w/0.1m) 

%  

in  

11 Cccs 

but 661 74 27667 74 但是 dànshì 156 45 

anyway 52 6 3305 9 可是 kěshì 83 24 

though 43 5 3004 8 不过 buguò 29 8 

whether 43 5 1183 3 但 dàn 25 7 

whatever 30 3 1202 3 虽然 suírán 19 6 

while=cj 16 2 664 2 可 kě 14 4 

although 17 2 278 1 只是 zhĭshì 8 2 

at least 14 2 3 - 而 ĕr 8 2 

however 9 1 67 - 却 què 3 1 

.?!,yet 7 1 67 - 则 zé - - 

despite 2 0 7 - 然而 ráněr - - 

Total 894 100 37447 100 Total  344 100 

 

Thus one similarity between the two languages is that, out of the eleven high frequency 

contrastive connectors, fewer of them (seven in English, and nine in Chinese) are used 

in conversation, but with higher frequency, than in written genres, where all the eleven 

are used. The tendency to use fewer connectors in conversation than in written genres 

seems to be quite general across languages (cf. Miller 2009: 317-37). Presumably 
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writing has more rhetorical variation, requiring the use of more contrastive connectors. 

The predominance of but in spoken English, which is short, powerful and easier to 

pronounce than the longer ones such as nevertheless, and the wide use of anyway (as a 

discourse marker) and though (as a concessive marker) may have contributed to the 

relatively higher portion of contrastive connectors in this English genre. The reason 

much fewer contrastive connectors are used in Chinese conversation (than in written 

genres) seems to be mainly related to the preference of double-character contrastive 

connectors by the speaker to avoid possible ambiguity, such as 但是 dànshì (45%) over 

但 dàn (7%) and 可是 kěshì (24%) over 可 kě (4%). This will be further discussed in 

5.3.6. 

 

5.3.2 Single use vs. correlative and complex use 

In English contrastive connectors tend to be used alone. In Chinese they tend to be used 

correlatively or in complex units. It is true that some contrastive coordinators, such as 

but and yet, can form correlative or complex units with other contrastive adverbials 

(Biber et al 1999), as in the case of but (…) nevertheless, but this seems to be 

occasional and mainly limited to forming complex units, such as but nevertheless. The 

correlative use of them, such as although… but, or but… although, is rare and generally 

regarded as ungrammatical. With other contrastive connectors, this type of collocation 

seems to be very rare. For example, the complex units of but with the other ten most 

frequent contrastive connectors in academic writing of the BNC total less than 0.8% 

(among its total occurrences) (Table 5.33). (Retrieved with the BYU-BNC) 

 

Table 5.33 Complex units of but with ten frequent contrastive connectors 

But in academic prose Total 55651 % 

but although 80 0.14 

but while 75 0.13 

but instead 69 0.13 

but whether 63 0.11 

but whatever 44 0.08 

but despite 43 0.08 

but though 37 0.07 

but however, 14 0.03 

but yet 12 0.03 

but at least 0 0 

Total   0.8 

 

In Chinese, concessive connectors have a strong tendency to form correlations with 

contrastive connectors, and contrastive connectors frequently form correlations or 

complex units with contrastive adverbs. A case in point is 虽然 suírán, whose 

correlation with a contrastive connector ranges from 20% in conversation and 34% in 

fiction to 88% in academic prose and 92% in Press (Table 5.27). Whenever 虽然 suírán 

(although) occurs, the Chinese reader or listener would expect to read or hear a 

contrastive connector (such as但 (是) dàn (shì) (but)) later. Another example is却 què, 
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a strongly contrastive adverb, whose collocations with the other ten high frequency 

contrastive connectors cover as much as 67% of its total occurrence in the academic 

prose sample (Table 5.21), forming synonymous pairs, meaning “although…but” with 

differing degrees of contrasting force.  

 

The positions of the correlated or complex contrastive connectors also differ in the two 

languages. When two Chinese contrastive connectors collocate, they usually lead each 

of the contrasted clauses, forming a balanced pair, as shown by尽管 jin guan (although) 

and但 dan (but) in example <5.56> (discussed in 5.2.3), which means—if translated 

word by word into English— “Although it was already autumn, but I felt increasingly 

hot and stuffy in the room.” In English, interestingly, the dominance of but (or other 

conjunctions) seems to be unchallengeable. When it forms a complex unit, it always 

takes the leading position, putting the other contrastive connector after it under its 

shade, even at the cost of being separated from the main clause it leads, as in example 

<5.76>, where the main clause led by but is “she could not be certain that it was true”. 

There are 80 such examples in the BNC which justifies the normalcy of this pattern. 

This sentence, if translated into Chinese, would have been put in the order of “Although 

she said it, but she could not be certain that it was true”, which is ungrammatical in 

English.  

 

<5.76> 3 A6J But although she said it she could not be certain that it was true. 

 

<5.77> is an example from the spoken genre of the BNC with more context provided, 

which clearly indicates the contrast is between but and although within the same 

sentence, not between but and its previous sentence. In this complex unit, although 

leads a subordinate clause saying Ladakhis can live by themselves, which concedes to 

the main clause led by the initial but emphasizing the scarcity of their livelihood. But 

contrasts with and overrides although by putting it in the shade. This usage difference, 

if not properly noticed and given due attention, will probably affect the EFL/CFL 

learners in their writing and speaking, causing misuse. 

 

<5.77> 2 JNF S-meeting Ladakhis live from farming and livestock rearing and 

believe me they know how to do this. They know how to cope and they have very 

sophisticated forms of irrigation. But although they are largely self-sufficient, 

needless to say livelihoods in these sort of conditions and communities are on a 

knife edge.  

 

5.3.3 Positioning and functions  

Linking adverbials in English—contrastive and concessive connectors being a part of 

them—can take different positions in the sentence and utterance, as observed by Biber 

et al (1999: 890-92), who point out that the most common position for them in 

conversation and academic prose is sentence or utterance initial, followed by end 

position in conversation, and medial position in academic writing where end position is 

rare. This difference is related to general differences in information structure/prosody in 
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speech vs. writing. In regard to the eleven high frequency contrastive connectors in the 

random samples of the four genres of the BNC, however, evidence goes against their 

observation. It indicates that medial positions as a whole are the most common in all 

four genres— from 67.9% (N) to 68.5% (F), to 72.8% (A), to 78.3% (C), followed by 

initial position in written genres (24.6% (A), 28.1% (F), and 29.9% (N)), and end 

position in spoken conversation (13.5%), as is summarized in Chart 5.1. Initial position 

is infrequent in conversation (8.2%), which agrees with the pattern in the 

conversational data investigated by Miller (2009: 317-37), and final position in written 

genres is rare: 2.1% to 3.4%, which confirms Biber et al’s observation. 

 

Chart 5.1 (blue bar: sentence initial; red bar: sentence medial; yellow bar: sentence final) 

Initial, medial, and final positions of eleven high frequency ocntrastive 

connectors in English 
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Chart 5.2 (blue bar: sentence initial; red bar: sentence medial) 

Initial, medial, and end positions of eleven high frequency Chinese 

contrastive connectors in four genres 
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There are similarities and differences between the positions of high frequency 

contrastive connectors in English and Chinese (Charts 5.1 and 5.2). In written Chinese, 

as in English, medial position is the norm, ranging from 72.7% (P) to 74.1% (F) to 

76.4% (A). Initial position is also similar to that in English, covering less than 30%. In 
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Chinese conversation, however, initial position is the norm: 62.7%, while medial 

position covers 37.3%. The heavy use of Chinese contrastive connectors utterance- 

initially in conversation, it seems, mainly results from the interactive nature of 

conversation, in which each turn of a speech act normally consists of a short utterance 

only. Speakers use contrastive connectors utterance-initially in their turn to indicate 

their contradicting attitude, making the utterance-initial use of such connectors 

frequent. Another reason is the relatively rich situational context in conversation, which 

makes the provision of textual context unnecessary before a contrast is made, which is 

frequently signalled by an utterance-initial contrastive connector. Such co-text is 

normally needed in the written genres and is often provided before a contrast is 

signalled, making the sentence-medial use of contrastive connectors more frequent.  

 

In all four genres, the Chinese contrastive connectors do not occur sentence-finally. 

This suggests that the Chinese contrastive connectors are more restricted in positioning 

than those in English. The positioning of some contrastive connectors in English is 

flexible. The contrasting force tends to be strongest when they are used sentence 

initially, less strong when they are used sentence medially, and least strong when they 

are used sentence finally. Some contrastive connectors, such as however, though, at 

least, and instead, are often used in the second initial position of the sentence, 

highlighting the immediate preceding element, and signalling a contrast or concession. 

This dual function reflects the weakened contrastive force of these connectors in 

sentence medial position. The initial element is mainly the subject or an adverbial, but 

it can be expanded to include part of a clause or utterance, or even the whole clause or 

utterance, depending on which element needs to be contrasted and emphasized, thus 

pushing the second initial contrastive connector to later positions, even to the end of the 

clause or utterance, resulting in the occasional but rare use of these connectors in end 

position. Even in end position, these connectors still tend to contrast the emphasized 

element backwards with its previous part, but with weakened force, as in <5.78>. 

 

<5.78> 13 AOD Briefly lifting his cap, the ginger giant produced, in 

foreign-accented English, a decidedly non-committal reply. The large lady was not 

to be put off, however. "Tell me," she said, leaning forwards with a smile at once 

coy and overwhelming, "I must know. 

 

As in English, some Chinese contrastive connectors of adverbial nature, such as 却 què 

and则 zé, can also occur second initially, emphasizing its preceding element and 

indicating a contrast, as in example <5.62> (discussed in 5.2.4), in which 这里 zhe li 

(Here) is contrasted with Chang An Street, and这里 zhe li is highlighted by the second 

initial 则 ze. But this mostly occurs in written genres, as such formal contrastive 

connectors are rare in conversation, and the initial element seems to be mainly a short 

subject or adverbial, occasionally a longer one, rarely a part of the clause, and never a 

whole clause. This is because such connectors in Chinese have to follow a subject, 

overt or implied. Thus the second initial position of contrastive connectors is somewhat 

more restricted than in English. Most of the Chinese contrastive connectors either lead 

a contrastive sentence or a contrastive clause in it.  
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5.3.4 The clause order of concessive sentences 

English and Chinese differ considerably regarding the clause order of concessive 

sentences. In English, the concessive clause can precede the main clause, but very often 

it follows the main clause. The main clause seems to be always in the foreground, 

controlling and overshadowing the concessive clause. The concessive connector, such 

as although, though, etc., usually occurs by itself in the concessive clause. The typical 

concessive structures in English seem to be (1) M, although C. (M=main clause or 

utterance, and C=concessive clause or utterance), and (2) Although C, M. Even when 

the concession is emphasized by another contrastive connector such as but, they tend to 

form a complex unit occurring in the same concessive part, forming structure (3): But 

although C, M (as is shown by examples <5.76> and <5.77>). 

 

In Chinese, especially in written Chinese, the concessive connectors can be divided into 

two groups. One group, represented by 虽然 suí rán, 尽管 jìnguăn, 无论 wúlùn, 即使

jìshĭ, 不管 bùguăn, etc., usually leads the concessive clause which precedes and 

concedes to the main clause or utterance. In this order, the concessive connector in the 

concessive clause often echoes with a contrastive connector in the main clause, 

especially with但(是) dan shi or却 què, producing a balanced structure (4) Although C, 

but M. This is the normal and typical order of a concessive sentence in Chinese. 

Another group is represented by只是zhĭshì, 不过buguò, 只好zhĭhaŏ, 可惜kěxí, etc., 

which normally leads a concessive clause which follows and weakens the preceding 

main clause, taking the order of (1) M, although C, resembling the common order of  

English concessive structures. In this order, only the concessive connector is used, and 

the distinction between the main clause and the subordinating concessive clause is not 

very clear and very much dependent on the semantic interpretation of the connector. 

 

Take although in English and 虽然 suí rán in Chinese for example. Both are typically 

concessive and mutually translatable. In one random sample of 100 English sentences 

in academic writing, 62% of the clauses led by although are in the order of (2) Although 

C, M; 38% are in the order of (1) M, although C. In the whole sample of written 

Chinese, however, the 虽然 suí rán clauses almost always take the order of (2) 虽然

suí rán (Although) C, M-- which is 100% in press, 98% in academic writing, and 99% 

in fiction. And in 92% (P), 88% (A), and 34% (F) of the cases, 虽然 suí rán echoes 

with 但(是) dan shi in the main clause, taking the order of (4) 虽然 suí rán (Although) 

C, 但(是) dan shi (but) M. 

 

The three typical orders of the concessive sentence in English seem to emphasize 

different parts: order (1) (M, although C) emphasizes the concessive clause, order (2) 

(Although C, M) the main clause, and order (3) (But although C, M) the contrast 

between the two clauses. Thus English concessive sentences seem to be more flexible 

in clause order and less restricted by individual connectors, providing the user with 

more room to express subtle differences in attitude and feelings as to what and how to 

concede, contrast and emphasize in the discourse. This meaningful choice does not 
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seem to be so readily available to writers of Chinese, where the majority of concessive 

sentences take the order of (4) (Although C, but M) which restricts the user’s choice, 

and the less common order (1) (M, although C) tends to be ambiguous in emphasis and 

connector-dependent for interpretation. To achieve clarity, the Chinese writers employ 

other means, including the choice of connector, the stressed/unstressed pronunciation of 

it, and the addition of other contrastive connectors. Take <5.79>, for example, where 

the subordinate clause led by只是 zhi shi (=weak but) weakens the main clause and 

shows regret and reservation. If 只是 zhi shi is read lightly, the implied regret and 

reservation is relatively slight and weak. If read strongly, the subordinate clause is 

emphasized and the two clauses seem to become contrastive. If只是 zhi shi is replaced 

by虽然 suí rán (although), then the regret and reservation is very much weakened, and 

the main clause is highlighted. 

  

<5.79> 夕阳 xi yang (setting sun) 无限wu xian (endless) 好 hao (good), 只是 zhi 

shi (only) 近 jin (near) 黄昏 huang hun (twilight).  

 

(However splendid the setting sun, it is merging into twilight.) 

 

5.3.5 The polysemous nature and usage convention 

Among the eleven high frequency contrastive connectors in English and Chinese, there 

are about half in each language which are obvious polysemers with multiple meanings 

and grammatical functions. They are but, however, while, whether, at least, and 

whatever in English, and 而 ĕr, 却 què, 则 zé, 可 kě, 只是 zhĭshì, and 不过 buguò in 

Chinese. Take however and 而 ĕr for example. Semantically however can be used in 

three senses: (1) nevertheless or yet, (2) to whatever extent or degree, and (3) in 

whatever manner or state. Grammatically it can be an adverb, as in (1) and (2), and a 

conjunction, as in (3) (RHD: 436). 而 ĕr can be used (1) as a conjunction, meaning but, 

yet, or while, (2) as a verb, meaning to approach or move to, and (3) as an adverb of 

manner (A Modern Chinese-English Dictionary: 222). Another example is while and则

zé. The former can be used as noun (a period of time), transitive verb (to pass time in 

an easy manner), and conjunction, with three senses: (1) during, (2) as long as, and (3) 

even though (RHD: 1011-12). It is only in the last sense that while functions as a 

contrastive connector. 则 zé can be used at least in six senses, of which the contrastive 

sense is only one (A Modern Chinese-English Dictionary: 1108). The multiple 

meanings seem to be of two types. One type comprises synonymous meanings with 

subtle difference, as in the case of but which can be used in eleven senses (RHD: 122), 

but most of them contrastively. Another type comprises basic meanings with derived 

meanings, as in the case of while, which when used as a conjunction essentially means 

during, at the time of, from which derived the contrastive meaning of even though.  

 

Although polysemous by nature, corpus evidence indicates the specific meaning and 

function of a contrastive connector in a particular genre has been more or less fixed by 

convention through long time use. That is, the probability of a connector being used in 

one sense, not the other, or more often in one sense and less often in another sense, is to 
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a certain degree stable, and can even be predicted, which is very much 

genre-dependent. For example, But can be used, by definition (RHD), as conjunction, 

adverb, preposition, and noun. However, evidence shows there are only 43 cases out of 

its total occurrence (of 445236) in the whole BNC—less than 0.01%—where but is 

used as a noun, mostly in the phrase of no (ifs and) buts, and half of them in fiction. In 

99.4% of the total cases, but is used as a contrastive conjunction, and in 0.5% of the 

cases it is used as a preposition meaning except. The conventionalized usage of but, 

therefore, is overwhelmingly as a contrastive conjunction. Similarly, in formal writing 

however and while are most frequently used as contrastive connectors, but in spoken 

conversation, however is often used as an intensifying adverb and while as a noun.  

 

Conventionalization is also in evidence in the Chinese contrastive connectors. Take the 

one-character contrastive connector for example. Although it usually has more than one 

meaning and function, in a particular genre its usage tends to be narrowed to one or two 

of them. 但 dàn can function as a contrastive connector meaning but, yet, still, or 

nevertheless; or as an adverb meaning only or merely (A Modern Chinese-English 

Dictionary: 168). But in modern Chinese written genres, it has been increasingly used 

as a strong contrastive connector. Only in fiction (especially martial art fiction) is it 

occasionally used as an adverb, such as 但 dàn 见 jian (only to see). The polysemous 

可 kě can be used in at least five senses: (1) to approve, (2) may ,can, (3) be worth 

doing, (4) to fit, suit, and (5) but, yet (ibid: 505). But in modern Chinese, it tends to be 

conventionalized as a modal verb to mean can or may in formal writing, and as a mild 

contrastive linker and modal verb in less formal and more oral-style writing and spoken 

conversation.  

 

5.3.6 Chapter summary  

There are a few similarities between the high-frequency contrastive connectors in the 

four genres of English and Chinese. In both languages, the overall frequencies of these 

contrastive connectors co-vary with genre, fewer types of such connectors are used in 

conversation than in written genres, and in more than two thirds of the cases in written 

genres such connectors are used sentence-medially. In both languages their positioning 

seems to be related, among other things, to the emphatic power they have. For a given 

connector, the more prominent the position, which is usually at the sentence 

/clause/utterance initial, the more emphatic it is. Some contrastive connectors in both 

languages can take the second initial position of the sentence, highlighting the initial 

element, especially the initial subject or adverbial, and signalling a contrast. Contrastive 

conjunctions in both languages can form correlative or complex units with contrastive 

or concessive adverbials. In both languages, many contrastive connectors are 

polysemous words but in a particular genre some specific meanings of them are 

preferred, even fixed, by long time usage. 

 

English high frequency contrastive connectors differ markedly from the Chinese ones 

in a number of ways. By overall frequency, more such connectors are used in the four 

genres in English than in Chinese: the latter is 72% as much as the former. In English, 
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such connectors are slightly more frequent in the spoken genre than in written genres, 

especially academic prose or newspapers: the former is 1.1 times as much as each of 

the latter two. The wide use of but (74%) in spoken English may have contributed to 

this high occurrence. In Chinese, many more contrastive connectors are used in 

academic writing (followed by fiction and press) than in conversation: the former is 

about two times as much as the latter. This huge frequency difference may have been 

caused by several factors. Double-character contrastive connectors are preferred in 

Chinese conversation, because single-character members are often polysemous and 

may cause ambiguity by their similar pronunciations with other words or characters. 

Although double-character members are less ambiguous in meaning than single- 

character members, they take longer time to pronounce and process. This may have 

subconsciously discouraged the speaker from using them too often, in order to achieve 

brevity in conversation, which may have partly contributed to the low frequency of 

contrastive connectors in Chinese conversation. The situational context for 

conversation is more lucidly provided than for written genres, which makes the 

employment of such connectors unnecessary. Besides, the small size of the 

conversation sub-corpus may have under represented their real usage. On the other 

hand, single-character contrastive connectors are often used in Chinese writing, not 

only to signal contrast, but also to enhance the rhythm and balance of the sentence for 

stylistic purpose. This may have contributed to the much higher frequency of 

contrastive connectors in the written genres.  

 

English contrastive connectors tend to be used alone. When conjunctions form 

correlative or complex units with contrastive adverbials occasionally, the contrastive 

conjunctions still overshadow the contrastive adverbials and lead the whole sentence or 

utterance, forming structures like But although concessive clause, + main clause. 

Chinese contrastive connectors tend to be used in correlative or complex units. When 

they do so, contrastive conjunctions and concessive adverbials seem to be on a more 

equal ground, frequently occurring in the structure of 虽然 suí rán (Although) 

concessive clause, + 但 (是) dan shi (but) main clause. The concessive clause in 

English can precede or follow the main clause, which is not particularly restricted by 

specific concessive connectors. Concessive clauses in Chinese are of two types whose 

syntactic patterns are closely related to specific concessive connectors. A typical 

concessive clause generally goes before and concedes to the main clause, and an 

untypical one goes after and weakens the main clause. Finally, contrastive adverbial 

connectors in English can take different positions in the sentence or utterance. The 

“double function” of some of them in second initial position of the sentence is apparent 

and this usage is frequent. They can even be used sentence/utterance finally, although 

infrequently. In Chinese, the second initial use of such connectors with such dual 

function is much less frequent or apparent, and contrastive connectors cannot be used 

sentence-finally.  
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CHAPTER 6 

A CASE STUDY OF HOWEVER 

 

This chapter reports the findings of a case study of however, a particularly problematic 

connector for EFL learners (cf. Chapter 1). I will show that however is the second most 

frequent contrastive connector in the BNC and is most frequent in academic writing. I 

will provide the grammatical patterns and functions of however in English as a whole 

and their variance in four genres. I will track down the reasons for the dual function 

(Altenberg 2002, 2006) of however in second initial position of the sentence, and 

demonstrate by detailed text analysis that this function applies to however after a range 

of syntactical structures in sentence initial position. The choice of a structure is 

semantically determined by which part of the sentence proposition the writer wants to 

contrast and emphasize. I will argue against Rudolph (1996: 445-46) by demonstrating 

that the sentence final however only emphasizes the previous part. I will disprove the 

observation of Doherty (2000/2001: 246) that adversative connectors are used “initially 

before given information and medially after new or contrastive information”. I will 

question Matthiessen and Thompson’s claim that concession is “typically found 

towards the bottom” of a rhetorical structure (1988: 298) by showing that in certain 

genres (such as project abstract) however is typically used near the beginning of the 

discourse, and has an important function in organizing the discourse by introducing the 

rationale of the research. 

 

This case study comprises four sections: 6.1 the overall frequency and positional 

distribution of however in modern British English; 6.2 grammatical patterns and 

functions of however; 6.3 the usage of however in four genres of British English; 6.4 

the semantic function of however in discourse. Chapter 7 will discuss however in 

English/Chinese translation.  

 

6.1 Overall frequency and positional distribution of however  

The overall frequency of however in the whole BNC and its different registers is 

retrieved with the VIEW program (http://corpus.byu.edu/) and summarized in Table 

6.1, which demonstrates however is used with high frequency in modern British 

English—597.3 times in every million words, next only to but among the contrastive 

connectors, and its frequency is closely related to and constrained by different registers: 

from infrequent in spoken English (89 times per million words), followed by fiction 

(187.5/m.w.) and newspapers (387.9/m.w.), to very frequent in academic writing 

(1217/m.w.). A further check shows it is even less frequent in conversation (16/m.w.) 

and more frequent in social science academic writing (1406/m.w.). This means however 

is mainly used in written English and is sensitive to register and formality: the more 

formal the register, such as in academic writing, the more use of however, the more 

informal the register, such as in conversation, the less use of however. The overall high 

frequency of however is confirmed by the COBUILD dictionary, based on the Bank of 

English (another large corpus), which lists it among the 700 most often used words in 

the English language. Its high frequency in written genres is confirmed by the Longman 
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dictionary (2005), which lists it as one of the 1000 most frequent words in modern 

written English. So, not surprisingly, it seems that however is preferred in more formal 

genres (whereas but is more at home in speech). 

 

Table 6.1 Frequency of however in the BNC and its registers 

Overall 

occurrence 

Overall 

per mi. 

Spoken 

per mi. 

Fict. per 

mi. 

Newsp. 

per mi. 

Acad. 

per mi. 

Non-Fict. 

Misc. 

per mi. 

Other 

misc. 

per mi. 

59,730 597.3 89.3 187.5 387.9 1,216.6 846.2 662.0 

 

The positional distributions of however in the BNC and its six registers are calculated 

and presented in Table 6.2
3
, which shows that 44.8 % of it is used at the sentence 

beginning. This is in accord with my intuition: I usually think however is used at the 

beginning of the sentence to indicate contrast or concession. What is surprising is that 

53.5 % of its occurrences are sentence-medial, more than the sentence-initial 

occurrences. It rarely occurs sentence-finally—only 1.6 % of occurrences. Therefore, in 

the whole BNC, the normal or “unmarked” position of however is not sentence-initial, 

but actually sentence-medial, where it tends to be less noticeable, probably because 

these occurrences are dispersed here and there in the sentence, not concentrated in one 

location.  

 

Table 6.2 However: Positional distribution in the six registers of the BNC 

Register 
Total 

no. 

Occur. 

per m. 

Sent.  

initial 

% Sent. 

medial 

% Sent. 

final 

% 

Whole BNC 59730 597.3 26782 44.8 31972 53.5 976 1.6 

Spoken  923 92.6 405 43.9 510 55.2 8 0.9 

Fiction  3037 190.9 887 29.2 2027 66.7 123 4.0 

Newsp.  4126 394.2 1877 45.5 2027 49.1 110 2.7 

Academic 18772 1224.4 8875 47.3 9897 51.6 201 1.1 

Non-fict. misc. 14076 846.2 5835 41.4 8008 56.9 233 1.7 

Other misc. 18794 662.0 9407 50.0 9077 48.3 310 1.6 

Misc.
4
 32870 737.1 15242 45.7 17085 52.6 543 1.6 

 

                                                        
3
 The figures in columns 2 and 3 of Table 6.2 vary slightly from those in Table 6.1, because Table 6.1 

is based on the automatic retrieval result of the VIEW program. Table 6.2 is based on manual 

calculation. Despite these limitations, the advantage of this calculation is obvious. Every step and every 

figure in this computing process is verifiable. The detailed calculating process is attached in Appendix 

6.2, tables 2-7. 

 
4
 The new interface of BYU-BNC since Jan. 2008 combined non-fiction misc. and other misc. in the 

BNC into one register: misc. It also made minor adjustments to the frequency and occurrences per 

million words in different registers. Table 6.2 keeps the original two misc. categories for reference but 

put their figures together in the bottom row of the misc. section. 
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In five registers of the BNC, the positional distributions of however are similar: spoken 

English, newspapers, academic prose, non-fiction miscellaneous writing and other 

miscellaneous writing. In these registers, the sentence initial however ranges from 

41.4% to 50%, the sentence medial however ranges from 48.3% to 56.9%, and the 

sentence final however ranges from 0.9% to 2.7%. But in fiction, however occurs about 

twice as often sentence-medially (66.7%) as sentence-initially (29.2%). It is also more 

frequent sentence-finally (4%) than in other registers. 

 

6.2 Grammatical patterns and functions of however 

In analysing potentially hundreds, even thousands of concordance lines drawn from a 

large corpus, Sinclair (2003: xiii-xvii) suggests using a small concordance 

sample—from about 30 lines to no more than 100—as a trial sample, and keeping an 

open mind, to form an initial hypothesis, which can be tested with another small 

sample. In this successive and reiterative way, the hypothesis can be confirmed, refined 

or abandoned. This small but detailed sample study makes it possible to manage the 

huge amount of data in a large corpus. Thus two samples are used for the pattern 

analysis of however, each of 50 concordance lines randomly provided by the BNC 

web-based service, totalling 100 complete sentences which provide evidence for the 

usage of however.
5
 By examining more detailed positional distributions and 

corresponding functions of however, including punctuation marks around it, its 

syntactic patterns and functions can emerge. 

 

6.2.1 Detailed positional distribution of however 

My account of the detailed positional distribution of however in the sentence is divided 

into nine categories listed below, based on Quirk et al (1985: 490 ff.). It takes main 

clause and subordinate clause into consideration, is more inclusive than the 

six-category division adopted by Altenberg (2006:14), and is easier to count. It is also 

more fine-grained than the three-category (sentence initial, medial, and final) division 

for classifying the overall positional distribution of contrastive connectors in the BNC 

(Chapter 5).  

 In sentence initial position 

 After an initial
6
 subject 

 After an initial modal verb 

 After an initial main verb 

 after an initial main clause  

 After an initial adverbial 

                                                        
5
 Admittedly 50 is a small sample. But two such random samples total 100 and should be able to show 

the general usage patterns of however in the BNC. Such samples are also manageable in detailed position 

counting. The data in this section is used for grammatical pattern analysis. Later on (in 6.3 and 6.4) I 

examine more extensive data for genre analysis and semantic analysis. By using different sets of data, I 

hope to use as much data as possible.  
6
 Any element (from one word to a whole clause) that precedes however and is at the sentence initial 

position or is part of a series starting from the initial position is treated as initial. 
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 After an initial subordinate clause 

 Before a subordinate clause 

 in sentence-final position 

 

The nine positions of however and the punctuation marks around it in the two random 

samples are summarized in Table 6.3, which shows in 44% of the 100 cases, however is 

used in the sentence initial position, and is generally—in 40 cases out of 44—separated 

from the sentence it introduces by a comma, indicating this connector is detached from 

the sentence it leads, signaling a contrast between sentences, rather than within one 

sentence. The sentence medial however amounts to 56%, indicating however is used 

more frequently sentence-medially as a whole. Table 6.3 also shows that however is 

rarely used sentence-finally, although it is occasionally used clause-finally. 

 

Table 6.3 Positional distribution of however in two BNC samples (n=50 each) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

However 

In 

sent. 

initial 

After 

initial 

subject 

After 

initial 

modal 

verb 

After 

initial 

main 

verb 

After 

initial 

main 

clause 

After 

initial 

adverbi

al 

After 

initial 

sub. 

clause 

Before 

sub. 

clause 

In sent. 

final 

Sample 1 23 5 3 6  6 3 4 0 

Sample 2 21 8 2 6 3 5 1 4 0 

Total punc. 40, ,12,  1, ,4, ,9,1 ,1 ,2,    ,1: ,11, ,4, ,7  

No. & % 44 13 5 12 3 11 4 8 0 

 

To check if the two random samples can represent the real situation in the whole BNC, 

the three positional distributions of however—in sentence initial, medial, and final 

position—in the two samples are compared with the overall distribution of it in the 

whole BNC, as summarized in Table 6.4, which shows they are quite similar. Thus the 

validity of these random samples is confirmed. On the other hand, the 1.6% of however 

used in sentence final position is evidenced only in the whole BNC, not in the two 

random samples, which shows the limitation of small samples.  

 

Table 6.4 Positional distribution of however in the BNC and its two samples: A comparison 

However in  Sent. Initial Sent. Medial Sent. Final 

BNC 44.84% 53.53% 1.63% 

2 samples 44 % 56 % 0 

 

6.2.2 Syntactic patterns and functions of however 

In 44% of the 100 cases, however is used sentence initially, signaling a contrast 

between the sentence it leads and its previous sentence(s). It also changes the focus to 

the present sentence, as in <6.1>, in which However contrasts two aspects of Roderick: 

as an exceptional person in S2 and as a famous scientist in S1, and changes the focus of 

the text to S2.  
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<6.1> (EWW) (S1) Roderick's eminence as an engineering scientist and scholar is 

well known. (S2) However, he was also a man of exceptional personal warmth and 

charm. 

 

In 33% of the cases, however can be regarded as occurring in the second initial position 

of the main clause, after an initial subject (13%), subject plus main verb (12%), 

including verb be, subject plus modal/auxiliary verb (5%), or main clause (3%), as in 

<6.2>. In 15% of the cases, however occurs after an initial adverbial, which can be an 

adverb, a prepositional phrase, or a clause, as in <6.3>.  

 

<6.2> CBH 156 Maturity, however, is not to be simplistically equated with absolute 

independence although it includes that capacity.  

 

<6.3> HLJ 430 On April 29, however, Taylor reversed his position.  

However in such positions separates the previous part, generally by commas on both 

sides of it, from the rest of the clause or sentence. In so doing it makes the previous part 

stand out as a single prosodic unit, be it a single word or a phrase or a whole clause. 

This structure seems to be particularly forceful in presenting a contrast in a relatively 

short sentence, by cutting the sentence into three tonic parts and making the reading of 

it very rhythmic. The second initial position of however forms an independent tone unit 

and is read with stress. It seems to make the initial part become more outstanding, and 

receive more attention. It therefore helps to emphasize the initial element, which, by 

appearing as a unit in the sentence initial position, is already in the foreground. This 

“double foregrounding” no doubt highlights the initial part, and however also signals a 

contrast between this part of the sentence and the manifest or implied corresponding 

part in the previous sentence(s), resulting in a “double contrast” (Altenberg 2006:18).  

When however occurs in clause/sentence final position, as in, its contrastive power 

seems to be slightly weakened. It still contrasts the clause/sentence with the previous 

one, but it does not seem to have any forward connecting force, because the next 

clause/sentence starts with a conjunction, which coordinates the two clauses/sentences. 

In <6.4>, a contrastive relation clearly exists between the first two sentences, which is 

reinforced by the sentence final however. The next sentence starts with “But”, which 

shows however does not connect this sentence. This finding disagrees with Rudolph 

(1996: 452) who concludes that “In final position the connectives often have the double 

function of relating backwards to the preceding part of the text and forwards to the 

following.” There is no evidence to show that however in sentence final position also 

relates “forwards”.  

 

<6.4> HGV (1547) What he had said of her had hardly been the words of love. The 

old lady was in raptures over him, however. But she was shrewder than Theda had 

supposed, as she was brought to realise next day. 
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Thus the strength of contrast seems to vary with the position of however. When 

however is in sentence-initial position, the contrast it signals with the preceding 

sentence is immediate, strong, and clear, but the flow from one sentence to the next is 

somewhat broken. When however is at some distance from the beginning of the 

sentence, its own contrastive force is weaker but the transition from one sentence to the 

other is much smoother. When however occurs at the end of the main clause or 

sentence, its contrastive force remains, but its connecting force seems to be lost, and so 

the next clause or sentence is often connected by another connector. 

When however occurs in a subordinate clause as part of it (8%), the function of it can 

be divided into two types. In most (seven out of eight) of such cases, it modifies an 

adjective or adverb in the subordinate clause, as well as concedes the content of this 

clause to that of the main clause, as in <6.5>, where however emphasizes precisely in 

the subordinate clause and functions as an intensifying adverb. But in the whole 

sentence, it seems to function as a concessive connector. It both links the subordinate 

clause with the main clause and signals an effort-in-vain, seemingly helpless, 

unavoidable, and unconditional concession. Possible substitutes for however precisely 

are with whatever degree of precision, or no matter how precisely. When used in this 

way, however is generally separated from the preceding text (often the main clause) by 

a comma, but not from the adjective or adverb that follows it, which shows its close 

relation with the adjective or adverb it intensified. 

 

<6.5> AMG 184 Most evolutionary propositions, especially those referring to 

historical derivations, are not directly testable, however precisely one may attempt 

to erect alternative hypotheses for testing.  

 

In one case however occurs before a clause and contrasts it with the main clause, as if it 

were a coordinator, as in <6.6>, where it signals a contrast between the official figure 

and the actual figure of the population of Hong Kong, and seems to mean “but”, or “but 

in reality” in meaning. This seemingly ungrammatical usage of however will be further 

explored in 6.3.3. 

<6.6> AA4 173 The population of Hong Kong is officially given as 5.7 million, 

however it is probably around 6 million.  

In summary, the concordance-line based sample analysis reveals the following features 

concerning the positions, syntactic patterns, and functions of however. 

 44% of the occurrences of however are used sentence-initially and are generally 

separated by a comma from the rest of the sentence. In this position it signals a 

contrast between the sentence it is in and the preceding sentence (s). For this 

semantic function its general syntactic structure is 

   However (,) + sentence 

 48% of the occurrences of however are used sentence-medially after an initial 

element, and in most cases are separated by a comma on both sides from the rest 

of the sentence. It has two functions in this position, highlighting the initial 
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element as well as indicating a contrast between this initial element and its 

counter part in the previous sentence (s). Its linking and contrasting function 

goes back beyond the sentence boundary of it. For this semantic function its 

general syntactic structure is 

Initial subject, + however, + … 

Initial subject + modal/auxiliary verb, + however, + … 

Initial subject + main verb/be, +however, + … 

Initial main clause, + however, + … 

Initial adverbial, + however, + … 

Initial subordinate clause, + however, +… 

Initial sentence, + however 

 8% of the occurrences of however are in a subordinate clause in the sentence, 

serving as an adverb of degree in that clause, and, arguably, seems to function as 

a concessive connector between the subordinate clause and the main clause 

within the sentence. In most of such cases, it intensifies the subordinate clause, 

but the content of this clause has to concede to the content of the main clause. 

Thus in this position however signals a helpless concession in the speaker’s 

attitude. For this semantic function its general syntactic structure is  

Main clause, however + adj./adv. (+subordinate clause), or 

However + adj./adv. (+ subordinate clause), main clause  

 In very few cases, it behaves as a coordinator, equaling but in meaning and 

function, contrasting two clauses. For this semantic function its general 

syntactic structure seems to be 

Clause, however + clause 

 

As can be noticed in most of the examples cited above, one sentence is definitely not 

sufficient in fully revealing the semantic and grammatical function of however, as it is 

mainly used to indicate contrast or concession between sentences, even when it is in the 

second initial position of the sentence.  

 

6.3 However in four genres of the BNC
7
 

In this section I discuss some genre-related features of however evidenced in samples 

from the BNC. However can be assumed to have five senses and functions by definition 

(COBUILD, RHD: 436): (1) “nevertheless/yet” (adv.), (2) “to whatever extent or 

degree” (adv.), (3) “in whatever manner or state” (conj.), (4) to show vagueness and 

dismissal (adv.), and (5) to show emphasis in question (adv.). Evidence from a 

preliminary sample analysis consisting of four genres from the BNC (n=100 for 

academic prose/fiction/newspapers, n=67 (all the cases for conversation)) suggests that 

these senses occur unevenly in different genres. In academic writing and newspapers, 

its contrastive meaning is most frequent (97%), the other meanings being minimal. In 

fiction, 83% of the cases are used contrastively, 17% are used as an intensifying adverb 

of degree. In conversation all the five meanings are witnessed but they differ in 
                                                        
7
 The manuscript of 6.3 was presented at the XVIII FIT World Congress, Shanghai, 2008, and was 

later published (see Wang 2008). 
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proportion, with 43% to show contrast, 39% as an intensifying adverb of degree, 3% to 

signal vagueness and dismissal, and 1% used in an emphatic question. In conversation 

however is also sometimes used as if it were a contrastive coordinator, similar to but in 

meaning, which is not listed by dictionaries.  

 

The present sample (n=797) is retrieved from four genres of the BNC: academic prose, 

newspapers, fiction (n=200 cases in each of them), and the spoken genre (n=197, which 

includes all the 56 valid cases of it in conversation and 41 cases in interview to make it 

as interactive by nature as possible). These samples are retrieved with the VIEW 

program (view.byu.edu), which cannot provide randomly selected samples. This 

accidental sampling presumably will not affect the validity of the genre comparison, as 

the four samples still belong to their respective genres, although the percentage of 

however in each position is probably less representative than that in random samples.  

 

The result is summarized in Table 6.5, from which the following features of however 

can be clearly observed. (1) In the three written genres, it is very frequently (46% to 

50%) used in the second initial position of the sentence. (2) In fiction and spoken 

English, it is frequently (29% and 27%) used before a final subordinate clause. (3) In 

fiction, it is much less frequent in sentence initial (20%) than it is in the other genres 

(41% to 51%), and it is more frequently used sentence finally (5%) than in the other 

genres. (4) In spoken English, it is much less frequent (21%) in second initial position 

of the sentence/utterance than in other genres. 

 

Table 6.5 Distribution of however in four genres of the BNC (n=797) 

However 

In sent. 

initial position 

(%) 

In sent.2
nd

  

initial position 

(%) 

In sent. 

final position 

(%) 

In final 

sub. clause  

(%) 

Acad.(n=200) 49 48 0 3 

Newsp. (n=200) 41 50 2 7 

Fict. (n=200) 20 46 5 29 

Spoken (n=197)  51 21 1 27 

 

6.3.1 However as a conctrastive connector in written genres 

In all the three written genres, however is very frequent in the second initial position of 

the sentence, especially after an initial subject/adverbial/main clause. In this position, it 

highlights the initial element as well as signals a contrast between that element and its 

counterparts in the previous sentence(s). Thus in this and initial positions, however 

mainly functions as a CONTRASTIVE connector, which covers 97% in academic 

prose, 93% in newspapers, and about 70% in fiction and spoken English. The initial 

subject preceding however can be a single word, a noun phrase, or a noun clause. The 

initial adverbial can be a single adverb, but more often it is a prepositional phrase. The 

initial main clause can be divided at least into three types. One common type takes a 

that-clause to complete the meaning of the sentence. In such a structure the main clause 

often consists of a pronoun or there, and a stative verb, such as be and seem, to show 
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the speaker’s attitude or judgment, as in <6.7>. Another type of the main clause 

preceding however takes an infinitive structure as a complement. The verb in the main 

clause seems to be a dynamic verb showing an action, and the infinitive shows the 

result, as in <6.8>. These two types of main clause preceding however are somewhat 

incomplete in meaning if the main clause is not followed by a that-clause or an 

infinitive clause. The third type is a relatively complete main clause which can stand 

alone by itself. The part that follows it often explains the reason or consequence, as in 

<6.9>. 

 

<6.7> 14A04 I am sure, however, that it plays an important role.  

 

<6.8> 18A05 It does not take long, however, for Jane to become disillusioned.  

 

<6.9> 95A0K The options never reached a vote, however, as the meeting was 

cancelled for lack of support!  

 

6.3.2 The concessive function of however in fiction and spoken English 

However is often used as an adverb of degree in spoken English (27%) and fiction 

(29%) which resembles spoken English in some way. In such cases, it seems, however 

also functions as a concessive connector. The content of the clause it leads has to 

concede to that of the main clause, often a condensed or incomplete one, as in <6.10>. 

In conversation such concessive use of however is even more frequent (46%), as in 

<6.11>.  

 

<6.10> 184AD1 He knew he must buy what meant something to her, however ugly. 

He found it.  

 

<6.11> 52F8J So however a big a mess you make of things however big a mess you 

make of things everything is usually retrievable. 

 

The resemblance between fiction and spoken English in this usage of however is not 

surprising. Most novels aim to reflect real life by imitating spoken language. In such 

works the language used is perhaps very similar to spoken English. To native speakers 

of English, however as a local intensifier in the above examples sounds typical of 

formal speech by highly educated speakers.
8
 The difference between this usage of 

however in fiction and conversation seems to lie in the “neatness” of its immediate 

preceding text. In fiction, when used as an intensifier, however generally occurs after a 

comma, clearly set apart from its preceding text. In conversation, it is less often set 

apart by any pause before it. More often it is preceded by some connectors such as and, 

so, or, and because, or by such phrases as I think, I wonder, which shows the ‘messy’, 

interpersonal and continuing nature of spoken English. In conversation, the intensifying 

function of however seems to be slightly hedged intentionally in this way, making it 

sound less assertive and conspicuous.  
                                                        
8
 J Miller 2008, pers. comm.  

http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=A04&ID=75812
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=A04&ID=75812
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=A05&ID=86072
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=A05&ID=86072
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=A0K&ID=557649
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=A0K&ID=557649
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=AD1&ID=7675905
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=AD1&ID=7675905
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=F8J&ID=57986391
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=F8J&ID=57986391


 117 

 

In spoken English, however is less frequent (21%) in second initial position of the 

sentence or utterance than in other genres, probably because this usage is less direct and 

more complex than its sentence initial use, and is not preferred in spoken English. In 

fiction, however is less frequent (20%) in sentence initial position than in the other 

three genres. The reason seems three fold. First, it is frequently used as an intensifier 

leading a post-positioned concessive clause, as discussed above. Second, it is very 

frequently used in second initial position (46%), especially after an initial subject or 

adverbial, to foreground characters, situations and time (as in <6.12>). Third, it is 

occasionally used sentence finally, which seems to create a sense of unexpected change, 

surprise, and suspense, as in <6.13>. All this seems to reduce the use of however in 

sentence initial in fiction.  

 

<6.12> 173ACV At that moment, however, the weather came to his rescue.  

 

<6.13> 110ABW A sad event intervened, however. Flora appeared on Jane’s 

doorstep with a distraught face. 

 

Thus, the usage of however is clearly genre-related. In academic prose and newspapers, 

it most frequently signals CONTRAST by connecting sentences in sentence initial and 

second initial positions. In spoken English, especially conversation, it is often used as 

an intensifying adverb and concessive clause connector, connecting a subordinate 

clause/utterance with the main. Fiction shares this usage with spoken English, and 

shares the CONTRASTIVE usage with the two written genres.  

 

Apart from genre influence, the style of individual writers and speakers also seems to 

have a strong impact on the positioning of however. For example, in the sample of 

academic writing, there are 27 cases of however in a book about literature by Miller 

(1989) (18 to 44, A05), 67% of which are used in the second initial position after an 

initial subject or adverbial. No case of it is used initially. The frequent second initial 

position of however in it seems to be related to its highly sophisticated writing style. In 

another book on religion and politics by Fulton (1991) in the same sample, there are 36 

cases of however (45 to 80, A07), 67% of them used in sentence initial position, and 

only 14% in second initial after a subject. Such variation is also in existence within 

other genres, e.g., the 100% sentence initial however (52 to 59 AIS) vs. 60% of it in 

second initial (5 to14 AIE) in newspapers, and the 100% of it as intensifying adverb of 

degree (209 to 215 ADS) vs. 9% of it as such (232 to 242 AEA) in novels. The reasons 

for such variations can only be tracked down by detailed text analysis. 

 

These may be extreme examples, but they do indicate the variation is there among the 

same genre, and sometimes this is substantial. Why does this variation exist? One 

possibility is that the division between the different genres in the BNC is mainly (or 

only) based on the external and superficial similarity of form in writings, such as fiction 

vs. newspaper, not by their internal lexico-grammatical similarities or differences. It is 

http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=ACV&ID=7513653
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=ACV&ID=7513653
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=ABW&ID=6550024
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=ABW&ID=6550024
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relatively easy to collect and group texts by form, but difficult to do so by pinpointing 

their common linguistic features, resulting in the different styles within the same genre. 

This shows the traditional view of registers or genres and the traditional way of 

dividing texts into them is questionable and may not reflect their real unique linguistic 

features. Admittedly this view is arguable. Another possibility: however is so widely 

used that it has in a sense become a grammar word, which crosses many man-set 

boundaries of genres and to a large extent becomes genre-independent, except at two 

most macro levels – spoken vs. written, where it does show certain genre-related 

feature.  

 

6.3.3 However as a coordinate connector in spoken English  

A noticeable feature in spoken English (and unedited writing) is the occasional use of 

however before a coordinate clause, functioning as if it were a coordinate connector 

such as but. There are seven such cases (12.5%) in the conversation sample, as in 

<6.14>. To find out whether this “coordinator” use of however is accidental or not, I 

examined more concordance lines from the spoken genre and other genres, and found 

more than ten such uses of however, including two examples from radio broadcast, and 

some examples from newspapers (as in <6.15>).  

 

<6.14> 11KBE Other people will be making changes today, you may feel put out 

that you have not been consulted, however it will pay off if you curb your famous 

temper. The new rules will actually work in your favour, so go with the flow. 

 

<6.15> 214A30 Transplants of the whole pancreas have been successful for some 

severely ill patients, however, they need to take powerful drugs for life to stop 

rejection of the organ.  

It seems in all these examples, the clause following however can be regarded as 

grammatically equal to the main clause, and it is coordinated with the main clause by 

however in a contrastive but parallel manner. Namely, however has the function of a 

contrastive conjunction and can be replaced by but in all these examples. 

Co-incidentally, the construction is also frequent in assignments and drafts of PhD 

chapters (in the UK and NZ) and in e-mail messages. It is noticed that although and 

because are also used as coordinating conjunctions in speech and writings mentioned 

above.
9
 Is this a loose and “ungrammatical” way of using however, or it is a 

phenomenon already in existence in English which some educated native speakers are 

reluctant to accept? The answer probably is this: the construction is in general use but 

that, when educated native speakers have time to edit or are scrutinizing other people’s 

written texts, they notice the construction and feel a little uneasy about it because it 

goes against traditional grammar. Note, in all the cases where however seems to be 

used as a coordinating contrastive connector, it is separated by a comma from its 

previous text. If the comma before however is replaced by a period, as in <6.14> and 

<6.15>, then the sentence becomes two, which seems more natural and acceptable. 

                                                        
9
 J Miller 2008, pers. comm.  

http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=KBE&ID=140303296
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=KBE&ID=140303296
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=A30&ID=1820923
http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/x4.asp?t=A30&ID=1820923
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So, one possible reason for the apparent function of however as a contrastive 

coordinator seems to be related to the fact that it is used after a comma, not a period. 

But there has been research that shows however has not changed its grammatical 

function to conjunction, but remains to be a connective adverb, even when it is used 

after a comma as if it were playing the role of but. This is presumed to be caused partly 

by the similarity in meaning between however and but, and partly by some writers’ 

habit of using it this way before editing (Peterson 2009: 277-92). This may have 

explained the cases why however is used as if it were a coordinate conjunction in 

written English. In spoken English, it is likely that the pause before however varies, 

depending on the habit of individual native speakers. Many of such pauses are as short 

as to be coded as commas when the utterances are transcribed into words. This may 

explain why however is separated from its previous clause/utterance by a comma, rather 

than a period in the transcripts of spoken English, making it look like a coordinating 

connector. A further check indicates this kind of usage of however is relatively common 

in formal interactive spoken English, such as occurred in courtroom (22%), 

demonstration (17%), classroom (11%), public debate (8%), and parliament (8%). This 

seems to imply speakers tend to use however as a formal contrastive coordinator when 

they are engaged in formal talk. 

 

It seems such “coordinating” use of however is related to, but different from, the 

“untypical” use of it proposed by Halliday and Hasan (1976). The typical use of it 

occurs in the sentence initial and is separated by a comma or pause from its ensuing 

content, indicating an emphatic contrast. The untypical use of however is not separated 

by a comma or pause from its ensuing content, whose function ‘corresponds to the 

typical use of but’, which means the second sentence is not only a contrast, but an 

addition and extension to the first sentence (ibid: 251). The difference between these 

two ways of using however is correctly noticed by Halliday and Hasan, but their 

explanation of the “addition” function of its “untypical use” seems to be speculative 

and is not well founded. It seems the contrastive force of however is just slightly 

weakened when it is not separated by a comma or pause from its following sentence. 

No “addition” or “extension” function seems to be involved. More likely the speaker is 

using however in this way because it resembles but in meaning but more formal and 

emphatic than it. 

 

Summary The usage and positional distribution of however seem to be broadly related 

to two genres in English: spoken vs. written. In spoken English, however is often used 

as a clausal concessive marker and local intensifying adverb, and occasionally used as a 

weak but formal form of coordinator, which seems to result from the short pause before 

it in spoken English transcribed as comma. Its usage in the spoken genre is related to 

the nature of the spoken interaction: the more formal the discourse, the more it is used 

in it as a contrastive connector. The more informal the discourse, the more it is used as 

an intensifying adverb which also functions as a concessive connector. In written 

English, however is predominantly used as a contrastive connector between sentences, 

whose second initial position in the sentence is very common. The final position of 
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however is relatively common in fiction than in other genres, which adds suspense and 

anticipation to imaginative writing. Fiction also shares with spoken English in 

frequently using however as a clausal concessive connector and intensifying adverb of 

degree, as a result of reflecting the characteristics of spoken language in real life. 

Newspapers share some features with academic writing in using however mostly as a 

contrastive connector, and share some features with spoken English in using it in the 

subordinate clause as an adverb with slightly higher percentage than that in academic 

writing. The “coordinating” use of however occasionally found in written genres is 

likely to result from its semantic similarity with but, and some writers’ habit of using it 

this way before editing (Peterson, 2009: 277-92). In spoken English such use seems to 

result from the speaker’s using it as a formal way to indicate contrast, and the relatively 

short pause before however in the speaker’s utterance. The considerable variation and 

inconsistency within each genre regarding the positioning of however implies the use of 

however is probably partly determined by rhetoric and style, which is somewhat 

individualistic, the reason behind which can only be revealed by more detailed text 

analysis.  

 

6.4 Semantic analysis of however in discourse 

This section discusses the meanings and functions of however evidenced in the written 

text samples in contemporary British English (as it is most frequently used in written 

genres) by analyzing the propositions and their components (such as the referent, the 

predication, and the affected) of the sentences or texts concerned. I will show that 

however has three broad functions in text: to signal a lexical or propositional contrast, 

which can best be interpreted as by contrast/on the other hand in meaning, to signal a 

contrast against expectation, which can be interpreted as unexpectedly/surprisingly, and 

to signal a concession between propositions, which can be interpreted as despite all 

this/admittedly. I will show that in sentence initial position however helps to change the 

topic of discourse and signal the new direction of it. In the second initial position, the 

“double function” of however is more extensive than has been proposed by Altenberg 

(2002, 2006), and the initial grammatical element highlighted by the second initial 

however is semantically determined by which part of the proposition the writer wants to 

emphasize and contrast. I will show that although more than ten senses of however have 

been distinguished through text analysis, its central meaning seems to be nevertheless, 

in spite of that, in the sense the present proposition is asserted although a contrastive 

proposition exists.  

 

Some of the previous findings relevant to however’s discourse function will be 

considered and checked. Smits (as cited by Altenberg 2006:11-12) proposes two terms 

to characterize the discourse function of adverbials, of which however is a member. In 

sentence initial position they have a “stepwise orientation” to organize text in a 

step-by-step manner, and present a “logical development of ideas”. In second position 

after an initial adverbial, they have a “complex orientation”, highlighting or modifying 

the initial adverbial, and are predominantly used in discourses where there are shifts in 

space, time or topics. Doherty (2000/2001: 246) observes that “discourse connectors 
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like adversative connectors”, provided their positions are flexible, are used “initially 

before given information and medially after new or contrastive information.” 

Matthiessen and Thompson (1988: 298) have noticed that concession (being a part of 

enhancing relations) is “typically found towards the bottom” of a rhetorical structure”, 

due to its “special role in clause combining”. All these will be considered and checked 

in the analysis. 

 

This section consists of four parts. 6.4.1 A brief description of the random sample for 

this study. 6.4.2 Functions and meanings of however in sentence initial position. 6.4.3 

Functions of however in sentence medial position and some other uses of however. 

6.4.4 A summary of this section.  

 

6.4.1 The sample 

As however is most frequently used in written discourse and infrequently used in 

conversation, a random sample of 100 concordance lines containing it is retrieved from 

its total occurrence (58753 times) in the written domain of the BNC, to examine its 

possible discourse functions and meanings in different positions of the sentence. The 

sample thus represents 0.17% of its total usage in the written mode, in which its 

distribution is summarized in Table 6.6, which shows once more that the sentence 

initial (48%) and medial positions (49%) of however are very similar in proportion, if 

all its sentence-second positions are put together and regarded as medial. In all these 

97% of the cases, however is used to contrast and connect sentences. In the rest 3% of 

the cases, it is used in a clause within the sentence: two as an adverb of degree, and one 

as a contrastive coordinator. This is in general agreement with our previous findings.  

 

Table 6.6 However: Distribution in a random sample (n=100, BNC-Written) 

No. Initial Medial (after ini. 

advbial 

after ini. 

subj 

After ini. 

subj+v 

After 

ini. 

clause 

after 

ini. 

conj) 

As 

coordinator) 

As 

adv. of 

degree 

100 48 49 (15 7 18 8 1) 1 2 

% 48 49 (15 7 18 8 1) 1 2 

 

To determine the function and meaning of however in each position, more sentences 

around it in the text are retrieved and analyzed. The proposition(s) expressed by the 

preceding sentence(s) (P1(s)) and the however sentence (P2) are summed up and 

compared, to see if they are facts or opinions, and to help decide the relations between 

the propositions represented by the sentences. The information around however is also 

checked to see whether it is new information or old, and whether this is related to the 

position of however. A removal test
10

 (the omission of however) is often used to help 

decide the relations between the propositions. A replacement and rephrasing test
11

 is 

used to see if however can be naturally rephrased with other words or expressions to 

                                                        
10

 see Mortier and Degand (2009: 338-66). 
11

 see Miller (2009: 317-37). 
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help determine its meaning in a particular text.  

 

Some of the main functions and meanings of however are discussed below, in the 

following order: (1) sentence initial (48%), (2) sentence medial after an initial adverbial 

(15%), (3) sentence medial after an initial subject (7%), (4) sentence medial after an 

initial subject plus verb (18%), and (5) sentence medial after an initial clause (8%). For 

each noticeable function of however, only one or two examples will be provided, as 

they are relatively long. More examples with brief analysis can be found in the 

corresponding appendices. 

 

6.4.2 The discourse function of however in sentence initial 

There are 48 cases of however used sentence-initially. To make the analysis 

manageable, 24 (every odd-numbered one on the list) are examined further. The result 

is summarized in Table 6.7, which should be sufficient to reflect the functions of 

however in this position (for details see appendix 6.1).  

 

Table 6.7 However in sentence initial (24/48 in the sample (n=100)) 

No. Con 

trast 

Concessi

on 

P1/P2: 

fact/ 
opinion 

P2 info: 

new/old 

Direct 

replace 
ment 

Context- 

dependent 
replacement 

Other 

function 

24 13 11 11f/f,  

10 o/o, 
3f/o 

10 new/ 

14 old 

Never- 

theless 

8 on the other 

hand/ 

2 but in addition/ 

2 unfortunately/ 

2 but at the same 

time/ 
2despite all this 

8 cases of  

change of topic, 

followed by 

elaboration and 
extension 

 

Replacement test indicates that nevertheless, in the sense that “in spite of something 

contrastive but already in existence”, can be used in all these 24 cases to take the place 

of however, which shows the central or core meaning of however in this position is 

“nevertheless, in spite of that” (RHD), or “despite a contrastive fact, opinion, or 

situation”. Text and context based analysis suggests however can be rephrased in more 

than ten context-dependent senses, especially “on the other hand”, “but in addition”, 

“unfortunately”, “but at the same time”, and “despite all this”.  

 

One clear textual function of however in sentence initial position is to change the topic 

of discourse, particularly when it is used to introduce a CONTRASTIVE sentence, 

enabling the discourse to proceed around this new topic, or new aspect of the same 

topic. In at least one third (eight) of the cases, it seems to have such a function, and can 

best be rephrased as on the other hand/at the same time. <6.16> is an example about 

product quality (taken from Management: theory and practice. Cole, G. A., D P 

Publications Ltd London), in which the sentences are numbered (1) to (10), to facilitate 

the analysis. In this example, however is used initially in sentence (6), to introduce a 

situation whose proposition is in contrast to the previous ones. The ensuing sentences 
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elaborate and support sentence (6), and form a discourse around this new topic or 

aspect. In this example, however can be naturally replaced by In another situation/On 

the other hand.  

 

<6.16> 65
12

 (1) The selling effort is not just confined to the Promotion element in 

the marketing mix. (2) It begins by being designed into the product itself. (3) So, for 

example, the very existence of a product range is, in itself, a selling point for a 

product. (4) The same consideration applies to other aspects of the product, such as 

quality, brand, packaging and after-sales service, where applicable. (5) Where 

quality is designed into a product, the benefits can be long product life, absence of 

faults and subsequent breakdowns, reliability, increase in value and many others. (6) 

However, product quality may not be sought after at all. (7) For example, the 

benefits of disposable goods are immediate and one-off. (8) Such goods do not need 

to be durable or aesthetic, so long as they are hygienic and functional. (9) 

Practically every airline traveller in the world has been introduced to plastic cutlery, 

and every nurse in training has been introduced to disposable syringes. (10) Thus 

product quality may be high or low, depending on the wants or preferences of the 

market, and part of an organization's product strategy is to decide the level of 

quality to be aimed at. 

 

The structure of <6.16> can be summarized as follows: 

(1) to (2) Topic sentence 

(3) to (5) Quality product: example and elaboration 

(6) to (9) Non-quality product: example and elaboration  

(10) Conclusion 

 

The propositions of the ten sentences in <6.16>, as well as their relations, can be 

summed up this way:  

(1) Selling effort is not confined to promotion 

(2) It is shown in product 

     (3) High quality product example: Product range is a selling point 

     (4) Quality, brand, packaging, after-sales service also apply 

     (5) Quality product lasts long, offers better service, and increases in value 

(6) However/In another situation/On the other hand, product quality may 

     not be important 

     (7) Low quality product example: disposable goods 

          (8) No need for them to be durable or aesthetic 

               (9) Such as plastic cutlery and disposable syringes 

(10) Conclusion: Product quality is determined by market need 

 
                                                        
12

 The examples cited in this dissertation are put in <> in the order of <1>, <2.>, <3>, etc. The Arabic 

numeral that follows the example, such as “65” in “<1> 65”, shows the actual concordance line in the 

100 line random sample (after it has been sorted). From that line the whole text can be retrieved. In a 

cited example, the sentences are sometimes ordered (1), (2), (3), etc. to help the analysis.  
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Example <6.17>, (taken from Language processing in children and adults by Coltheart 

and Harris, Routledge & Kegan Paul plc London, 1986
13

), is a small but complete 

passage of 16 sentences, and contains three sentence-initial occurrences of however 

with two different functions. Its propositions are summarized and presented after the 

example. The first however occurs in sentence (3) and signals a contrast between the 

other models introduced by it and the Johnston-McClelland model in (2). It changes the 

topic of the discourse from J-M model to the other models, which is elaborated by 

sentences (4) to (9). In this function, it can be easily rephrased with In contrast/By 

contrast/On the other hand. The other two cases of however occur in sentences (10) and 

(14), both signalling denial of expectation, and can best be understood as functioning as 

the emphatic but (Halliday and Hasan 1975). These two cases of however do not 

change the topic of discourse. Rather, they help to end the discussion of the topic. In 

this function, it can probably be replaced by against their expectation/against their 

proposal.  

 

<6.17> 63 (1) We will therefore end this discussion of the Johnston-McClelland 

model by briefly considering one further example of empirical evidence which 

supports this model, but does not support alternatives. (2) All the inhibitory and 

excitatory connections in the Johnston-McClelland model operate vertically 

(between one level and another) but not horizontally (within a level). (3) However, 

some theories of visual word-recognition propose that there are horizontal 

excitatory links at the letter detection level, since these could potentially serve to 

speed the identification of words. (4) This is because, in English, only certain 

combinations of letters are allowed in the formation of words. (5) For example, if 

we saw the sequence PQZT, we would know that it could not possibly be an 

English word. (6) So, if we knew that P was the first letter of a word we would 

know that the second letter could only come from a small group, and that A, E, I, O, 

and U are the most likely candidates, H and S are less likely but possible, and F and 

N very unlikely, but not impossible. (7) (Other letters like B, C, D etc. are 

impossible.) (8) It is therefore legitimate to ask whether these intra-word letter 

constraints are used in visual word-recognition, or whether the identification of 

each letter in a word is carried out independently. (9) Gibson and Levin (1975) 

proposed that information about letter constraints reduces uncertainty and facilitates 

the reading of words. (10) However, a variety of experiments have revealed that 

both tachistoscopic recognition (Johnston, 1978; McClelland and Johnston, 1977; 

Manelis, 1974) and lexical decision time (Coltheart et al. 1977) are unaffected by 

inter-letter constraints. (11) There are also good reasons for rejecting the proposal 

of Rumelhart and McClelland (1982) and McClelland and Rumelhart (1981) that 

there are horizontal inhibitory connections between word detectors. (12) If word 

detectors inhibit each other, a backward mask which is a word will inhibit the word 

detector for a target, whilst a non-word mask will not. (13) In other words, 

superiority of word targets over letter targets should be smaller with word masks 
                                                        
13

 The source of the examples such as <6.33> is provided by the BNC CD-ROM in this order, and is 

kept without much change for easy reference.  
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than with non-word masks if there is horizontal inhibition at the word detector level. 

(14) However, as we noted earlier, Johnston and McClelland (1980) showed that 

this was not so: the nature of a backward mask (word or non-word) made no 

difference to the size of the word-superiority effect. (15) Because numerous 

theoretical approaches to visual word-recognition postulate horizontal 

interconnections between detectors [,] evidence suggesting that such 

interconnections do not exist serves a vital function in adjudicating between 

theories. (16) This evidence suggests that, whatever one's model of visual 

word-recognition is, the model should share one of the basic characteristics of the 

Johnston-McClelland model, namely, that excitatory and inhibitory connections 

may be vertical (between-level) but not horizontal (within-level). 

 

(1) Topic sentence: to prove J-M model, not other models, is supported by empirical 

evidence  

    (2) Essence of J-M model: processing is vertical, not horizontal 

(3) Essence of other models: processing can be horizontal (Initial however 1: By 

contrast, starting the discussion of the other models) 

           (4) Reason for (3)/the other models: 

                  (5) – (8) Elaboration of (4)/reason with example and reasoning 

                  (9) Proposal of such other model based on (5) to (8): horizontal 

                       letter constraints help word recognition 

                  (10) Empirical evidence disproves (9) (Initial however 2:       

emphatic but, denial of expectation) 

                  (11) – (14) Empirical evidence disproves another similar 

proposal between words (initial however 3: emphatic but, denial of expectation) 

     (15) Reiterating purpose: Evidence is crucial in deciding a model’s validity, 

because other models are abundant 

     (16) Conclusion: Empirical evidence supports J-M model. 

 

Example <6.17> poses an interesting contrast to the observation of Matthiessen and 

Thompson (1988: 298) that enhancing relations, including concessive relations, 

typically occur at the bottom of a piece of discourse, not near the beginning. <6.17> 

shows a concessive relation expressed by however can also occur near the beginning of 

the discourse, and however has an important organizing function of changing the topic 

and direction of the discourse. In fact, a further check shows that in certain genres such 

as project abstracts, it seems common to use the sentence initial however early in 

discourse to introduce the real topic/theme of the abstract which justifies the project 

proposed, as in <6.18>, a complete text consisting of ten sentences, taken from Rapid— 

ESRC grant abstracts. Sentences (1) and (2) in <6.18> provide a brief background. The 

however sentence (3) introduces the problems specified by (4) and (5), forming the 

rationale for the project which is elaborated in sentences (6) to (10). 

 

<6.18> 57 (1) The expansion of ownership in Britain means that many more people 

now have substantial assets to dispose of after their death, or perhaps during their 
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lifetime. (2) Conversely, many younger people will be the first generation in their 

family who can expect to inherit substantial amounts. (3) However there are several 

complicating factors in this situation. (4) There is increasing pressure on people to 

plan for their own old age, possibly using their assets to purchase suitable 

accommodation and personal care. (5) At the same time, rising rates of divorce and 

remarriage have made the division of assets within families more complex. (6) This 

research aims to find out how families handle these matters concerning inheritance 

of property in the circumstances of the 1990s. (7) Do people have clear beliefs and 

expectations about who should inherit, and how assets should be divided? (8) Are 

these matters discussed openly in families, or alluded to indirectly? (9) Do 

expectations about inheritance get linked with other responsibilities in families, for 

example, responsibility for the care of an elderly person? (10) The project consists 

of three linked studies: in-depth interviews with 100 members of the general 

population; exploratory interviews with 30 solicitors who work in the field of 

probate; examination of a sample of 1,000 wills, drawn from a 40 year period. 

 

Background/rationale of the project: (1) to (5)  

(1) The expansion of ownership enables people to have more assets to handle 

(2) It enables young people to inherit them 

(3) However/On the other hand, there are complicating problems (“however” shows the 

contrast in this concessive relation. It also changes the direction of the discourse to the 

problems side) 

          (4) Problem 1: pressure on people to make plans 

          (5) Problem 2: divorce and remarriage makes asset division difficult 

Project: (6) to (10) 

(6) Project aim: how families handle property inheritance in 1990s 

          (7) Research question 1: people’s beliefs and expectations about it 

          (8) Research question 2: people’s attitude about it 

          (9) Research question 3: responsibility related to inheritance  

(10) Project component: 2 interviews (100 people + 30 lawyers) and text analysis (1000 

wills over 40 years) 

 

Apart from its topic changing function and the interpretation of “on the other hand” and 

“against expectation”, as discussed above, sentence initial however can also be 

interpreted to mean “but in addition”, as in example <6.19> and concordance line (69) 

(see Appendix 6.1), “unfortunately”, as in <6.20> and (75) (see Appendix 6.1), and 

“but in my view”, as in <6.21>. 

 

<6.19> 47 (Liverpool Daily Post and Echo: Foreign news pages)  

Aberconwy's chief executive, Alan Carr, said that the majority of flood-hit areas had 

already been ‘rough cleaned’ which involved mopping-up and removing damaged 

furniture. However, staff would return to do a more thorough job. 

 

<6.20> 89 (Daily Telegraph, electronic edition of 1992-04-11: Leisure pages) 
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Woosnam had had three birdies in his first five holes and the only shot he dropped 

in going out in 34 was to take five at the ninth, where he drove into the trees. A big 

move was also made by Fred Couples, America's leading money-winner this season, 

when he went out in 32 and then made further birdies at the 10th and 13th. However, 

a six at the 14th brought him back level with Woosnam.  

 

<6.21> 81 (Age and vulnerability, M. Stevenson, Edward Arnold (Publishers) Ltd 

Sevenoaks, Kent) 

Care in the community III: The formal sector 

It is not realistic or helpful to view the two sectors, of formal and informal care, as 

separate. Indeed, the way in which they interact is of crucial importance. However, 

it is time to focus upon important issues which are centre stage for those who work 

in the formal sector.  

 

It can also mean “but at the same time”, as in (59) and (83), “despite all this”, as in (79), 

“even with all these exceptions” (45), “admittedly” (51), and “in fact/in reality” (85), 

etc., which will not be illustrated anymore. Detailed analysis can be found in Appendix 

6.1. 

 

6.4.3 The discourse function of however used sentence-medially 

The sentence medial position of however covers 49% of the tokens in the random 

sample and can be divided into four main types (cf. Table 6.8) which will be discussed 

in turn: after an initial adverbial (15%), subject (7%), subject plus verb (including be 

and modal verb) (18%), and clause (8%). 

 

Table 6.8 Function of however in sentence medial positions (49/100, BNC) 

No.  Initial 

element type 

Ct/ 

Cs 

P1/P2 

fact/ 

opinion 

Info: 

New/ 

old 

Highlighted 

part 

Replacement 

test 

Other 

functions 

49 7 subjects (5 

NP,  

2 pron.), 

15 adverbials 

18 subjects 

plus verbs, 

8 clauses (6 

mains,  

2 

subordinates) 
1 conj. 

25 

Ct/ 

23 
Cs 

19f/f, 17 

o/o, 

4 o/f, 3 
f/o 

39 

new 

/ 

10 old 

Initial 

subject/ 

adverbial/ 

predicate, 

ensuing 

compliment 

in it / 

there be  
structures 

Broadly can all 

be replaced by 

nevertheless  
9 nevertheless  
8 on the other 
hand 
6 by contrast 
5 admittedly 
4 unexpectedly 
3 as a matter of 
fact 
2 by 

comparison 
12 other 
one-time 
suitable 
interpretation 

1 Double function: 

Highlights the 

initial subject, and 

signals a contrast / 

concession 

2 In there/it be 

structures, 

highlights ensuing 

complement 

3 Tends to serve as 

a reminder when 

emphasizing an 

initial predicate 

4 Helps to change 
topic in some cases 
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Generally speaking, however in all these positions highlights the immediately preceding 

element as well as indicating a contrast, when the initial element is new information 

and has a counterpart in the preceding sentence(s), or indicates concession, when the 

initial element is a summary of old information to be conceded in relation to the main 

argument of the however sentence. However mainly highlights the predication when it 

is used after an initial subject plus verb or clause. In some cases (such as when it 

follows an initial it be and there be), however seems to highlight the ensuing 

complement. In all these cases, however can be replaced by nevertheless, asserting the 

present proposition despite an existing contrastive one, which is clearly the core 

meaning or central function of it in such discourse. Text-dependent interpretations of it 

can be divided into three broad groups: the CONTRASTIVE group (by contrast/on the 

other hand, etc.), the against expectation group (against expectation/surprisingly, etc.), 

and the concessive group (despite all this/admittedly, etc.).  

 

We now turn to the function and meaning of however after an initial (1) subject, (2) 

adverbial, (3) subject plus verb, and (4) clause. 

 

(1) However’s function after an initial subject  

The seven initial subjects highlighted by the second initial however are either NPs (5) 

or pronouns (2). The propositions of the sentences where they occur are facts (5) or 

opinions (2). Four subjects convey new information, while three refer back to old 

information. In six cases this position emphasizes the initial subject, but in one case the 

effect is not obvious (Table 6.9).  

 

Table 6.9 However after an initial subject (7/100, BNC-W) 

No. Initial 

subject 

Con- 

trast 

/con- 
cession 

P1/P2: 

fact/ 
opinion 

P2 info: 

new/ 
old 

Direct 

replace 
ment 

Context- 

dependent 
replacement 

Other  

function 

7 5 NP/  

2 

 pron. 

5/2 5f/2o 4n/3o Never-the

less 

3 nevertheless 

1 by contrast 

1 admittedly 

1 on the other hand 

1 by comparison 

Highlights the 

initial subject, 

and signals a 

contrast or 

concession 

 

In five cases however in sentence-second position signals a contrast between the 

proposition (or part of it) expressed by that sentence and that expressed by the previous 

sentence(s). This generally happens when two or more overt, parallel parts in the 

discourse are intended to be compared and contrasted by the writer. Examples are 

Some/Most (concordance line 41), In certain cases/The usual way (1), France/the 

(European) Court (9), The front of the ski/The overall surface area of the ski/The tails 

(18) (see Appendix 6.2 for details). The contrastive force of however varies as the 

context varies, ranging from the strong “by contrast” interpretation, to the weaker ones 

such as “on the other hand” and “by comparison”.  
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In most cases the contrasted initial parts are both subjects. In some cases they are not, 

as shown in example <6.22> (taken from Sales technique and management, by 

Lancaster G. and D. Jobber, Pitman Publishing London, 1992), in which the usual way, 

subject of sentence (3), is contrasted with in certain cases, adverbial of circumstance of 

sentence (2). This contrast is not grammatical, as one is adverbial and one is subject, 

but semantic: both refer to the circumstance and manner of expanding a business. In 

certain cases and the usual way are in the initial position of their respective sentence. 

This clearly shows the writer’s intention to compare and contrast them. Without 

however, the propositions of sentences (2) and (3) can be interpreted as a comparison of 

two ways to develop business. With however, the contrastive intention is added, with 

the usual way highlighted and emphasized by however. If we replace however, the 

suitable candidates seem to be by contrast, in practice, or in reality. 

 

<6.22> 1 (1) The selling subsidiary usually replaces agents and distributors with the 

company's own permanent staff. (2) In certain cases it is possible for a firm to start 

its own sales organisation with little investment. (3) The usual way, however, is to 

start by using an agent, then opening its own sales office with a limited number of 

staff and, once profits start to show, allow the unit to become self-sufficient and 

expand ultimately into manufacturing.  

 

The two cases of concessive relations signalled by however after an initial subject occur 

in texts where the subject summarises or refers back to the proposition of the previous 

sentence. It is a summary, a reiteration, a repetition, or a rephrase of the previous 

proposition (s). Thus it contains old information. It is initialized and highlighted by 

however in order to show that the proposition it represents has to concede to the next 

proposition, even with all its virtues. This can be illustrated by <6.23> (from Animal 

behaviour: a concise introduction, by Mark R., Blackwell Scientific Publications, 

Oxford, 1986):  

 

<6.23> 17 Many studies of development consider what factors an individual must 

experience in order to acquire a particular behaviour pattern. Consider, for instance, 

the song of the male cricket: do the males learn the song by listening to other males? 

The crucial experiment is to rear male crickets without allowing them to hear the 

song of other crickets. If crickets learn their song, the experimentally isolated males 

should not be able to sing a cricket song. In fact they can; learning is unnecessary.  

 

Notice that the experiment only rules out one (or a few) experimental factors. It 

shows that the sound of other males' singing is not necessary for the development. It 

does not show that no experience of any sort is necessary, as indeed it could not, for 

it is logically impossible to substantiate universally negative statements. That, 

however, does not prevent us from drawing particular, limited conclusions from 

such ‘isolation’ experiments. In crickets, the ability to sing can develop without the 

experience of song, but in many birds the story is not the same.  
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In <6.23>, That summarizes and refers back to the proposition of the previous sentence: 

the “isolation” experiment does not show that no experience is needed for male crickets 

to sing. It only shows no learning is needed. That refers to old information, but is 

highlighted by however to indicate a concession: all its limitation does not invalidate 

the experiment, based on which some reasonable conclusions can still be drawn. Thus 

the previous proposition concedes to the present one through the initial pronoun that. 

To replace however, the proper candidates seem to be nevertheless/we must admit 

/although it is true/even if all this is true/admittedly/as a matter of fact. 

 

(2) However’s function after an initial adverbial 

A replacement test based on the context indicates that the meaning of however after an 

initial adverbial (15%) can be further divided into three groups: the contrastive group (8 

cases)-- by contrast (5), by comparison (1), on the other hand (1), and it can be argued 

(1); the “against expectation” group (2 cases); the concessive group (5 cases)-- 

nevertheless (4), and one has to admit/admittedly (1), as summarized in Table 6.10. 

 

Table 6.10 However after an initial adverbial (15/100, BNC-W) 

No. Contrast Concession P1/P2: 

fact/ 
opinion 

P2 info: 

new/old 

Direct 

replacement 

Context-  

dependent 
replacement 

15 10 5 10f/5o 14n/1o nevertheless 5 by contrast 

4 nevertheless 

2 unexpectedly 

1 by comparison 

1one has to admit 

1on the other hand 

1 it can be argued 

 

Example <6.24> is taken from a book of non-academic nature in archaeology, Material 

culture and mass consumption, by Miller, D., Blackwell, Oxford 1987. The two 

sentences in <6.40> express the writer’s opinions, viewpoints, and judgment. They 

present a contrast between two functions of material objects in two circumstances: as 

mass consumption and as external forms. The propositions of the two aspects clearly 

form an overt contrast, which is highlighted by however. As external forms is new 

information. However in this text can be replaced, it seems, with by contrast, on the 

other hand, or it can be argued.  

 

<6.24> 20 As mass consumption, a particular array of objects may be found to 

represent and assist in the construction of perspectives relating to control over 

production or rivalry between consumers, but also to wider issues concerning 

morality and social ideals. As external forms, however, objects may also be 

independent of the interpretation of any one particular group, and their consistency 

as a material presence may belie the actual variety of meanings they evoke.  
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Such contrastive interpretation of however is often found in discourses where the two 

propositions are contrastive by nature and the two adverbials being contrasted form a 

clear parallel pair, such as in certain areas/in other areas (21), on the face of it/beneath 

the surface (30). The contrasted propositions may not always be introduced by a 

symmetrical pair. Sometimes the first proposition is expressed by long expressions, 

even by sentences or paragraphs, while a relatively short but important element in the 

second proposition is highlighted by however to form or introduce the contrast. 

Sometimes both propositions are expressed in longer accounts but their contrastive 

nature is still apparent, as in <6.25>, where the contrast is between the relations of 

family members in two different times when they have photos taken. Notice, in <6.25>, 

it is the initial adverbial increasingly, which is immediately before however, rather than 

the whole contrasted proposition, that is highlighted by this connector. Thus 

increasingly is put in the foreground and highlighted, instead of after 1730, which 

intentionally emphasizes the slow and gradual manner of the changing process of the 

relations between family members. Increasingly can be regarded as the focus of this 

piece of text, and is only a part of the contrast. This seems to indicate that focus and 

contrast do not necessarily have the same highlighting function, contrary to the 

observation of Molnár and Winkler (2010: 1392). 

 

<6.25> 24 (Family, work and education: a reader. Reedy S., and M. Woodhead, 

Open University Press, Milton Keynes, 1988)  

This meant that children and parents shared few pursuits together, and the art of the 

seventeenth century would seem to bear this out. Up to about 1730 family portraits 

are formally posed groups; increasingly, however, after 1730 children are shown 

playing or reading or sketching or fishing or picnicking with their parents — family 

scenes of mutual pleasure and enjoyment, and ones which the parents wanted 

recorded.  

 

The “against expectation” interpretation of however can be drawn from its use in 

example <6.26>, taken from the Art Newspaper, published by Umberto Allemandi & 

Company, London, 1992. It reports the progress of police investigation of a burglary of 

paintings in a Boston museum. For more than two years the police have been unable to 

solve this problem. Time has passed and hope has died. But surprisingly, such hope has 

been rekindled from an unexpected source.  

 

<6.26> 29 NEW YORK. After more than two years of investigation, police have not 

yet made any arrests in their effort to solve the March 1990 robbery of thirteen 

paintings from the Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum in Boston. Now, however, 

they may have a suspect who was seeking to put a bizarrely similar story of art 

robbery on the screen. In late May the FBI admitted that it had questioned 

thirty-one year old Brian M. McDevitt in connection with the theft…  

 

The futile work of the past two years is contrasted with the present unexpected 

progress, a contrast of two stages in the investigation of the robbery. Both propositions 
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are facts. Now, as new information, is highlighted by however to mark the new 

progress. If we rephrase however, the best candidates seem to be unexpectedly/ 

surprisingly/ suddenly/ out of the blue/finally/at last. This interpretation of however 

seems to involve two mental images or reasoning processes: (i) the futility of all the 

previous police work in solving the theft of the paintings, which gives the impression 

that the case has to be suspended, if not closed; (ii) the unusual similarity between the 

suspect’s story to be filmed and the robbery, which might be regarded as a new clue to 

the robbery. It is the expectation based on (i) and the new possibility suggested by (ii) 

that forms the contrast of unexpectedness.  

 

Interestingly, <6.26>has a similar discourse pattern to the one we found in our analysis 

of project abstracts (example <6.18>): background—however sentence to change the 

topic—full elaboration of the new topic (see Appendix 6.4 for the full text of <6.26>). 

This indicates however can also be used near the beginning of the discourse and have 

the extra function of changing the discourse topic , even when it is used in the second 

initial position to highlight the initial adverbial as well as to signal the contrast. 

 

The concessive interpretation of however can be illustrated by <6.27> (taken from a 

piece of English fiction about old age: The Reluctant Samaritan. (By Beechey, W., 

Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1991). In this example, there seems to be no overt 

contrast between the propositions of the sentences which express Mrs Girdlestone’s 

opinion and suggestion. She supposes that an elderly lady needs the company of an 

even more elderly lady, so she persuades the elderly lady to accept the more elderly 

lady to stay in her house. But this stay is not meant to be forever. She wisely suggests 

clearly it would only be for the three months when the more elderly lady has no one to 

look after her.  

 

<6.27> 42 A reply came almost by return of post. Mrs Ross's daughter had gone 

from Scotland. She had left her mother in Suffolk knowing that the rooms were 

only available for three months. She had written to her mother giving no address, 

saying that she had left her husband and was going abroad, that she could do 

nothing more for her mother and had her own life to live. Mrs Ross, Mrs 

Girdlestone added, had only her pension to live on, and she repeated that she would 

be glad if I could do something about her as soon as possible.  

 

As in Miss Austen's day it was universally accepted that a young unmarried man 

with a house and fortune was in need of a wife, so Mrs Girdlestone might have been 

beguiled into accepting a somewhat similar assumption that one elderly lady living 

alone is in need of an even more elderly lady to live with her (prudently stipulating, 

however, the three months only, in case she should wish to draw back).  

 

In the second paragraph of <6.27>, prudently stipulating is put in the spot light by its 

ensuing however, which seems to be a restriction to Mrs Ross’s stay in the elderly 

lady’s house: it is not an endless stay but a limited one, a short term stay. Mrs 
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Girdlestone seems to be considering things for the elderly lady’s benefit—she needs 

company, and if she accepts Mrs Ross, Mrs Ross can only stay for three months in her 

house—while in fact she is trying hard to convince her to accept the more elderly lady. 

Mrs Girdlestone’s cunningness and shrewdness is thus revealed in this concessive 

strategy. However is interpreted as signaling a concessive relation in this context, 

because the proposition it has introduced and highlighted is not totally opposite to the 

previous one, but a modification, a specification, an added condition, which weakens 

the previous one. Thus the relations between the two propositions are not wholly 

contrastive (accepting vs. declining), but partly contrastive (accepting vs. conditional 

accepting), which seems best to be regarded as concessive. If we paraphrase the 

function of however in this context, the most suitable candidates seem to be 

“nevertheless”, “as a precondition”,” specifically”, “on the condition that”, “as a 

precaution”, or “as a reservation”. This kind of concessive interpretation of however 

tends to occur in the context when the contrast is formed by a specific element singled 

out to contrast with the whole proposition, such as the initial stage vs. the whole stage 

in essay writing in concordance line (5), and the holiday allowance section vs. the new 

payment system in (93) (see Appendix 6.3 for details), rather than by two parallel 

elements or propositions. 

 

(3) However’s function after an initial subject plus verb or initial clause 

There are 18 % where however is used after an initial subject plus verb, whose function 

and meaning are summarized in Table 6.11, which can be further divided into four 

types (for details of each type see Appendix 6.5): (1) (Initial subject) +verb (6 cases), 

(2) Initial subject +modal verb (1 case), (3) Initial subject +verb be (7 cases), (4) There 

+be (4 cases). 

 

Table 6.11 However after an initial subject plus verb (18/100, BNC-W) 

No. Type of 

sub.+v 

Contra 

st/conc 
ession 

P1/P2: 

fact/ 
opinion 

P2 info: 

new/ 
old 

Direct 

replace 
ment 

Context-  

dependent 
replacement 

Other  

function 

18 4NP+v 

4There 

+be  
3NP+be 

3It+be 

2V 
1modal v 

1pron 

+be 

7 const/ 

11 conces 

6 f/f,  

6 o/o, 

3 o/f, 

3 f/o 

13 n  

/5 old 

Neverthe 

less 

5 on the other hand/ 

2 one must be 

aware/ 2 as a matter 

of fact 

1 against general 

expectation   

2 nevertheless  

1 surprisingly  

1 against her wish  

1At last/1 At the 

same time/1 One 

has to admit/1 as 
my real intention 

8 complement 

emphasized,  

4 reminder, 

2 complement 

emphasized+ 

reminder, 

1 complement 

emphasized+ 

change of topic, 

1 reservation, 

1 change of 
topic 

 

Groups (1) and (2) are similar in that the initial subject plus verb/modal verb is 

highlighted by however. The relations between the respective propositions are more 

often concessive than contrastive. In such structures it is the meaning of the verb (or 
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modal verb) before however, i.e., the meaning of the predication (or part of it) of the 

proposition, that is particularly emphasized. This verb generally carries an initial 

subject, required by English syntax, except in an imperative sentence. In five cases of 

group (1), however seems to emphasize the predicate (verb) or part of it (modal verb) 

that appears in the initial subject plus verb structure, and help to change the topic of 

discourse, especially to draw the reader’s attention to some specific point, or to start a 

new topic, as in <6.28> ( taken from Hotel and catering case studies, by P. S. Abbott, 

John Cassell London, 1989), in which the sentence initial subject is omitted. 

 

<6.28> 32 There is no evidence of any feasibility study having been carried out. It 

appears that the Brasserie was opened on the basis of a ‘hunch’, and while it may 

well have a ready-made market in L'Auberge's existing clientele, there was always a 

risk that this would simply be split between the two units. The case says nothing 

about other restaurants, but there are almost bound to be more in a city centre 

location. Competition from established businesses can be formidable. Note, 

however, that while this may help to explain why the Brasserie's sales are 

disappointing, it doesn't really explain why L'Auberge's have fallen. What about 

prices? If you have carried out the calculations suggested, you will have found that 

average spend per head in 1983 was roughly £9.00, in 1984 £10.50 and in 1985 

£11.75. Either customers have been choosing more expensive menu and wine list 

items or (much more likely) prices have been increasing. If the latter, why? The 

note indicates that the rate of increase is higher than that for restaurant prices in 

general over this period, and this could account for some of the reduction in 

business. 

 

In <6.28>, the whole passage analyses the reasons why the two restaurants have falling 

sales. The previous propositions (P1s) (of the sentences before Note)—talk about why 

Brasserie’s performance is disappointing: lack of a feasibility study and fierce 

competition between restaurants are the possible reasons. Proposition 2 (the however 

sentence) changes the direction of the discourse by way of a summary. It says the 

previous analysis explains the reason for one restaurant’s poor performance, but not for 

the other. It points out the insufficiency of the previous analysis and thus weakens it. 

All the previous discussion has to concede to this summary. Thus the relation between 

P1s and P2 is concessive: P1s has to concede to P2, although P1s is true. P1s and P2 are 

opinions. Note is new information and is highlighted by however, which strongly 

signals the speaker’s intention to remind the reader of the insufficiency of previous 

discussion and the need to examine another aspect of the situation. The propositions 

after P2 all concern the new aspect: price increase as a possible reason for explaining 

the fallen sale of L'Auberge. To rephrase, however can be replaced by nevertheless/on 

the other hand/I must remind you/one must be aware. 

 

Example <6.29>, (taken from Animal behaviour: a concise introduction, by Mark, R., 

Blackwell Scientific Publications, Oxford, 1986) is a case where however is used after 

an initial subject plus verb. As in <44>, it is actually (part of) the predication of the 
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proposition, i.e., the verb (would) doubt in the initial subject plus verb structure, that is 

most strongly highlighted by however, which shows the certainty and optimism of the 

scientists in expecting the success of further experiment. Although the experiment is 

not yet fully conclusive, and a further experiment is still needed, there is little doubt 

among animal behaviourists that such an experiment will be successful. The limitation 

of the experiment will not prevent it from being perfected. Thus this is a concessive 

relation: P1 concedes to P2. Both are opinions. The certainty of the success is 

emphasized. However can be replaced by nevertheless/ based on the above reasoning/ 

of course/ as a matter of fact. 

 

<6.29> 16 Experiments have shown that predators learn to avoid sickening prey. J. 

V. Z. Brower, for instance, offered the monarch butterfly as food to the bird called 

the Florida scrub jay. On their first meal of monarch the jays were violently sick; 

but after only a few trials they had learned not to eat monarchs, though they 

continued to eat other, tasty food. What has not yet been conclusively demonstrated 

is that birds learn to avoid brightly coloured sickening prey more quickly than 

equivalent but duller coloured prey. It is necessary for the theory that they should, 

for otherwise poisonous prey might just as well be dull as brightly coloured. Few 

ethologists would doubt, however, that such an experiment would be successful.  

 

When however occurs after an initial subject plus auxiliary/modal verb, it does so in an 

uneven way. In the whole BNC it occurs 187 times after did, but never occurs after 

ought and ought not, as shown by Table 6.12. The auxiliary/modal verbs after which 

however occurs more than 100 times are did, does, may, can, do, does not, would, and 

did not. For all the listed auxiliary/modal verbs in the table, however is used in all cases 

more often after their positive forms than negative forms. Modal verbs and auxiliary 

verbs are often used to show the emotions and attitudes of the speaker or writer. This 

seems to imply that people prefer to take a positive stance when they use however to 

foreground and emphasize that stance. 

 

Table 6.12 However after an initial auxiliary or modal verb in the BNC: Frequency 

did 187  did not 101 

does 170  does not 109 

may 158  may not 11 

can 149  cannot 37 

do 112  do not 42 

would 105  would not 13 

should  70  should not 37 

could  37  could not 16 

might  25  might not 1 

need 13  need not 9 

shall 7  shall not 2 

ought 0  ought not 0 
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When however occurs after an initial subject plus auxiliary/modal verb, it primes and 

emphasizes the auxiliary/modal verb, rather than the whole subject plus auxiliary 

/modal verb structure. This effect is caused by the accented last word in the initial part, 

as evidenced by the reading of it in such sentences by a university lecturer who is a 

native English speaker, by the pause after that word, and by the direction-changing 

function of however. In such cases, the possibility, likelihood, attitude, or willingness 

expressed by the auxiliary/modal verbs are clearly highlighted. These initial 

auxiliary/modal verbs are regarded as initial, not because they are really in the 

beginning of the sentence, but because the subject required by them is in sentence 

initial position. Thus this structure can also be in the initial of a coordinated clause led 

by and or but.  

 

In one case, however is used after an initial conjunction if (see (6) in Appendix 6.7 for 

detail), which refers to the possibility of a certain circumstance. In this case the 

possibility conveyed by the initial if is highlighted by however, which also signals that 

the occurrence of this new situation is against expectation. This is similar to the case of 

however after an initial subject plus modal verb (such as may), as both if and the modal 

verb may can convey possibility. This similarity is another indication that the initial 

element being highlighted is semantic by nature, not restricted by grammatical form.  

 

Groups (3) and (4) are similar in that it is not the initial subject plus be or there plus be, 

but the complement of be that follows, that is highlighted by however. This is especially 

so with the initial it be and there be structures, in which it and there only serve as 

dummy subjects whose role is to introduce the complement – the really important part. 

In such cases, the separation of the complement from its preceding part by however 

seems to emphasize the complement – thus the predication naturally receives more 

attention. In comparison with the empty dummy formal subject plus be/there be, the 

complement conveys the real meaning of the sentence and is likely to be given more 

attention by readers.  

 

Example <6.30>, taken from an academic law book Sale of goods and consumer credit, 

by Dobson, A. P., Sweet & Maxwell Ltd, London 1989, is an illustration, in which a 

contrast is clearly posed between the propositions of sentences one and two. P1 states 

the seller cannot be freed from liability under section 12 of the Act. P2 states s/he can, 

under sections 13 to 15. Both propositions are facts. This contrast is made conspicuous 

by two initial symmetric it be + complement structures: It is impossible in P1, and It is 

possible in P2. In both structures, it is the subject in form, referring to the complement 

“for the seller to be exempted from liability”, which is the real content of the subject. 

This contrast is further highlighted by the second initial however in sentence two, the 

insertion of which not only marks the contrast, but also puts possible in the spot light of 

the ensuing discourse. In this way, the predication of p2—the likelihood of being 

exempted from liability is emphasized. To rephrase however, we can easily use by 

contrast/on the other hand/nevertheless. 
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<6.30> 14 It is impossible for the seller to exempt himself from liability under 

section 12 of the Sale of Goods Act. It is, however, possible for the seller to be 

exempted from liability under sections 13 to 15 of the Sale of Goods Act, but only 

in so far as the seller can show that the exemption clause satisfies the requirement 

of reasonableness, i.e. that it was a ‘fair and reasonable one to be included having 

regard to circumstances which were, or ought reasonably to have been, known to or 

in the contemplation of the parties when the contract was made’ (section 11). 

 

There are three cases (15, 25 and 34) in this group where however can be interpreted as 

“against expectation” in meaning, as illustrated by <47>, where however is used after 

an initial subject plus modal verb. In <6.31> P1 is fact: Grants for local government has 

been greatly reduced. P2 is also fact: At the same time the central control has increased. 

P2 is against expectation, as evidenced in “rather than an increase in local 

independence”. Two mental images are involved. By P1 the reduction of grants should 

imply an increase in local autonomy. By P2 this expectation is denied. Both P1 and P2 

are asserted as true. Thus a concessive relation is formed. P1 concedes to P2. Although 

P1, P2. Part of the predication of P2, expressed by has, is highlighted by however, to 

stress that another situation, which is against expectation and makes things worse for 

the local government, has also come into existence. This state cannot be changed 

anymore. To rephrase however, the likely candidates seem to be against general 

expectation/unexpectedly/to make things worse/detrimental to the local government/on 

the other hand/at the same time.  

 

<6.31> 25 (from Local government and urban politics, by Hampton, W., Longman, 

New York 1991) The government decided against further work on LIT [local 

income tax] and replaced the rates by the community charge. Moreover, the 

growing dependence of local government on central grants that so concerned the 

Layfield Committee has been reversed. The proportion of local authority 

expenditure supported by grants has been reduced to a figure Layfield thought 

could only be reached with the aid of LIT (Layfield 1976: 184). This reduction has, 

however, been accompanied by stringent central controls rather than an increase in 

local independence. The arguments for LIT from those who wish to see local 

autonomy preserved continue (Jones and Stewart 1983b: 99-102) and there is some 

political pressure for LIT to replace the community charge as the main source of 

local government taxation.  

 

In 8% however is used after an initial clause, as summarized in Table 6.14 (see 

Appendix 6.6 for details), of which six are main clauses (three led by it) and two are 

subordinate clauses.  

 



 138 

Table 6.13 However after an initial clause (8/100, BNC-W) 

No.  Initial 

clause 
type 

Ct/Cs P1/P2 

fact/ 
opinion 

Info: 

new/ 
old 

Highlighted 

part 

Replacement 

test 

Other functions 

8 6 main/ 

2 sub 

3 Ct/ 

5 Cs 

4 o/o,  

3 f/f,  

1 o/f 

7 n, 

1 o 

6 predicate, 

2 cls 

 

2 one has to 

admit 

1 in addition 

1 despite her 

promise  

1 I must point 

out 

1 in fact /1 on 

the other hand 

3 It-led clauses: 

1 reminder of 

condition, 

2 reminder to  

start new topic 

 

Apart from their own propositional meaning, the three it-led main clauses all seem to 

share an extra function of reminder, which is highlighted by the following however. In 

concordance line (2), for example, the initial clause reminds the reader that a condition 

has been added (‘It would have to be ascertained, however, that the IRA's weapons 

were not being handed on to another group’); in (23) it reminds the reader that the 

negative side of the topic will be discussed (It is important to note, however, that 

portfolio investment is a two-way affair); in (36), it reminds the reader that the topic 

will be changed (It is not our purpose here, however, to re-examine the details of the 

success or otherwise of the FFYP as a whole). In such cases, however helps to mark the 

change of topic in the discourse, similar to its function in the five cases where it is used 

after an initial subject plus verb. The reason seems to be that in both cases the predicate 

of the initial parts are similar in meaning, such as Note (32) (initial verb, with its 

subject omitted) vs. It is important to note (23) (initial clause), and this predicate often 

shows the writer’s intention. This once more indicates it is not the grammatical 

structure, but the meaning of the initial part, that is stressed by the second initial 

however. 

 

The connecting force of however seems to be related to the length of the clause 

preceding it. The longer the clause, the weaker the connective force of however. For 

example, its connecting force seems to be weaker in (19) (While this may be true of 

highly competitive markets, however, ‘an imperfectly competitive market will not 

quickly convert…inefficiency into insolvency’.) than in (12) (When Ash Wednesday 

arrived, however, she found herself going alone to the service.) Its contrastive force 

seems to be related to whether commas (representing pauses) are used around it: 

without them it seems to be weaker, as in (99) (The respite was not to last however for, 

just as she heard the guards wondering aloud if they had hit her, someone on one of the 

freighters pointed her out with a cry), where however seems to be used by passing, 

without much contrasting force, and seems to be overshadowed by the closely 

following for, which shows the quick change of situation and the reason of the new 

danger.  
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(4) Other meanings and uses of however 

In three cases (3%) however can be truly regarded as used between clauses within the 

sentence. In <6.32> (see Appendix 6.7 for details), it functions as if it were a coordinate 

contrastive connector, and seems more formal than but in meaning. 

 

<6.32> 8 (taken from Subjective risk and memory for driving situations 

[Unpublished PhD thesis]) Eeven [sic.] of these studies actually show the striking 

reminiscence effect where recall in the arousal condition is actually better after a 

delay than immediately after learning. There is also some evidence for a similar 

effect in more applied settings (Scrivner & Safer, 1988), however, this may be more 

appropriately considered to be an example of hypermnesia with repeated testing 

(e.g. Payne, 1987). 

 

In (95) and (100), (see Appendix 6.7), however is an adverb of degree to intensify an 

adjective in (95) (But however great the wife's contribution, the order to her should not 

be out of proportion to the total assets and had to do justice between the parties.) and 

verb in (100) (Yet however we may judge deviation, whether negatively or positively, 

being a social outsider is very much a case of non-conformity to the norms and 

regularities of discourse structure.) Normally this intensifying function of however is 

regarded as irrelevant to its contrastive function, and is listed in dictionaries as an 

independent entry, as shown by Table 6.6. But if we observe its function in the clause, it 

seems however also has a conceding force, conceding the proposition of the subordinate 

clause it is in to the proposition of the main clause unconditionally. This function can be 

felt clearly if we remove the contrastive conjunctions but in (95) and yet in (100) before 

it. Without them the contrast still exists and the concessive relation between the two 

clauses in each case still holds. With them the contrast is strongly signaled.  

 

6.4.4 Chapter summary 

This semantic analysis of however shows it is used most frequently as a contrastive 

discourse connector in written texts, rather than an intensifying adverb of degree. In 

97% of the cases in the random sample (n=100), it is used to contrast and connect 

sentences. Only in 3% it connects clauses within the sentence. Some of the past 

researchers (e.g., Lakoff 1971; König 1986; Fraser 1998) tend to discuss the function of 

contrastive connectors between clauses, and may have undervalued their function 

between sentences.  

 

Regarding the meaning and function of however in discourse, the meaning-maximalist 

view (Huang 2007: 209, 211, Posner 1980, Schiffrin 1987: 182-190) has helped to 

clarify that however has three broad ideational or propositional functions in text: to 

signal a lexical or propositional contrast, which can best be interpreted as “by 

contrast/on the other hand”, to signal a contrast against expectation, which can be 

interpreted as “unexpectedly/ surprisingly”, and to signal a concession between 

propositions, which can be interpreted as “despite all this/admittedly”. In addition, 

more than ten senses of however have been distinguished through text analysis. On the 
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other hand, the context-based distinction of different meanings of however seems 

somewhat subjective and arguable, and the process would seem endless. Replacement 

tests indicate that in all the cases (97% of the whole random sample) where however is 

used as a sentence connector, it can be replaced by nevertheless, in the sense “despite 

some contrastive state of affairs that already exists”, whatever its position, which 

clearly can be regarded as its central meaning. This favours the meaning-minimalist 

stand, although I have taken the maximalist view in the analysis. 

 

This analysis has confirmed the “double function” of however after an initial 

subject/adverbial (Altenberg 2002, 2006). It goes a step further by assigning this 

function to however when it occupies other medial positions, such as after an initial 

subject plus verb, modal verb, be, or initial clause. The initial element emphasized by 

however is not restricted to subject and adverbial, but encompasses a range of 

grammatical structures and combinations, which is semantic by nature, and is 

determined by which part of the sentence proposition the writer wants to contrast and 

emphasize. It tends to be the subject of the English sentence, if it is the referent (agent, 

persons, things) of the proposition, that is to be contrasted and highlighted; it tends to 

be the subject plus verb, or the main clause, if it is the predicate (situation, action, state, 

process, theme), that is to be contrasted and highlighted; and it tends to be an adverbial 

or subordinate clause, if it is the circumstance, instrument, location, that is to be 

contrasted and highlighted. 

 

It is worthwhile drawing attention to the textual organizing function of however. In 

sentence initial position it helps to change the topic and signal the new direction of 

discourse, enabling the discourse to proceed around a new topic, or a new aspect of the 

same topic. This confirms the “step-wise orientation” proposed by Smits (cf. Altenberg 

2006, 11-12). In fact, this discourse-organizing function is not limited to however in 

initial position in the sentence. In sentence medial position, it can also have this 

function, as evidenced in examples <6.40> and <6.43>. The “complex orientation” 

(ibid) of however is also confirmed. In second initial position of the sentence, it seems 

to have a “back stressing and forward focusing” force: highlighting or modifying the 

initial element that precedes it, and helping the shift in space, time or topic in the 

discourse. In second initial position, it sometimes serves as a reminder by highlighting 

the initial predicate which conveys the writer’s intention. 

 

In regard to the observation of Doherty (2000/2001: 246) that adversative connectors 

are used “initially before given information and medially after new or contrastive 

information”, evidence in this random sample seems to suggest that this observation 

does not always hold. More than 40% of the 24 cases (10/24) where however is used 

in the initial position of the sentence, for example, demonstrate that it can be used 

initially before NEW information, and more than 20% of the 49 cases (10/49) where 

however is used medially demonstrate that it can be used medially after OLD 

information. In fact, it is probably typical for however to be used after OLD 

information—a summary of previous proposition, when it presents a concessive 
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relation, as evidenced, e.g., in <6.36>. But it is true that however is used medially 

after contrastive information.  

 

Matthiessen and Thompson (1988: 298) claim that concession is “typically found 

towards the bottom” of a rhetorical structure”, due to its “special role in clause 

combining”. By “rhetorical structure”, Matthiessen and Thompson (1988) refer to the 

organization of “text spans” in their proposed Rhetorical Structure theory, “with 

clauses as the lowest unit” (Ford 2000: 284). My analysis shows Concession linked 

by however can occur near the beginning of the discourse, which helps to change the 

topic and organize the discourse around the new topic, as examples <6.33> and 

<6.34> show. In certain genres such as project abstracts, it may well be that the 

typical pattern is for the however sentence to be used near the beginning of the 

discourse, after one or two background sentences, to introduce the project and set out 

its rationale. Ford (2000: 283-311) has found that contrast in interaction is often 

followed by elaboration, in the form of explanation or solution. This finding agrees 

with the role of however that is used near the beginning of a text. 

 

The focus of the sentence seems to change in correspondence to the position of 

however. When however occurs in sentence initial, the focus is the whole sentence it 

introduces. When it occurs before a subordinate clause or part of it, the focus is the 

clause or that part. When it occurs in the second initial position of the sentence, the 

focus is the initial part of the sentence. This part sometimes contains new information, 

but sometimes it does not. This goes against Molnár (2002: 148) who defines focus as 

always containing new information. The contrast between this focus and its counterpart 

in the previous text always tends to emphasize the present sentence and the present 

focus in it, rather than both (the present and the previous). It goes against Rudolph’s 

(1996: 452) observation that when some adversative connectives occur non-initially, 

they “emphasize the passage preceding the sentence, which is often the genuine 

opposition, sometimes in form of a contrastive pair.” In the case of however, this 

observation seems just off the point. It is the sentence or the part of the pair which 

contains however that is emphasized, not its preceding passage. 
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CHAPTER 7 

HOWEVER IN ENGLISH/CHINESE TRANSLATION 

 

In this chapter I report the findings of two translation studies of however, based on 

parallel corpora, which helps to reveal the usage of however and other contrastive 

connectors in English, Chinese, and their translations. I will show that contrastive 

relations tend to be expressed explicitly in English but implicitly in Chinese. The 

implicit contrastive relations in Chinese (which are expressly translated into however) 

are formed in three ways: the co-existence of a previous sentence/clause/element of 

contrastive nature, the writer’s use of contrastive words rather than contrastive 

conjunctions, and the logical contrastive relations in the original explicated by the 

translator. I will show that the translated language differs somewhat from natural 

language at least in two ways. More contrastive connectors are used in translated works 

than in the original, be it English or Chinese. In the choice of contrastive connectors, 

there is a strong tendency to use 然而 ran er as the “equivalent” of however in English 

to Chinese translation, disregarding genre distinctions. I will also show with corpus 

evidence that in translating and using however, even professional translators may have 

been influenced by their mother tongue or source language in word choice
14

 and word 

ordering.  

 

This chapter consists of two parts. 7.1 is a study of however in two relatively small 

parallel corpora. As an extension of 7.1, 7.2 is a study of however and its counterparts 

in a five-million word/character Chinese/English parallel corpus. The research 

objective of the first study is given in 7.1.1, followed by a discussion of however in the 

C/E HLM Corpus in 7.1.2, and in the E/C Babel Corpus in 7.1.3. A summary of this 

part is given in 7.1.4.  

 

7.1 However in the HLM and the Babel Parallel corpora
15

 

7.1.1. The research objective 

The purpose of this parallel corpora based translation comparison is to examine the 

usage of contrastive connectors in English and Chinese—as exemplified by however in 

the C/E Hong Lou Meng corpus and E/C Babel corpus. Specifically I will compare 

however (and related contrastive connectors) and its Chinese counterparts (overt or 

implied) in these two corpora regarding the following three aspects (and explore the 

possible reasons): 

 Coverage: what contrastive Chinese connectors are translated into however and 

related English connectors and vice versa 

 Feature: what characteristics the contrastive connectors in these two languages 

have 
                                                        
14

 See 金（Jin）(1998). 
15

 The manuscript of 7.1 was presented at the International Symposium on Using Corpora in 

Contrastive and Translation Studies, 2008, Hangzhou, and later published after revision (Wang 2010: 

396-413).  
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 Position: where in the sentence these connectors are used  

 

7.1.2 However in the Chinese/English HLM Corpus  

(1) Sample description 

The HLM Parallel Corpus (http://score.crpp.nie.edu.sg/hlm/index.htm) is used to study 

however and its counterparts in the Chinese original. This corpus contains 红楼梦 

(Hong Lou Meng) (HLM henceforth) in Chinese and two complete English 

translations. HLM is a vivid Chinese novel by Cao, Xueqin, written in Vernacular 

Chinese and Beijing Mandarin dialect which later became the standard written and 

spoken Chinese. It is widely acknowledged as the “zenith of Chinese classical fiction” 

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dream_of_the_Red_Chamber). One version of the 

translation is by David Hawkes and John Minford, entitled The Story of the Stone; 

another is by Gladys Yang and Yang Hsien-yi, entitled A Dream of Red Mansions. Both 

versions are used for the comparison of however and its Chinese counterparts, as both 

translators are highly professional in both languages. (The Hawkes translation seems 

more accurate and literal, while the Yangs translation more explanatory.) Altogether 20 

complete pairs of aligned text segments containing however are retrieved from the 

HLM Parallel Corpus
16

, after omitting nine repetitions or wrong matches and two 

incomplete matches. Each pair consists of one sentence in the Chinese original and two 

versions of English translation, some of which contain however. 

 

(2) Result analysis and discussion 

The result is summarized in Table 7.1 (divided into four sub-tables to show the different 

types of connectors found). It shows that in the 20 Chinese originals and 40 English 

translations of HLM, most of the Chinese contrastive connectors, implied or overt, are 

translated into however (22 cases), some into but (7 cases), some into other connectors 

(5 cases), and some into 0 (6 cases), i.e., expressed by other means. 18 cases of the 

Chinese original are translated into however etc. to signal concession between 

sentences (Sub-Tables 1, 2 and 3), and two cases to signal concession between clauses 

within the sentence (Sub-Table 4). 

 

Table 7.1 However and its counterparts in 20 aligned samples of HLM (Sub-Table 1) 

No. HLM  

in Chinese 

Position  

in sentence 

Hawkes 

translation 

Position 

 in sentence 

Yangs  

translation 

Position  

in sentence 

5 0 (卻 que) 

誰知 shui zhi 

Sentence 

initial(SI) 

However SI 0  

14 0 (卻 que) 

誰知 shui zhi 

SI however After initial 

subject 

But SI 

12 0 (卻 que) 

只管 zhi guan 

After initial 

subject 

however After initial 

subject 

0  

24 0 (卻 que)  

只 zhi 

SI however After initial 

adverbial 

however After initial 

adverbial 

                                                        
16

 At the time of this study only part of the HLM Parallel Corpus was accessible on the Internet. 

http://score.crpp.nie.edu.sg/hlm/index.htm
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dream_of_the_Red_Chamber
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7 0 (卻 que) 

只可惜 zhi ke xi 

SI However After main 

clause 

although SI 

10 0 (卻 que) 

無奈 wu nai 

SI but SI however After main 

clause 

30 0 (卻 que) 

因 yin 

Clause initial And, as  SI however After initial 

adv. clause 

     

 Sub-Table 2. 

No. HLM  

in Chinese 

Position  

in sentence 

Hawkes 

translation 

Position 

 in sentence 

Yangs  

translation 

Position  

in sentence 

27 0 (不过 bu guo, 

可是 ke shi) 

SI However SI However SI 

11 0 (不过 bu guo,  

可是 ke shi) 

SI but SI however After main 

clause 

9 0 (可 ke, 

不过 bu guo) 

SI but SI However SI 

13 0 (可 ke, 

不过 bu guo) 

SI However SI But  SI 

17 0 (不过 bu guo) SI however SI 0  

19 0 (可 ke, 

不过 bu guo) 

SI but SI However After initial  

adv. clause 

18 0 (可 ke) SI However SI But SI 

        

Sub-Table 3. 

No. HLM  

in Chinese 

Position  

in sentence 

Hawkes 

translation 

Position 

 in sentence 

Yangs  

translation 

Position  

in sentence 

8 到底 dao di After initial 

adverbial 

however After initial 

adverbial 

0  

1 卻 que Clause initial as a matter of 

fact 

After 

subject+be. 

however After 

subject+be. 

4 卻 que Clause initial Of course SI However SI 

6 雖 sui…卻 que Clause Initial Though… 

nevertheless 

Clause initial however After subject 

   

Sub-Table 4. 

No. HLM  

in Chinese 

Position  

in sentence 

Hawkes 

translation 

Position in 

sentence 

Yangs  

translation 

Position  

in sentence 

16 任憑是什麼好 ren ping 

shi shen mo hao de 

Clause initial however 

good they 

are 

Clause 

initial 

0  

31 人來客往 

ren lai ke wang 

2nd clause 

initial 

0  however 

many guests 

Clause 

initial 
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One surprising feature of these 18 cases, as sub-tables 1 to 3 indicate, is that the 

majority of the original Chinese counterparts of however (or other contrastive 

connectors such as but) are zero: there are simply no contrastive or concessive Chinese 

connectors in the corresponding Chinese text at all. Instead, in most of the cases, such 

contrastive relations in the Chinese original sentences are implied. Out of the 18 cases, 

there are 14 such cases totalling 78%, where the contrastive nature is implied and can 

be made explicit by inserting some contrastive Chinese connectors. These zero Chinese 

counterparts for the English however (and other contrastive connectors) can be divided 

into two types. One type, as shown in Sub-Table 1, consists of seven cases which can 

be explicated by an initial 卻 que, meaning “but, however”, and another type, as shown 

in Sub-Table 2, consists of seven cases which can be explicated by an initial 不过 bu 

guo, meaning “nevertheless”, or 可是 ke shi, meaning “but, however”, or 可 ke, with 

similar meaning, all of them contrastive or concessive Chinese connectors. The ratio 

between these two types is half and half. So in most cases the implied contrastive 

relations in the Chinese original which are translated into however can be expressed 

explicitly by卻 que, 不过 bu guo, or可是 ke shi. 

 

Interestingly, in the first group of seven zero Chinese connectors (Sub-table 1) with an 

implied initial 卻 que, six of them are immediately followed by a Chinese word or 

phrase which indicates some sense of contrast or concession, making it unnecessary to 

use any overt contrastive connector before them, as in <7.1>. The seventh is followed 

by a causal linker.  

 

<7.1> 

5 002 Cao 

誰    知  自  娶 了 他  令   夫   人    之  後，    倒 

shui  zhi  zi  qu  le  ta  ling  fu   ren   zhi  hou,    dao 

上    下    無   一 人   不  稱    頌    他  夫  人   的，   

shang xia    wu   yi  ren  bu  cheng  song  ta  fu  ren   de, 

璉   爺   倒   退  了  一 射    之   地。 

Lian  yie  dao  tui  le  yi  she  zhi    di 

 002 Hawkes 
#1[sic]  However, ever since he married this young lady I mentioned, everyone high  

and low has joined in praising her, and he has been put into the shade rather.  

 002 Yangs 
#1 [sic] Since his marriage he's been thrown into the shade by his wife, who is praised  

by everybody high and low.  

 

In the Chinese part of this aligned pair, the initial 誰知 (shui zhi) means “Who knows” 

or “Who expects that”, which implies unexpectedness. It renders 卻 (que, meaning 

“but, however”) before it unnecessary. If the contrastive 卻 (que) is used before 誰知

(shui zhi), they together still have the same meaning with slightly increased emphasis 

on unexpectedness, and the Chinese sentence is still correct. Without it, the sentence is 

natural and concise. Therefore this implied contrastive connector 卻 (que) before 誰知 

(shui zhi) is optional. It is also optional in the other six cases before 只管 (zhi guan), 

which implies continuation against expectation, 只 (zhi), which means “only, simply”, 

無奈 (wu nai), which implies helplessness and concession, and 因 (yin), which means 
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“because”. Most of these Chinese words that immediately follow the optional 卻 (que) 

indicate denial of expectation and helpless concession, which must be used and cannot 

be replaced by卻 (que). When these words are translated into English, in most cases 

their implied concession, denial of expectation or helplessness is expressed by the overt 

concessive English connector however (and in some cases by but).  

 

In the second group of seven zero Chinese connectors (sub-table 2) with an implied 

concessive Chinese connector 不过 (bu guo), or 可是 (ke shi) or 可 (ke), there are 

no other overt Chinese words in the text to show contrast or concession. The contrast or 

concession demonstrated by however or but in the English translation seems to be based 

on the overall meaning and logical relation of the Chinese text, as is in <7.2>:  

 

<7.2> 

13 006 Cao 

今 兒   你  既  老  遠   的  來  了，又   是   頭   一   次 

Jin er    ni   ji  lao  yuan de  lai   le,  you shi   tou   yi   ci 

見   我  張    口， 怎   好  叫   你   空    回   去  呢。 

Jian  wo  zhang kou,  zen  hao jiao   ni  kong   hui   qu  ne 

  006 Hawkes 

#1 However, since you have come such a long way, and since this is the first time you 

have ever said a word about needing help, we obviously can't let you go back empty- 

handed.  

  006 Yangs 
#1 But since you've come so far today and this is the first time you've asked me for help, 

I can't send you away empty-handed.  

 

In the Chinese part of <7.2>, there is no overt evidence to indicate contrast or 

concession. Instead, there is a clear causal relation between the first two clauses and the 

third main clause, expressed by 既 (ji, “because, since”) and correlated by又 (you, 

“and”), and the effect or result is expressed by怎好…呢 (zen hao…ne, “how can 

I…”). This causal relation is clearly shown in both translations: in Hawkes’ by since… 

and since…, in Yangs’ by since …and…. In addition to this overt causal relation, the 

implied mental contrast of the speaker between dismissing the guest empty handed and 

with some reward, which is implied in the Chinese text, is explicated by however and 

but in the two English translations.  

 

In this group <7.3> also contains an implied concessive relation in an overt causal 

relation. This implied concession is expressed explicitly in both English translations-- 

in Hawkes’ by however and in Yangs’ by but. The causal relation in Chinese is 

expressed by因(yin, “because”) and correlated by又(you, “and (because)”), and the 

effect or result is expressed by敢不 (gan bu, “how dare I not to…”). This causal 

relation is reflected in Hawkes’ translation in a cause-effect relation linked by so, and in 

Yangs’ translation by a subordinate clause followed by a main clause of result. In both 

examples (<7.2> and <7.3>) the causal relation is clearly marked in English and 

Chinese, while the concessive relation is implied in Chinese but marked in English. 
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<7.3> 

18 010 Cao 

昨   因   馮   大    爺     示     知， 大  人  家   第  

Zuo  yin  feng  da    ye     shi     zhi,  da  ren  jia   di 

謙  恭  下   士,   又   承     呼   喚，   敢   不    奉   命。 

qian gong xia   shi  you  cheng   hu  huan,   gan  bu   feng  ming 

  010 Hawkes 

#1 However, Mr Feng was telling me yesterday of the courteous and considerate 

patronage of scholars which is traditional in your family, so when I received your 

summons I felt unable to refuse.  

  010 Yangs 

#1 " But when I heard yesterday from Mr. Feng that Your Lordship's family is  

considerate to ordinary scholars and had condescended to send for me, how could I 

disobey your orders?  

 

Sub-Table 3 contains four cases out of the 18 (22%) where, except in one translation, 

both the Chinese original and the English translations have overt concessive 

connectors. In Chinese the connectors are卻 (que, two cases), 雖…卻 (sui… que, one 

case), and 到底 (dao di, one case). In English they are however (four cases), as a 

matter of fact (one case), of course (one case), though… nevertheless (one case). The 

exception is Yangs’ translation of 到底 (dao di), in which no overt English concessive 

connector is used. This indicates that in the sample only a minority of the Chinese 

contrastive relations are clearly expressed by Chinese connectors. 

 

Sub-Table 4 contains two cases where one Chinese original has an overt unconditional 

concessive expression (任憑是什麼好的 (ren ping shi shen mo hao de, “no matter how 

(good)”), another has an implied one in 人來客往 (ren lai ke wang, “no matter how 

(many guests come and go)”). Hawkes used however to translate the overt Chinese 

expression and a conditional clause to translate the implied one; Yangs used the 

superlative degree to translate the overt unconditional concession in Chinese, and 

however to translate the implied one. This shows the unconditional concessive 

expression no matter how in Chinese can be overt or implied, and its English translation 

can use however as an equivalence, or can resort to other means to do this, as in <7.4>, 

where Hawkes used however good but Yangs used the superlative degree (the finest 

clothes) to translate the Chinese original 任憑是什麼好的 (ren ping shi shen mo hao 

de). Both translators convey the original meaning accurately. In fact, as an 

unconditional concessive marker, however still signals concession in these two cases, 

although it also functions locally as an intensifier modifying its ensuing adjective.  

 

<7.4> 

16 010 Cao 
衣  裳  任   憑   是   什   麼   好  的， 可  又   值   什    麼！     

Yi shang ren  ping  shi  shen  mo   hao  de  ke  you  zhi  shen   mo ! 

  010 Hawkes #1 Never mind about the clothes, for goodness' sake, however good they are!  

  010 Yangs 
#1 This will never do. #2 The finest clothes are nothing compared with her health.  

#3 She can wear new ones every day if it comes to that.  
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(3) Overt vs. implied contrastive connectors  

To further compare the 20 Chinese originals with the English translations, the 

contrastive connectors in the Chinese originals are regrouped into two types: implied 

vs. overt. Implied contrastive connectors refer to the cases where no overt contrastive 

connectors are used. The 40 translations in the two versions (Hawkes and Yangs) are 

first divided into four types, based on frequency: however vs. but vs. 0 vs. other 

(including other contrastive connectors), and then condensed to two types: overt vs. 

zero. The result is shown in Table 7.2. 

 

Table 7.2 Connector types of the Chinese original and English translation  

Function No. Chinese  

original  

English translation  

(Hawkes + Yangs) 

No. of such  

translation 

Sent. connector 14 Implied however 16 

   but 7 

   0 3 

   although 1 

   and, as 1 

 4 Overt  however 4 

   as a matter of fact 1 

   of course 1 

   though…nevertheless 1 

   0 1 

Clause connector 1 Overt  however 1 

   0 1 

 1 Implied 0 1 

   however 1 

Total  20   40 

Sent. connector:  

Clause connector 

18:2 Overt: Implied  

=5: 15 

=25%:75% 

However: but: 0: other 

However+but+other: 0 

Overt: Implied  

22: 7: 6: 5 

=34: 6 

=85%:15% 

 

As demonstrated by Table 7.2, 75% of the concessive relations in the original Chinese 

text segments are expressed by implied contrastive Chinese connectors, but only 25% 

are by overt ones. In the English translations, by contrast, 85% of these relations are 

expressed by overt contrastive or concessive English connectors, but only 15% are by 

zero English connectors, i.e., by other means such as using conditional relations. This is 

indeed a striking difference. It has been observed and suggested (cf. 曹（Cao）1994; 林

and 李（Lin and Li）2004; 潘（Pan）2004; 王 and 郑（Wang and Zheng）2004) that 

Chinese is an implicit language, whereas English is an explicit language. In terms of 

expressing contrastive or concessive relations, this observation is certainly true. 

Another finding, as witnessed in this sample, is that most of these contrastive 

connectors in both languages are used at discourse level. The ratio between discourse 

level (between sentences) and clause level (within sentences) is 90% vs. 10%.  
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(4) Positional distributions of Chinese and English contrastive connectors 

The positional distribution of the Chinese and English contrastive connectors in this 

sample is summarized in Table 7.3, which indicates that most of the Chinese contrastive 

connectors occur in sentence or clause initial, which total 85%. The connector positions 

of the English translation are more varied, where the initial positions total 52.5%, and 

the second initial 32.5%. Further analysis reveals that this high percentage of second 

initial position is mainly caused by the concessive connector however, whose sentence 

initial positions take 45.5% but second sentence initial positions take 54.5%. 

 

Table 7.3 Position comparison of Chinese / English contrastive connectors  

     Position           

Connectors  

Sent 

initial 

Clause 

initial 

2nd 

sent. 

initial 

other Total  Initial vs. other 

Chinese  12 5 2 1 20 17: 3=85%:15% 

English  18 3 13 6 40 21:19=52.5%:47.5% 

however 8 2 12  22 10:12=45.5%:54.5% 

but 7    7  

other 3 1 1  5  

Zero connector    6 6  

 

This high percentage of initial Chinese contrastive connectors seems to be related to the 

phrase-centred characteristic of the Chinese language, particularly in spoken Chinese, 

where phrases combine freely to form sentences, leaving the subject implied or 

unexpressed. The high percentage of second initial position of however is partly caused 

by the characteristic of the English syntax, where the subject is normally required in the 

sentence and it often occurs at the sentence beginning, partly by the flexible positions 

however can have in the sentence, and especially by the dual functions it serves in 

second initial position: emphasizing the immediately preceding part and signalling a 

contrast or concession, as in Hawkes’ translation in <7.5>. In the Chinese part of it, 誰

知 (shui zhi) implies unexpectedness and occurs in sentence initial, which can be 

optionally preceded by the contrastive connector 卻 (que) or可(ke), although neither is 

present in it. They all indicate what ensues is against expectation. Gou er’s strong greed 

is emphasized which leads to his unexpected change of mind. In Hawkes’ English 

translation, however occurs after the initial Gou er’s cupidity. This second initial 

position both highlights cupidity by foregrounding it and signals the unexpected change 

of Gou er’s mind.  

 

<7.5> 

14 006 Cao 

誰    知 狗  兒  利  名    心  甚   重，    聽   如  此 一  說，        

Shui  zhi Gou  er  li  ming  xin  shen zhong,   ting  ru  ci  yi  shuo,  

心   下   便    有   些   活   動   起  來。               

xin  xia  bian   you  xie  huo  dong  qi  lai 

  006 Hawkes 
#1 Gou-er's cupidity, however, had been aroused by the words of his mother-in-law,  

and his reaction to them was less discouraging than his wife's .  
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To sum up, however is most frequently used as a contrastive connector between 

sentences. In this sample of 20 aligned text segments and translations from the HLM 

corpus which contain however, 90% of them are used between sentences. Only 10% of 

them are used within the sentence as an adverbial intensifier before an adjective in the 

subordinate clause, which concedes to the main clause. The Chinese contrastive and 

concessive relations tend to be expressed more implicitly than explicitly. Among the 20 

contrastive sentences in the Chinese original, 75% of them involve an implied 

contrastive connector, which is not used or replaced by some other concessive 

expression which renders the overt contrastive connector unnecessary. Only 25% of 

them are expressed by overt contrastive or concessive connectors. The English 

contrastive relations are expressed more explicitly than implicitly: the ratio between 

overt and zero (implied) English connectors being 85% to 15%. The positional 

distributions of the contrastive connectors in these two languages differ considerably. 

85% of the Chinese contrastive connectors occur in the beginning of the sentence or 

clause, whereas in English only 52.5% do so. The second initial positions of however is 

especially common: 54.5% in the sample, where it highlights the initial element of the 

sentence and indicates a contrast or concession.  

 

The differences between the usage of contrastive connectors in Chinese and English are 

likely to be related to the implicit characteristic of the Chinese language, the frequent 

omission of subjects in Chinese sentences, the explicit characteristic of the English 

language and the constrain of its syntactic structure, where subject is normally required. 

It is especially related to the rhetoric structure of English where the initial part of the 

sentence tends to be fore-grounded and thus emphasized. 

 

7.1.3. However in the English/Chinese Babel corpus 

(1) Sample description and result 

The Babel (http://icl.pku.edu.cn/icl_groups/parallel/workspace.htm), an English to 

Chinese Parallel Corpus, is used to study the usage of however and its translations from 

English into Chinese. This corpus consists of “327 English articles and their 

translations in Mandarin Chinese”, and “544,095 words (253,633 English words and 

287,462 Chinese tokens)”, about half of them taken from World of English and half 

from Time, both between the years 2000 and 2001.  

 

Altogether 102 aligned sentence pairs of texts are retrieved from the Babel corpus 

which contain however in the English sentence and its translation in the Chinese 

sentence. One match (item 58) is wrong and is excluded from the sample, leaving 101 

alignments. I counted the sample regarding three aspects as follows, the result of which 

is recorded in Table 7.4 below. 

 What Chinese words however is translated into 

 What frequencies these Chinese translations are 

 What positions however takes in the English sentences; what positions the Chinese 

translations take in the Chinese sentences 

 

http://icl.pku.edu.cn/icl_groups/parallel/workspace.htm
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Table 7.4 However and its Chinese translations in the Babel corpus 

English  No.  Sent. 

initial  

2nd 

sent. 

initial 

Sent. 

final 

Chinese  No. % Sent.  

initial 

2nd sent. 

initial 

However 101 39 56 6 16 items 101  95 6 

%  39 55 6    94 6 

     然而 ran er 38 38   

     不过 bu guo 26 26   

     但是 dan shi 11 11   

     但 dan 7 7   

     可是 ke shi 4 4   

     0 4 4   

     而 er 2 2   

     还是 hai shi 1 1  1 

     仍然 reng ran 1 1  1 

     不管怎样 bu guan 

zen yang 

1 1   

     不管怎么说 bu guan 

zen mo shuo 

1 1   

     不管…多 bu guan 

…duo 

1 1  1 

     (不论)…多么(bu 

lun)…duo mo 

1 1   

     则 ze 1 1  1 

     竟 jing 1 1   

     其实 qi shi 1 1  1 

Second sentence initial: after an initial subject, initial adverbial, or initial subject + verb. Sentence 

final includes main clause final. 

 

(2) Result analysis and discussion 

As indicated by the middle column of Table 7.4, however is translated into 16 different 

Chinese connectors (including four zero (implied) connectors). This shows the wide 

range of possible Chinese translations of this English contrastive connector. These 

Chinese connectors are synonyms, expressing contrast or concession, some of them 

very strong (such as 但是 dan shi, 但 dan, 不管…多 bu guan… duo, 不论…多么 bu 

lun…duo mo), some of them mild (such as 然而 ran er, 不过 bu guo), some of them 

very weak (such as 则 ze, 其实 qi shi). This range of Chinese translations reflects that 

translation seems to be a process of understanding and re-expression， and the meaning 

of however is interpreted slightly differently by different translators.  

 

Among the 101 Chinese translations of however, 然而 ran er is used most frequently 

(38%). Next to it are不过 bu guo (26%), 但是 dan shi (11%), 但 dan (7%), 可是 ke 

shi (4%), zero Chinese connector (4%), and而 er (2%). Each of the rest nine connectors 

takes less than 1%. This shows however is widely regarded in the Chinese translation as 
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the equivalent of the concessive Chinese connectors 然而 ran er and 不过 bu guo, 

which total 63%. It is also fairly commonly interpreted as a strong contrastive 

connector in the Chinese translation, as indicated by the two strong contrastive 

connectors in Chinese—但是 dan shi and 但 dan—which total 18%. The implied 

Chinese connectors for however in the Chinese translations are far less common than in 

the Chinese to English translations (as evidenced in the HLM corpus): only four such 

translation cases occur, about 4%. This seems to imply the translators are keen to have 

the contrastive or concessive relations signalled by however in English clearly 

translated into Chinese contrastive connectors. 

 

In the sample, however occurs most frequently after an initial element in the sentence, 

which totals 55%. It also occurs frequently in sentence initial: 39%. The sentence final 

occurrences of however total 6%. In contrast, most Chinese contrastive or concessive 

connectors occur in sentence initial—94% in the sample. Only 6% occurs in the 

sentence medial position. <7.6> contains three examples from the Babel corpus where 

the Chinese translations of the second initial however all occur sentence initially. This 

big difference in the distribution of however and its Chinese translations reveals the 

different usage patterns of such contrastive connectors in the two languages. There are 

likely to be several reasons for the behaviour of translators. Perhaps this position is due 

to a simplification strategy. Initial position is easy to choose and so under pressure 

could be the preferred one by translators. The English textbooks in China may have 

texts with however in initial position most of the time. The translators are reflecting the 

input that they have had from textbooks or their teachers. But more likely it is the 

strong mother-tongue influence on the translators—specifically the influence of the 

sentence initial use of such connectors in Chinese—that has led to the over-translation 

of however into a sentence initial contrastive connector in Chinese. 

 

<7.6> 

51 
This time, however, it will be 

written by Keiko himself.  

不过， 这次 剧本 的 编写 者 不 是 别人， 而是 

凯 科 自己。  

52 

One man, however, is working 

overtime to get the American 

worker more vacation time.  

不过， 有 一个 人 为 他人 争取 更 多 休假 时间 

而 超时 工作。  

53 
It isn't certain, however, that 

others will follow the trend.  

不过， 其他 航空 公司 是否 加入 它们 的 行列  

还很难说。  

As indicated by the above analysis of the 101 aligned E/C translation pairs, however is 

translated into a range of Chinese connectors, most frequently into 然而 ran er (38%) 

and不过 bu guo (26%). However is interpreted in the Chinese translation as being a 

formal contrastive connector, in most cases the contrast being mild to middle, in some 

cases strong. Most (96%) cases of however are translated into an overt Chinese 

contrastive connector. This is in sharp contrast to the findings in 7.1.2 where most (75%) 

of the Chinese counterparts of however are implied. This seems to indicate that 
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contrastive relations are more explicitly expressed in E/C translation than in the 

Chinese original. If this is true, then the E/C translation process may have produced an 

inter-language which is similar to but is not natural Chinese. It also implies that the 

translation process is a clarifying process, which makes the translation more explicit 

than the original. The positional distributions of however and its Chinese translations 

are rather different. However is most frequently used second initially (55%) and 

initially (39%) in the sentences of this sample. The Chinese counterparts are mostly in 

sentence initial position (94%). This confirms the findings in 7.1.2, where the initial 

positions of the Chinese connectors total 85%, but those of the English transitions total 

52%, and the second initial positions of however total 54%. 

7.1.4 Summary  

The evidence of however and its counterparts in the samples from the C/E HLM corpus  

and the E/C Babel corpus brings us to the following tentative conclusions.  

 

Usage In expressing contrastive and concessive relations, the Chinese language tends to 

be more implicit by using fewer such connectors, while the English language tends to 

be more explicit by using more such connectors. In the samples from the HLM corpus, 

75% of such relations in Chinese are implied without using overt connectors, whereas 

in its English translations only 15% are implicit. 85% of such relations are clearly 

expressed by explicit connectors.  

 

Positioning The positional distributions of however and its Chinese translations are 

rather different. For however, the second initial position in the sentence is common: 

54.5% in the HLM sample and 55.4% in the Babel corpus. For Chinese contrastive 

connectors, the sentence initial position is the most common: 85% in the HLM sample 

and 94% in the Babel corpus. 

 

Translation process The translation process seems to be a clarifying and explicating 

process. In the HLM sample, the implied contrastive relations in Chinese are often 

translated explicitly into English with however, etc. In the Babel corpus, 96% of 

however are explicitly translated into a Chinese contrastive connector. This confirms 

Baker (1993: 244-45) who observes that the translated texts are more explicit than the 

corresponding source texts and the source texts in general.  

 

Translated language The translated language seems to be somewhat different from 

natural language such as Chinese. In translated Chinese, the contrastive relations are 

often expressed by overt contrastive connectors. In natural Chinese language (such as 

HLM), however, such relations are often implicit or expressed by other means than 

using overt contrastive connectors. This also confirms Baker (ibid) who has noticed that 

the translated texts tend to have certain features of their own, different from the source 

texts and the original target language. 

 

These findings only apply to this small-scale study based on limited samples. To further 
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explore the usage of however in English and its translation or counterparts in Chinese, 

another study is conducted based on a larger corpus which is reported in section 7.2.  

 

7.2 However in part of the BFSU-CEPC corpus 

This section examines the usage of however and its counterparts in 824 pairs of 

sentence translation samples retrieved from a five million word/character Chinese/ 

English parallel corpus. It reports how this contrastive connector is used in English 

literature and non-literature by native writers and translated into Chinese by translators, 

how the contrastive relations (which are translated into however) are expressed in 

Chinese, and how the native writers and translators differ in using this connector.  

 

This section comprises five parts: 7.2.1 A brief description of the parallel corpus and 

the sample for this study. 7.2.2 Three noticeable findings and possible explanations. 

7.2.3 How the implied contrastive relations in Chinese literature are formed. 7.2.4 

However in the English original vs. (Chinese to English) translated works. 7.2.5 

Suggestions for translators, especially regarding the translation of however.  

 

7.2.1 The Chinese/English parallel corpus and the sample 

The parallel corpus for this study is part of the Beijing Foreign Studies University 

Chinese/English Parallel Corpus, and contains about two million English words and 

three million Chinese characters, the details of which are provided in Table 7.5. Divided 

into four sub corpora, the Chinese to English (Literature) sub corpus of it comprises 

eight Chinese parts of modern Chinese novels and essays and their English translations. 

The English to Chinese (Literature) sub corpus comprises thirteen modern English 

novels and their Chinese translations. The C to E (Non-literature) sub corpus comprises 

three Chinese parts and their English translations (the Chinese government documents, 

Mao Zedong’s works, and Deng Xiaoping’s works). The E to C (N-L) sub corpus 

comprises fourteen English parts and their Chinese translations (of government 

documents, academic books, news reports, etc.). In a very broad sense, the literature 

part can be regarded as fiction and non literature part as academic prose. The sample for 

this study consists of all the pairs of concordance lines with however in them from the 

two genres of this parallel corpus, containing 824 however and 824 Chinese 

counterparts of it: with 121 and 394 cases of however as the original in literature and 

non literature, and 167 and 142 cases of it as translations from Chinese.  

 

Table 7.5 The BFSU C/E Parallel Corpus (a part): No. of words and characters 

Corpus and genre English words  Chinese characters Total no. 

All  2123478 3060118 5183596 

Chinese to English translation-All 736531 926373 1662504 

Chinese to English [Literature] 594192 746533  

Chinese to English [Non-literature] 142339 179840  

English to Chinese translation-All 1386947 2133745 3520692 

English to Chinese [Literature]  867929 1286088  

English to Chinese [Non-literature] 519018 847657  
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7.2.2 However and its counterparts in the parallel corpus: A comparison 

Table 7.6 is a summary of however and its counterparts in the two genres of the parallel 

corpus, with columns three and four comparing the percentage of however and its 

counterparts in literature, and five and six in non-literature. At least three interesting 

patterns can be observed from Table 7.6, even if our focus is only on the most frequent 

counterparts of however (≥10%): (1) The mismatch of its most frequent counterparts in 

the original works vs. translations. (2) The prevalence of using one Chinese contrastive 

connector as its “equivalent” in translation. (3) The considerable percentage difference 

between implied contrasts in the Chinese original and E/C translation. 

 

Table 7.6 However and the Chinese counterparts in the parallel corpus (%) 

English 

connector 

Chinese connector E to C  

(Lit) 

 (n=121) 

C to E 

 (Lit) (n=167) 

E to C 

(N-lit) 

(n=394) 

C to E  

(N-lit) 

(n=142) 

however 然而 ran er 20.8% 6.0% 45.7% 2.1% 

however 但是 dan shi 7.5% 3.6% 10.9% 35.2% 

however Implied Ccc 9.2% 31.1% 13.5% 21.8% 

however 不过 bu guo 24.2% 5.4% 10.4% 3.5% 

however 可是 ke shi 5.0% 21.0% 4.3% 0.7% 

however 但 dan 5.8% 6.6% 6.9% 19.0% 

however 可 ke 4.2% 1.2% 0% 0% 

however 则 ze 0.0% 0.0% 0% 4.2% 

however 却 que 0% 3.6% 0.5% 0.7% 

however 倒 dao 0% 3.6% 0% 0% 

however 而 er 0% 1.8% 0.8% 3.5% 

however 当然 dang ran 0% 0% 0.8% 1.4% 

however 只有 zhi you 0% 1.8% 0% 0% 

however 所幸 suo xing 1.7% 0% 0% 0% 

however 无论 wu lun 0% 1.2% 0% 0.0% 

however 实际上 shi ji shang 0.0% 0% 0% 0.7% 

however 虽然如此 sui ran ru ci 0.0% 0% 0% 0.7% 

however 另一方面 ling yi fang mian 0.0% 0% 0% 0.7% 

however 才 cai 0% 0% 0% 0.7% 

however 问题是 wen ti shi 0% 0% 0.5% 0.0% 

however other (7) 2.5% (7) 4.8% (6) 1.5% 3 

 No. of Chinese translation. 15 19 16 17 

however Intensifier 14.2% 7.2% 2.3% 2.1% 

however emphatic 0.8% 1.8% 0.5% 0.0% 

 

(1) The most frequent counterparts of however in the original Chinese works differ 

substantially from those in English to Chinese translations. In original Chinese 

literature works, they are the implied (31.1%) and 可是 ke shi (21.0%), while in E to C 
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translated literature works, they are 不过 bu guo (24.2%) and 然而 ran er (20.8%). In 

non-literature original Chinese works, they are 但是 dan shi (35.2%), the implied 

(21.8%) and但 dan (19.0%), while in non-literature E/C translations, they are然而 ran 

er (45.7%), the implied (13.5%), 但是 dan shi (10.9%), and 不过 bu guo (10.4%). So 

the contrastive relations tend to be expressed differently in the Chinese original works 

and translations: More such relations are implied or expressed without using overt 

contrastive connectors in the Chinese original than in the translation; the most frequent 

contrastive connectors used also differ substantially: in the Chinese original works they 

are但是 dan shi (N-L), 可是 ke shi (L), and 但 dan (N-L), while in E/C translations 

they are然而 ran er (N-L and L), 不过 bu guo (L and N-L), and 但是 dan shi (N-L). In 

regard to the most frequent contrastive connectors, Chinese literature and non-literature 

differ clearly in their preference: 可是 ke shi by the former, 但是 dan shi and但 dan by 

the latter. This distinction is blurred in translations, with 然而 ran er, the generally 

supposed “equivalent” of however dominating non-literature translation (45.7%) and 

co-prevailing in literature translation (20.8%) with 不过 bu guo (24.2%), with implied 

contrastive relations dropped from 31% to 9% in literature and 22% to 14% in 

non-literature, 可是 ke shi from 21% to 5% in literature, 但是 dan shi and 但 dan from 

35% and 19% to 11% and 7% in non-literature, and with不过 bu guo from less frequent 

(5.4% and 3.5%) to much more frequent (24.2% and 10.4%) in both genres. With this 

substantial change in preference, translated literature and non-literature works are likely 

to lack some of the typical features of their respective genre in expressing contrastive 

relations, resulting in the neutralization and de-characterization of both genres in using 

contrastive connectors.  

 

(2) In English to Chinese translations, however is translated into 然而 ran er with high 

frequency in both genres: 20.8% in literature and 45.7% in non-literature, while 然而

ran er is actually used with relatively low frequency compared with some of the other 

contrastive connectors in the Chinese original works which are translated into however: 

6.0% (L) and 2.1% (N-L). This seems to indicate that even professional translators may 

have some preoccupations in translating however into Chinese, and tend to regard this 

emphatic contrastive connector more or less rigidly as equalling 然而 ran er, a formal 

contrastive connector in Chinese, without taking its context, positioning and 

corresponding functions into full consideration. This is especially so in non-literature 

translation. <7.7> is an example from this genre, with the original presented first, the 

translation second, and Chinese characters presented in the unit of words followed by 

their pronunciations. 

 

<7.7> In truth, however, America's safeguards and surveillance efforts are far 

weaker than most people realize. 

 

然而 ran er事实 shi shi上 shang，美国mei guo的 de防卫 fang wei和 he监控 jian 

kong努力 nu li实在 shi zai比 bi人们 ren men相信 xiang xin的 de软弱 ruan rao

得 de多 duo.  
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In <7.7>, however in the original sentence is clearly used second initially to highlight 

the initial in truth as well as to indicate a contrast (Altenberg 2006). In truth not only 

takes the conspicuous initial position in the sentence, but receives more attention by the 

short pause represented by the comma between it and however. The Chinese translation

然而 ran er事实 shi shi 上 shang means however in fact/truth, which has emphasized 

however but weakened in fact/truth. To reflect the real intention in the original 

sentence, it seems better to weaken or omit however in translation by using事实 shi shi

上 shang (in fact/truth) alone, which already implies contrast, or 而 er事实 shi shi 上

shang (while in fact/truth), in which the contrastive connector 而 er is slightly weaker 

than然而 ran er, or 其实 qi shi (as a matter of fact), without 然而 ran er. 

 

(3) In both genres, it is common that the contrastive relations are implied in the Chinese 

original but translated explicitly into however in their English translations ─ from 

31.1% (L) and 21.8% (N-L) in the Chinese original into 9.2% (L) and 13.5% (N-L) in 

their translations. This probably can justify at least three possible explanations. First, 

contrastive relations in Chinese are often implied, as is shown in example <7.8>, where 

no contrastive connector is used in the Chinese original, but a contrast is clearly implied 

between the girl’s attitude before and after the engagement, which is explicitly 

expressed by however in its English translation. In such cases, the implied Chinese 

contrastive relation can be made overt by adding contrastive connectors, such as 但

dan, 但是 dan shi, 可 ke, or 可是 ke shi at the beginning of clause ③, or 却 que after 

他 ta, the subject of clause ④, or in both places.  

 

<7.8> (C to E Literature) ①鸿渐 Hong Jian 最初 zui chu以为 yi wei 她 ta只是 zhi 

shi个 ge女孩子 nv hai zi，②事事 shi shi要 yao请教 qing jiao自己 zi ji，③订婚

ding hun以后 yi hou，④他 ta渐渐 jian jian 发现 fa xian她 ta不但 bu dan很 hen

有 you主见 zhu jian，⑤而且 er qie主见 zhu jian 很 hen牢固 lao gu。 

 

At first he thought she was just a girl who had to ask him for advice in everything. 

After their engagement, however, he gradually realized that not only did she have 

her own opinions, but she was very firm about them. 

 

Second, the translation process seems to be a clarifying and explicating process in 

which the translators try to bring into light with overt contrastive connectors such as 

however, among other means, the implied contrastive relations in the Chinese works, as 

in example <7.9>, where the Chinese original is a well-known phrase with the 

implication of self-comforting as well as regretting (having come to the wrong place or 

at the wrong time). The translation brings this hidden contrast nicely into light by 

adding however. 

 

<7.9> 既 ji 来 lai 之 zhi，则 ze安 an之 zhi 

However, since you've come, come on in and take a seat. 

 

The third explanation (for the implied contrastive relation in the Chinese original being 
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more frequent than in English to Chinese translations) seems to be the presence and 

influence of the overt English contrastive connectors such as however in the English 

works. It probably would have been more natural in some translations if no such 

obvious Chinese connector had been used. It seems especially so when however is used 

second initially to highlight the initial element, or clause/sentence finally to indicate a 

considerably weakened contrast. <7.10> is an example in non-literature E/C translation. 

The initial in many cases in the original English sentence is clearly what the writer 

wants to emphasize. By putting it in the foreground, the writer wants to say that the 

situation exists not in one or two cases, or a few cases, but in many cases, which is 

further highlighted by the second initial however. The writer’s intention would have 

been accurately reflected in the Chinese translation if the initial 然而 ran er had been 

removed, because the reader’s attention would have thus been focused on the 

translation of in many cases rather than on the contrast expressed by the translation of 

however.  

 

<7.10> In many cases, however, the issue is not nearly so clear-cut. 

 

然而 ran er，在 zai许多 xu duo案例 an li中 zhong，该 gai问题 wen ti并非 bing 

fei 如此 ru ci 明确 ming que 

 

In example <7.11>, however is at the end of the main clause, mainly to highlight the 

quickness of the doctor’s recovery, whose contrastive force is relatively very weak. 

Thus the Chinese translation does not put it into any overt Chinese connector and it 

sounds very natural to native Chinese readers. 

 

<7.11> (E/C literature) He recovered himself so quickly, however, that Mr. Lorry 

had doubts of his business eye. 

 

医生 yi sheng很快 hen kuai就 jiu恢复 hui fu了 le正常 zheng chang, 罗瑞 luo rui

先生 xian sheng甚至 shen zhi 怀疑 hui yi 起 qi 自己 zi ji 老于 lao yu 业务 ye wu

的 de眼睛 yan jing来 lai。 

 

7.2.3 Implied contrastive relations in Chinese vs. explicit English translations  

 

Table 7.7 Implied contrasts in C-L works and however in translation 

C-E(L) Chinese original However in English translation 

No. of 

implied 

contrast 

Co-existence 

of contrastive 

parts 

Other 

contrastive 

word 

No 

obvious 

contrast 

initial 2nd 

initial 

end Translator’s 

Explication 

50    21 25 4  

 35   17 16 2  

  10  1 7 2  

   5 3 2 0 5 

Total % 70% 20% 10% 42% 50% 8% 10% 
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To find out how the 31% of the implied contrastive sentences in the original Chinese 

literature works are formed, and how they are translated into however in English, all 

such cases in the C/E literature sub corpus are retrieved, analysed, and summarized in 

Table 7.7, which shows such relations are formed mainly in three ways: (1) the 

co-existence of a previous sentence/clause/element of contrastive nature (70%), (2) the 

writer’s use of other contrastive words rather than contrastive conjunctions (20%), and 

(3) the translator’s explication of the logical contrastive relations in the original (10%). 

 

(1) The majority of the implied contrastive relations in the Chinese original are formed 

by the co-existence of a previous sentence/clause/element of contrastive nature. <7.8> 

is such a case (listed in the following again for easy reference), in which 最初 zui chu 

(at first) in the preceding sentence and 订婚 ding hun 以后 yi hou (after their 

engagement) in the ensuing sentence form a natural contrast, which is truthfully 

presented in the English translation by the contrast of the two initial adverbials: at first 

in sentence one, and after the engagement in sentence two, and quite naturally 

reinforced by adding however in the second initial position of sentence two.  

 

<7.8> (C to E Literature) 鸿渐Hong Jian最初 zui chu以为 yi wei她 ta只是 zhi shi

个 ge女孩子 nv hai zi，事事 shi shi要 yao请教 qing jiao自己 zi ji，订婚 ding hun

以后 yi hou，他 ta渐渐 jian jian 发现 fa xian 她 ta不但 bu dan很 hen 有 you主

见 zhu jian，而且 er qie主见 zhu jian 很 hen 牢固 lao gu。 

 

At first he thought she was just a girl who had to ask him for advice in everything. 

After their engagement, however, he gradually realized that not only did she have 

her own opinions, but she was very firm about them. 

 

In translating this kind of contrasts, however is often used after the second contrastive 

element to highlight the contrast, especially when the contrastive elements in the 

Chinese original are close to each other and obvious. If the contrastive sentences or 

clauses in Chinese are long and the contrast is less obvious, however is often used in 

translation at the beginning of the second sentence, to highlight the contrast between 

the sentences or clauses, as in example <7.12>, where a contrast is strongly implied 

between the last clause and its previous ones in the Chinese original: 

 

<7.12> 石头 shi tou既然 ji ran那么 na muo大 da，船 chuan又 you那么 na muo

小 xiao，我们 wo men都 dou希望 xi wang寻觅 xun ni得到 de dao一个 yi ge能

neng作 zuo小船 xiao chuan风雪 feng xue 屏障 ping zhang，同时 tong shi要 yao

上岸 shang an 又 you 还 hai 方便 fang bian 的 de处所 chu suo, 凡是 fan shi 可以

ke yi泊船bo chuan的de地方 di fang早 zao已 yi被bei当地dang di渔船 yu chuan

占 zhan 去 qu了 le。 

 

Since they [the rocks] were so big and our boat was so small, we wanted to find 

some shelter from the wind in a place where we could easily go ashore. However, 

all the best mooring were occupied by local fishing boats. 
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(2) Contrastive relations in the Chinese original are also expressed by contrastive words 

of other parts of speech, such as nouns, verbs, adverbs etc., rather than conjunctions. As 

observed by Lv, Shuxiang (胡（Hu）1999: 271, 277), multiple types of connective words 

are used to express relations between sentences and clauses in Chinese. Examples to 

express contrastive relations are some of the nouns such as 事实 shi shi 上 shang (in 

fact), of the verbs such as 好 hao容易 rong yi (with great difficulty), 结果 jie guo, (as 

an unexpected result), 不料 bu liao (not expecting), of the numerals such as 一 yi (as 

soon as), and of the adverbs such as 全 quan (totally), etc. In the Chinese original of 

example <7.13>, 不 bu提防 tifang (not expecting) is a phrase consisting of an adverb (

不 bu, not) and verb (提防 ti fang, be expecting) and is used to show the contrast 

between Old Mr. Wu’s expectation and what he actually saw. He averted his eyes, 

hoping to see something descent, only to see a young woman more indecently dressed. 

This contrast is properly manifested by the second initial however (after which) in the 

translation. 

 

<7.13> Line 4一种 yi zhong说 shuo不 bu出 chu的 de厌恶 yan wu，突然 tu ran

塞 sai满man了 le吴wu老太爷 lao tai ye的 de心胸 xin xiong，他 ta赶快gan kuai

转过 zhuan guo 脸 lian 去 qu，不 bu提防 ti fang扑 pu进 jin 他 ta视野 shi ye的

de，又是 you shi 一位 yi wei 半 ban裸体 luo ti 似 si 的 de只 zhi 穿着 chuan zhe

亮纱 liang sha坎肩 kan jian，连 lian肌肤 ji fu都 dou看 kan 得 de分明 fen ming

的 de时装 shi zhuang 少妇 shao fu，高 gao 坐 zuo 在 zai 一辆 yi liang黄 huang

包 bao 车 che上 shang，翘 qiao起 qi 了 le赤裸裸 chi luo luo 的 de一只 yi zhi

白 bai 腿 tui，简直 jian zhi 好像 hao xiang没有 mei you 穿 chuan 裤子 ku zi. 

 

Old Mr. Wu felt his heart constricting with disgust and quickly averted his eyes, 

which, however, fell straight away upon a half-naked young woman sitting up in a 

rickshaw, fashionably dressed in a transparent, sleeveless voile blouse, displaying 

her bare legs and thighs. The old man thought for one horrible moment that she had 

nothing else on. 

 

Another example is <7.14>, in which the numeral 一 yi (as soon as) is used to show 

the contrast between Ts'ao’s previous determination and his sudden change of mind. 

This contrast is also expressed by the second sentence initial however in the translation. 

 

<7.14> 46 据说 jv shuo 曹元朗 cao yuan lang 在 zai 十五 shi wu 岁 sui 时 shi 早

zao 下 xia决心 jue xin不 bu结婚 ji hun，一 yi 见 jian 了 le苏 su小姐 xiao jie，

十五 shi wu年 nian来 lai的 de人生观 ren sheng guan像 xiang大地震 da di zheng

时 shi 的 de日本 ri ben 房屋 fang wu. 

 

As the story went, at the age of fifteen Ts'ao Yuan-Lang had resolved never to 

marry. The moment he met Miss Su, however, his views on life for the past fifteen 

years became shattered like a Japanese house during an earthquake. 
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(3) The translator’s explication of the logical contrastive relations in the original can be 

illustrated by the content of example <7.15>, which at first sight does not seem to need 

any contrastive connector in the English translation. In the Chinese original, it does not 

mention who the person is to send the telegraph home for Hung-chien, because in 

Chinese this can be inferred from the context and it is normal in Chinese not to use 

personal pronouns. This may cause confusion in English and needs to be clarified, as is 

clear from its preceding sentences recovered in the brackets before <7.15>, which 

shows who the person is, and when he is told to do so: P'eng-t'u, before he got off the 

taxi, was told by Hung-chien to send a telegraph home. This justifies the initial use of 

however in the translation. Notice the clarifying process seems to be a specifying 

process, necessary and common in many other ways too for smooth understanding: 

before he took off is added by the translator to make the situation clear, 风声 feng 

sheng (rumour) in the preceding sentence is translated into war rumours, 搬 ban仓库

cang ku (move warehouse) into moving the bank's valuables and 下车 xia che (get off 

the vehicle) into got off the taxi. 

 

<7.15> 36 (鹏图 P'eng-t'u在 zai什么 shen muo银行 yin hang里 li做 zuo行 hang

员 yuan，这 zhe两天 liang tian 风声 feng sheng不好 bu hao，忙 mang着 zhe

搬 ban 仓库 cang ku，所以 suo yi 半路 ban lu 下车 xia che去 qu了 le，) 鸿渐

Hong-chien叫 jiao打 da个 ge电报 dian bao 到 dao家里 jia li，告诉 gao su明天

ming tian 搭 da第 di 几 ji 班 ban火车 huo che。 

 

(P'eng-t'u was a clerk in a bank. Because the war rumours had become stronger in 

the last few days, he had been kept busy moving the bank's valuables from one 

place to another and he got off the taxi along the way.) However, before he took off, 

Hung-chien had told him to send a telegram home indicating the train he would be 

taking the next day. 

 

In the English translations of these three types of contrasts in the Chinese original, 

however is frequently used in the second initial position of the sentence (50%), or at the 

initial (42%), and occasionally at the end of the sentence or clause.  

 

7.2.4. However in the English original vs. English translation 

We will use the original English writing as the norm in comparing the usage of 

however, and see how the translation deviates from it. In literature, both English writers 

and Chinese to English translators use sentence medial however most frequently, 

followed by sentence initial and sentence final, but their occurrences differ markedly. 

There are 30% more cases of sentence initial however, 22% less cases of sentence 

medial however, and 8% less cases of sentence final however in the translated English 

sentences than in the original. In non-literature, i.e. academic and non-academic prose, 

native English writers still use sentence medial however most frequently (59%), but 

Chinese to English translators use sentence initial however most frequently (65%), 

which is 29% more than that in the original. The sentence medial however is 24% less, 

and the sentence final however is 6% less. The difference in both genres is consistent, 
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significant, and quite similar. (Table 7.8) 

 

Table 7.8 However in the parallel corpus: Position distribution and usage (%) 

Genre English: original vs. 

translation 

Sent.  

Initial 

(%) 

Sent. 

medial (%) 

Sent.  

end  

(%) 

Inten- 

sifier 

(%) 

Literature E original (n=121) 14 76 10 14 

 E translation (n=167) 44 54 2 7 

Difference Trans. vs. orig.  +30 -22 -8 +7 

Non-literature E original (n=394) 36 59 6 2 

 E translation (n=142) 65 35 0 2 

Difference Trans. vs. orig.   +29 -24 -6 0 

 

This shows native English writers, especially literature writers, tend to use however 

more often in the second initial and end position in the sentence, and less often in the 

sentence initial position than the professional translators do. One plausible explanation 

for this seems to be the influence of Chinese word order on the Chinese to English  

translators, unconsciously or subconsciously, because the corresponding Chinese 

contrastive connectors of however in the Chinese texts mostly occur sentence initially, 

sometimes medially, but never sentence finally, as has already been discussed in 7.1. 

Regarding its concessive usage, the percentage of however used as an intensifier before 

an adjective/adverb in the subordinate clause is 14% in the original vs. 7% in literature 

translation, while in non-literature it is 2% in both. This suggests that writers of English 

novels tend to use however as a concessive clause connector more often than the 

translators do when they use it in translating Chinese novels into English. In non- 

literature, there is no such difference.  

 

The positional distribution and concessive use of however in the original English 

literature part of the parallel corpus broadly agree with those in the 200-sentence 

samples from the fiction genre of the BNC, where 60% and 9.5% of however are used 

sentence medially and sentence finally, and 18% are used as intensifiers in the 

concessive clause. This indicates that in English literature the writers share certain 

common ways in using however, such as using it heavily at the second initial position of 

the sentence to highlight the initial subject or adverbial as well as signal a contrast, 

using it fairly frequently at the end of the sentence to create a sense of suspense, and 

using it as an intensifier in the subordinate clause to signal concession. The translators 

of Chinese literature works into English, on the other hand, tend to deviate from the 

native English writers significantly by over using however sentence initially, but 

under-using however sentence medially, sentence finally, and as concessive clause 

linkers, as has been found in 7.1 and in 7.2. This is an indication of one possible subtle 

difference between the original and translated works, which may have somewhat 

reduced the “native” feeling of the English readers in reading such translated works.  
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7.2.5 Chapter summary 

Comparing however and the translation of it in Chinese, I have found that (1) there is 

substantial mismatch between the most frequent “counterparts” in the Chinese original 

which are translated into however and the most frequent translations of however in the 

translated works from English into Chinese. (2) There is a strong tendency towards 

using one or two Chinese contrastive connectors, particularly然而 ran er and 不过 bu 

guo, as the “equivalent” of however in translation, especially in non-literature English 

to Chinese translation. (3) There are significantly more “implied contrasts” (i.e., 

contrasts expressed without using contrastive connectors) in the Chinese original than 

in English to Chinese translation. Comparing however in the English original and 

translated works, I have found that the Chinese to English translators in literature and 

non literature consistently overuse however sentence initially but under use however 

sentence medially and sentence finally. This parallel corpus based study also goes a step 

further than the previous one reported in 7.1 (Wang 2010) by finding out three types of 

implied contrasts in Chinese, namely, the co-existence of a preceding contrastive 

element, the use of other words rather than contrastive connectors, and the hidden 

logical contrast explicated by the translator.  

 

These findings have confirmed three observations of Baker (1993: 244-45), namely,  

the translated texts are more explicit than the corresponding source texts and the source 

texts in general, often by providing background knowledge; the translated texts solve 

the possible ambiguity in the source texts by using clear referents, and avoid difficult 

syntax by using simpler structures; the translated texts have certain features of their 

own, different from the source texts and the original target language. However, the 

observation that translated texts tend to “exaggerate features of the target language” 

(ibid) is disproved in regard to however. In the translated texts, especially non-literary 

texts, the features of however tend to be overlooked, rather than “exaggerated”. 

 

The substantial mismatch between however and its counterparts in the original Chinese 

works and English to Chinese translations, the dominance of using one contrastive 

connector然而 ran er as the “equivalent” of however in non-literature English to 

Chinese translation and the subsequent possible blurring of genre distinctions in these 

translations in expressing contrast, and the positioning and usage difference of however 

between the native English writers and translators—all these suggest that even 

professional translators may have been influenced by their mother tongue and may have 

preoccupations in word choice
17

 and word ordering, which is especially true in 

non-literature translation. The frequent three-type implied contrastive relations in the 

Chinese original and their explicit English translations is an indication of the relatively 

implicit nature of Chinese and explicit nature of English, which confirms some of the 

previous claims (胡（Hu）1999: 271, 277). The abundance of however in the second 

initial position of the sentence in English literature and non-literature and its dual 

functions makes this connector widely used by English writers, which may pose some 

difficulty for translators.  
                                                        
17

 See 金（Jin）(1998). 
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Accordingly, when the widely used second initial however in the English sentence is 

translated into Chinese, it is very often advisable to put it into an implied contrast 

without using any overt Chinese connector, or into 但是 dan shi in non-literature or 可

是 ke shi in literature to reflect the respective genre characteristics in Chinese, or into 

another weaker connector, rather than invariably and rigidly into 然而 ran er. On the 

other hand, when an implied contrast in Chinese is to be translated into English, it is 

often advisable to consider adding however in the proper place, especially in the second 

initial position of the translated sentence, to show the contrast.  
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSIONS AND PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

 

This concluding chapter consists of three sections. 8.1. Main findings of this study at 

three levels (8.1.1 Macro-level findings of the usage of contrastive connectors in 

English and Chinese. 8.1.2 Genre-related findings of high-frequency contrastive 

connectors in English and Chinese. 8.1.3 Findings of the case study of however). 8.2 

Pedagogical implications and suggestions. 8.3 Limitations and future possibilities. 

   

8.1 Main findings of this study 

This study examines the usage features of contrastive connectors in modern BrE by 

combining corpus evidence and discourse analysis. On the macro level it deals with the 

total number and frequency of such connectors in modern BrE and four major genres of 

it; on the middle level it analyses the genre-related usage of eleven such connectors of 

high-frequency; on the micro level it offers an in-depth case study of however. The 

study also compares the overall frequency of these connectors in four major genres of 

BrE and AmE and the usage of such connectors in BrE and Chinese.  

 

8.1.1 Macro-level findings 

A relatively complete list of 68contrastive connectors in the BNC has been obtained 

(Table 4.1). Such a list of 57 contrastive connectors in the CCL and Sinica has also 

been obtained (Appendix 4.3). This is an indication that there are nearly 70 contrastive 

connectors in common use in modern BrE, and nearly 60 in modern Chinese. The 

former is about 20% more than the latter. More specifically, but is predominant in BrE 

and AmE, covering more than half of the total usage of contrastive connectors, while 

但 dàn is most frequent in mainland China and Taiwan, covering about one fifth of the 

total usage. In modern BrE, as evidenced in the BNC, the five most frequent contrastive 

connectors are but, however, while, though, and although, constituting 74% of all their 

occurrences. In modern Chinese, as evidenced in the CCL-PKU, the five most frequent 

members are 但dàn, 却què, 但是dànshì, 只zhĭ, and 可是kěshì, covering 54% of all 

their usage. In both languages, 20 most frequent contrastive connectors cover about 

95% of all the usage of contrastive connectors; about half of the contrastive connectors 

cover 98% of all their usage. Semantically the 20 most frequent contrastive connectors 

in English and Chinese can all be divided into two broad groups: contrastive (about 

70%) and concessive (less than 30%).  

 

Contrastive connectors are significantly more frequent in BrE than in AmE, so are the 

Chinese members in Taiwan than in mainland China, but with greater difference. This 

probably can be interpreted as resulting partly from 50 year’s separation (and hostility) 

between mainland (since its liberation in 1949) and Taiwan, partly from the 

conservative attitude towards the Chinese language in Taiwan, and partly from the 

radical attitude towards it in Mainland China. The frequency variation of contrastive 

connectors is genre-related in both languages, and is larger between the spoken genre 

and written genres (as a whole) than between each of the written genres. This seems to 
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suggest that the more localized the genre, the more variation occurs. Spoken English 

tends to be more localized, in which more than 40% of contrastive connectors differ 

significantly in frequency between BrE and AmE. Academic prose, fiction and 

newspapers are less localized, in which 25% to 28% do. Within modern BrE, spoken 

English and academic writing are two distinctive genres in using contrastive 

connectors. This supports Biber, Conrad and Reppen (1994: 182), who have found that 

conversation and scientific writing are on the two extremes in the involved vs. 

informational and non-abstract vs. abstract dimensions, with general fiction and 

newspapers in between.  

 

8.2.2 Genre-related findings  

The usage of eleven high frequency contrastive connectors in English are found to be 

closely genre-related, and many of them have sentence/utterance linking functions. In 

terms of their usage evidenced in the BNC, in 99% of the cases in modern BrE, but is 

used as a contrastive conjunction, whose other three uses (adverb, preposition, and 

noun) are rare. Yet is mainly used sentence-medially in written genres as a contrastive 

coordinator, but as an adverb of time in conversation and is used utterance-finally. 

However signals contrast between sentences, but functions as an emphatic adverb in the 

subordinate clause and signals concession between clauses. It is occasionally used as if 

it were a contrastive coordinator, similar to but in meaning and function. In more than 

85% of the cases, whether is a neutral connector. It gains a concessive connotation in 

less than 15% of the occurrences in written genres and about 5% in conversation, when 

it introduces an adverbial clause/utterance (or a condensed one) which is not embedded 

in the sentence. Whatever mainly introduces (condensed) concessive clauses, and 

indicates an unconditional concession to the main clause. It is often used 

utterance-finally in conversation, to change the topic while making a vague concession. 

While is mainly used as a contrastive connector in academic prose and newspapers, as a 

conjunction of time in fiction and conversation, and as a noun, in the sense of a period 

of time, in conversation and fiction.  

 

Though as a concessive conjunction can not only link clauses/utterances, but also 

sentences. The latter connecting function appears to be overlooked by traditional 

grammar. Although usually introduces a concessive subordinate clause. Occasionally in 

fiction and spoken English it introduces a concessive sentence. Despite is a concessive 

preposition. It occasionally collocates with this in academic prose and that in spoken 

English, both referring to what has already been mentioned. Thus it functions indirectly 

as a sentence/utterance connector. At least seems to specify an element in a concessive 

clause/utterance/sentence, which is the bottom line of the concession. In conversation it 

can also mean so that to reach a desired purpose. Instead generally serves as a 

contrastive sentence connector, and refers to an action or event that is chosen. Instead 

of contrasts different elements in the sentence, and refers to an expected action or event 

that is rejected. For however, though, and at least, they all play a similar “double 

function” (Alternberg 2002, 2006) in the sentence second initial position, highlighting 

the initial element. At the same time however also signals a contrast, though a mild 
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concession, and at least a bottom line of concession. Besides, the most noticeable 

collocations of these contrastive connectors are clearly influenced by the features of the 

genre in which they are used.  

 

The eleven most frequent contrastive connectors in Chinese, as evidenced in the CCL 

and Sinica, have the following usage features. (1) The historical influence on Chinese 

contrastive connectors is apparent, resulting in the coexistence of “one-character” and 

“two-character” contrastive connectors with similar meanings, former preferred by 

written genres for conciseness ,and the latter by spoken genres for clarity in 

communication, as two- character connectors are easier to hear and understand. (2) The 

genre preference of the Chinese contrastive connectors is obvious. All the eleven 

members are used in the written genres, but two are rare in conversation. The most 

frequent contrastive connectors co-varies with genre: 但 dàn in Press, 而 ĕr in 

Academic prose, 却 què in Fiction, and 但是 dànshì in Conversation. (3) These 

contrastive connectors can never be used sentence finally. (4) Two types of concessive 

clauses co-exist in Chinese. The typical type precedes the main clause and is led by虽

然 suírán and a group of other concessive connectors. Another type follows and 

weakens the main clause, and is led by只是 zhĭshì, etc. (5) Chinese contrastive 

connectors have a strong tendency to form correlative or complex units to reinforce the 

contrast or concession. (6) By convention a polysemous “one-character” contrastive 

connector tends to be used in only one or two senses in a particular genre. 

Pronunciation, especially the four “tones” (even, rising, rising-falling, and falling), 

seems to have played an important role in the process of this conventionalization: the 

contrastive connectors with falling tones are found to be more emphatic than those with 

rising or even tones.  

 

High-frequency contrastive connectors in the four genres of English and Chinese differ 

markedly in a number of ways. Such connectors are more frequent overall in the four 

genres in English than in Chinese: the latter is 72% as much as the former. In English, 

such connectors are slightly more frequent in the spoken genre than in written genres. 

The wide use of but (74%) in spoken English may have contributed to this higher 

frequency. In Chinese, about twice as many contrastive connectors are used in 

academic writing (followed by fiction and press) as in conversation. Two-character 

contrastive connectors are preferred by speakers in conversation, because one-character 

members are often polysemous and likely to be ambiguous in meaning. But 

two-character contrastive connectors need more time to produce and process in 

communication. This may discourage the speakers from using them too much in 

conversation. This may be partly responsible for the low frequency of contrastive 

connectors in Chinese conversation.  

 

English contrastive connectors tend to be used alone. When they occasionally form 

correlative or complex units, contrastive conjunctions still overshadow contrastive 

adverbials by leading the whole sentence or utterance, forming structures such as But 

although concessive clause, + main clause. Chinese contrastive connectors usually form 
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correlative or complex units, which has more or less become a “norm”. When they do 

so, contrastive conjunctions and concessive adverbials seem to be on a more equal 

ground, forming structure such as “虽然 suírán (although) concessive clause, + 但是

dànshì (but) main clause.” Concessive clauses in English can precede or follow main 

clauses and are generally not restricted by specific connectors. Concessive clauses in 

Chinese are of two major patterns which are closely related to specific connectors. 

Finally, contrastive connectors in English are typically used sentence medially or 

initially, but are occasionally found sentence-finally. Some of them, such as however, 

are frequently used in sentence second initial position with a dual function. In Chinese, 

contrastive connectors can never be used sentence-finally. The dual function of such 

connectors in Chinese in second initial position of the sentence is much less apparent. 

 

These distinctions are related to the linguistic characteristics of these two languages.  

Chinese is a “tone” language, in which the balance of tones and rhythm between words 

and clauses are important. This need seems to be partly met by the correlation and 

complex unit of contrastive connectors. Words and phrases of other parts of speech in 

Chinese can often be used to express contrast, without using overt contrastive 

connectors. English has a well-fixed syntactic system, with a clear grammatical 

hierarchy, in which contrastive connectors are often needed to express contrastive 

relations, although such relations can also be implied; and contrastive conjunctions 

always overshadow contrastive adverbials.  

 

8.2.3 Findings of the case study of however 

However is the second most frequent contrastive connector in modern BrE, next only to 

but in overall frequency, as evidenced in the BNC. The usage of however is sensitive to 

register and formality: it is mainly used in formal writings as a contrastive sentence 

connector and is often used as an intensifying adverb in informal interactive 

conversation. However is most frequently used sentence-medially, rather than 

sentence-initially. The sentence-final use of however is rare, except occasionally in 

fiction, often to keep the reader in suspense. Considerable variation and inconsistency 

exist within each genre in regard to the positional distribution of however, which 

suggests the use of however is probably related to the rhetoric and style of different 

writers and speakers. 

 

However has three broad functions in text: to signal a lexical or propositional contrast, 

which can best be interpreted as “by contrast/on the other hand”, to signal a contrast 

against expectation, which can be interpreted as “unexpectedly/surprisingly”, and to 

signal a concession between propositions, which can be interpreted as “despite all 

this/admittedly”. On the other hand, all the cases of however can be replaced by 

nevertheless, in the sense of “despite some contrastive state of affairs that already 

exists”, which clearly can be regarded as the central meaning of however.  

  

In written genres, however mostly contrasts sentences in discourse, even when it is used 

sentence second-initially, after an initial element. The grammatical patterns of however 
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in such positions can be summarized as below: 

 Initial subject/adverbial, + however, + … 

 Initial subject +modal/auxiliary/main verb/be, + however, +…  

 Initial main/adverbial clause, + however, + … 

In such structures, however highlights the initial element, especially the immediately 

preceding element, and contrasts it with its overt or implicit counterpart in the previous 

sentence(s), playing a “double function”. In spoken English and fiction, however is 

sometimes used as an adverb in the subordinate clause, intensifying an adverb, 

adjective, or verb in the clause, or the whole clause, as well as signaling an 

unconditional concession. In unedited writing and formal spoken English, however is 

used occasionally but infrequently as if it were a coordinator, linking two clauses of 

contrastive nature. This seemingly ungrammatical usage is well settled, and is likely to 

be caused by its semantic similarity to but.  

 

When however is used sentence-initially, it has a “stepwise” discourse organizing 

function, as proposed by Smits (cf. Altenberg 2006). When however is used 

sentence-medially after an initial element, its “double function” applies not only after 

an initial subject or adverbial, as proposed by Smits and Altenberg (cf. Altenberg 2006), 

but also after a range of other initial syntactical structures. More importantly, the choice 

of the initial constituent is determined semantically by which part of the sentence 

proposition the writer wants to contrast and emphasize: it tends to be the initial subject, 

if it is the referent (agent, persons, things) of the proposition that is to be contrasted and 

emphasized; it tends to be the initial subject plus verb, or the initial main clause, if it is 

the predicate (situation, action, state, process, theme), that is to be contrasted and 

emphasized; it tends to be the initial subject plus auxiliary/modal verb, if it is the mood, 

feeling, possibility or likelihood, that is to be contrasted and emphasized; and it tends to 

be the initial adverbial or subordinate clause, if it is the circumstance, instrument, 

location, and time, that is to be contrasted and highlighted with however. When used 

clause/sentence-finally, however highlights and contrasts the whole proposition of it 

backwards with that of the preceding clause/sentence, without any forward connecting 

function. This disproves Rudolph’s (1996: 452) claim about the forward linking 

function of sentence-final connectives.  

 

Concession signalled by however can occur near the beginning of the discourse, in 

which case however helps to organize the discourse around a new topic. This runs 

counter to Matthiessen and Thompson’s (1988: 298) claim that concession is “typically 

found towards the bottom” of a rhetorical structure”, i.e., the organization of “text 

spans” (Ford 2000: 284). At least in certain genres such as project abstracts, it may well 

be the general pattern for the however sentence to be used near the beginning of the 

discourse, after one or two background sentences, to introduce the project and set out 

its rationale. (See 6.4 for detail.) 

 

The focus of the sentence seems to co-vary with the position of however. When 

however occurs sentence initially, the focus is the whole sentence it introduces. When it 
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occurs in a subordinate clause, the focus is the clause. When it occurs in 

sentence-second position, the focus is the initial part of the sentence. This part 

sometimes contains new information, sometimes does not. This goes against Molnár 

(2002: 148) who asserts that focus always contains new information. The contrast 

between this focus and its counterpart in the previous text always tends to emphasize 

the present sentence and the present focus in it, rather than both (the present and the 

previous). This remedies Fraser (1998: 313) who claims that however signals “S1 

[sentence one] is being emphasized, placing the S2 message in a more subordinate 

role”, whose observation only applies to the cases when however is used within the 

sentence to modify an element in the subordinate clause. It also remedies Rudolph’s 

(1996: 452) observation that when certain adversative connectives occur non-initially, 

they “emphasize the passage preceding the sentence”. In the case of however, it is the 

sentence or the part which is introduced by however that is emphasized, not the 

preceding passage.  

 

However can co-occur not only after but or and, as predicted by Halliday and Hasan 

(1976: 250), but also after yet, although such collocations are uncommon. Two types of 

such collocations are observed. One is not (…) yet however, where yet is an adverb of 

time primed by however which also signals an unexpected progression of the sentence. 

Another is yet however, where the two form a complex unit to emphasize a contrast.  

 

Comparing however and its translation in English and Chinese, I have found the 

following major facts.  

 There is substantial mismatch between the most frequent “counterparts” in the 

Chinese original which are translated by however and the most frequent 

translations of however in the translated works from English into Chinese. 

 然而 ran er and不过 bu guo are predominantly used as the “equivalent” of however 

in translation, especially in non-literary translation.  

 Significantly more contrastive relations in Chinese are expressed without using 

contrastive connectors than in English to Chinese translation.  

 The Chinese to English translators in literature and non literature consistently 

overuse however sentence initially but underuse however sentence medially (and 

sentence finally).  

 More contrastive connectors are used in translated works than in the original, be it 

English or Chinese. 

 In Chinese the contrastive relations are often implied or expressed by other means 

than using overt contrastive connectors. In English to Chinese translations, such 

relations are generally expressed with overt contrastive connectors  

 

All these indicate that, regarding the use of however, the translated works deviate 

considerably from the original, and even professional translators may have been 

influenced by their mother tongue and source language in word choice
18

 and word 

ordering, especially in non-literary translation. In expressing contrastive relations, the 
                                                        
18

 See 金（Jin）(1998). 
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fact that such relations are frequently implied in the Chinese original but overtly 

expressed in English translations is a symptom of the relatively implicit feature of the 

Chinese language and explicit feature of the English language. This agrees with my 

previous finding that significantly more contrastive connectors are used in English, per 

million words, than in Chinese, per million characters. Both confirm and provide 

evidence for the observation that the Chinese language is an implicit language and the 

English language is an explicit language (胡（Hu）1999: 271, 277; 潘（Pan）2004: 

102-140).  

 

8.2 Pedagogical implications  

Clearly several useful pedagogical inferences can be drawn from the findings of this 

study, in the design of English dictionaries and grammars, in the instruction of 

concessive structures and the dual functions of however to EFL/CFL learners, and in 

the translation of such connectors and training of translators. 

 

As evidenced in this study, the typical meaning, function, word order and collocation of 

many English contrastive connectors are genre-related, which are inadequately 

provided by traditional dictionaries or grammars, including some more recent 

corpus-based grammars. Such information is important for EFL learners and can be 

incorporated in dictionaries, grammars, and textbooks. In fact, there had been such 

efforts in the 1950s, when lexicographers and ESL teachers compiled word lists and 

dictionaries to help EFL learners by providing the frequency, part of speech, and even 

the percentage of different usage of the common English words, as represented by A 

General Service List of English Words (West 1953), based on a relatively small corpus. 

Without hard evidence from large and representative corpora, the results of such efforts 

were often impressionistic and could not always give an accurate picture of language in 

use. Now that large and representative corpora are available, this inadequacy can be 

remedied. A new generation of such word lists may be imminent, in which not only the 

frequency, but the typical genre-related meaning, function, word order and collocation 

of the English words, including contrastive connectors, can be provided. 

 

The tendency for contrastive connectors to be used alone in English but correlatively in 

Chinese, and the partly differing concessive structures in English and Chinese, such as 

but although…in English and虽然 suírán (although)…但是 dànshì (but) in Chinese, has 

led to many repeated mistakes among Chinese EFL learners in expressing contrast and 

concession in English (by adding an unnecessary contrastive connector). Such errors 

are even committed by commentators on the English channel of CCTV. Predictably, 

another kind of mistake is likely to be common among English CFL learners when they 

express contrastive relations in Chinese (by omitting a needed contrastive connector). 

Similarly any considerable difference between the usage of the contrastive connectors 

in English and Chinese is likely to cause difficulty among the foreign language 

learners.  

 

One solution is to conduct systematic error-targeted and purposeful instruction, to raise 
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the FL learners’ awareness of the difference in using contrastive connectors in the target 

language, and train them with well-designed intensive drilling until they can use such 

connectors correctly and automatically. For example, the following nine types of drills 

can be used among the intermediate to advanced level Chinese EFL learners. 

(1) Concessive sentence structure awareness exercises. Retrieve a group of 50 

concordance lines from the BNC world service, with although as the key word in 

context (KWIC), and divide them into five groups, each containing ten concessive 

sentences with although as the KWIC. (a) Ask the students to discuss the syntactic 

patterns of group one, to raise their awareness that only ONE concessive connector 

is needed in such sentences. (b) Hide although in group two, and ask the students to 

fill in although in the proper place in each sentence, to raise their proficiency in 

using although alone to express concession. (c) Insert but in the beginning of the 

main clause of every other sentence in group three, and ask the students to pick out 

the correct and wrong sentences in the group, to raise their awareness that although 

does not correlate with but in English. (d) Hide although in group four, and ask the 

students to fill in but in the proper place in each sentence, to make them realize that 

it is also correct to use but alone to express concession. (e) Ask the students to 

replace although in the sentences of group five, and see what other contrastive or 

concessive connectors can be used, to enhance their mastery of such connectors. (f) 

If the students are beginners of EFL learners, the examples should be simplified, 

and the exercises can be done with just one or two groups. (g) This method can be 

applied to other concessive connectors, and refined by retrieving and using sample 

lines from different registers, to raise the student’s awareness of genre difference.  

(2) Concessive sentence relay game. For intermediate level students, divide a class of 

20 into two groups and let them sit or stand in two lines. Write two contrastive 

sentences, each on a slip of paper respectively: Although he is tall, he is no good at 

playing basketball/He is tall, but he is no good at playing basketball. Let the first 

student on each line read and remember one sentence. Once the game starts, the 

sentence should be orally passed on from student one to student ten on each line. 

The group wins if their sentence is correctly reported by student 10. The group fails 

if although…but is reported by student 10. This game can help the students 

overcome their habit of misusing although …but correlatively. 

(3) Concessive sentence making exercise. (a) For EFL beginners, ask each of them to 

make up and write down two concessive sentences. One must contain although, the 

other must contain but. Put every five students into one group and ask each of them 

in the group to read his/her sentences. Ask them to discuss and calculate how many 

sentences are correct/wrong in using although/but. (b) For intermediate level EFL 

students, divide the class into two groups, and ask each of them to make up a 

concessive sentence orally and report it loudly to the whole group, containing 

although or but. The other students in the group make judgments whether the 

sentence is correct or wrong. By this quick oral practice, the student’s proficiency in 

using although or but can be improved. (c) For advanced EFL students, ask each of 

them to make up a sentence that must contain two of the following: although, but, 

nevertheless. Ask each of them to read his/her sentence aloud, and let the whole 
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class judge whether it is correct. In this way the student’s awareness can be raised 

of correctly using such contrastive connectors correlatively or in complex units. 

(4) Concessive sentence translation exercise. Ask the students to translate five Chinese 

concessive sentences into English, each with 虽然 suírán (although)…但是 dànshì 

(but) in it, and ask them to check their translations in pairs to see if they can use the 

English contrastive connectors correctly.  

(5) Oral translation competition. Divide the class into four groups. Ask the students to 

orally translate contrastive Chinese sentences into English. The first one who does it 

correctly wins a point for his/her group. Then do the same competition by 

translating contrastive English sentences into Chinese. Finally, mix up the 

translation types and let the students compete. In this way the student’s mastery of 

the features of contrastive sentences in both languages can be improved.   

(6) Collocation structure awareness exercise. Ask the advanced students to search 

although…but in the BNC and see if they can find them. Ask the students to search 

but although, and although, yet although, and ask them to discuss the patterns of 

such structures. This exercise can raise the student’s awareness that in forming a 

complex unit, the conjunction still overrules the contrastive adverbial. Similarly, ask 

the students to search despite this and despite that in academic writing and 

conversation, which can make them realize the former is used in formal writing, and 

the latter in conversation. 

(7) Register-awareness exercise. Discuss the total occurrence of however in different 

registers of the BNC (Table 6.1) with students, to make them realize that however is 

most frequently used in formal writing such as academic prose, but much less used 

in spoken English. Retrieve 50 concordance lines from the written mode and 

conversation of the BNC respectively, with however as the KWIC. Select 20 

relatively simple sentences from each sample and ask the students to discuss and 

summarize the functions of however in them. This can raise the student’s awareness 

that however is used mainly as a contrastive connector in the written mode, but 

frequently as an intensifying adverb in conversation.  

(8) Positional distribution awareness exercise. Present the syntactic patterns of however 

(6.2.2), each with a typical sentence example, and discuss the functions of however 

with students, to help them realize however can be used in a range of positions, 

rather than just the beginning of the sentence. Discuss Table 1.1 with students, to 

make them realize the strong tendency for Chinese EFL learners to overuse however 

sentence initially and underuse it sentence medially. Ask the students to seek the 

possible reasons for such misuse. 

(9) “Double function” awareness exercise. Discuss the syntactic patterns of however 

(6.2.2) with students again, and pick out the cases where however is used second 

initially, and summarize the dual function of however in such positions. Provide 

examples with more context, e.g., <6.22>, <6.24>, if necessary, to further illustrate 

this usage, and explain the semantic reasons for the varied second initial positions 

of however. Expand the discussion to though, nevertheless, etc., to raise the 

student’s awareness of the dual function of such concessive adverbials.  
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Conversely, purposeful instructions and drills can be designed and implemented among 

the English CFL learners, to raise their awareness of the characteristics of concessive 

sentences/connectors in Chinese, in particular the frequent correlative or complex use 

of contrastive connectors, the tendency for some contrastive relations in Chinese to be 

implied rather than expressly signaled by contrastive connectors, and the genre-related 

usage of them, such as the preferred contrastive members by different genres, and the 

preference of single-character members in writing and of double-character members in 

conversation. 

 

Regarding English/Chinese translation, the following findings are particularly worth 

attention. The mismatch between the translations of however and the “counterparts” in 

the Chinese original (which are translated into however) suggests that some of the 

genre-related distinctions and preferences in using contrastive connectors is blurred in 

translated works. The prevalence of using one or two Chinese contrastive connectors as 

the “equivalent” of however in translation suggests that translators have preoccupations 

in translating however, causing “simplification” in translated works. This and the 

consistent overuse of sentence initial however and underuse of sentence medial/final 

however by the Chinese to English translators indicate how strong the impact of the 

source language is, especially when it is the translators’ mother tongue.  

 

Thus translators need to pay special attention to the characteristics of each language and 

each genre, overcome the influence of mother tongue and source language, and avoid 

being distracted by the word choice
19

 and word ordering in the source language when 

they conduct translation, to reflect the features of the target language and genre. When 

the widely used second initial however in the English sentence is translated into 

Chinese, for example, it is very often advisable to put it into an implied contrast without 

using any overt Chinese contrastive connector, to reflect the implicit way of expressing 

contrastive relations in Chinese, or into而 er/但 dan/但是 dan shi in non-literature or可

er/可是 ke shi in literature, rather than indiscriminately into 然而 ran er or不过 bu guo, 

to reflect the genre preference in using contrastive connectors in Chinese. Such contrast 

can also be expressed by using other Chinese words or structures, rather than using 然

而 ran er invariably and rigidly. On the other hand, when an implied contrast in Chinese 

writing is to be translated into English, it is often advisable to consider adding however 

in a proper place, especially in the second initial position of the translated sentence, to 

show the contrast and highlight a proper part.  

 

If professional translators can deviate so much from native writers in using however, it 

is only logical to say that this contrastive connector will cause even more difficulty 

among trainees in translation and interpretation. The purposeful instruction of this 

contrastive connector in translator training, therefore, is of crucial importance. To raise 

the awareness of EFL translation trainees, Tables 7.4 and 7.6 can be used to 

demonstrate that a range of Chinese expressions can be used to translate however, 

                                                        
19

 See 金（Jin）(1998). 
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rather than using 然而 ran er, and some of the infrequent translations (e.g., 其实 qi shi) 

are even better than the frequent ones (e.g., 不过 bu guo which blurs the genre 

distinction in Chinese). Tables 1.1 and 7.8 can be used to illustrate the strong tendency 

of Chinese EFL learners and translators to overuse however sentence-initially and 

underuse it sentence-medially and -finally, to help them overcome their mother tongue 

influence. Table7.7 and examples <7.8>, <7.12> to <7.15> can be used to illustrate how 

some of the hidden contrastive relations in Chinese are successfully translated into 

English and expressed by however in different positions. 

 

8.3 Limitations and future possibilities 

Looking back, three limitations are apparent in this study: the imbalance between the 

size and content of the English and Chinese corpora used in this research, the repetition 

of sample analysis in several cases, and the over-analysis of positional distributions of 

contrastive connectors.  

 

First, the four genres in the BNC and COCA are only roughly comparable, as the 

COCA is not as representative as the BNC and is not designed and categorized on the 

same principle. The Chinese corpora CCL-PKU and Sinica are of different sizes. The 

CCL is not POS tagged, although the size of it is comparable with the BNC. Thus 

considerable statistics from the CCL have been drawn manually. This may have 

affected the accuracy of some results (even though the retrieval record has been kept 

and can be verified). In the case of genre-comparison between the usage of contrastive 

connectors in BrE and Chinese, the size of the Chinese corpus (formed with part of the 

LCMC and LLCSC) is only 600 000 words, much smaller than the size of the BNC, 

because no large and suitable free online Chinese corpus was available at the time of 

this research. This necessarily weakens the credibility of some of the statistics from the 

Chinese corpus. This limitation is caused mainly by the inadequacy of the Chinese 

corpora and has to be acknowledged. 

 

Second, in several cases, such as in the genre analysis of the usage of contrastive 

connectors in Chapter 5, and the translation study of however in Chapter 7, some 

sample analyses are repetitive. This is because in both cases a pilot study was carried 

out before the main study. This kind of repetition has cost extra time and effort, which 

could have been used to analyse the meaning and function of these connectors. In an 

effort to facilitate the reader of this dissertation, an introduction to each chapter and 

long section is occasionally provided as signposts, which may also look repetitive.  

 

Third, too much attention has been given to the detailed positional distribution analysis 

of the contrastive connectors, particularly in Chapter 5, where 8820 English and 3801 

Chinese concordance lines have been counted and double checked manually, costing 

several months time and work. Although useful patterns of the word order of such 

connectors in English and Chinese did emerge from such detailed analysis, this aim 

could have been met with smaller samples with much less time and effort. The time 

saved could have been used on more text-based analysis of contrastive connectors, such 
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as the analysis of texts written by different writers who use the same contrastive 

connector with dramatic difference. In this way the rhetoric or stylistic influence on the 

choice of the connector and its use can be revealed. The time saved can also be used to 

analyse some contrastive relations in English which are expressed without using overt 

contrastive connectors. Such analysis may enhance the balance of this thesis and 

confirm or disprove some of my findings. These limitations are caused by the 

inadequacy in my research design and the exploratory nature of this study.  

 

Looking forward, there are at least three possibilities to improve and continue this 

research. One possibility is to design and compile a large POS tagged Chinese corpus, 

comparable in size and content to the BNC, and conduct the research again. Findings 

from such highly comparable corpora may reflect the usage of contrastive connectors in 

these two languages much more accurately. Another possibility is to extend the case 

study of however to the study of other high frequency contrastive connectors, by 

conducting more text-based analysis and raising the level of analysis from linguistic 

level to rhetoric or stylistic level, to provide a profile of the usage of such connectors. 

The third and pedagogical possibility is to put some of the suggestions based on the 

findings of this research into EFL/CFL teaching and Chinese/English translation 

training practice, as discussed in 8.2, and observe the effect. In this way the findings of 

this study can be applied to EFL/CFL teaching and Chinese/English translation with 

beneficial effects. 
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix 2.1  

A list of 48 concessive words and phrases with their meaning and usage provided by Chalker 

(1996: 26-34)  

 

Concession by conjunctions  

although, though, even though: “most common”  

while, whilst, whereas: “imply a contrast” 

not that: phrase, “although it is not the case that” 

much as: “although” plus “very much”  

granted that: admittedly, “it is true that” 

 

Condition plus concession by conjunctions 

even if: the happening in the main clause cannot be stopped  

if no: even if not + although perhaps not  

whether…or: two conditions, both have to give in to the event in the main clause  

whatever, whichever, whoever, wherever, however, no matter what, no matter who, no matter which, 

no matter how: all the conditions have to give in to the main clause 

albeit: rare and formal, “weakens the meaning in the main clause” 

 

Concession by connectors 

however, though, even so, still, nevertheless, nonetheless, all the same: “despite this”, still and all 

the same being “more formal”  

anyway, anyhow, in any case, at any rate, in any event, at all events: “whatever is the case”, 

“concede with some doubt” 

at least: avoiding something that “could have been worse” 

for that matter: “concedes to a particular part of the previous statement” 

having said that, that said: clauses of concession, “although I agree to what I’ve mentioned”, that 

said being “more formal” 

alternatively, instead, by contrast, in contrast, conversely: “particularly stress the element of 

contrast” 

on the other hand: “the second contrasts with the first, both forming a balance” 

on the contrary: very strong contrast or disagreement 

at the same time: a slight concession 

despite, in spite of: concessive prepositions  
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Appendix 4.1  

A complete searching record of the contrastive connectors in the BNC and COCA 

Connector 
BYU- 

BNC 
BNC 

Spoke

n 

/m 

Fict 

/m 

News 

/m 

Acad 

/m 

Misc 

/m 
COCA 

Spoke

n 

/m 

Fict/ 

m 

Mag 

/m 

News 

/m 

Acad 

/m 

admittedly 708 708 5.3 5.7 5.7 13.6 6.6 1715 2.6 2.9 4.8 3.9 8 

after all 6187 6188 31.6 163.6 50.1 33.5 50.1 23909 51.7 106.6 68.4 43.5 39.5 

albeit 1379 1379 4.7 5 10.1 25.8 16.8 3429 2.5 4.3 9.5 7.6 20.5 

all the same 122 1031 14.1 25.9 3.1 3.1 5.1 1728 3.5 11.2 3.4 2.7 1.8 

alternately 229 229 0.8 3.3 1 2 2.9 1215 0.3 3.2 5.1 3.1 4 

alternatively 1729 1729 3.1 1.4 4.3 37.4 24.7 1412 0.5 0.4 4 1.1 12.3 

although 42759 42759 166.3 247.5 344.1 695 513.7 107230 141.4 143.4 282.8 229.2 591.1 

anyhow 460 460 17.9 10.5 0.3 1.3 2.1 1573 3.1 14.5 1.4 1.1 0.6 

anyway 11652 11652 523.1 236.4 36.1 18.5 45.2 27081 82.4 178 44.6 39.6 11.1 

at all events 88 88 0.3 0.8 0.3 2.3 0.8 34 0 0.1 0.1 0 0.2 

at any rate 668 668 4.6 13.7 2.5 10 5 1193 2.3 6.6 2.3 1.1 3.3 

at least 37 25068 143.4 205.5 213.8 291.6 225.7 106718 282.8 234.8 293.5 288.5 277.6 

at the same time 6922 6923 46.1 53.9 39.5 96.5 83.2 25853 75.1 44.4 61.7 54.7 97.9 

but 445236 446028 6622.2 6134.6 5252.2 3629.8 3834.8 1738661 5683.1 5357.8 4302.4 4421.4 2690.9 

but (cjs) 443155 443696 6607.9 6084.5 5233.6 3615.5 3818.5 1706741 5602.6 5247.6 4214.0 4337.5 2641.2 

by comparison 535 535 1.8 3.1 2.9 9.1 6.7 1584 1.2 2 5.6 6.2 5.4 

by contrast 1433 1433 1.3 2.2 9.1 37.8 15.9 4590 1.8 1.7 16.2 11.9 27.5 

while.[cjs*]  48802 48804 161.4 490.7 663.6 556.5 536.2 225493 272.1 516.3 730.4 647.3 749 

contrariwise 15 15 0 0 0 0.5 0.2 26 0 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 

conversely 812 812 1.4 0.4 1.7 23.2 9.4 2245 1.1 0.7 5.2 2.7 19.5 

despite 14359 14359 22.3 91.1 242.4 179.2 166 49506 65.3 77.9 142.9 161.9 192.1 

even if 8573 8573 59.1 76.2 54.4 106.4 74.1 32472 73.2 89.1 99.4 79.6 78 

even so 2 1419 6.2 17.6 8.3 11.4 13.5 4055 5.4 12.2 13.6 12.4 8.9 

even though 17 5753 33.1 43.3 56.7 69.4 50.8 33661 96 89.8 80.9 84.2 84.3 

for all that 310 321 2.3 6.7 2.6 2.5 2.6 807 2 3.4 2.1 1.7 1.3 

for that matter 502 502 3.1 8.4 3.2 4.7 5.2 3237 9.9 10.6 8.2 6.1 7.1 

granted that 235 235 0.7 2.4 0.7 4.2 2.7 484 0.9 0.9 1.2 0.7 2.5 

having said that 318 318 13.2 0.6 2.5 1.4 2.9 710 6.6 0.3 0.5 1 0.7 

however 59730 59730 92.6 190.9 394.2 1224.4 737.1 141220 145.4 112.8 385.5 254.7 929 

if not 3559 3649 22.8 26.8 26.8 51.3 41.2 14329 29.5 30.8 38.3 36 50.7 

in any case 2218 2218 7 37.3 9.6 36.8 20 3606 5.1 14.1 8.9 5.8 12.9 

in any event 684 684 4.2 3 2.4 19 6.2 1402 3.6 3.1 3.3 2.1 6 

in comparison 302 753 1.7 1.3 2.5 4.4 3.9 2530 2.2 2.6 5.4 4.6 18 

in contrast 2238 2238 0.5 3.2 10.6 66.9 23.5 8943 2.8 3.7 19.2 11.5 78.9 

in spite of 13 2709 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 6224 9.3 22.3 13.4 7.7 28.3 

instead 7263 14248 23.3 91.5 79.6 80 78.8 73632 114.2 197 255.3 202.6 181.3 

may not be a… 140 140 1.2 0.9 1.1 2.5 1.4 633 2 0.5 1.7 1.8 2.2 

mind you 1382 1382 85 18.2 5.2 0.4 4.1 777 2.1 4 2.3 1.4 0.3 

more accurately 311 311 0.8 1.1 1.5 6.9 3.7 977 0.8 1.2 3.4 1.6 5.7 

more precisely 222 222 0.3 0.6 0.5 7.1 2.2 826 0.4 1.5 2.2 0.8 5.7 

much as 596 669 3.8 8.2 5.3 5.8 6.4 2427 3.9 6.4 8 5.1 8 

much as* 4174 4854 42.6 49.3 40.7 33.1 45.6 24122 56.8 57.7 82.6 67 46.5 

as much as 3574 3672 38.7 41 35.4 27.3 39.2 19068 48.9 36.2 67.7 57.9 34.4 
so much as 4 554 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 2627 4 15.1 6.9 4 4.1 

nevertheless 7045 7045 27 38 28.4 154.9 78.5 12883 12.2 18.7 33.6 18.6 83.9 

no* matter* 2460 2460 85.2 46.9 15.1 10.4 12.6 26941 79.1 101.8 75.6 62.3 29.3 
no matter* 228 273 1.3 5.3 2.1 1.3 2 18567 52.2 59.9 59.1 44.3 23.9 

n't matter* 1786 x 83.3 36.5 8.8 1.9 6 7560 25.8 38.6 14.8 16.5 2.4 

not matter* 446 447 0.6 5.1 4.2 7.2 4.6 814 1.1 3.3 1.7 1.5 3 

nonetheless 1296 1297 4.2 4.1 6.4 24.6 16.7 8908 10.5 12.6 23.4 17.7 51.3 

not that 3553 3593 83.1 81.3 18.6 18.8 21.3 15210 53.2 67.8 29.8 31.1 15.3 

on the contrary 797 799 1.3 9.3 2.5 18.2 7.4 2133 2.1 4 4.6 2.6 14.4 

on the downside 11 11 0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 171 0.4 0.1 1 0.7 0 

on the other hand 5311 5311 24.8 26.9 19.7 116.4 59.3 17469 43 21.6 45.7 25.7 89.3 

quite the contrary 40 40 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.8 0.3 316 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.5 1.7 

rather , 1162 1162 7.5 12.8 4.4 25.8 9.9 8623 12 11.2 18.8 11.2 58.7 

still , 2947 2947 23.4 86.2 15.3 12.8 22.1 26972 43 90.6 85.1 96.7 33.7 

that said 307 307 5.1 4.2 3.1 0.8 3.2 4044 18.9 11.6 8.9 9.9 2.9 

then again 521 521 17.8 6.9 3.9 1.6 3.8 2461 5 10.2 7.1 7.4 2.3 

though 33339 44028 430.2 442.2 260.4 352.2 311.6 157311 360.6 612.9 427.4 351.5 287.6 

up to a point 13 135 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 290 1 0.6 0.9 0.5 0.8 

wh*ever 21325  421.1 291 129.7 186.2 185.8 80835 295 302 185 143.5 119.5 

whatever 12790 12790 299.8 169.3 73.5 116.1 102.2 48395 193.8 175.3 102 85.4 68.9 

whatsoever 943 947 17.8 10.8 7.7 7 9.1 3496 22.5 7.4 4.7 5.2 5.1 

wherever 2210 2210 33.1 25.5 12.3 17.2 24.2 7105 21.1 25.1 19.9 14 11.7 

whichever 845 845 12.2 7.2 5.3 9.8 9 1222 3 3.8 4.2 2.5 2.3 

whoever 1381 1382 29.2 32.6 13.9 5 7.9 5944 23.9 29 9.1 10.2 5 
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whomsoever 28 29 0 0.4 0 0.7 0.2 20 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0 

howsoever 27 27 0 0.1 0 1 0.2 10 0 0.1 0 0 0 

whomever 27 27 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.2 606 2.3 2.1 1.3 1.4 0.8 

whereas 6169 6169 66.1 18.1 18.8 144.9 62.8 12248 15.5 8.6 21.7 8 105.3 

whether [cjs] 32640 32640 428.7 190.7 246.8 584.9 309.1 117482 432.2 123.1 266.4 296 395.2 

whether…or 38 2877 0.9 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.4 11102 72.4 11.2 16.7 10.7 31.4 

whilst 5774 5775 34.5 34.4 10.9 83.9 78 412 0.5 2.1 0.7 0.2 2 

[punc].yet 12948  20.9 158 115.5 175.2 142 44594 37.7 104.2 169.2 86.3 178.2 

and yet 3442  47.1 66.2 14.3 30.1 29.2 13106 57.1 44.3 25.2 18.3 24.4 

but yet 64  1.3 0.4 0.3 0.8 0.7 608 6.1 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.5 

nor yet 44  0 0.8 0.2 0.3 0.6 41 0 0.3 0.1 0 0.2 

yet [c] 16498 0 69.3 225.4 130.3 206.4 172.5 58349 100.9 149.3 194.7 105 203.3 

yet 32514 33918 318.7 464.3 310.9 309.4 312.8 131620 306.7 369.5 369.3 303.6 351.9 

yet , 2716  41.9 55 18.5 19.9 20.7 18640 60.1 49.7 42.9 36.3 51.8 

*yet 15669  67.7 209 120.4 199.6 164.3 58375 94.8 149 194.7 105.9 202.3 

. yet 7717 7718 8.7 70.6 75.5 117.1 88 25777 16.2 49.1 106.2 50.8 109.9 

, yet 3726 x 11 59.4 28.4 40.5 39.3 14334 19.7 44 45.1 28.2 48.6 

; yet 397  0.1 5.3 0.7 7.1 4.4 930 0.4 2.7 2.3 0.8 5.8 

? Yet 139  0.2 5 0.8 0.8 0.8 352 0.3 2 1.1 0.3 0.9 

! Yet 59  0.6 1.4 0.1 0.5 0.5 97 0 0.8 0.3 0.1 0.1 

and yet 3442  47.1 66.2 14.3 30.1 29.2 13106 57.1 44.3 25.2 18.3 24.4 

: yet 60  0 0.4 0.1 1.5 0.7 91 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2 

(yet 55  0 0.4 0.1 0.8 0.8 167 0 0.2 0.7 0.8 0.4 

" yet 23  x x x x x 2285 0.4 5 12.1 5.3 6.6 

) yet 51  0 0.3 0.4 1.2 0.6 570 0.2 0.3 1.3 0.2 5.3 

― yet  x      523 x x x x x 

– yet  x      143 0.1 0.3 0.2 1 0.1 
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Appendix 4.2  

Log Likelihood test score of 68 contrast connectors per million words in the BNC and COCA 

Connector (BNC-COCA) 1000000 1000000 LL score 

admittedly 7.0 4.4                   0.60  

after all 61.6 61.8                   0.00  

Albeit 13.7 8.9                   1.06  

all the same 10.3 4.5                   2.34  

alternately 2.3 3.1                   0.14  

alternatively 17.2 3.6                   9.57  

although 425.6 277.2                 31.60  

Anyhow 4.6 4.1                   0.03  

Anyway 116.0 70.0                 11.49  

at all events 0.9 0.1                   0.75  

at any rate 6.6 3.1                   1.34  

at least 249.5 275.8                   1.32  

at the same time 68.9 66.8                   0.03  

but [cjs] 4416.3 4411.3                   0.00  

by comparison 5.3 4.1                   0.16  

by contrast 14.3 11.9                   0.22  

while[cjs*]  485.8 582.8                   8.83  

contrariwise 0.1 0.1                   0.03  

conversely 8.1 5.8                   0.38  

despite 142.9 128.0                   0.83  

even if 85.3 83.9                   0.01  

even so 14.1 10.5                   0.54  

even though 57.3 87.0                   6.17  

for all that 3.2 2.1                   0.23  

for that matter 5.0 8.4                   0.86  

granted that 2.3 1.3                   0.34  

having said that 3.2 1.8                   0.36  

however 594.5 365.0                 55.44  

if not 36.3 37.0                   0.01  

in any case 22.1 9.3                   5.34  

in any event 6.8 3.6                   0.99  

in comparison 7.5 6.5                   0.07  

in contrast 22.3 23.1                   0.02  

in spite of 27.0 16.1                   2.78  

instead 141.8 190.3                   7.11  

May not be a… 1.4 1.6                   0.02  

mind you 13.8 2.0                   9.83  

More accurately 3.1 2.5                   0.06  

more precisely 2.2 2.1                   0.00  

much as 6.7 6.3                   0.01  

nevertheless 70.1 33.3                 13.40  

no matter* 2.7 48.0                 49.10  

n't matter* 17.8 19.5                   0.08  

not matter* 4.4 2.1                   0.86  

nonetheless 12.9 23.0                   2.89  

not that 35.8 39.3                   0.17  

on the contrary 8.0 5.5                   0.44  

On the downside 0.1 0.4                   0.21  

on the other hand 52.9 45.2                   0.61  

quite the contrary 0.4 0.8                   0.15  

Rather , 11.6 22.3                   3.45  

Still , 29.3 69.7                 16.95  

that said 3.1 10.5                   4.28  

then again 5.2 6.4                   0.12  

though 438.2 406.6                   1.19  

Up to a point 1.3 0.7                   0.17  

whatever 127.3 125.1                   0.02  

whatsoever 9.4 9.0                   0.01  

wherever 22.0 18.4                   0.33  

whichever 8.4 3.2                   2.47  

whoever 13.8 15.4                   0.09  

whomsoever 0.3 0.1                   0.18  
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howsoever 0.3 0.0                   0.23  

whomever 0.3 1.6                   1.02  

whereas 61.4 31.7                   9.68  

whether.[cjs] 324.9 303.6                   0.72  

whilst 57.5 1.1                 70.52  

yet* 164.2 150.8                   0.57  

Total  8596.4 8181.0                 10.29 

 

15=22% sig. dif. ( 5(>15.13)=7.3%, 2(>10.83)=2.9%, 5(>6.63)=7.3%, 3(>3.84)=4.4%) 

 

95th percentile; 5% level; p < 0.05; critical value = 3.84 

99th percentile; 1% level; p < 0.01; critical value = 6.63 

99.9th percentile; 0.1% level; p < 0.001; critical value = 10.83 

99.99th percentile; 0.01% level; p < 0.0001; critical value = 15.13 
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Appendix 4.3  

57 contrastive connectors in four Chinese corpora: No. per million characters and 

percentage 

Rank CCL 

 

Occur 

/m  

% in 

Ccc Sinica 

 Occur 

/m  

% in 

Ccc NLC 

 

Occur 

/m  

% in 

Ccc LCMC 

 Occur 

/pm  

% in 

Ccc 

1 但 
    

940.3  19.4% 但 
 

1,280.0  18.5% 而 1328.5 28.7% 而 
   

1,283.7  21.2% 

2 却 
    

601.2  12.4% 则 
    

828.8  12.0% 但 739.95 16.0% 但 
      

832.0  13.8% 

3 但是 
    

410.7  8.5% 却 
    

800.5  11.6% 却 340.25 7.3% 可 
      
662.2  11.0% 

4 只 
    

376.1  7.7% 但是 
    

623.0  9.0% 则 336.3 7.3% 却 
      

569.9  9.4% 

5 可是 
    

275.2  5.7% 只 
    

608.7  8.8% 但是 281.4 6.1% 只 
      

436.3  7.2% 

6 则 
    

268.9  5.5% 虽然 
    

374.3  5.4% 只 238.1 5.1% 则 
      
276.3  4.6% 

7 而 
    

264.9  5.5% 不过 
    

367.8  5.3% 虽然 164.3 3.5% 但是 
      

270.2  4.5% 

8 虽然 
    

203.9  4.2% 可是 
    

312.3  4.5% 可是 150.1 3.2% , 只是 
      

192.0  3.2% 

9 倒 
    

192.2  4.0% 而 
    

309.8  4.5% , 只是 146.25 3.2% 可是 
      
184.6  3.1% 

10 然而 
    

178.1  3.7% , 只是 
    

193.3  2.8% 不过 116.6 2.5% 虽然 
      

150.2  2.5% 

11 不过 
    

122.4  2.5% 然而 
    

172.6  2.5% 可 113.25 2.4% 不过 
      

135.4  2.2% 

12 尽管 
    

112.4  2.3% 即使 
    

130.6  1.9% 然而 113 2.4% 然而 
      
133.5  2.2% 

13 只能 
    

110.5  2.3% 反而 
      

98.1  1.4% 只能 94 2.0% 倒 
      
131.1  2.2% 

14 无论 
      

90.7  1.9% 只好 
      

84.0  1.2% 尽管 67.85 1.5% 只能 
      

105.2  1.7% 

15 即使 
      

84.8  1.7% 不管 
      

82.4  1.2% 无论 64.35 1.4% 尽管 
        

81.8  1.4% 

16 可 
      

83.3  1.7% 反 
      

79.1  1.1% 即使 51 1.1% 反 
        
71.4  1.2% 

17 实际上 
      

72.6  1.5% 無論 
      

59.7  0.9% 只好 35.95 0.8% 实际上 
        

64.6  1.1% 

18 不管 
      

67.7  1.4% 尽管 
      

56.7  0.8% 不管 32 0.7% 只好 
        

61.5  1.0% 

19 , 只是 
      

62.5  1.3% 只能 
      

52.7  0.8% 倒 28.1 0.6% 即使 
        
58.5  1.0% 

20 只好 
      

53.8  1.1% 可惜 
      

50.2  0.7% 反而 23.25 0.5% 无论 
        

54.8  0.9% 

Top 

20   94.2%   94.8%   96.4%   95.2% 

21 反而 
      

34.4  0.7% 倒 
      

47.0  0.7% 可惜 15.45 0.3% 不管 
        
53.5  0.9% 

22 可惜 
      

27.6  0.6% 

实 际

上 
      

39.5  0.6% 倒是 14.55 0.3% 反而 
        
34.5  0.6% 

23 倒是 
      

25.6  0.5% 倒是 
      

29.8  0.4% 只得 13.2 0.3% 偏* 
        

29.5  0.5% 

24 只得 
      

16.6  0.3% 就算 
      

29.1  0.4% 固然 13.15 0.3% 可惜 
        

24.0  0.4% 

25 固然 
      

16.5  0.3% 固然 
      

27.3  0.4% 反之 12.75 0.3% 倒是 
        
22.2  0.4% 

26 

无论如

何 
      

16.0  0.3% 

无奈 (

何) 
      

27.0  0.4% 

无 论

如何 9.9 0.2% 

无 奈 (

何) 
        

16.6  0.3% 

27 哪怕 
      

13.5  0.3% 可 
      

25.2  0.4% 

不 管

怎(么)

样 9.4 0.2% 只得 
        

15.4  0.3% 

28 

无 奈 (

何) 
      

13.4  0.3% 惟 
      

22.3  0.3% 虽说 8.3 0.2% 就算 
        
12.3  0.2% 

Top 

28   97.5%   98.3%   98.4%   98.7% 

29 即便 
      

12.4  0.3% 只得 
      

12.6  0.2% 偏偏 6.9 0.1% 固然 
          

9.2  0.2% 

30 虽说 
      

11.9  0.2% 偏偏 
      

12.1  0.2% 

无奈 (

何) 6.75 0.1% 即便 
          

8.6  0.1% 
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31 偏偏 
      

10.8  0.2% 

无 论

如何 
      

10.7  0.2% 惟 6 0.1% 哪怕 
          
8.6  0.1% 

32 反倒 
        

7.3  0.2% 反倒 
        

9.9  0.1% 即便 6 0.1% 虽说 
          

6.2  0.1% 

33 

尽管如

此 
        

7.2  0.1% 反之 
        

7.3  0.1% 反 5.4 0.1% 反倒 
          
6.2  0.1% 

34 反 
        

6.4  0.1% 纵使 
        

7.3  0.1% 哪怕 4.95 0.1% 

尽管如

此 
          
5.5  0.1% 

35 反之 
        

6.3  0.1% 虽说 
        

5.8  0.1% 

实 际

上 4.8 0.1% 偏偏 
          
5.5  0.1% 

36 惟 
        

6.3  0.1% 即便 
        

5.2  0.1% 就算 4.25 0.1% 反之 
          

5.5  0.1% 

37 

不管怎

麼 
        

6.1  0.1% 纵然 
        

4.9  0.1% 反倒 4.05 0.1% 诚然 
          

4.3  0.1% 

38 

不管怎

(么)样 
        

5.2  0.1% 

倒 不

如 
        

4.3  0.1% 别看 3.5 0.1% 

无论如

何 
          

4.3  0.1% 

39 就算 
        

5.1  0.1% 

雖 然

如此 
        

3.4  0.0% 诚然 3.05 0.1% 纵然 
          
1.8  0.0% 

40 纵然 
        

4.1  0.1% 

尽 管

如此 
        

3.0  0.0% 纵然 2.25 0.0% 尚且 
          
1.8  0.0% 

41 别看 
        

4.0  0.1% 

反 过

来说 
        

3.0  0.0% 偏* 2.2 0.0% 即令 
          
1.8  0.0% 

42 偏* 
        

3.9  0.1% 偏* 
        

2.9  0.0% 虽则 2.1 0.0% 

不管怎

(么)样 
          

1.8  0.0% 

43 

偏 (偏 )

要/vu 
        

3.1  0.1% 诚然 
        

2.8  0.0% 

偏(偏)

要/vu 1.95 0.0% 倒不如 
          

1.8  0.0% 

44 倒不如 
        

3.1  0.1% 尚且 
        

2.8  0.0% 尚且 1.85 0.0% 

反过来

说 
          

1.8  0.0% 

45 尚且 
        

2.5  0.1% 哪怕 
        

2.6  0.0% 

倒 不

如 1.75 0.0% 惟 
          

1.2  0.0% 

46 诚然 
        

1.9  0.0% 

即 使

如此 
        

2.6  0.0% 纵使 1 0.0% 纵使 
          

1.2  0.0% 

47 退一步 
        

1.8  0.0% 

不 管

怎(么)

样 
        

2.4  0.0% 即令 0.9 0.0% 虽则 
          
0.6  0.0% 

48 

雖然如

此 
        

1.7  0.0% 

不 管

如何 
        

1.8  0.0% 

即 使

如此 0.9 0.0% 

即使如

此 
          

0.6  0.0% 

49 纵使 
        

1.6  0.0% 

不 管

怎麼 
        

1.8  0.0% 

反 过

来说 0.75 0.0% 退一步 
          

0.6  0.0% 

50 

即使如

此 
        

1.4  0.0% 别看 
        

1.5  0.0% 即或 0.6 0.0% 别看 
            

-    0.0% 

51 虽则 
        

1.4  0.0% 

退 一

步 
        

1.5  0.0% 

尽 管

如此 0 0.0% 即或 
            

-    0.0% 

52 

反过来

说 
        

1.3  0.0% 即令 
        

0.9  0.0% 

話是 /

雖 如

此 0 0.0% 

偏 (偏 )

要/vu 
            
-    0.0% 

53 即或 
        

0.8  0.0% 

偏(偏)

要/vu 
        

0.6  0.0% 

雖 然

如此 0 0.0% 

話 是 /

雖如此 
            

-    0.0% 

54 即令 
        

0.7  0.0% 虽则 
        

0.5  0.0% 

縱 使

如此 0 0.0% 

雖然如

此 
            

-    0.0% 

55 

不管如

何 
        

0.5  0.0% 

話是 /

雖 如

此 
        

0.5  0.0% 

不 管

如何 0 0.0% 

縱使如

此 
            
-    0.0% 

56 

話 是 /

雖如此 
        

0.4  0.0% 即或 
        

0.3  0.0% 

不 管

怎麼 0 0.0% 

不管如

何 
            
-    0.0% 

57 

縱使如

此 
        

0.0  0.0% 

縱 使

如此 
        

0.3  0.0% 

退 一

步 0 0.0% 

不管怎

麼 
            
-    0.0% 
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Appendix 4.4  

Log Likelihood test score of 57 Chinese contrastive connectors in the CCL and Sinica 

Item CCL Sinica LL score 

, 只是 62.5 193.3 70.25  

不管 67.7 82.4 1.43  

不管如何 0.5 1.8 0.80  

不管怎(么)样 5.2 2.4 1.07  

不管怎麼 6.1 1.8 2.51  

不过 122.4 367.8     128.64  

但 940.3 1280.0      52.18  

但是 410.7 623.0      43.93  

倒 192.2 47.0      94.44  

倒不如 3.1 4.3        0.19  

倒是 25.6 29.8        0.32  

偏(偏)要/vu 3.1 0.6        1.81  

偏* 3.9 2.9        0.15  

偏偏 10.8 12.1        0.07  

则 268.9 828.8     299.44  

别看 4.0 1.5        1.16  

即令 0.7 0.9        0.01  

即使 84.8 130.6        9.79  

即使如此 1.4 2.6        0.36  

即便 12.4 5.2        3.07  

即或 0.8 0.3        0.27  

却 601.2 800.5      28.44  

反 6.4 79.1      72.99  

反之 6.3 7.3        0.07  

反倒 7.3 9.9        0.40  

反而 34.4 98.1      31.94  

反过来说 1.3 3.0        0.71  

只 376.1 608.7      55.44  

只好 53.8 84.0        6.67  

只得 16.6 12.6        0.57  

只能 110.5 52.7      20.91  

可 83.3 25.2      32.85  

可惜 27.6 50.2        6.66  

可是 275.2 312.3        2.35  

哪怕 13.5 2.6        8.02  

固然 16.5 27.3        2.70  

实际上 72.6 39.5        9.92  

尚且 2.5 2.8        0.01  

就算 5.1 29.1      18.55  

尽管 112.4 56.7      18.68  

尽管如此 7.2 3.0        1.77  

惟 6.3 22.3        9.39  

无奈(何) 13.4 27.0        4.70  

无论 90.7 10.7      72.28  

无论如何 16.0 59.7      26.86  

然而 178.1 172.6        0.09  

縱使如此 0.0 0.3        0.27  

纵使 1.6 7.3        3.97  

纵然 4.1 4.9        0.08  

而 264.9 309.8        3.51  
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虽则 1.4 0.5        0.43  

虽然 203.9 374.3      50.98  

虽说 11.9 5.8        2.13  

話是/雖如此 0.4 0.5        0.01  

诚然 1.9 2.8        0.14  

退一步 1.8 1.5        0.03  

雖然如此 1.7 3.4        0.57  

Total 4,855.4 6927.2        355.2  

    

25=44% sig. dif. (17 (>15.13) =30%, 6(>6.63)=11%,  2(>3.84)=3%) 

 

95th percentile; 5% level; p < 0.05; critical value = 3.84 

99th percentile; 1% level; p < 0.01; critical value = 6.63 

99.9th percentile; 0.1% level; p < 0.001; critical value = 10.83 

99.99th percentile; 0.01% level; p < 0.0001; critical value = 15.13 
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Appendix 4.5  

A condensed list of 46 contrastive connectors in four Chinese corpora: w/m & % 

CCL   w/m   % Sinica   w/m   % NLC  w/m   % LCMC  w/m  % 

但  152.8  19.55% 但    208.0  18.57% 而   215.9  28.83% 而    208.6  21.30% 

却    97.7  12.50% 则    134.7  12.02% 但   120.2  16.06% 但    135.2  13.81% 

但是    66.7  8.54% 却    130.1  11.61% 却     55.3  7.38% 可    107.6  10.99% 

只    61.1  7.82% 但是    101.2  9.04% 则     54.6  7.30% 却      92.6  9.46% 

可是    44.7  5.72% 只      98.9  8.83% 但是     45.7  6.11% 只      70.9  7.24% 

则    43.7  5.59% 虽然      60.8  5.43% 只     38.7  5.17% 则      44.9  4.58% 

而    43.1  5.51% 不过      59.8  5.34% 虽然     26.7  3.57% 但是      43.9  4.48% 

虽然    33.1  4.24% 可是      50.8  4.53% 可是     24.4  3.26% , 只是      31.2  3.19% 

倒    31.2  4.00% 而      50.3  4.49% , 只是     23.8  3.17% 可是      30.0  3.06% 

然而    28.9  3.70% , 只是      31.4  2.80% 不过     18.9  2.53% 虽然      24.4  2.49% 

不过    19.9  2.54% 然而      28.0  2.50% 可     18.4  2.46% 不过      22.0  2.25% 

尽管    18.3  2.34% 即使      21.2  1.89% 然而     18.4  2.45% 然而      21.7  2.22% 

只能    18.0  2.30% 反而      15.9  1.42% 只能     15.3  2.04% 倒      21.3  2.18% 

无论    14.7  1.89% 只好      13.7  1.22% 尽管     11.0  1.47% 只能      17.1  1.75% 

即使    13.8  1.76% 不管      13.4  1.20% 无论     10.5  1.40% 尽管      13.3  1.36% 

可    13.5  1.73% 反      12.9  1.15% 即使       8.3  1.11% 反      11.6  1.18% 

实际上    11.8  1.51% 無論        9.7  0.87% 只好       5.8  0.78% 实际上      10.5  1.07% 

不管    11.0  1.41% 尽管        9.2  0.82% 不管       5.2  0.69% 只好      10.0  1.02% 

, 只是    10.1  1.30% 只能        8.6  0.76% 倒       4.6  0.61% 即使        9.5  0.97% 

只好      8.7  1.12% 可惜        8.2  0.73% 反而       3.8  0.50% 无论        8.9  0.91% 

Top 20  95.06%   95.24%   96.88%   95.50% 

反而      5.6  0.72% 倒        7.6  0.68% 可惜       2.5  0.34% 不管        8.7  0.89% 

可惜      4.5  0.57% 实际上        6.4  0.57% 倒是       2.4  0.32% 反而        5.6  0.57% 

Top 22     96.49%      96.96% 

倒是      4.2  0.53% 倒是        4.8  0.43% 只得       2.1  0.29% 偏*        4.8  0.49% 

Top 23  96.88%          

只得      2.7  0.35% 就算        4.7  0.42% 固然       2.1  0.29% 可惜        3.9  0.40% 

固然      2.7  0.34% 固然        4.4  0.40% 反之       2.1  0.28% 倒是        3.6  0.37% 

哪怕      2.2  0.28% 无奈(何)        4.4  0.39% 虽说       1.3  0.18% 无奈(何)        2.7  0.28% 

无奈(何)      2.2  0.28% 可        4.1  0.36% 偏偏       1.1  0.15% 只得        2.5  0.26% 

即便      2.0  0.26% 惟        3.6  0.32% 无奈(何)       1.1  0.15% 就算        2.0  0.20% 

虽说      1.9  0.25% 只得        2.0  0.18% 惟       1.0  0.13% 固然        1.5  0.15% 

偏偏      1.8  0.23% 偏偏        2.0  0.18% 即便       1.0  0.13% 即便        1.4  0.14% 

反倒      1.2  0.15% 反倒        1.6  0.14% 反       0.9  0.12% 哪怕        1.4  0.14% 

反      1.0  0.13% 反之        1.2  0.11% 哪怕       0.8  0.11% 虽说        1.0  0.10% 

反之      1.0  0.13% 纵使        1.2  0.11% 实际上       0.8  0.10% 反倒        1.0  0.10% 

惟      1.0  0.13% 虽说        0.9  0.08% 就算       0.7  0.09% 偏偏        0.9  0.09% 

就算      0.8  0.11% 即便        0.8  0.07% 反倒       0.7  0.09% 反之        0.9  0.09% 

纵然      0.7  0.08% 纵然        0.8  0.07% 别看       0.6  0.08% 诚然        0.7  0.07% 

别看      0.6  0.08% 偏*        0.5  0.04% 诚然       0.5  0.07% 纵然        0.3  0.03% 

偏*      0.6  0.08% 诚然        0.4  0.04% 纵然       0.4  0.05% 尚且        0.3  0.03% 

尚且      0.4  0.05% 尚且        0.4  0.04% 偏*       0.4  0.05% 即令        0.3  0.03% 

诚然      0.3  0.04% 哪怕        0.4  0.04% 虽则       0.3  0.05% 惟        0.2  0.02% 

退一步      0.3  0.04% 别看        0.2  0.02% 尚且       0.3  0.04% 纵使        0.2  0.02% 

纵使      0.3  0.03% 退一步        0.2  0.02% 纵使       0.2  0.02% 虽则        0.1  0.01% 

虽则      0.2  0.03% 即令        0.1  0.01% 即令       0.1  0.02% 退一步        0.1  0.01% 

即或      0.1  0.02% 虽则        0.1  0.01% 即或       0.1  0.01% 别看         -    0.00% 

即令      0.1  0.02% 話是/雖如此        0.1  0.01% 話是/雖如此         -    0.00% 即或         -    0.00% 

話是/雖如此      0.1  0.01% 即或        0.0  0.00% 退一步         -    0.00% 話是/雖如此         -    0.00% 
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Appendix 4.6  

Evidence of the speaker’s hesitation in using可ker (mild but) and changing it into可可ke shi 

(mild but) in conversation 

 

Medicine (3108) 可 可 他 这 一 学 去 了 后以 ， 这 不 可 zh 传祖 的 方秘 儿 ， 这 就 ， 不 

可 就 祖 去去 了 吗 ？ 

Medicine (454) 可 可 他他 在现 也 有 所生卫 啊 ， 

Medicine (1531) 他 然虽 ， 不 觉感 到 术手 的 疼 啊 ， 可 可 他 觉感 到 他 的 ， 这这 脏五 

， 

Geography (953) 可可 可 挖 道河 吧 。 

Medicine (4464) 可 可 我 想 这 面里 有 一一 有 一一 别差 。 

Medicine (2111) 可 可 我 感觉 这 制控 觉 

Geography (569) 可 可 我 可 想 啊 ， 你 果如 算 嗯 ， 

Factory (2011) 可 可 我 想 谈 一 谈 也 有 思意 。 

Geography (2153) 可可 可 可 我 就 记 觉 后以 这一 ， 坐 车火 这一 ， 去出 北东 的 候时 ， 

这一 边两 儿 啊 ， 全 可 这 粱高 啊 。 

Geography (838) 在现 可 可 建修 了 不不 程工 来 ， 嗯 跟 这 河道 。 
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Appendix 5.1 

5.1.2 However in four genres of the BNC 

However can be assumed to have five senses and functions by definition (COBUILD, RHD: 436): 

(1) “nevertheless/yet” (adv.), (2) “to whatever extent or degree” (adv.), (3) “in whatever manner or 

state” (conj.), (4) to show vagueness and dismissal (adv.), and (5) to show emphasis in a question 

(adv.). Evidence from another sample from the four genres of the BNC (n=100 for A/F/N, n=67 (all) 

for C) suggests that these senses occur unevenly in different genres. In academic writing and 

newspapers, its contrastive meaning is most frequent (97%), the other meanings being minimal. In 

fiction, 83% of the cases are used contrastively, 17% as an intensifying adverb of degree. In 

conversation all the five meanings are witnessed but differ in proportion, with 43% to show contrast, 

39% as an intensifying adverb of degree, 3% to signal vvagueness and dismissal, and 1% used in an 

emphatic question. Here however is also used as if it were a contrastive coordinator (13%), similar 

to but in meaning, which is not listed by dictionaries. These general distribution of the meanings and 

functions of however in these four genres is confirmed by the larger sample (n=200 for each genre), 

in which the detailed usage of however is summarized in Table 5.3. 

 

Table 5.3 However in four genres of the BNC: Position distribution and some functions (%) 

Genre  Sent.  

Ini 

tial 

Me 

dial 

Fi 

nal 

Ini.  

adv.  

Ini.  

subj.  

Ini  

subj+ 

mod 

al v. 

Ini  

Subj. 

+v. 

After  

main  

clause 

In sub- 

clause  

As  

Coor- 

dinator 

Acad (n=200) 49 50 1 16 9.5 6.5 6 6 6  

Fict. (n=200) 30.5 60 9.5 15.5 12 1.5 5.5 7 18 0.5 

Newsp. (n=200) 54 40.5 5.5 10.5 14 1.5 5.5 5 3 1 

Spoken (n=200) 44.5 53 2.5 10.5 7 2.5 7 1 13 11 

 

However is frequent in written genres and infrequent in spoken conversation
1
, whose unmarked 

position in all the four genres is at the sentence/utterance initial and is genre-dependent: from 30.5% 

(F) to 54% (N). In this position however introduces a new topic or aspect, which is in contrast with 

the pre-going proposition but forms a part of the discussion. The various medial positions of it, put 

together, form the majority in fiction (60%) and spoken English (53%), half in academic writing and 

40.5% in newspapers. This shows the marked or unmarked position of however is genre-dependent. 

However is also remarkably frequent in the second initial position
2
 in academic writing (44%), 

fiction (40.5%) and newspapers (36.5%), and fairly common in spoken English (30.5%), after an 

initial element such as adverbial or subject, as in <5.9>. In this position, however highlights the 

initial element and signals a contrast, and helps to change the discourse focus to the 

sentence/utterance it is in. The frequent use of this pattern in academic discourse seems to be related 

to its exacting and argumentative nature, which is full of comparisons and contrasts of subtle points. 

                                                           
1
 Only 67 cases can be retrieved from the conversation part of the BNC. Thus the transcribed speech is 

used, from which 921 cases are found. 
2
 When however occurs in the sentence/utterance medial, it can refer back or forwardly, depending on 

where it belongs. When it refers back, it highlights its previous element and contrasts the 

sentence/utterance it is in with the preceding one. When it refers forward, it emphasizes a following 

(element of) clause and concedes it in relation to the main clause, or contrasts two clauses. Only in the 

first case, when however has a back-referring function, is it regarded as used in the second initial 

position of the sentence/utterance.  



 189 

Both in sentence initial and second initial positions, however links contrastive sentences/ utterances 

rather than clauses, which covers more than 90% of its uses in academic prose and newspapers, and 

more than 80% of its uses in fiction and spoken English. 

 

<5.9> 7FE6 At his first approach to man-machine conversation, the system analyst often tends 

to think of the man as originating each part: the man says something to the computer and the 

computer replies. Frequently, however, the other possibility gives the better design: the 

computer originates each interchange and the man responds.  

 

Occasionally, however is used sentence-finally in fiction (9.5%) and newspapers (5.5%), 

highlighting the whole sentence and contrasting it with the previous one. It seems to create a sense 

of suspension, arousing the readers’ interest and attracting them to read on, because elaboration 

generally follows, as in <5.10>. 

 

<5.10> 13 AOD Briefly lifting his cap, the ginger giant produced, in foreign-accented English, 

a decidedly non-committal reply. The large lady was not to be put off, however. "Tell me," she 

said, leaning forwards with a smile at once coy and overwhelming, "I must know…” (F) 

 

However is used fairly often before an adjective, adverb or clause in fiction (18%) and spoken 

English (13%), emphasizing it, and conceding the clause/utterance unconditionally in relation to the 

main clause/utterance, as in <5.11>.  

 

<5.11> 19A0D "There'd been two heads on those pillows," agreed Ethel, "and two bodies 

between those sheets, however hard they tried to disguise it." (F) 

 

In spoken English, however is sometimes (11%) used to link two independent clauses/utterances of 

equal standing, as in <5.12>, as if it were a coordinator. This usage, though likely to be regarded as 

“ungrammatical” by some grammarians
3
, is too frequent to be ignored. It seems to be a relatively 

new but well-established usage and occurs also in formal and informal texts. It is very frequent in 

student essays.
4
 It may well be that some people are using this subordinating conjunction as a 

coordinator, at least in unedited writing, as it resembles but in meaning (see Peterson 2009: 277-

292). This usage will be tracked down further in the later case study. 

 

<5.12> KBE (9225) …, you may feel put out that you have not been consulted, however it will 

pay off if you curb your famous temper. (C) 

 

                                                           
3
 However is usually regarded by grammarians as a subordinating conjunction (cf. Quirk et al. 1972: 

727). This coordinating use of it seems to be less widely accepted (see Chapter 6 for detailed discussion 

of this aspect). 
4
 J Miller 2010, pers. comm. 
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Appendix 6.1  

24 cases of initial however in context with brief analysis (24 out of 48/100) 

Example  Contrast / 
Concession 

Proposition: 

fact/opinion 

Info 

new/ 

old 

Direct 
replacement 

Implied 
replacement 

Other function 

45 Cs f/f o Never-
theless 

Even with all 
these exceptions 

 

47 Cs o/o o ibid But in addition  

49 Ct f/f o ibid On the other 
hand 

 

51 Cs o/o o ibid admittedly  

53 Cs f/f o ibid On the other 
hand 

 

55 Ct o/o o ibid On the other 
hand 

Counter argument 

57 Cs f/f o ibid On the other 
hand 

Change of topic, 
followed by 
extension 

59 Ct f/f n ibid At the same time Change of topic, 
followed by 
extension 

61 Cs f/f n ibid On the other 
hand 

 

63 Ct o/o n ibid By contrast/on 
the other hand 

Change of topic, 
followed by 
elaboration and 
extension 

65 Ct f/f n  In another 
situation/on the 
other hand 

Change of topic, 
followed by 
elaboration and 
extension 

67 Ct o/o o ibid but  

69 Ct f/f n  But in addition  

71  Ct o/o n ibid unexpectedly  

73 Ct f/o o ibid On the other 
hand 

Change of topic, 
followed by 
elaboration and 
extension 

75 Cs. o/o o ibid unfortunately  

77 Ct f/o n ibid Despite all these  

79  Cs f/o o ibid Despite all this As a summary 

81 Cs o/o n ibid But in my view Change of topic 

83 Cs o/o o Ibid.  But at the same 
time 

 

85 Ct f/f o ibid In fact/reality Change of topic 

87 Ct f/f o ibid On the other 
hand 

Change of topic 

89 Cs f/f n ibid unfortunately  

91 Ct o/o n ibid On the other 
hand 
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45 UK financial institutions and markets.  Pawlet, Michael Bentley, Patrick Winstone, David 

Macmillan Press Ltd London 1991  105-261   

 

Even when the system as a whole is, for example, under liquid, there will still be individual banks 

with over liquidity. They can lend to and buy from other banks. In this fashion a partial adjustment 

can always occur. However, there will always be individual banks left under liquid when the 

system as a whole is under liquid. (And vice versa, banks left over liquid when the system is over 

liquid.)  

 

[P1 is fact: special cases. P2 is fact: general cases. same theme: under liquid. P2 is old info. A 

concessive relation: P1 concedes to P2. nevertheless/even with all these exceptions/on the 

whole/on the other hand] 

 

47 Liverpool Daily Post and Echo: Foreign news pages.  

 

Aberconwy's chief executive, Alan Carr, said that the majority of flood-hit areas had already been 

‘rough cleaned’ which involved mopping-up and removing damaged furniture. However, staff 

would return to do a more thorough job. But he repeated appeals for householders who had not 

contacted the council to do so.  

 

[P1 and P2 are opinions of the same matter: the cleaning of flood-hit areas. P2 is old info. P1 is 

about the general situation. P2 about further action. nevertheless/in addition/at the same time/on 

the other hand] 

 

49 Drafting commercial agreements.  Christou, Richard Longman Group UK Ltd Harlow 1993 1-

86  W ac:polit law eduLaw - Great Britain - Interpretation and construction Commercial law  

 

Another example is the contractor who negligently injures an employee of his customer while on 

that customer's premises. The employee is likely to sue the contractor in tort for negligence, and 

the customer as his employer for failing to provide safe working conditions. The issues 

surrounding these indemnities under the UCTA have been discussed in Chapter 1. However, in 

general, where he can prevail, the buyer will wish to have an indemnity from his seller against all 

such third party claims and their consequences. Clause 7 of Precedent 2 provides an extensive 

example of such an indemnity.  

 

[P1 and P2 are facts. P1 is about the employee’s right for compensation from seller and employer. 

P2 is about the employer’s right for compensation from seller. A contrastive relation. /on the other 

hand/ nevertheless/ in turn] 

 

51 The Mamur Zapt and the night of the dog.  Pearce, Michael Fontana Press London 1991  60-

197  W fict prose (none)  

 

He loved her both when she was cast down and when she was leaping up, and also in between 

when she was normal, although as far as Zeinab was concerned normality was a flexible concept. 
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However, ‘love’ was, for Owen, a strong word and one which needed thinking about. Particularly 

in view of Paul's remarks and what he had said about Jane Postlethwaite.  

 

[p1 and p2 are opinions. P2 weakens P1. Old info. after however. Concessive. P1 concedes to P2. 

nevertheless/ admittedly/ on the other hand] 

 

53 Chemistry in action.  Freemantle, Michael Macmillan Education Ltd UK 1987  85-236  W 

nonAc: nat scienceChemistry Chemistry  textbook  

 

The exact calculation of lattice enthalpy from this potential energy expression is quite complicated. 

However, for compounds such as the alkali halides, it does give theoretical values of lattice 

enthalpies which are in good agreement with experimental values. For example, the theoretical 

value of the lattice enthalpy of sodium chloride is -766 kJ mol -1, whereas the experimental value 

determined through the Born-Haber cycle is -776 kJ mol -1.There is a far greater discrepancy for 

other compounds, however. For example, the theoretical value for silver chloride is -769 kJ mol -1, 

whereas the experimental value is -921 kJ mol -1. 

 

[p1 and p2 are facts. P1 weakens P2. Although P1, P2. Old info after however. Concessive. on the 

other hand/ nevertheless/ but] 

 

55 Keesings Contemporary Archives.  Longman Group UK Ltd Harlow 1991   W nonAc: polit 

law eduCurrent events  

 

The Middle East Economic Digest of May 17 reported that Czechoslovakia had confirmed its 

intent to sell Syria 100 T-72 tanks at an estimated cost of US$200 million. According to the report, 

Syria had made the arms deal a condition for repaying an estimated US$1,000 million in military 

debts to Czechoslovakia. The deal was criticized by the United States and Israel. However, the 

Czech government contended that it could not afford to stop selling arms until substitute industries 

were in place.  

 

[p1 and p2 are opinions. although P1, P2. Contrastive. P1 weakens P2. P2 refers to old info. 

nevertheless/despite the criticism/ on the other hand] 

 

57 Rapid -- ESRC grant abstracts.  

 

Background/rationale of the project: (1) to (5)  

(1) The expansion of ownership enables people to have more assets to handle 

(2) It enables young people to inherit them 

(3) On the other hand, there are complicating problems (however shows the contrast. It also 

changes the direction of the discourse to the problems side) 

          (4) problem 1: pressure on people to make plans 

          (5) problem 2: divorce and remarriage makes asset division difficult 

Project: (6) to (10) 

(6) Project aim: how families handle property inheritance in 1990s 
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          (7) research question 1: people’s beliefs and expectations about it 

          (8) research question 2: people’s attitude about it 

          (9) research question 3 responsibility related to inheritance  

(10) Project component: 2 interviews (100 people + 30 lawyers) and text analysis (1000 wills over 

40 years) 

 

(1) The expansion of ownership in Britain means that many more people now have substantial 

assets to dispose of after their death, or perhaps during their lifetime. (2) Conversely, many 

younger people will be the first generation in their family who can expect to inherit substantial 

amounts. (3) However there are several complicating factors in this situation. (4) There is 

increasing pressure on people to plan for their own old age, possibly using their assets to purchase 

suitable accommodation and personal care. (5) At the same time, rising rates of divorce and 

remarriage have made the division of assets within families more complex. (6) This research aims 

to find out how families handle these matters concerning inheritance of property in the 

circumstances of the 1990s. (7) Do people have clear beliefs and expectations about who should 

inherit, and how assets should be divided? (8) Are these matters discussed openly in families, or 

alluded to indirectly? (9) Do expectations about inheritance get linked with other responsibilities 

in families, for example, responsibility for the care of an elderly person? (10) The project consists 

of three linked studies: in-depth interviews with 100 members of the general population; 

exploratory interviews with 30 solicitors who work in the field of probate; examination of a 

sample of 1,000 wills, drawn from a 40 year period. 

 

[p1s and p2 are facts. p1s acknowledge the goodness of family asset heritage. P2 says there are 

problems involved. Although P1s, P2. P1s concede to P2. p1 is true. p2 is also true. p2 is old info. 

nevertheless/ on the other hand/ at the same time/ meanwhile/ in reality] 

 

59 Interpreting the landscape.  Aston, Michael BT Batsford Ltd London 1992  21-118   

 

As we shall see, such pasturage was increasingly valuable (and hence subject to regulation) and 

this was part of a general concern from the Middle Ages onwards with providing sufficient grass 

and fodder for animals all through the year. Commons nearer to settlements were used for a 

variety of purposes. Pasture for horses, cattle, sheep, pigs, geese and ducks was very important, 

and any ponds would probably have held fish. However, as implied for Mendip, digging took 

place for stone, sand, gravel and clay, for building and other purposes, and minerals like iron and 

coal were extracted if they were available. Several important medieval and later pottery industries 

were located in such areas-Leafield and Nettlebed in Oxfordshire, Minety in Wiltshire, and 

Donyatt in Somerset, for example. 

 

[p1s are facts: commons, pasture and ponds were reserved and used. P2 is also fact: digging and 

mining took place. p2 is new info. a contrast. nevertheless/ on the other hand/ at the same time. 

change of discourse topic]  

 

61 [Collection of leaflets from Lothian Council] u.p.  1990/1993 W nonAc: soc science Transport  

community care  social work  newsletter  
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Public right of passage by bicycle is permitted on cycle tracks (usually specially designated and 

signposted), and generally on road carriageways (except where subject to motorway, special road 

or specific traffic regulation orders prohibiting bicycle use). However, under the Roads (Scotland) 

Act 1984, riding of bicycles on footways associated with road carriageways or footpaths is not 

allowed.  

 

[p1s is fact: cycling is allowed on cycle tracks and road carriageways. p2 is fact: cycling is not 

allowed on footways or footpaths. P2 weakens p1s. P2 is an exception, a modification, of P1s and 

weakens p1s. P1s are true. p2 is also true. Although P1s, p2. p2 is new info. Concessive. 

nevertheless/ as a reservation/ as an exception/ on the other hand/ at the same  time.] 

 

63 Language processing in children and adults.  Coltheart, Max Harris, Margaret Routledge & 

Kegan Paul plc London 1986  133-252   

 

(1) Topic sentence: purpose of the whole paragraph: to prove J-M model, not other models, is 

supported by empirical evidence  

    (2) Essence of J-M model: processing is vertical, not horizontal 

 (3) Essence of other models: processing can be horizontal (Initial however: 

      by contrast, starting the discussion of other models) 

           (4) Reason for (3)/the other models: 

                  (5) – (8) Elaboration of (4)/reason with example and reasoning 

                  (9) Proposal of such other model based on (5) to (8): horizontal 

                       letter constraints help word recognition 

                  (10) Empirical evidence disproves (9) (however2: emphatic but,  

                         contrast, denial of expectation) 

            (11) – (14) Empirical evidence disproves another similar proposal  

                 between words (initial however 3: emphatic but, contrast, denial  

                 of expectation) 

     (15) Reiterating purpose: Evidence is crucial in deciding a model’s validity, because other 

models are abundant 

     (16) Conclusion: Empirical evidence supports J-M model. 

 

(1) We will therefore end this discussion of the Johnston-McClelland model by briefly considering 

one further example of empirical evidence which supports this model, but does not support 

alternatives. (2) All the inhibitory and excitatory connections in the Johnston-McClelland model 

operate vertically (between one level and another) but not horizontally (within a level). (3) 

However, some theories of visual word-recognition propose that there are horizontal excitatory 

links at the letter detection level, since these could potentially serve to speed the identification of 

words. (4) This is because, in English, only certain combinations of letters are allowed in the 

formation of words. (5) For example, if we saw the sequence PQZT, we would know that it could 

not possibly be an English word. (6) So, if we knew that P was the first letter of a word we would 

know that the second letter could only come from a small group, and that A, E, I, O, and U are the 

most likely candidates, H and S are less likely but possible, and F and N very unlikely, but not 
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impossible. (7) (Other letters like B, C, D etc. are impossible.) (8) It is therefore legitimate to ask 

whether these intra-word letter constraints are used in visual word-recognition, or whether the 

identification of each letter in a word is carried out independently. (9) Gibson and Levin (1975) 

proposed that information about letter constraints reduces uncertainty and facilitates the reading of 

words. (10) However, a variety of experiments have revealed that both tachistoscopic recognition 

(Johnston, 1978; McClelland and Johnston, 1977; Manelis, 1974) and lexical decision time 

(Coltheart, Davelaar, Jonasson and Besner, 1977) are unaffected by inter-letter constraints. (11) 

There are also good reasons for rejecting the proposal of Rumelhart and McClelland (1982) and 

McClelland and Rumelhart (1981) that there are horizontal inhibitory connections between word 

detectors. (12) If word detectors inhibit each other, a backward mask which is a word will inhibit 

the word detector for a target, whilst a non-word mask will not. (13) In other words, superiority of 

word targets over letter targets should be smaller with word masks than with non-word masks if 

there is horizontal inhibition at the word detector level. (14) However, as we noted earlier, 

Johnston and McClelland (1980) showed that this was not so: the nature of a backward mask 

(word or non-word) made no difference to the size of the word-superiority effect. (15) Because 

numerous theoretical approaches to visual word-recognition postulate horizontal interconnections 

between detectors[,] evidence suggesting that such interconnections do not exist serves a vital 

function in adjudicating between theories. (16) This evidence suggests that, whatever one's model 

of visual word-recognition is, the model should share one of the basic characteristics of the 

Johnston-McClelland model, namely, that excitatory and inhibitory connections may be vertical 

(between-level) but not horizontal (within-level). 

 

[P1 is opinion: the J-M model is vertical. P2 is opinion: some theories propose horizontal link at 

letter level. A contrast of two opinions. p2 is new info. by contrast/ on the other hand/ 

nevertheless.] 

 

65 Management: theory and practice.  Cole, Gerald A D P Publications Ltd London  225-360  

 

(1) to (2) Topic sentence 

(3) to (5) Example of quality product 

(6) to (9) Example of non-quality product 

(10) Conclusion 

 

(1) Selling effort is not confined to promotion 

(2) It is shown in product 

     (3) High quality product example: Product range is a selling point 

     (4) Quality, brand, packaging, after-sales service also apply 

     (5) Quality product lasts long, offers better service, and increases in 

          value 

(6) However/In another situation, product quality may not be important 

     (7) Low quality product example: disposable goods 

          (8) No need for them to be durable or aesthetic 

               (9) Such as plastic cutlery and disposable syringes 

(10) Conclusion: Product quality is determined by market need 
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(1) The selling effort is not just confined to the Promotion element in the marketing mix. (2) It 

begins by being designed into the product itself. (3) So, for example, the very existence of a 

product range is, in itself, a selling point for a product. (4) The same consideration applies to other 

aspects of the product, such as quality, brand, packaging and after-sales service, where applicable. 

(5) Where quality is designed into a product, the benefits can be long product life, absence of 

faults and subsequent breakdowns, reliability, increase in value and many others. (6) However, 

product quality may not be sought after at all. (7) For example, the benefits of disposable goods 

are immediate and one-off. (8) Such goods do not need to be durable or aesthetic, so long as they 

are hygienic and functional. (9) Practically every airline traveller in the world has been introduced 

to plastic cutlery, and every nurse in training has been introduced to disposable syringes. (10) 

Thus product quality may be high or low, depending on the wants or preferences of the market, 

and part of an organization's product strategy is to decide the level of quality to be aimed at. 

 

67 Public order and private lives.  Brake, M Hale, C Routledge & Kegan Paul plc London 1992  

94-173  W ac:soc scienceCriminal justice, Administration of - Great Britain Great Britain - Social 

policy - 1979- Public order. Role of, Government Crime and criminals - Great Britain. 

Criminology - Great Britain Criminal law, Justice  

 

Conservative Party (Great Britain) legislation's impinging on private lives in UK  

In effect the authors reject the hypothesis about unemployment contributing to crime on 

theoretical (or subjective) grounds, but they imply that they tested it fully. However, they are 

unable to sidestep the results that show that areas with a high proportion of young men aged 15–

24 years and a high proportion of the working class have significantly higher crime rates — and 

both these groups have the highest levels of unemployment experiences. 

 

[P1 is opinion: the authors reject the hypothesis about unemployment contributing to crime. p2 is 

opinion. P2 argues against p1. A contrast of two views. p2 is new info. emphatic but/ nevertheless] 

 

69 Rural Britain: a social geography.  Williams, A Phillips, D Blackwell Oxford 1985  47-174  W 

ac:soc scienceCountry life - Great Britain Great Britain. Rural regions Great Britain - Rural 

conditions Sociology, Rural - Great Britain Rural geography. rural economy  housing  planning  

services  

 

In retrospect, it is clear that three main problems have faced the national parks, to which suitable 

solutions are still being sought. First, there has been an enormous increase in the pressure on the 

parks. This has stemmed partly from the growth in the demand for recreation and the fact that they 

are accessible to the metropolitan areas, especially given the improvements in road transport and 

the increase in car ownership (chapters 6 and 9). However, there have also been economic 

pressures to allow developments within the national parks, including mineral workings in the 

Yorkshire region and oil refining in Pembrokeshire. Furthermore, many of these developments 

have actually been proposed by government departments or statutory bodies; examples include the 

Fylingdales Moor Defence Station on the North Yorkshire Moors and nuclear power stations in 
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Snowdonia. In practice, therefore, a number of substantial developments have been allowed in the 

parks, often against the wishes of their management boards or committees. 

 

[=but in addition/ but apart from this/ on the other hand/ . different aspects of the problem are 

discussed. P1 demand for recreation. fact. P2 economic pressures. fact. contrastive and additive.] 

 

71  Men who overturned empires.  Tinker, H Macmillan Publishers Ltd Basingstoke 1987    

They condemned the Governor's ‘unrepresentative, powerless Executive Council’; they demanded 

a real national government; and in case of the demand not being met, they signalled a ‘freedom 

struggle’ and empowered the Supreme Council to take all necessary actions. As before, Dorman-

Smith belittled the demands of Aunt San; a ‘definitely puzzled man’ he was called. However, the 

next move indicated that the political temperature was rising fast. The Governor Defied, and 

Replaced. 

 

[Against his expectation/Contrary to his expectation/ unexpectedly/ surprisingly/ p1 and p2 are 

opinions. p2 is new info. Contrast.] 

 

73 Cold War Europe 1945-1989: a political history.  Young, J Edward Arnold London 1991  1-86  

W none: polite law eduEurope - Politics and government  

 

As the Soviets became involved in a long struggle with Afghan guerrillas, similar in some respects 

to America's involvement in Vietnam, Carter began to take punitive measures against Moscow but 

without fully consulting his NATO allies. His most public action, the boycott of the 1980 Olympic 

Games in Moscow, won little support outside America. However, if Europeans were exasperated 

with Carter, many had little liking either for the man who beat him in the November presidential 

elections. Ronald Reagan, with his crude, moralising attacks on Russia's ‘evil Empire’, his 

readiness to engage in military action (such as the invasion of the Caribbean island of Grenada in 

1983), and his massive increase in military spending (which helped drive America deeply into 

debt) seemed disturbing to many Europeans. 

 

[on the other hand/ nevertheless/ as a matter of fact/, change of topic. p1 is fact. p2 is opinion. 

first half of p2 is old info.] 

 

75 Large vocabulary semantic analysis for text recognition. Sample containing about 39665 words 

of unpublished miscellanea (domain: applied science)  Rose, Tony Gerard u.p.   W ac:tech engin 

(none)  

 

These weightings may then be adjusted relative to the pattern recogniser. Indeed, these weightings 

could possibly be adjusted’ on the fly’, according to the degree of confidence associated with each 

analyser. However, the assignment of confidence ratings to the output of each analyser remains a 

highly contentious issue, and one that is discussed at greater length in Chapter Seven.  

 

[p1 and p2 are opinions. concessive. P1 concedes to p2. first half of p2 is old info. nevertheless/ 

unfortunately/ . Although p1, p2. concessive relation] 
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77 Unigram x.  APT Data Services Ltd. 1993-04/1993-05  1993-04/1993-05 W nonAc: tech engin 

computing  

 

LSI Logic Corp and Fujitsu Ltd have both promised Sun-independent chipsets for some time, but 

none have materialised, fouling clone efforts to produce boxes as powerful as Sun's. The Texas 

Instruments/Sun Viking and the Cypress/Ross HyperSparc chips are both still commercially 

unavailable. In fact they are even unannounced — see front page — and the dicier issues of their 

volume delivery and general availability lay beyond the next couple of weeks. Even Nimbus has 

yet to see either silicon, and is working purely from specifications. However, Nimbus president, 

Sanjeev Ranjen, believes HyperSparc, thought to lag Viking (UX No 381), could still leapfrog it 

in being available to all comers sooner than it rival.  

 

[despite all these/ as an exception/ against expectation/ contrast of p1s (facts) and p2 (opinion).] 

 

79 Machine Knitting Monthly Ltd Maidenhead 1992   W pop lore knitting designs  

After experimenting with basic weaving using smooth yarn, it is interesting to explore the range of 

different types of yarn which can be woven. If yarn is smooth, it is possible to weave a very thick 

strand, but thick yarns which include very large knop or loops and some thick mohairs can be 

difficult to weave. However, the range which can be used is amazing.  

 

[concessive. p1 (fact) concedes to p2 (opinion). first half of p2 is old info. nevertheless/ despite 

this] 

 

81 Age and vulnerability.  Stevenson, Olive Key, Michael Edward Arnold (Publishers) Ltd 

Sevenoaks, Kent W nonAc: soc scienceCommunity health services for the aged - Great Britain.  

 

Care in the community III: The formal sector 

It is not realistic or helpful to view the two sectors, of formal and informal care, as separate. 

Indeed, the way in which they interact is of crucial importance. However, it is time to focus upon 

important issues which are centre stage for those who work in the formal sector.  

 

 [p1 and p2 are opinions. p2 is new info. concessive. but in my view/nevertheless/ . Change of 

topic.] 

 

83 The Cricketer.  Sporting Magazines & Pubs Tunbridge Wells 1992-06  1992-06  W pop lore 

cricket   

 

Above all it is clear that the County Championship will exist primarily to serve the interests of the 

national team. However, it is given greater symmetry and therefore becomes a fairer competition 

for the contestants.  

 

[P1 is opinion. P2 is opinion. p2 is old info. P2 is a modification to p2. concessive. nevertheless/ 

at the same time] 
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85 Handling geographical information.  Blakemore, Michael Masser, Ian Longman Scientific & 

Technical Harlow 1991  55-176  W ac:soc scienceGeography  

 

The GUI for the Apple Macintosh (first released in 1984) was the first to become widely used and 

its popularity helped ensure that other GUIs were developed for PC compatibles and UNIX 

platforms. This development has defined a new and higher standard for interfaces which has 

become common in all areas of data processing. Apple's publication Human Interface Guidelines 

(Apple Computer 1987) set out the 10 chief characteristics of its own GUI as follows: 

1. Metaphors from the real world; 

2. Direct manipulation by the user;, 

3. See and point (instead of remember and type); 

4. Consistency; 

5. WYSIWYG (what you see is what you get); 

6. User control; 

7. Feedback and dialogue; 

8. Forgiveness; 

9. Perceived stability; 

10. Aesthetic integrity. 

These principles have now been generally adopted across all platforms, although since the 

Macintosh GUI is embedded in the system architecture most of these characteristics are enforced 

in Macintosh software design and engineering. However, this is not generally the case, and a 

whole variety of GUIs have developed, each adopting a slightly different subset of these principles 

as guidelines. The range of GUIs which have now developed are surveyed in Hayes and Baran 

(1989). On the basis of the analysis of 12 GUIs they suggest that the GUI is composed of three 

main components. 

 

[A contrast between GUI for the Apple Macintosh and GUIs for other systems. p1s and p2 are 

facts. P2 is old info. nevertheless/ as a matter of fact/ in reality] 

 

87 In search of a cure: a history of the pharmaceutical industry.  Weatherall, M Oxford University 

Press Oxford 1990  161-266  W nonAc: nat science 

 

Brain mechanisms and drugs 

In spite of the continuing scepticism and regardless of the clinical faults of the new drugs, many 

attempts were made to find out how and where in the brain they worked. Progress was easier 

because many new techniques were available. By the 1950s and 1960s, delicate equipment for 

reaching and investigating single nerve cells could be built with new materials. Specialized 

apparatus, which formerly had been made for specific purposes in the laboratory where it was 

required, could be obtained from manufacturers of scientific instruments, saving much time and 

labour. Novel methods of analysis made it possible to do chemical separations in minutes instead 

of days or weeks. Physical methods of estimating substances, for instance by measuring the 

absorption or emission of light at specific wavelengths, all increased the power, speed, and 

sensitivity of investigations. Automatic equipment meant that many of the relatively routine tasks 
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could be done more quickly and more accurately. Technically, the methods which Dale and his 

colleagues used had become archaic , as Dale (who lived to the age of 93 in full intellectual vigour) 

well knew. However, in principle, they were unchanged. Messages were passed from one cell to 

another by chemical messengers, and many drugs imitated, obstructed, or prolonged the activity of 

the messengers. The problem was to identify the messengers and find out what messages each one 

carried. A few of the salient discoveries are shown in table 13.1. 

 

[P1 and p2 are facts. P1 is a summary of the previous technical advancement. P2 is new info. It 

changes the topic from techniques to principle. A contrast between advancing technicality and 

unchanged principle. yet/nevertheless/on the other hand] 

 

89 Daily Telegraph, electronic edition of 1992-04-11: Leisure pages. The Daily Telegraph plc 

London 1992   W newsp  

 

Woosnam had had three birdies in his first five holes and the only shot he dropped in going out in 

34 was to take five at the ninth, where he drove into the trees. A big move was also made by Fred 

Couples, America's leading money-winner this season, when he went out in 32 and then made 

further birdies at the 10th and 13th. However, a six at the 14th brought him back level with 

Woosnam.  

 

[A concessive relation. P1 and p2 are facts. p2 is new info. p2 weakens p1. p1 concedes to p2. 

nevertheless/ unfortunately] 

 

91 The Scotsman: News and features. u.p.  0000-00-00 Origination/creation date not known W 

newsp other: social (none)  

 

‘I try to keep prices to a bare minimum so as to still allow people to have lunch without spending a 

fortune. We want to look after our customers so that they will be around when things get better.’ 

However, not everyone believes things will get better. Derek Edwards, the managing director of 

Sanders and Sidney, a management consultancy firm, thinks the changes taking place go beyond 

recessionary cuts. ‘Whole levels of management have disappeared,’ he said. ‘Partly that has been 

caused by the recession but it has also been triggered by technological advances. The City has 

been hit by hi-tech, probably more than other employment sectors.’ 

 

[A contrast between the quoted and Derek; two opinions. P2 is new info.it changes the example 

from the quoted to Derek. nevertheless/ on the other hand] 
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Appendix 6.2  

However after initial subject (7 /100-BNC written mode), with source, context, and brief 

analysis 

Example  Subject  

type 

Proposition: 

fact/opinion 

Info: 

New/old 

Emphatic / 

not 

Replacement test 

1 np f n y By contrast 

9 np o o y But/neverthelsss 

17 pronoun f o y admittedly 

18 np f n ? By comparison 

38 np o o y nevertheless 

41 pron f n y On the other hand 

94  np f n y nevertheless 

 

1 Sales technique and management.  Lancaster, G Jobber, D. Pitman Publishing London 1992   

 

The selling subsidiary usually replaces agents and distributors with the company's own permanent 

staff. In certain cases it is possible for a firm to start its own sales organisation with little 

investment. The usual way, however, is to start by using an agent, then opening its own sales 

office with a limited number of staff and, once profits start to show, allow the unit to become self-

sufficient and expand ultimately into manufacturing.  

 

[the usual way is contrasted with in certain cases. a contrast of manner. the usual way is the 

subject in form, but adverbial of manner in essence. in certain cases is used in a marked 

position—in the initial of the sentence to be emphasized. The usual way is also foregrounded by 

however, thus equally emphasized and forming a parallel contrastive pair. The contrast is not 

grammatical, as one is adverbial one is subject, but semantic: in some circumstances vs. the usual 

way] 

 

9  Keesings Contemporary Archives.  Longman Group UK Ltd Harlow 1991    W nonAc: polit 

law eduCurrent events - Periodicals World politics - Periodicals History - Periodicals  politics   

 

The question of the Commission's right to introduce legislation on the question of national 

monopolies had aroused deep resentment in some states, and France had complained to the 

European Court that it had broken EC law by imposing in 1988 an unconditional requirement that 

all governments should take action to remove these monopolies. The Court, however, ruled on 

March 19, 1991, that the Commission had been within in its powers in invoking Article 90 of the 

Treaty of Rome, which allowed it to override government objections in such cases [see p. 36154].  

 

[nevertheless/ on the other hand/on the contrary/in return/ in response/ The opinions of France and 

the European Court are contrasted. The court has been mentioned before and is old information, 

but it is highlighted to show its differing opinion from that of France.]. 

 

17 Animal behaviour: a concise introduction.  Ridley, Mark Blackwell Scientific Publications 

Oxford 1986  50-176  W ac:nat sciencebehavioral mechanisms, development, and ecology 

Behaviour  genetics  migration  general behaviour  
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Many studies of development consider what factors an individual must experience in order to 

acquire a particular behaviour pattern. Consider, for instance, the song of the male cricket: do the 

males learn the song by listening to other males? The crucial experiment is to rear male crickets 

without allowing them to hear the song of other crickets. If crickets learn their song, the 

experimentally isolated males should not be able to sing a cricket song. In fact they can; learning 

is unnecessary.  

 

Notice that the experiment only rules out one (or a few) experimental factors. It shows that the 

sound of other males' singing is not necessary for the development. It does not show that no 

experience of any sort is necessary, as indeed it could not, for it is logically impossible to 

substantiate universally negative statements. That, however, does not prevent us from drawing 

particular, limited conclusions from such ‘isolation’ experiments. In crickets, the ability to sing 

can develop without the experience of song, but in many birds the story is not the same.  

 

[That summarizes and refers back to the proposition of the previous sentence: the “isolation” 

experiment does not show that no experience is needed for male crickets to sing. It only shows no 

learning is needed. That is old information, but is highlighted by however to indicate a concession: 

all its limitation does not invalidate the experiment, based on which some reasonable conclusions 

can still be drawn. Thus the previous proposition concedes to the present one through its pronoun 

that. To replace however, the proper candidates seem to be nevertheless/ we must admit /although 

it is true /even all this is true /admittedly /as a matter of fact.] 

 

18 Ski Survey. Sample containing about 30472 words from a periodical (domain: leisure) Ski 

Club of Great Britain London 1991   W pop lore skiing  travel  fitness  

 

WHAT MAKES A SKI WORK IN POWDER? 

A ski cruises through deep snow best when the tip floats and the tail sinks. The floating action has 

as much to [do] with the stiffness of the tail as the flexibility of the tip. The overall objective is to 

make the ski rock backwards slightly. The front of the ski needs the opposite virtues to the back: 

wider, softer and more of it. The overall surface area of the ski is also important. The ‘compact’ 

skis of the 1970s that were such a wheeze (as opposed to a sneeze) in powder were up to 10% 

broader than the skis we use today — they had typical side cuts at the waist of around 70mm, 

compared to the slim line (63mm to 66mm) skis that are more common today.This meant that the 

5% to 10% cuts in ski length that people took were compensated by increases in width — the 

surface area stayed the same. The tails, however, sank more easily because the bindings were 

nearer them. Other people have sworn by the virtues of Figi or Scorpion skis (only around 65cm 

long) but these sink too much at slow speeds, though they're great fun for the occasional skirmish.  

 

[weak contrast, comparing front, surface, and tail of the ski. by comparison/ on the other hand] 

 

38 New Scientist. Sample containing about 43491 words from a periodical (domain: applied 

science)  New Scientist.  IPC Magazines Ltd London 1991-02-16  1991-02-16 W nonAc: nat 

science general science  technology  
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Talk of waste is not Rubbish 

Tam Dalyell believes we are throwing away money. WASTE NOT, want not was a keynote in 

Sam Smiles's self-help philosophy. The virtuous Scottish doctor would certainly have been 

shocked by our modern profligacy. No doubt the grand-old Victorian would have reprimanded us 

for our thriftlessness, extravagance and improvidence. Self-denial and self-help, however, would 

make a poor rallying cry for the hustings. But waste management, I predict, will become an 

important issue in the next general election.  

 

[The propositions of the sentences are like this: It is true we have been wasting too much. But 

despite all this, the slogan of “self-denial and self-help” would not be an attractive topic for 

political campaign. On the other hand, waste management is becoming increasingly important. 

This is a concessive sentence. Self-denial and self-help is a reiteration, a repetition, a rephrase of 

WASTE NOT, want not. Thus it is old information, summarizing the previous view. It is 

highlighted to show that this attitude /belief /approach does not work, as it has no appeal, even 

with all its virtues. The real/key issue is waste management. Replacement: nevertheless/ despite 

all its virtues/ despite all its good intentions/given the present condition/ on the whole]  

 

41 Tomorrow.  Taylor, Elizabeth Russell Peter Owen Publishers London 1991  52-137  W fict 

prose (none)  

 

Some of the rare trees planted by the original owner of the Tuscan Villa had been replaced. Most, 

however, had reached and even overshot their maturity; they had become the elder statesmen of 

their breeds: exceptional, memorable examples of the extremes nature is capable of attaining. 

Here, trees broke all records for their height, the width of their branch span and 

 

[This is a contrastive relation between some trees and most trees. Most is new information, 

emphasized, and elaborated on.] 

 

94 The Guardian, electronic edition of 1989-11-08: Home news pages. Guardian Newspapers Ltd 

London 1989   W newsp brdsht nat: report (none)  

 

THE Labour leader, Mr Neil Kinnock, made history yesterday when he appointed Mr Paul 

Boateng to his front bench Treasury team, the first black MP to be given a front bench post in 

Parliament. Mr Boateng's appointment was part of a reshuffle announced late last night by Mr 

Kinnock of his middle and junior ranking front bench spokesmen following the Shadow Cabinet 

elections last week. Mr Kinnock also sprang a surprise by restoring Ms Clare Short to the front 

bench less than a year after she resigned as spokeswoman on Employment in an acrimonious row 

with Mr Kinnock over the party's stance on the Prevention of Terrorism Act. Ms Short is to join 

the social security team, now led by Mr Michael Meacher. Other important moves include the 

transfer from the Northern Ireland team of Ms Mo Mowlam, the MP for Redcar, who joins Mr 

Gordon Brown's new industry team as spokeswoman on City affairs. Her promotion, following 

last week's appointment of Ms Margaret Beckett as shadow Treasury Chief Secretary, underlines 

Mr Kinnock's willingness to put women MPs into subject areas traditionally regarded as male 

preserves. Mr Roger Stott, a member of the industry team moves to Northern Ireland in a straight 
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swop with Ms Mowlam. The other new appointees to the front bench are Mr Nigel Griffiths, a 

former whip who joins the trade and industry team, Mr Elliot Morley, the MP for Scunthorpe, who 

will speak on agriculture, and Mr Tony Worthington, the MP for Clydebank and sponsor of the 

Right of Reply bill, who joins the Scottish team. Mr John Garrett, the former Industry spokesman 

and MP for Norwich South, has been a given a new job of trying to improve Labour's support in 

the South. He will report directly to Mr Kinnock. Mr Henry McLeish, who was a Scottish front 

bench spokesman, is transferred to employment under the leadership of Mr Tony Blair. 

 

A total of 81 Labour MPs, including 11 women, now hold front bench posts, one of the largest 

numbers ever recorded. No MP was dismissed in the reshuffle. Attention however last night 

focussed inevitably on Mr Boateng's appointment. The 38-year-old Methodist son of a Ghanaian 

cabinet Minister, Mr Boateng is a former solicitor who has become a strong supporter of Mr 

Kinnock's leadership since becoming an MP. A GLC councillor from 1981 and chairman of its 

once villified Police Committee under the regime of Mr Ken Livingstone, he is one of four 

leftwing black Labour MPs elected in the l987 general election. He enlivened his acceptance 

speech as MP for Brent South with the words ‘Brent today, Soweto tomorrow’. Since becoming 

an MP, he has used his acute brain and mischievous wit to ridicule Tory MPs. His trademark is an 

endless supply of baggy designer suits, but his modernity belies an old fashioned belief in 

diligence and grasp of detail. Favour was first bestowed upon him by Mr Kinnock in l987 when he 

was appointed to the policy review group on democracy for the individual and the community 

convened by Roy Hattersley. Although he never made his views public, he is believed to have 

argued in favour of the review group supporting some form of electoral reform. There was strong 

criticism amongst black Labour Party members last year when no black was appointed to the front 

bench in that year's reshuffle and again when Mr Alistair Darling, the MP for Edinburgh Central, 

was given the race relations brief. Mr Boateng attracted some notoriety recently when he appeared 

on the front page of the News of the World wearing nothing but a G-string. The photograph had 

been taken some years ago at a GLC panto. 

 

[At the very beginning of the previous paragraph, it is mentioned that the “ Labour leader… made 

history” by appointing Mr Paul Boateng to his front bench Treasury team, the first black MP to be 

given a front bench post in Parliament.” It goes on to discuss all the recent reshuffling among the 

Labour MPs, followed by a summary of the total number involved. Then comes the spotlight: a 

paragraph of details about this first black front bencher Mr Boateng.  

 

Attention is used in the conspicuous initial position, separated by however without any pause 

(comma), to contrast with all the other noteworthy moves that have drawn people’s attention in the 

reshuffle. That there is no pause between attention and however seems to indicate however is 

mentioned by passing, and thus its contrastive power is not very strong, but it still helps to change 

the focus of the report: from the overall reshuffle to the particular MP. To replace it, the best 

candidates seem to be: nevertheless/specifically/ in particular.] 
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Appendix 6.3  

However after initial adverbial (15/100-BNC written mode), with source, context, and brief 

analysis 

Example  Adverbial type Proposition: 

fact/opinion 

Info: 

new/old 

Emphatic / 

not 

Replacement test 

5 time f n y Nevertheless 

20 situation/role o n ? By contrast 

21 situation/place f n ? By comparison 

24 manner f n y By contrast 

26 reason o n y nevertheless 

27 manner o n y one has to admit 

29 time f n y unexpectedly 

30 situation/place f n y By contrast 

31 time f n y unexpectedly 

35 purpose f n y On the other hand 

39 situation/role f n y By contrast 

42 manner o o ? nevertheless 

43 situation o n y it can be argued 

93 addition f n y nevertheless 

97 time f n y By contrast 

 

5 How to write essays, dissertations & theses in literary studies.  Fabb, Nigel Durant, Alan 

Longman Group UK Ltd Harlow 1993. 9-140  W ac: humanities arts Literature  

 

But it is important to stress from the outset that each norm can (and should) be overruled, for 

specific purposes of your own. Initially, however, finding an appropriate register is likely to 

involve accentuating aspects of what you already see as "your own voice" , perhaps combined 

with some degree of imitation of one or more voices you like.  

 

[Each norm can be broken in the long run when you have mastered it. At the beginning, ~, you 

have to learn and even to imitate it. Two stages in learning to write essays are contrasted: the overt 

beginning stage and the implied later stage. The initial stage is foregrounded and further 

elaborated. Facts, new info., specification. Contrast of time. Nevertheless.]  

 

20 Material culture and mass consumption.  Miller, D Blackwell Oxford 1987  68-167  W nonAc: 

soc scienceSocial archaeology  

 

As mass consumption, a particular array of objects may be found to represent and assist in the 

construction of perspectives relating to control over production or rivalry between consumers, but 

also to wider issues concerning morality and social ideals. As external forms, however, objects 

may also be independent of the interpretation of any one particular group, and their consistency as 

a material presence may belie the actual variety of meanings they evoke.  

 

[Two aspects of material objects are contrasted: their market-related value and their independent 

value. New info. Opinion, of two views, two roles /functions/ aspects of the same thing. Overt 

contrast.] 

 

21 Gender and subject in higher education.  Thomas, K Open University Press Milton Keynes 

1990  1-80  W nonAc: soc scienceSex discrimination in education  
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make up over half the members of society at large, in higher education they are very definitely in a 

minority. In certain areas of higher education — physics and engineering, for example— they 

make up a tiny proportion of students. In other areas, however, their position is ambiguous. In 

English and sociology, the majority of lecturers may be male, but the majority of students are 

female.  

 

[Two facts (two areas in higher education) are compared. Female students are very few in science, 

but the situation is not so clear in other fields. By comparison/ facts, place-areas] 

 

24. Family, work and education: a reader.  Reedy, S Woodhead, M Open University Press Milton 

Keynes 1988  5-96  Open University Press, Milton Keynes W ac:soc scienceEducation. Social 

aspects Educational sociology contemporary educational issues  

 

Childhood in the Family 

This meant that children and parents shared few pursuits together, and the art of the seventeenth 

century would seem to bear this out. Up to about 1730 family portraits are formally posed groups; 

increasingly, however, after 1730 children are shown playing or reading or sketching or fishing or 

picnicking with their parents — family scenes of mutual pleasure and enjoyment, and ones which 

the parents wanted recorded.  

 

[Two relations are contrasted. Lack of mutual interests between children and parents before 1730 

and the increasing mutual enjoyment after that time. This change is not sudden but is a process. 

The manner of change—increasingly—is foregrounded and thus highlighted. New info./ by 

contrast] 

 

26 Feminist perspectives in philosophy.  Whitford, M Griffiths, M Macmillan Publishers Ltd 

Basingstoke 1989  1-109  Macmillan Publishers Ltd, Basingstoke W ac:humanities artsPhilosophy 

- Feminist viewpoints Feminism - Philosophy feminism  philosophy  

 

In other words, men's moral requirements may not be imposed directly on women, but indirectly 

through the filter of female complicity. Recognising this paradox lends weight to the patriarchy 

thesis, explaining away many apparent counter-examples. For instance, if clitorectomy often 

known as female circumcision — is a ‘moral’ requirement to serve male interests, it is 

nevertheless women who carry out, maintain and insist upon the practice, and it is women who 

express their moral offence if it is not carried out. This may lead those who would otherwise 

oppose the practice to defend it on cultural grounds. Because of its far-reaching effects on 

individual women's lives, however, it is difficult not to see it as, on the contrary, a potent example 

of the weakness of an orthodox relativist view — a view, that is, which attempts, incoherently, to 

maintain the equal validity of all moral perspectives.  

 

[Reason /cause highlighted. /nevertheless/ no overt contrast, opinion, new info.]  
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27 Feminist perspectives in philosophy.  Whitford, M Griffiths, M Macmillan Publishers Ltd 

Basingstoke 1989  1-109  Macmillan Publishers Ltd, Basingstoke W ac:humanities artsPhilosophy 

- Feminist viewpoints Feminism - Philosophy feminism  philosophy  

 

In spite of its quantitative sound, political equality never means having an equal amount of any 

chosen characteristic. It does indeed enshrine a quantitative metaphor, because it exists to counter 

an older picture which used one. This was the archaic  picture of a king ten times as large as a 

noble, a noble ten times as large as a merchant — and so on down to the almost imperceptible 

peasant woman. Against this notion, the reformers contended that, in Bentham's words, ‘each 

should count for one and nobody for more than one’. But there does not seem to be any useful way 

of developing this idea by seeing people as containing equal quantities of any special substance, or 

equal degrees of any property. Imaginatively, however, negative moves of this kind have to be 

completed by devising new pictures to replace the old ones. To replace hierarchal pictures, the 

Enlightenment used many such images, and they often did tend to suggest some deeper kind of 

standardisation as the basis of equality. 

 

[Two possibilities contrasted: surface vs. imagination. On surface, it’s difficult to see people as 

being equal to one another. In imagination, it is. This manner of thinking is emphasized. New info. 

/ nevertheless/ we have to admit / one has to admit/ on the other hand/ By contrast]  

 

29 The Art Newspaper.  Umberto Allemandi & Company London 1992   W pop lore (none)  

 

NEW YORK. After more than two years of investigation, police have not yet made any arrests in 

their effort to solve the March 1990 robbery of thirteen paintings from the Isabella Stewart 

Gardner Museum in Boston. Now, however, they may have a suspect who was seeking to put a 

bizarrely similar story of art robbery on the screen. In late May the FBI admitted that it had 

questioned thirty-one year old Brian M. McDevitt in connection with the theft, in which two 

 

[The past two years futile work and the present progress is contrasted. Contrast of time, now is 

highlighted to mark the new progress. Two facts, new info. /unexpectedly / finally/at last/ at 

least/after all this futile work] 

 

30 The present and past: Russia.  Acton, Edward Longman Group UK Ltd Harlow 1992  17-125  

W ac: humanities artsSoviet Union, to 1982 Soviet Union - History Russia - History 

industrialisation  history  war  Russia  

 

On the face of it, the regime's growing concern for security was paradoxical, since the number of 

peasant disturbances fell away sharply after 1863. Police reports suggested that the countryside 

was more quiescent than it had been for generations. Beneath the surface, however, conditions 

remained tense and the calm was broken by occasional serious outbreaks of disorder, most notably 

in Kiev province between 1875 and 1878.  

 

[A contrast of two circumstances: on the surface of society, and beneath it. by contrast, two facts, 

referent: social tension.] 
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31 The Face.  Nick Logan London 1992   W pop lore music  films  fashion  

 

In fact, up until the Seventies football kits looked like they meant business. 

I loved those dinky club crests on the left breast. Very Ralph Lauren, very Calvin, very Giorgio. 

When, in the mid-Eighties, Rei Kawakubo of Comme des Garçons stated that ‘red is the new 

black’(narrowly beating Diana Vreelands' ‘pink is the navy blue of India’ observation in the 

Pretentious Fashion Statement stakes), it appeared to have been taken to heart by the designers of 

football kits. I like to think I know my way round the colour spectrum, but these days the colour 

red, for example, has been reinterpreted in a ghastly post-modern mish-mash that can encompass 

anything from blood to Schiaparelli pink via puce and scarlet, preferably all together. All this, 

rendered in polyester and rounded off with some gut-wrenching graphics, represents the chaos 

theory of kit design. 

 

The rot set in during 1973. Up until then kits had been simple and smart and gimmick-free, with 

the Golden Age of styling lasting throughout the Sixties and into the early-Seventies. Subtle 

changes — the evolution of the neckline from the Thirties lace-up to the Sixties crew neck via the 

Fifties V — were inevitable and inoffensive. Colours and patterns changed hardly at all and the 

dinky club badge remained firmly in place. In 1973, however, a thrusting new sportswear 

company called Admiral struck a deal with Leeds United and the first manufacturer's label made 

its debut. By 1975 Leeds' manager Don Revie left to manage England and took Admiral with 

him.The resulting redesign of the England kit — a discordant symphony of red and blue stripes on 

collar and sleeves and white and red stripes on shorts — was widely panned by the punters, but 

there was no turning back. 

 

[Two times, which marked two styles in sportswear design, are contrasted: before 1973 and in and 

since 1973. facts, new info. Unexpectedly/ surprisingly / shamelessly/ Disgustingly] 

  

35 Gdansk: national identity in the Polish-German borderlands.  Tighe, Carl Pluto Press London 

1990  39-128  W nonAc: polit law eduStocznia Gdanska im. Lenina Strike, Gdansk, Poland, 1980 

Poland. Gdansk. Political events, history Gdansk (Poland) - Politics and government Poland - 

Foreign relations - Germany Gdansk (Poland) - History Poles - Ethnic identity capitalism and 

industrialisation in E. Europe  

In a last bid to gain full control over the port the German government offered Poland guaranteed 

rights of access if the Poles would allow the city to revert to the Reich. The Poles, however, 

already had a guarantee of access from the League of Nations, and felt that as the city depended to 

an enormous extent upon trade with Poland there was no advantage in surrendering the Jewel of 

the Baltic to Germany. The offer was declined. For their part, however, the Poles saw their only 

access to the sea through a port that they did not fully control, and in which there was already a 

swell of anti-Polish feeling. Accordingly, they made a bid to gain command of the Danzig 

Harbour Board. The League of Nations rejected their offer, ruling that the Board should comprise 

equal numbers of Poles and Germans with a neutral chairman. The Polish effort to gain control 

faded out. 
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[The efforts of two countries—Germany and Poland-- in gaining full control of the Danzig 

Harbour are compared. on the other hand/ in turn/ nevertheless/ accordingly/. Two facts, new info. 

For their part: intended receipient/  beneficiary / purpose]. 

 

39 The National Trust Magazine.  The National Trust London 1990   W pop lore conservation  

literature  architecture  

 

Out of doors Shaw continued to look spry and active well into his eighties. Chopping wood, 

making bonfires, sawing logs, collecting acorns, eyeing the strawberries while patrolling up and 

down with his special secateurs, he appeared to one neighbour ‘like a magic gardener in a fairy 

story’. To everyone's relief he had given up driving in his eighties. The last years had been 

alarming for his chauffeur. He was often obliged to pull the wheel from his employer's hands or 

cry out ‘Brake, sir!’ and ‘Stop! That will do, sir!’ As a pedestrian, however Shaw was still 

supremely noticeable as he sailed by in his knee breeches and Norfolk jacket for walks of up to six 

miles. After Charlotte's death in 1943, the villagers all noticed how extraordinarily frail and 

sunken Shaw looked. 

 

[A contrast between Shaw as an awkward driver and as an energetic walker in his eighties. The 

former can be inferred from the context, the latter is overtly mentioned and emphasized. Two facts, 

new info./ by contrast] 

 

42 The reluctant Samaritan.  Beechey, Winifred Oxford University Press Oxford 1991  1-131  W 

fict proseEnglish fiction. Short stories Old age, Fiction (none)  

 

The Reluctant Samaritan 

She had written to her mother giving no address, saying that she had left her husband and was 

going abroad, that she could do nothing more for her mother and had her own life to live. Mrs 

Ross, Mrs Girdlestone added, had only her pension to live on, and she repeated that she would be 

glad if I could do something about her as soon as possible. As in Miss Austen's day it was 

universally accepted that a young unmarried man with a house and fortune was in need of a wife, 

so Mrs Girdlestone might have been beguiled into accepting a somewhat similar assumption that 

one elderly lady living alone is in need of an even more elderly lady to live with her (prudently 

stipulating, however, the three months only, in case she should wish to draw back). On more than 

one occasion I, too, had been approached. 

 

[No overt contrast. A concessive relation between acceptance and condition: she should accept the 

more elderly lady to stay in her house, but only for three months. Opinion. Nevertheless/as a 

precaution/as a reservation. Manner of suggesting.] 

 

43 The Economist Newspaper Ltd London 1991   W pop lore economics  finance  

 

The allies could, and should, do more to minimise the chances of further disasters; they could, for 

instance, stop bombing Baghdad, where the targets of greatest military value must have already 

been destroyed. In a land war, however, the concern will not be just for Iraqis, whether civilians or 
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soldiers, but for allied soldiers. If it is indeed to be a land battle, that inevitably bloody affair will 

with luck be fast-moving, and people will see it as a struggle fought with a clear aim against an 

obdurate enemy and plainly moving towards an allied victory. If so, public opinion in the western 

democracies would probably put up with quite a lot of blood and bodies. But if it looks vindictive 

— more a battle for Saddam's head than for the liberation of Kuwait — public opinion in the West 

could soon turn. 

 

[A contrast between what could have been done in Iraq by the allied force (ideal) and what they 

must do and have actually done (reality). Two opinions are contrasted. Refute, argument and 

counter argument. Contrast of circumstance, of situation. /it can be argued/ as a matter of fact/ to 

put it simply/frankly] 

 

93 [Lothian Council: unpublished documents]  u.p.   W admin Health and safety at work  

 

The proposed new system is that whether on holiday or off sick the employee is paid for what they 

would have earned had the[y] attended work (Subject to conditions of pay relating to full/half pay 

sickness entitlements and unauthorised absence). In addition however the number of days' holiday 

allowed of at weekends would be limited as follows: = This would allow 2 x 2 weeks holidays to 

be taken per year for (1) plus 1 x 1 weeks holiday to be taken per year for (2). 

 

[A concessive relation: The new system and a part of it are presented: the latter are added an 

extension to the former: which is a reservation, a modification, a specification of the former. New 

info. Two facts. The former about work and pay, the latter about holiday pay. These two 

propositions form the new system, although the spirit of the former is to increase the employee’s 

pay, while the spirit of the latter is to limit it. Adverbial: addition, adding. New info. /nevertheless/ 

as a modification/specifically] 

 

97 The Scotsman: Leisure pages. u.p.  0000-00-00 Origination/creation date not known W newsp 

other: social (none)  

 

He scored twice in the closing eight minutes to force a 4-4 draw, a result which helped the Paisley 

men increase their lead at the top of the table to two points. Earlier however Kelburne looked as 

though they were going to walk all over the young Aberdonians when they raced into a 2-0 

advantage from scores by David McKay and Michael Starling but a goal by Philip Webster just 

before half time gave the northerners a timely boost.  

 

[Two periods of the football match are contrasted. in the closing eight minutes and Earlier. 

Contrast of two situations at two times. Factual, Overt contrast. New info./by contrast] 
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Appendix 6.4  

Full text of sample 29 

 

New York 

How to succeed in Hollywood but don't make your script too accurate 

The FBI have identified a screenplay touting suspect for the 1990 robbery from the Isabella 

Stewart Gardner Museum 

NEW YORK. 

After more than two years of investigation, police have not yet made any arrests in their effort to 

solve the March 1990 robbery of thirteen paintings from the Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum in 

Boston. 

Now, however, they may have a suspect who was seeking to put a bizarrely similar story of art 

robbery on the screen. 

In late May the FBI admitted that it had questioned thirty-one year old Brian M. McDevitt in 

connection with the theft, in which two robbers cut such masterpieces as Vermeer's ‘The concert’ 

and Rembrandt's ‘The storm on the Sea of Galilee’from their frames. 

McDevitt has not been arrested (as of the beginning of the second week of June) but his role in a 

bungled 1980 robbery and his peddling of an art theft inspired screenplay in Hollywood have 

raised hopes that authorities may finally have cracked the perplexing case. 

In Hollywood, McDevitt, a would-be screenwriter, had been trying to generate interest in a film 

script about two thieves who hide stolen works of art in a cave in Germany. 

After his partner in a film production company was arrested for financial fraud, it turned out that 

the charming, fast-talking McDevitt had also been convicted in a bungled 1980 art robbery that 

mirrored the Gardner theft. 

In 1980 McDevitt and an accomplice dressed up as Federal Express employees and set out for the 

Hyde Collection in Glens Falls, New York. 

Their aim was to subdue security guards and cut paintings from their frames. 

They got stuck in a traffic jam, however, and were caught with tools and stolen Federal Express 

property before they could get to the works of art. 

McDevitt confessed and served several months in prison. 

At the Gardner ten years later, two robbers disguised as police overpowered guards, handcuffed 

them, bound them with tape, and cut canvases from frames before escaping with thirteen works. 

McDevitt was living in the Boston area at the time, and left for California suddenly, just after the 

Gardner robbery. 

In an interview with the New York Times, McDevitt (who had three more larceny convictions in 

the 1980s) denied even knowing about the Gardner theft, but he revealed a familiarity with 

techniques of cutting paintings from frames. 

So far, McDevitt has been questioned and fingerprinted, but the FBI will not say for sure that he is 

a suspect. 

A reward of $1 million remains in effect for information leading to the recovery of the works of 

art stolen from the Gardner, which, besides the Vermeer and Rembrandt, include Manet's ‘Chez 

Tortoni’ and five small Degas watercolours and charcoal sketches. 

FBI statements reflect a new confidence that a solution to the Gardner case is near, including 

recovery of the stolen works. 
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Appendix 6.5  

However after initial subject plus verb (15 cases, in four sections) 

 

(1) However after initial subject plus verb (6/100, BNC W) 

Exam- 

ple  

Subject 

+verb 

 

Rela- 

tion 

P1 & P2: 

fact/ 

opinion 

Info: 

New/old 

Emphatic / 

not 

Replacement  

test 

Other 

function 

11 NP+intV Cont o/o o y On the other 

hand 

reminder 

16 NP+trV Ces o/o n y As a matter of 

fact 

 

22  Trans V Cont o/o n y On the other 

hand 

Reminder, 

start new 

topic 

32 Trans V Ces o/o n y On the other 

hand 

Reminder, 

start new 

topic 

44 Np+trsV Ces f/f n y On the other 

hand 

Reminder, 

warning 

98 NP+trsV Ces o/o n y nevertheless reservation 

 

11 [Hansard extracts 1991-1992]. Sample containing about 288910 words of miscellanea (domain: 

world affairs). HMSO London 1992   W hansard Parliamentary debates  

 

Anyone who is appraising a school will take account of the socio-economic backgrounds of 

different schools, for example. Much stress is placed on that. There will be serious dangers, 

however, if the information that is set out in performance tables is clouded by footnotes and 

qualifications, which sometimes are advocated because they are designed to prove that whatever 

the differences between examination performances there is no such thing as a good school or a bad 

school. It is thought that that will be the result if enough factors are taken into account. I fully 

accept that it requires a good school to achieve good examination results, especially in an inner-

city area rather than in a well-favoured suburb. A danger arises, however, from the constant 

emphasis that left-wing commentators put on socio-economic data. It is not right to assume that 

those in inner-city areas cannot be expected to achieve good examination results. The league 

studies show that there are positive dangers in assuming that in poor areas there will be poor 

results, and regarding that as an excuse. As my hon. Friend the Member for Dartford said, there 

were systems which ensured that that did not happen. 

 

[Socio-economic factors are of course considered in school assessment. While these are important 

factors, they should not be given too much weight and be used as excuses for ignoring the 

differences in school performance. I fully support the need to appraise our school system, but we 

should avoid the tendency to giving excessive attention to socio-economic factors. The whole text 

warns about the danger of giving too much weight to socio-economic factors in school 

performance assessment. It mentions danger three times: from its possibility, to its real 

appearance, to its damaging effect. While these factors should be considered, they mustn’t been 

overemphasized. I hold the view that schools perform differently. The left-wing commentators 

hold the view that there is no real difference between schools in their performance. All the 

difference is caused by socio-economic factors. This is a contrastive relation. Two views are 
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contrasted. A danger arises is old info, which is mentioned again, and highlighted by however, to 

warn that this danger is not just my suspicion, but something real, and it really occurs in this 

situation. Thus part of the predication of the proposition, i.e., the real occurrence of the danger, is 

emphasized. However can be replaced by on the other hand/we must admit /nevertheless/ /at the 

same time /regrettably/ as a matter of fact.] 

 

16 Animal behaviour: a concise introduction. Sample containing about 42264 words from a book 

(domain: natural sciences). Ridley, Mark Blackwell Scientific Publications Oxford 1986  50-176  

W ac:nat sciencebehavioral mechanisms, development, and ecology Behaviour  genetics  

migration  general behaviour  

 

Experiments have shown that predators learn to avoid sickening prey, J. V. Z. Brower, for instance, 

offered the monarch butterfly as food to the bird called the Florida scrub jay. On their first meal of 

monarch the jays were violently sick; but after only a few trials they had learned not to eat 

monarchs, though they continued to eat other, tasty food. What has not yet been conclusively 

demonstrated is that birds learn to avoid brightly coloured sickening prey more quickly than 

equivalent but duller coloured prey. It is necessary for the theory that they should, for otherwise 

poisonous prey might just as well be dull as brightly coloured. Few ethologists would doubt, 

however, that such an experiment would be successful.  

 

[Although the experiment is not yet fully conclusive, and a further experiment is still needed, 

nevertheless there is little doubt among animal behaviourists that such an experiment will be 

successful. The limitation of the experiment will not prevent it from being perfected. A concessive 

relation: P1 concedes to P2. Both are opinions. The certainty of the success is emphasized. 

/nevertheless/based on the above reasoning/of course/as a matter of fact] 

 

22 Restructuring Britain: the economy in question. Sample containing about 41498 words from a 

book (domain: commerce). Allen, J Massey, D Sage Publications Ltd London 1988  8-108   W 

commerce Great Britain - Economic conditions - 1945-1993 Great Britain - Economic policy - 

1945- GreatBritain. Economic conditions  UK economy    mass production    labour   

 

In part it is simply descriptive of the employment foundations of the economy, and is sometimes 

related to theories of economic development which argue that national economies evolve through 

a series of stages dominated in turn by agriculture, manufacturing and services. This view of 

advanced economies as moving into a service-dominated phase, and the recent theoretical 

arguments about it, will be examined in Chapter 3. Note, however, that, in spite of what was said 

earlier, at no time since the Second World War has manufacturing employed as many people as 

services. This raises further issues about what is meant by the ‘importance of manufacturing’, and 

how it should be measured, to which we shall return later. 

 

[However highlights a reminder conveyed by the initial verb note, which introduces an addition to 

the present discussion, an insertion of a point related to the previous text. In this case it is a 

reminder that not the number of employees is to be the key issue in comparison. This seems to be 
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a useful way to draw the reader’s attention to some specific point. New information. P1 is fact, P2 

is fact.] 

 

 

32 Hotel and catering case studies.  Abbott, Peter Shepherd, John Cassel London 1989   W 

commerce Food service management - Great Britain, Case studies Hotel management 

 

There is no evidence of any feasibility study having been carried out. It appears that the Brasserie 

was opened on the basis of a ‘hunch’, and while it may well have a ready-made market in 

L'Auberge's existing clientele, there was always a risk that this would simply be split between the 

two units. The case says nothing about other restaurants, but there are almost bound to be more in 

a city centre location. Competition from established businesses can be formidable. Note, however, 

that while this may help to explain why the Brasserie's sales are disappointing, it doesn't really 

explain why L'Auberge's have fallen. What about prices? If you have carried out the calculations 

suggested, you will have found that average spend per head in 1983 was roughly £9.00, in 1984 

£10.50 and in 1985 £11.75. Either customers have been choosing more expensive menu and wine 

list items or (much more likely) prices have been increasing. If the latter, why? The note indicates 

that the rate of increase is higher than that for restaurant prices in general over this period, and this 

could account for some of the reduction in business. 

 

[however helps to highlight note, which starts a new topic. The whole passage analyses the 

reasons why the two restaurants are falling in their sales. P1(s) talk about why Brasserie’s 

performance is disappointing: lack of feasibility study and fierce competition between restaurants.  

P2 changes the topic and direction of the discourse by way of a summary. All the Ps after P2 are 

about price increase as a possible reason for explaining L'Auberge's fallen sale. P1 and P2 are 

opinions. P2 is new information. / nevertheless/ on the other hand] 

 

44 KBS open learning MBA programme. Sample containing about 15724 words of miscellanea 

(domain: commerce). BPP Publishing Ltd London 1989   W commerce marketing  

 

In assessing the potential market within a country for the majority of products, and in comparing 

the potential market of different countries, the most important factors are total income and income 

per head of the population. It should not be assumed, however, that an analysis of the incomes per 

capita of various countries or regions will provide a precise measure of the market potential of 

each; income is a useful indicator, but it does not provide the full picture.  

 

[True, total income and income per head are the most important factors in assessing market 

potential. But this is not enough. A concessive relation. two ps: two facts. P2 is partly new and 

partly old. The however sentence weakens P1. It is a reservation, a modification, /nevertheless/ on 

the other hand/ we must remember] 

 

98 The English infinitive. Sample containing about 43588 words from a book (domain: social 

science. Duffley, Patrick J Longman Group UK Ltd Harlow 1992  11-149  W ac:soc 

scienceEnglish language - Grammar - 1950- - Infinitive English language - Infinitve linguistics  
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Quirk et al. (1985: 687) suggest something quite similar to Jespersen — "the infinitive marker to 

may be viewed as related to the spatial preposition to through metaphorical connection" — and 

illustrate this by the series: How far this metaphorical connection extends is not specified, but it is 

significant that both Quirk et al. and Jespersen feel that where to is clearly felt to have meaning it 

can be connected with the preposition to in the spatial sense of movement towards a point. The 

existence of other cases where this connection apparently cannot be made, as pointed out by 

Jespersen, indicates however that this sense cannot be taken as descriptive of the full potential for 

meaning which to has in contemporary English. The postulate put forward in this study is that the 

potential meaning of to before the infinitive is more abstract than that found in the spatial use of 

the preposition, and can be stated as follows: the possibility of a movement from a point in time 

conceived as a before-position to another point in time which marks the end-point of the 

movement and which represents an after-position with respect to the first. 

 

[to’s meaning is related to the spatial sense of movement towards a point. But this does not cover 

all the meanings of it. Concessive relation: P2 shows a reservation, a weakening of P1. Two 

opinions, both are new. P2 weakens P1. P1 is true, but P2 provides evidence to show P1 does not 

cover all the cases. /nevertheless/ as a weak point of it/on the other hand] 

 

(2) However after initial subject plus modal verb (1/100, BNC-W) 

Exam- 

ple  

Subject 

+modal 

verb 

 

Rela- 

tion 

P1 & P2: 

fact/ 

opinion 

Info: 

New/old 

Emphatic / 

not 

Replacement  

test 

Other 

function 

25 has Cs f/f o y against general 

expectation 

 

 

initial subject + modal verb (1/100) 

25 Local government and urban politics.  Hampton, W Longman New York 1991  15-130  

Longman, New York W ac:polit law eduGreat Britain. Urban regions. Local government. Political 

aspects Municipal government - Great Britain local government  administration of government  

 

The government decided against further work on LIT [local income tax] and replaced the rates by 

the community charge. Moreover, the growing dependence of local government on central grants 

that so concerned the Layfield Committee has been reversed. The proportion of local authority 

expenditure supported by grants has been reduced to a figure Layfield thought could only be 

reached with the aid of LIT (Layfield 1976: 184). This reduction has, however, been accompanied 

by stringent central controls rather than an increase in local independence. The arguments for LIT 

from those who wish to see local autonomy preserved continue (Jones and Stewart 1983b:99 — 

102) and there is some political pressure for LIT to replace the community charge as the main 

source of local government taxation. 

 

[p1 is fact. P2 is also fact. Grants for local government have been greatly reduced. At the same 

time the central control has increased. P2 is against expectation. A concessive relation. P1 

concedes to P2. Although P1, P2. has is highlighted to stress that another situation, which is 

against expectation, has also come into existence. /against general expectation/ unexpectedly/to 
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make things worse/ detrimental to the local government/on the other hand/at the same time]  

 

(3)However after initial subject plus be (7/100, BNC-W) 

Exam- 

ple  

Subject 

+be 

Rela- 

tion 

P1 & 

P2: 

fact/ 

opinion 

Info: 

New/old 

Emphatic / 

not 

Replacement  

test 

Other function 

4 pron+be Ct  o/f o Still 

minors 

Against her 

wish 

Comp emphasized 

7 it+be Cs f/f n Worth 

stressing 

On the other 

hand 

Comp emphasized 

10 NP+be Cs f/f n frozen At the same 

time 

Comp emphasized 

14 It +be Ct f/f n possible nevertheless Comp emphasized 

15 Np+be Ct f/f o Very 

exciting 

as a matter 

of fact 

Against 

expectation 

28 NP+be Cs o/f o Only 

predictions 

One has to 

admit 

Comp emphasized 

37 It +be Ct f/o n the 

polonium 

ingested 

by the 

public 

as my real 

intention 

Comp 

emphasized/change 

of topic 

 

4 The Merovingian kingdoms 450-751. Sample containing about 45340 words from a book 

(domain: world affairs). Wood, Ian Longman Group UK Ltd Harlow 1994  5-113  W 

ac:humanities arts France - Church history - To 987 France - Kings and rulers - History 

Merovingians history  

 

Clovis's decision that his kingdom should be so divided most probably reflects the precise political 

situation at the end of his reign. Chlothild must have been determined to see the succession of her 

sons. They were, however, still minors. Theuderic, who was Clovis's son by an earlier liaison, had 

already distinguished himself as a military leader: he could not be passed over. The division may 

have been the only way that Chlothild was able to ensure that part of Clovis's realm passed to her 

offspring. 

 

[P1 opinion, p2 facts. They is old info, referring to her sons. That her sons were still under legal 

age contradicts with Chlothild’s wish. A contrast. The state of her sons is highlighted to pose a 

contrast to her wish. but/ nevertheless/against her wish/ detrimental to her determination]  

 

7 Edinburgh undergraduate prospectus.  Smith, David Grosvenor Press Portsmouth 1993  1-157  

W misc Prospectus  

 

Mixed Honours Degrees 

It is possible for students to combine legal study with study of another discipline. At present the 

faculty offers mixed honours degrees in which law can be combined with any of the following: 

Politics, Economics, Philosophy, Sociology, History, Accounting, Business Studies, Social Policy, 

Economic and Social History, Celtic, French, German and Spanish. Such degrees are attractive to 

a student who wishes to study the law at university level but wishes also to develop his or her 
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knowledge of another discipline. Because it is necessary to include subjects from the other 

discipline from the first year onwards it is very difficult, although not impossible, to complete a 

mixed honours degree programme incorporating all the ‘professional’ law courses. There are 

‘professional’ curricula for Law with French, German, Philosophy and Spanish. It is, however, 

worth stressing that it is possible to revert to a ‘pure’ law degree until the end of second year.  

 

[p1s fact. p2 fact. It refers to the real subject (that it is possible to revert to a ‘pure’ law degree 

until the end of second year) in P2. Thus it is new info. P2 seems to be a concession to P1. P1 says 

it is very difficult to complete a mixed honours degree. P2 says nevertheless there is a possibility 

to go back to pure law degree study at the end of second year. You can try the mixed degree in the 

first two years. If you cannot succeed, you can go back to pure law in the third year. nevertheless/ 

on the other hand/ admittedly/ in view of this difficulty/ as a way out/ at the same time/ worth 

stressing is highlighted.] 

 

10 Keesings Contemporary Archives. Sample containing about 77061 words from a periodical 

(domain: world affairs). Longman Group UK Ltd Harlow 1990   W nonAc: polit law eduCurrent 

events - Periodicals World politics - Periodicals History - Periodicals politics  

 

At the end of August, with inflation, exacerbated by the Gulf crisis, running at an annual rate of 

22.7 per cent, the government had announced a wage increase of only 7.1 per cent for the final 

quarter of the year under the automatic wage indexation system, due to be abolished in 1991. Fare 

increases (except for air and ferry tickets) were, however, frozen until the end of 1990, and price 

controls were tightened.  

 

[The contrasted propositions refer to facts. Fare increases are new information. concessive. the 

latter a modification of the former.. frozen seems to be emphasized as a make-up or compensation 

for the low raise in payment./nevertheless/ as a make-up/ in collaboration with the low wage 

increase/at the same time] 

 

14 Sale of goods and consumer credit.  Dobson, A P Sweet & Maxwell Ltd London 1989  115-227  

W ac:polit law eduConsumer credit - Law and legislation - Great Britain Consumer credit - Law 

and legislation - England Sales - Law and legislation - Great Britain Sales - Law andlegislation - 

Great Britain England. Goods. Sale. Law Sales, Conditional - Great Britain Sales - England Law  

consumer goods  

 

It is impossible for the seller to exempt himself from liability under section 12 of the Sale of 

Goods Act. It is, however, possible for the seller to be exempted from liability under sections 13 to 

15 of the Sale of Goods Act, but only in so far as the seller can show that the exemption clause 

satisfies the requirement of reasonableness, i.e. that it was a ‘fair and reasonable one to be 

included having regard to circumstances which were, or ought reasonably to have been, known to 

or in the contemplation of the parties when the contract was made’ (section 11). 

 

[A contrast between p1 and p2. both are facts. It refers to “for the seller to be exempted from 

liability under sections 13 to 15 of the Sale of Goods Act”, the real subject, thus is new info.  
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possible is stressed. by contrast/ on the other hand/ nevertheless] 

 

15 Orchestral technique: a manual for students.  Jacob, Gordon Oxford University Press Oxford 

1982  6-90  First edition 1931. W ac:humanities artsInstrumentation and orchestration - Instruction 

and study Orchestral technique (none)  

 

High notes have become less of a strain to play since the well-nigh total adoption of the ‘double 

horn’. This is really two instruments in one, a switch enabling the player to change 

instantaneously from horn in F to horn in high B flat. The composer does not specify when this 

change is to be made; it is entirely the player's affair, but it does mean that it is safer to write high 

notes than it used to be. The horn part continues to be written entirely as for horn in F and its true 

character lies within the comfortable F-horn compass. Top notes are, however, very exciting if not 

used to excess!  

 

[P1 is about normal music writing for horn in F note. P2 is about the occasional use of high notes. 

Both are facts. P1 is true, P2 is also true. P2 is an addition, a modification, a complementary to P1. 

very exciting seems to be emphasized as a result of however. Top notes refer to old info, which is 

mentioned again and highlighted by however to show its surprising effect. nevertheless/ on the 

other hand/by contrast/as a complementary/as a matter of fact]  

 

28 Health and health care in later life.  Victor, C Open University Press Milton Keynes 1991  14-

156  W ac:soc scienceAged - Health and hygiene - Great Britain Aged - Great Britain - social 

conditions Health services for the aged Mental Health - in old age Old persons, Health Health 

Status Geriatrics age  ill health  social care for the aged  

 

Current forecasts predict that the population of the United Kingdom will increase to 

Approximately 61 million by the year 2025 (CSO 1990). Such forecasts are, however, only 

predictions and are based upon the extrapolation of current trends in both mortality and fertility. 

Forecasts of mortality are now reasonably accurate. Fertility is a much more difficult aspect of 

human behaviour to predict!  

 

[P1 is opinion, which forecasts population in the UK will increase to 61 mi. by 2025. P2 is fact, 

which says this prediction is based on two indexes, one of which is reliable, one of which is not. 

Such forecasts are is old info. P2 is a modification of P1, a clarification, an explanatory of P1, 

which weakens P1. P1 concedes to P2. only predictions seems to be stressed. /nevertheless/we 

must admit/one has to admit/on the other hand] 

 

37 New Scientist.  IPC Magazines Ltd London 1991-02-16  1991-02-16 W nonAc: nat science 

general science  technology  

 

It was one of these piles that caught fire, releasing the deadly polonium in the form of a gas. 

Gowing goes on to indicate the health hazard arising from the intense alpha activity of polonium 

at the Windscale site: ‘Alpha handling procedures had to be greatly upgraded to deal with 

polonium, and for a time everyone had to work with respirators…Harwell's difficulties in handling 
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polonium were again encountered at Windscale; alpha contamination became severe and several 

of the operational staff had to be temporarily taken off the work because of polonium ingestion.’ It 

is, however, the polonium ingested by the public as a result of the fire that we are concerned with. 

Two figures occur in the open literature from which we can deduce the amount released in the 

radioactive cloud that crossed England and Wales and Western Europe. 

 

[P1 is fact, about the staff affected by the radiation. P2 is opinion, about the public affected by it. 

Both are new info. A contrast between P1 and P2. change of topic: we are more concerned with its 

effect on the public. the polonium ingested by the public seems to be stressed. /nevertheless/ 

despite our concern for the staff/ despite the serious threat to the staff/to change our attention for 

the time being/as my real intention/as a matter of fact] 

 

(4) However after initial there be (4/100-BNC written mode) 

Exam 

ple  

There+be Rela 

tion 

P1 & 

P2: 

fact/ 

opinion 

Info: 

New/old 

Emphatic / 

not 

Replacement  

test 

Other function 

3 There are 

 

Cs  f/o n Serious 

problems 

One must be 

aware 

Comp 

emphasized/reminder 

13 There 

was 

Cs f/o n A 

widespread 

feeling 

We must be 

aware 

Comp 

emphasized/reminder 

33 There is Ct o/o n Some light At last Comp emphasized 

34 There is Cs o/f n No express 

withholding 

surprisingly Comp emphasized 

 

3 Economics. Sample containing about 38985 words of miscellanea (domain: commerce)  

Economics.  u.p. n.d.  641-732 0000-00-00 Origination/creation date not known W commerce 

(none)  

 

Money is the unit used to value goods, services and assets. It allows the value of one good to be 

compared with that of another. In other words, the value of goods is expressed in terms of prices, 

and prices are expressed in money terms. It also allows dissimilar things to be added up. Thus a 

person's wealth or a company's assets can best be expressed in money terms. Similarly, a country's 

national income is expressed in money terms. There are, however, serious problems with relying 

on money prices as the means of evaluating income and wealth: Money prices may be distorted by 

monopoly power.  

 

[P1s are facts. P2 is opinion. serious problems is stressed. In p2, Subject +complement=new info. 

A concessive relation. With all its advantage of using money as a unit to evaluate income and 

wealth, there are limitations. P1 concedes to P2. P2 is a reservation, a modification, a correction of 

P1. /nevertheless/at the same time/on the other hand/ one must admit/one must be aware] 

 

13 Europe Europe in the eighteenth century 1713-1783.  Anderson, M S Longman Group UK Ltd 

Harlow 1987  160-254  W nonAc: humanities artsEurope - History - 18th century Europe, 1713-

1783 Historical  
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A tendency towards a general, though slow, increase in the size of most European armies is visible 

during this period. That of France, the greatest European State, did not again reach the level 

achieved in the War of the Spanish Succession, when in 1710 Louis XIV had some 360,000 

soldiers at his disposal; but most others grew. There was, however, a widespread feeling that very 

large armies were undesirable because they were difficult to supply and manoeuvre. The Marechal 

de Saxe, one of the best-known military theorists of the century and himself a highly successful 

commander, thought the ‘acting body’ of an army should not exceed 46,000 men, ‘for multitudes 

serve only to perplex and embarrass’. 

 

[p1s are facts. P2 is opinion. There was a widespread feeling is new info. a widespread feeling is 

stressed. A concessive relation. Although armies in most countries were expanding, an opposite 

view existed./nevertheless/on the other hand/at the same time/we must be aware] 

 

33 Accountancy.  Institute of Chartered Accountants London 1992    W commerce  professional 

accountancy   

 

‘US accountants are sued as routine for fraud in a negligence claim,’ says Tim Lawrence of 

Coopers' litigation support department, ‘so practically all the big firms are liable for triple 

damages. ’The Big Six, in their statement, aimed most of their wrath at joint and several liability, 

something UK accountants would also like to see changed. But again, US accountants are more at 

risk from joint and several liability claims since not every state has strict rules limiting the scope 

of the auditors' duty of care. There is, however, some light on the horizon. At the Republican 

Convention last month George Bush expressed his concern about the whole question of liability in 

the US, and particularly about the amount of money trial lawyers make from suits that lead to 

doctors refusing to practise certain areas of medicine, and even to parents refusing to umpire 

childrens' baseball games in case a child is injured and they are sued. ‘That does suggest that there 

could be some general changes in the law,’ says Mr Lawrence. 

 

[p1 is opinion. p2 is opinion. There is some light is new info. A contrastive relation. US 

accountants have long been under high risk in liability law suits. Now there seems to be some 

hope for this to change. /but /at last/as good news] 

 

34 An introduction to British constitutional law.  Calvert, Harry Blackstone Press London 1985  

43-148  W ac:polit law eduGreat Britain - Constitutional law, State law  

 

The main thrust of the Parliament Acts 1911 and 1949 is to restrict the blocking power of the 

House of Lords of a Public Bill passed by the Commons. The Lords can still reject a Commons 

Bill and, if it does so, it fails. If, however, the Commons passes the Bill in the next session, and 

the Lords again fail to pass it, it can proceed to the Royal Assent, and thus become law, without 

the concurrence of the House of Lords. The main change effected by the 1949 Act was to reduce 

the resulting delaying power of the Lords from two sessions to one. Only one type of Public Bill is 

exempted from this procedure and that is a Bill to extend the life of Parliament beyond five years. 

Rather oddly, in the context of a crisis in which the abolition of the House of Lords was under 

consideration, it seems to have been assumed that this reservation would present a realistic 
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safeguard against a majority party in the House of Commons seeking to keep its government in 

power indefinitely rather than face the country. There is, however, no express withholding of the 

Parliament Act procedure from a Bill to abolish the House of Lords entirely. Presumably, 

therefore, a House of Commons bent on pressing a Bill to extend the life of Parliament could do 

so by first abolishing the House of Lords under the Parliament Act procedure and then passing the 

Bill and presenting it for the Royal Assent. 

 

[P1 says the House of Lords still reserve the right to veto a Bill three times which tries to extend 

the life of Parliament beyond five years, before it can be sent for direct royal assent, and this is 

supposed to be a safeguard against one party’s control of Parliament. It is opinion. P2 says there is 

no clear regulation to protect the existence of House of Lords itself. P2 is fact. There is no express 

withholding is new info. A concessive relation. P2 weakens P1. P1 has to concede to P2.  

Although p1, p2. /nevertheless/ surprisingly/ /as a matter of fact/on the other hand] 
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Appendix 6.6  

However after an initial clause (8/100-BNC written mode) 

Exam 

ple  

Clause 

type 

Rela 

tion 

P1 & 

P2: 

fact/ 

opinion 

Info: 

New/old 

Emphatic 

part 

Replacement  

test 

Other function 

2 Main-it Cs o/o n ascertained In addition Reminder/condition 

12 Ad cl of 

time 

Ct o/f n arrived Despite her 

promise 

 

19 Ad cl of 

concession 

Cs o/o o Highly 

competitive 

market 

On has to admit Weak contrast 

23 Main-it Cs f/f n note One has to 

admit 

Reminder, start 

new topic 

36 Main-it Cs o/o/o n purpose I must point out Reminder/Change 

of topic 

40 Main-

there 

Ct f/f n clause On the other 

hand 

 

96 Main Ct o/o n disagreed But/nevertheless  

99 Main Cs f/f n Not to last But/in fact  

 

2 Belfast Telegraph: Foreign news pages. u.p.  0000-00-00 Origination/creation date not known W 

newsp  

 

After two weeks of loyalist murders, the sources said that the UFF ‘was going to rise to every 

challenge the IRA would set them’. And they said that the loyalist killers would only be called off 

the streets after the IRA expressed a willingness for a ceasefire. Acquired[inserted subtitle] ‘It 

would have to be ascertained, however, that the IRA's weapons were not being handed on to 

another group,’ it was stated. They refused to be drawn on reports that the UFF had acquired 

quantities of commercial explosives.  

 

[P1 and P2 are opinions. P1 says UFF would stop revenging only if IRA were willing to cease fire. 

P2 says there was one more condition for that: the weapons of IRA be not passed on to another 

group. P2 weakens P1. It is a reservation to P1, setting up a condition for P1. P1 cannot happen 

unless there is P2. P1 has to concede to P2. Thus a concessive relation. It would have to be 

ascertained is new info, and is highlighted by however, to emphasize the added condition. 

ascertained seems to be especially stressed by however. To rephrase however, we can use at the 

same time/ /on the condition/ in addition/ moreover] 

 

12 An unsuitable attachment.  Pym, Barbara Pan Macmillan Publishers London 1993  13-154  

originally published by Macmillan. W fict prose (none)  

 

‘Try and bring some of your fellow workers with you,’ said Randolph. ‘Yes, perhaps I will,’ said 

Ianthe. When Ash Wednesday arrived, however, she found herself going alone to the service. 

 

[contrast. P1 is opinion. P2 is fact. the arrival of the particular occasion Ash Wednesday is 

stressed. / as a matter of fact/ against her promise/despite her promise/ nevertheless] 
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19 Corporate power and responsibility. Sample containing about 43909 words from a book 

(domain: social science)  Parkinson, JE Oxford University Press Oxford 1993  3-136   

 

The market which affects management behaviour in the most obvious way is the market for the 

company's products. An inefficient firm will face higher production costs than rival businesses 

and may eventually become insolvent as customers buy elsewhere. The product market ought, 

therefore, to stimulate management efficiency: if managers are to keep their jobs they must strive 

to make the company as profitable as possible. While this may be true of highly competitive 

markets, however, ‘an imperfectly competitive market will not quickly convert…inefficiency into 

insolvency’. In reality, optimal performance is unlikely to be a condition of survival, and where a 

company dominates a market which is difficult to enter a high level of inefficiency may be 

tolerated indefinitely. 

 

[P1s (before While ) is opinion: product market requires companies to be efficient, otherwise they 

cannot sell goods and pay back debts. P2 (the While sentence) is also opinion, a reservation to P1s: 

The reasoning of P1s fits a mature market, but not an immature one, where inefficiency does not 

quickly lead to indebtedness. P2 weakens P1s by pointing out its limitation. P1 has to concede to 

P2. however highlights While this may be true of highly competitive markets (old info), especially 

the second half of the clause: highly competitive markets, by providing a pause and break after it. 

In so doing it also highlights its ensuing an imperfectly competitive market, which forms a 

symmetric contrast with highly competitive markets within the however sentence. To replace 

however, we can use nevertheless/ one has to admit/ regrettably/ in reality.] 

 

23 Restructuring Britain: the economy in question. Sample containing about 41498 words from a 

book (domain: commerce). Allen, J Massey, D Sage Publications Ltd London 1988  8-108   W 

commerceGreat Britain - Economic conditions - 1945-1993 Great Britain - Economic policy - 

1945- GreatBritain. Economic conditions  UK economy    mass production    labour   

 

Between 1979 and 1986 the UK's portfolio investments overseas rose as the annual outflow 

increased. The role of pension funds in this outflow is often taken as indicative for, since the mid-

1960s, pension funds have become the main channel for employees' long-term savings and their 

overseas investment is sometimes seen as a ‘diversion’ of savings that could otherwise have been 

used to finance productive investment in British industry. Whether one accepts that view or not — 

and I do not think that it is valid in its simple form (see Fine and Harris (1985))— it is a powerful 

one; in that context, the fact that the proportion of foreign assets in UK pension funds' total 

investments has risen is a mark of the power that the post-1979 boom in the City's foreign 

investment has had. It is important to note, however, that portfolio investment is a two-way affair. 

At the same time as the City has increased its foreign investment, financial institutions in other 

countries have increased their financial investments in the UK, buying UK bonds, securities and 

bank deposits.  

 

[The increase of UK’s portfolio investment overseas is a sign of its strong performance in foreign 

investment. But we have to remember that portfolio investment can be and also is made by other 

countries in the UK. It is important to note, highlighted by however, is a reminder of the possible 
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pitfalls and drawbacks of using this investment means as an index to Britain’s financial power. P1 

and P2 are facts. A concessive relation: Although the increase is a good sign, we have to be aware 

of its hidden risks. P2 is new information. /nevertheless, /at the same time / on the other hand/for 

all its attractiveness /we have to admit] 

 

36 Bukharin's theory of equilibrium. Tarbuck, Kenneth J Pluto Press London 1989  54-158  W 

nonAc: humanities  

 

However, since we are supposed to be dealing with planned growth, there surely must be some 

connection between targets and fulfilment. Let us admit that since the FFYP [the First Five Year 

Plan] was the very first exercise of its kind in history, it would not be surprising if there were 

discrepancies, failures of some kind. It is not our purpose here, however, to re-examine the details 

of the success or otherwise of the FFYP as a whole. What is being done is to argue that the 

failures were of the order to suggest that Bukharin had been correct in his prediction before the 

event, not after it. What emerges from an examination of the FFYP is that it set a pattern for the 

Soviet economy that persists up to the present day. 

 

[P1s is opinion: the FFYP is unprecedented and problems are not unexpected. P2 is opinion: we 

don’t intend to examine the details of the FFYP as a whole. P3 is opinion and extends p2: we 

argue that the kind of problems in FFYP only shows Bukharin’s prediction is correct. P2 changes 

the topic of discussion. P3 specifies the topic. It is not our purpose here is new info, a main clause. 

P2 and P3 pose a concession to P1. P1 says there are problems in FFYP. P2 says we don’t intend 

to examine them in detail. P3 says we want to show the problems do not affect Bukharin’s 

prediction. Although P1 is true, P2 and P3 are also true. Thus a concessive relation between P 1 

and P2 + P3. P2 reminds the reader of the real intention of the writer. but/nevertheless/ I must 

point out/ specifically] 

 

40 Know your Land Rover. Sample containing about 35096 words from a book (domain: leisure) 

Ivins, Robert LRO Books Ltd Diss, Norfolk 1991  5-88  W miscLand-Rover truck - Maintenance 

and repair Land Rover maintenance  

 

Is there a firm that can overhaul the self-levelling unit as fitted to the Range Rover? At present, as 

far as I am aware, there are no companies remanufacturing the self-levelling unit. There are many 

selling good second hand units, however, which is the only alternative to a new unit in the case of 

failure.  

 

[p1and p2 are facts. P1 says no companies are producing self-levelling unit. P2 says many 

companies are selling second hand units from which a new self-levelling unit can be acquired. P1 

and P2 form a contrast. There are many selling good second hand units is new info., and is 

stressed by however. but/nevertheless/ on the other hand] 

 

96 Belfast Telegraph: Leisure pages. u.p.  0000-00-00 Origination/creation date not known W 

newsp other: sports (none)  
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‘We played Linfield off the pitch and deserved to win. We just weren't treated fairly.’ Linfield 

boss Trevor Anderson disagreed however, saying: ‘We were very tired after our European match 

in midweek and that showed. But we still deserved to win. ‘Ards just didn't do enough. I don't 

think they deserved to beat us.’ 

 

[A contrast between two opinions. disagreed is new info and especially stressed. but/nevertheless]  

 

99 White darkness. Sample containing about 39905 words from a book (domain: imaginative)  

McIntee, David Virgin London 1993  115-241  W fict prose (none)  

 

Barely managing to hold her breath for the extra few seconds, she hauled herself to the other side 

of the object first, before surfacing. It turned out to be one of the buoys which marked the safe 

limits of the channel for the ships entering and leaving the cavern. The buoy shielded her from the 

view of the guards, and she used that advantage to get her breath back. The respite was not to last 

however for, just as she heard the guards wondering aloud if they had hit her, someone on one of 

the freighters pointed her out with a cry. She didn't know how long it would take for someone with 

a gun to get into position to fire at her, so she took another deep breath, and threw herself away 

from the buoy, cutting under the surface as she headed for the opening. 

 

[P1 says the buoy hid her and helped her to resume breath. P2 says her brief rest was broken when 

someone found her with a cry. Both are facts. P1 concedes to P2. P2 weakens P1 and states her 

new danger. The respite was not to last, especially not to last is highlighted by however, which 

shows the shortness of her respite and the quick appearance of the new danger. However also 

signals the sudden change of situation. but/ in fact/ as a matter of fact] 
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Appendix 6.7  

Four cases of however’s other usage 

 

6 Lifespan computer manuals. Corporate u.p.   W misc (none)  

 

It is recommended that a complex SSR is split into a number of smaller SSRs, each addressing a 

single point so that all the details may be retained by LIFESPAN. If, however, the description is 

still too extensive, a summary should be entered into LIFESPAN noting that further 

documentation exists which fully specifies the report.  

 

[if refers to the possibility of a certain circumstance, which is highlighted by however]  

 

8 Subjective risk and memory for driving situations [Unpublished PhD thesis].  

 

Eleven of these studies actually show the striking reminiscence effect where recall in the arousal 

condition is actually better after a delay than immediately after learning. There is also some 

evidence for a similar effect in more applied settings (Scrivner & Safer, 1988), however, this may 

be more appropriately considered to be an example of hypermnesia with repeated testing (e.g. 

Payne, 1987). 

 

[however used as a coordinator.] 

 

95 Independent, electronic edition of 1989-10-13: Home news pages. Newspaper Publishing plc 

London 1989  

 

She was perfectly entitled to use it as working capital if that was the sum of money to which, 

taking into account her contribution and all other aspects of section 25, she was entitled. But 

however great the wife's contribution, the order to her should not be out of proportion to the total 

assets and had to do justice between the parties. The judge considered this aspect very carefully.  

 

[however=to whatever extent or degree/no matter how. adv. concession without condition.] 

 

100 Discourse. Cook, G Oxford University Press Oxford 1992   

 

It is easy to escape this issue by saying that the discourses of the two groups have little in 

common; but discourse analysis should teach us that it is as likely to be our attitude to what they 

say that categorizes them. Yet however we may judge deviation, whether negatively or positively, 

being a social outsider is very much a case of non-conformity to the norms and regularities of 

discourse structure.  

 

[however =in whatever manner/no matter how. Concession of irrelevance.] 
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