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1 Introduction

The excellent article by Kalokairinos & Karantzola (1992), which was based on
the analysis of the usage of mais in French (Ducrot 1980), proved convincingly
that the Greek adversative conjunctions ua (ma), éuwc (omos) and atid (alla)'
share some common semantic features, without fully coinciding in meaning. So
the authors concluded that these three conjunctions are freely interchangeable in
all linguistic environments. They express the concept of contrast, as it is defined
in the context of the argumentative structure of discourse, according to
Anscombre & Ducrot (1983, 1986).

In brief, these are the conclusions of the study by Kalokairinos & Karantzola
(the examples that follow are their own). The conjunction aiild can only
ostensibly introduce dialogue, since in essence it is monologic, as evidenced in
example (1):

(D) To1ov va o1odééw,; O Tapyog givar wpaiog 0ird o T1avvyg eival mhodoiog.
‘Who should I pick? George is handsome, but John is rich.’

There are two distinct usages of aAldd. The first, aild-SN (according to
Anscombre & Ducrot, cf. mais-SN), has a negative/corrective function, as in
examples (2) and (3) respectively:

(2)  Adev v ayora adrd Ty piceEl.
‘He does not love her, he actually hates her.’

3) Aev v oyamo, oAl TV AaTpedel.
‘He does not love her, he actually adores her.’

According to the second usage, aild-PA (cf. mais-PA) has a concessive nature
and is principally argumentative:

4) Aev v ayamo. allo. ) oourwalbel.
‘He does not love her, but he likes her.’

At the same time, the contrast is not necessarily located in the clauses of the
juxtaposition, but also in unexpressed referents. So the contrast relates to the
conclusions to which the arguments expressed by the parts of the juxtaposition
may lead to:

' These conjunctions can be translated into English as ‘but’, ‘however’ or ‘though’.
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%) O Fiwpyog Exel wpaio TOPOLOLATTIKO OLAG, EIVAL PTWYOG.
‘George has a nice appearance, but he is poor.’

The conjunction duwg is a sentence adverb and can take various places in the
second part of the juxtaposition, as is the case in example (6):

(6) Aev  elvar  01kOVOuOAOYOS, OuUWS gival  emiyslpnuoTioc / €ivor  Ouwg

EMLYEIPNUOTIOS / €IV ETLYEIPNUOTIOS OUWG.
‘He is not an economist, but he is a businessman.’

Kalokairinos & Karantzola (1992) also highlighted the semantic differences
between aila-PA (with a concessive nature in an argumentative environment) and
ouwg. The latter places a barrier to the prospect that has opened with the initial
description of the situation (refer to the next example, whereby the second part of
the argumentative juxtaposition is a relative defining clause):

(7 Tpoxeiton yio Evo, 000VOTO KOPIToGKI TOL EIVOL OUWS Plolo.
‘It is a weak girl, who is violent, though.’

With the conjunction duwg, the juxtaposition contains terms that establish related
sets (the second term appears as a subset of the first), as per example (8):

(8) O Povolvrt givar Perovumiikdvog, tiniog opawc.
‘Ronald is a Republican, but an honest one.’

The comparison of alld and duwc is followed by that of a4ia and pa. Those latter
two words are in a free transference relationship within a monologic environment.
The peculiarity of ua is that it exceeds the limits of the monologue, in which its
usages coincide with those of aiid. The interlocutor may use ua to deny the
semantic precondition of the speaker’s discourse, as in example (9):

9) = 2raudtnoe va korvi{er. — Ma dev kamvile TOTE.
‘— He quit smoking. — But he never smoked.’

The word ua undermines the conditions for success of the interlocutor’s linguistic
act, as in (10):

(10)  —2e datalw vo pdyeis. — Ma dev Eyerg KovEva Otkolwua.
‘— T order you to leave. — But you have no right.’

However, it is worth noting that in example (10) by Kalokairinos & Karantzola

(1992), whereby the first linguistic act is an order, the use of ua is not necessary
in order to undermine the conditions of this act.
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2 Further concepts relating to contrast

This article aims at studying the concepts directly connected to contrast and more
specifically, at analysing the relationship between contrast, and the additive,
negative conditional, and limitative concepts. These three concepts are inexorably
interwoven, as proven in Kortmann’s study (1997). In this study, the data of
which come from a series of languages belonging to different families (Fig. 1),
Kortmann examines the formal complexity, syntactic polyfunctionality (adverbial
subordinator or elements belonging to any other grammatical category), and
semantic polyfunctionality of adverbial concepts, but only after presenting the
relationship between them (Fig. 2).
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Figure 1. Kortmann (1997: 44)
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The conclusions of our study complement the table above by adding a vector that
would join the contrast (CONTRA) to the additive (ADDI), negative conditional
(N_COND), and exceptive (EXCEPT) concepts. The next part examines the
conditions necessary for the conjunctions aild, duws and pa to express the three
aforementioned concepts.

3 Additive usage of alla, omos and ma

By examining example (11), one could conclude that the additive usage of alid is
due solely to the presence of xair (ke ‘and’), which has the pivotal concept of
conjunction (Kanakis 1999: 155, among others).

(11) Adev  dwabérovv udvo ovwnin vonuoodvy oAAd  Koi  OVETTOYUEVOL
ovvaiotnuozo.
‘They do not just have advanced intelligence, but also developed feelings.’

However, the role of negation should not be neglected. Therefore, the example
will be analysed starting with deleting the adversative conjunction and the
negation. So example (11) becomes:

(12)  Ta oehpivia o100étovy VYNAR VOHUOGOVY KOl OVETTOYUEVO, TVVOIGOUOTOL.
‘Dolphins have advanced intelligence and developed feelings.’

The conjunction xoz joins two concepts, thus forming related sets (intelligence
and feelings belong to the inner world). The negation is then added in the first part
of the sentence.

(13) Ta oclpivia dev  dwobétovv  ovwnin  vonuoodvy 0AAG  OVETTUYUEVO,
ovvaicbnuozo.
‘Dolphins do not have advanced intelligence, but developed feelings.’

The conjunction alia seems to have a corrective usage in this case. However, the
combination of uovo (mono ‘just’) on the one hand, with aild as well as xoz on
the other (cf. (11)) create a new state of affairs. Essentially, the negation that
appears in the first part does not refute the clause, but it presents it as part of a set.
The content of the second part adds a new piece of information that complements
the first concept.

Example (14) can be analysed in the same manner. In this case, the negation is
introduced with the word dy: (ohi ‘no/not’). The children and the adults are
presented as one category (watermelon lovers), in different degrees. Thus related
sets are established in this case as well.
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(14) Me mhoboia yevon kar ovvoTo dpwua, 0 KOPToL(l EIVOL TO QYOATHUEVO
PPOVTO OYL UOVO TWV TOLOIWV QALG, KL OAOKANPHG THS TOPEAS.
‘Having delicious flavour and rich aroma, watermelon is a favourite fruit,
not only for children, but also for everyone.’

Example (15) presents some differences in terms of its analysis. In this case, the
usage of xaz (translated as ‘also’) is emphatic and that of aAld additive.

(15)  Avayvwpilovv tovg pilovs arrd kai Tovg exOpoig.
‘They recognise the friends, but also the enemies.’

It is not a matter of negative usage in this case, despite the fact that aild joins two
opposite concepts. The reason why the negative usage is excluded in advance is
the usage of xaz and the absence of a negative particle.

The two nouns may often belong to the same semantic field and the second
part of the sentence may cause surprise, as evidenced by the use of the ellipses in
example (16).

(16)  Aoviovdio kou fotava oto TATO... 0LAG KOL GTO TOTHPI GOG.
‘Flowers and herbs in your plate... but also in your glass.’

All of the above indicate that the additive usage of adversative conjunctions is not
due exclusively to the presence of xaz. Now, by examining the usage of duwg, it
may be concluded that in an example like (17), the conjunction duws does not
place a barrier to the prospect that has opened with the initial description of the
sentence, neither does it present terms that form related sets. It has an additive
usage, whereby the second part of the sentence complements the list of
watermelon’s beneficial ingredients.

(17)  Ilepimov 10 90% tov Papovs tov [tov Kapmovliod] eivor vepo, ta
adryopd tov oev Cemepvodv 10 5%. Extog amd ovtd, ouwe, 1o xapmoill
eivan wlovaio oe Prropives A, B6, C, pvtikés iveg, f-kopotivy, Avkomévio
rKalw¢ kat kaiio.

‘Approximately 90% of the watermelon’s weight is water, while its sugar
level does not exceed 5%. Apart from those, though, watermelon is rich in
vitamins A, B6, C, fibres, b-Carotene, lycopene, as well as potassium.’

As it is known in Kalokairinos & Karantzola (1992), the conjunction ua appears
in a dialogical environment. In the following example, the second interlocutor

agrees with the view of the first one, and also adds a new piece of information.

(18) — O I'avvng eivar mold mwovnpos. — Naa, pa kar n Mapio dev mael miow.
‘—John is very cunning. — Yes, but Maria also does not fall far behind.
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4 Conditional usage of alla in conjunction with a negative particle
(N_COND)
The negative conditional and the exceptive usages are not possible with the use of
uo, since the latter does not work well on a discourse level (discourse particle).
These usages are possible, however, with the use of aild.

There are often examples such as (19).

(19)  Ooa gr0 wew alld dev Ba 10 TEeIS Te Kavéva.
‘I will tell you, but you will not say it to anyone else.’

In structures similar to (19), the accomplishment of the second clause depends
directly on the first. The simple future tense is essential in both parts of the
sentence and its usage is binding. The second clause contains a negative particle
and introduces a restriction. As evidenced in example (20)—which is a paraphrase
of (19) and it includes the uovo av vroacyebeic 6wt ‘only if you promise that’ clause
—the concept of this restriction is highlighted and there is a direct reference to a
linguistic act (that of the promise).

(20)  Oa aro uovo av (vmoaoyebeic ot1) dev (Ba) to weis o€ Kavéva.
‘I will tell you only if (you promise that) you (will) not say it to anyone
else.’

In the case of (21), the relationship between restriction and exception is evident.

(21)  Adev Bo aro T extog av pov vrooyebels ot dev Go To TEIS o€ KavéEva.
‘I will not tell you, unless you promise me that will not say it to anyone
else.’

The conjunction aAld can introduce a concept of restriction and negative
condition, since these two concepts are related, as evidenced by Kortmann (1997:
210).

The conjunction duwg, however, also has a restrictive usage, which is
directly connected to its adverbial usage.

(22) Kau nbeta vo. oov mw. Ti, duwc (= apaye);
‘I wanted to tell you something. What, though?’

(23) Adev &pw av to ypdyiuo tpayovdiav eivor Ogpamevtind, LEpw ouwe (=
TAVTWS) OTL AVTOV TOV TPOTO EY® Y10, VO. EKPPOOTA).
‘I do not know if songwriting is therapeutic, I know, though (however),
that this is the only way I have to express myself.’
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In example (22), the content of the second clause is relative, requiring
clarifications regarding a term of the first clause. In example (23), the content of
the second clause has a smaller range than that of the first and it is argumentative,
since the speaker is the sole guarantor of the sentence. It should be noted that the
adverbial usage of duwc is the reason why its combination with aida (cf. (24)) is
acceptable, but mainly in oral speech. The conjunction duwg in this case may be
paraphrased with apdia tavta (parola tafta ‘despite that’).

(24) Moo 1o amayopevoe all’ ouws ey THya.
‘He forbade me, but anyhow I went’

5 Conclusions

When meeting the aforementioned conditions, the adversative conjunctions alld,
ouws and wpa can function as additives. The conjunction aild may have a
conditional usage (cf. negation) and the conjunction duwg a restrictive usage. The
adversative conjunctions develop functions that allow the passage from the
CONTRA (contrast) level to those of N COND, EXCEPT and ADDI. The
concept of CONTRA includes conjunctions “typically expressed by coordinating
conjunctions equivalent to the English bur” (Kortmann 1997: 86). The
conclusions of the study into adversative conjunctions (CONTRA) allow the
addition of a vector that would join the contradiction with the concepts of

negative conditional, exception/restriction and intention in Kortmann’s semantic
map (1997: 210).
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