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Abstract--- The present research aims to determine the features of lexico-syntactic connectors in free indirect
speech and to establish the specificity of representing the point of view of the narrator and character through the
considered pragmatic markers of free indirect speech. The relevance of the study lies in the development of ideas
about the formation (in the cognitive consciousness of the author and the reader) of counterpoint characters voices
that form the basis of polyphonic language thinking. The research results complement the currently relevant
linguistic concepts of artistic discourse. The purpose and objectives of the study are realized by such research
methods as: descriptive-analytical method based on contextual analysis, conceptual analysis, and comparative
method. The analysis of 3375 contexts established that the lexico-syntactic connectors can act as an effective means
of creating linear continuity of free indirect speech. It is proved that sentences containing lexico-syntactic
connectors receive the same interpretation in the text as in the previous context space. It is established that the
lexico-syntactic connectors connect not only the preceding and the subsequent discourse segment but also different
cognitive states of the character. It is argued that the connectors are triggers to shift from one point of view to
another, contributing to the harmonization of different points of view. In conclusion, it is determined that the
manipulation of the connecting means in the translation process can significantly affect the reader's perception of

the points of view of the characters and the author's narration.
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I. INTRODUCTION
The study of the specifics of the functioning and organization of free indirect speech as a means of creating a

linguistic conceptual space, despite a vast variety of studies, remains an urgent problem in modern linguistics and
requires further analysis of the methods and tools to create a single space of artistic text combining the deictic and
modal characteristics of the two models of discourse — the narrator and the character [1-3]. The purpose of the
present study is to identify the main effective lexico-syntactic connectors which act as a link between two parallel
spaces, the narrator and the character, and determine the ways of representing and marking their points of view. The

purpose of the study determines the following tasks:

Evgenia V. Krasnova, Associate Professor, PhD Philol., Department of Scientific and Technical Translation and Professional
Communication, Don State Technical University, 1 Gagarin Square, Rostov-on-Don.

Inna V. Kotelnikova, Associate Professor, PhD Philol.,, Department of Scientific and Technical Translation and Professional
Communication, Don State Technical University, 1 Gagarin Square, Rostov-on-Don.

Svetlana E. Marchenko, Associate Professor, PhD Sociol., Department of Scientific and Technical Translation and Professional
Communication, Don State Technical University, 1 Gagarin Square, Rostov-on-Don.

Irina A. Topolskaya, Senior Lecturer, Department of Scientific and Technical Translation and Professional Communication, Don State
Technical University, 1 Gagarin Square, Rostov-on-Don.

Renata P. Avedova, Associate Professor, PhD Philol., Department of Scientific and Technical Translation and Professional
Communication, Don State Technical University, 1 Gagarin Square, Rostov-on-Don.

DOI: 10.37200/1JPR/V2413/PR200886
Received: 17 Jan 2020 | Revised: 04 Feb 2020 | Accepted: 10 Feb 2020 1367



International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, Vol. 24, Issue 03, 2020
ISSN: 1475-7192

e To identify the ability of lexico-syntactic connectors to create linear continuity of free indirect speech;
e Determine the functional role of elements in free indirect speech;

e Analyze the relationship between the frequency of elements of cohesion and the problematic characters
image in  the textual representation of the point of view and the subjectivity of attributing a point of view

to a particular character;

e To prove the ability of lexico-syntactic connectors to identify the cognitive state of the character, actualized
at the time of the story;

e To establish the relationship between the modifications of punctuation features of the original utterance and
certain pragmatic goals.

The study is based on the works of I. V. Trufanova, S. Ehrlich, M. Halliday, R. Hasan and others who analyze
the linguistic criteria used to identify the authors style and who touch on the problem of the sentence and its
components which do not directly manifest the identified characteristics yet are interpreted as a means of expressing
the characters point of view [4].

The underlying idea is the theory of S. Ehrlich, who examines the role of means of cohesion in the process of
expressing a characters point of view and concludes that since these means model the cohesion of discourse, at the
sentence level they perform the pragmatic function of means that ‘support’ the interpretation of the point of view
[28]. In the theory of S. Ehrlich, means of cohesion are considered as markers that provide a continuous expression
of a point of view in an artistic narrative. The works of M. Halliday and R. Hasan [5], and T. Reinhart [6] on the
analysis of cohesion served as the methodological basis for the present research. These works analyze conjunctions

which are considered as elements involved in creating and ensuring the cohesion of the text in a linear sequence.

Il. MATERIALS AND METHODS
Texts of modern English-language literature (23-26, K. Mansfield, and others) served as the material of the

study. The concept of English-language literature refers to the prose of the author whose native language is English
(British, Canadian and New Zealand authors). The method of continuous sampling revealed 3375 contexts

representing various types of means of cohesion in free indirect speech as an authentic style of artistic narration.

The purpose and tasks indicated in the work are realized through such research methods as descriptive-analytical

method based on contextual analysis direct selection of fragments of free indirect speech as a linear text sequence;

A conceptual analysis to comprehensively present many ‘voices’ of the subjects of the narrative (both the
narrator and individual characters) and their the points of view, the dialogical correlation between which is
manifested by lexical-syntactic connectors; comparative method to determine the general characteristics of lexical-
syntactic connectors in free indirect speech and spontaneous dialogue, detailing the features of cohesion in the works

of English-language authors and in their translations into Russian.

When analyzing free indirect speech as a specially arranged linear text, the authors of the present study consider

each text as a definite register of literature and refer to such methods as monographic research, interpretive and
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synthesizing method of analyzing the harmonious ‘docking’ of the authors and the characters voices into a single-

meaning sequence through means of cohesion.

The basis of the general philosophical methodology of the study is the holistic approach to the object of study;
symbolization, suggesting such contextual actualization of the object of study at which its semantic component

deepens due to its association with the symbolic signified, abstracted from the usual semantics.
The general scientific basis of the research comprised the studies performed in the framework of:

1. The systemic-structural paradigm: M.M. Bakhtin [13], G.I. Bogin [14], I.R. Galperin [15], G.G. Infantova
[16], O.1. Moskalskaya [17], Yu.A. Sorokin [18], Z.Ya. Turaeva [19];

2. Anthropocentric paradigm: V.V. Krasnykh [20], P. Werth [21], M. Fludernik [22].

These works are devoted to the traditional questions of the relation of experience and empiricality in the theory
of narration, of the readers active construction of meaning and the imposition of a ‘cognitive framework’ in the
process of interpreting the text in terms of the available schemes.

In the aspect of private scientific methodology, the work is based on the following provisions relevant for

modern linguistic science:

1. At the level of a single artistic statement, several voices are manifested, identifiable with real or imaginary
persons [13].

2. ‘Other’ is a necessary condition for the semiotisation of the personality and the regulator organizing its
experience and behavior [29].

3. A language work is the key to numerous products of various processes of the individual processing their
diverse experience of emotional interaction with the surrounding reality [30].

4. Emotions by their nature appear as a phenomenon of linguistic consciousness, and subjectively experiencing
them serves as the main organizing factor of consciousness, the basis of selectivity in the aspect of speech
activity, as well as the focus of the human mind [31].

5. Cohesion is a semantic concept directly related to the relationship of meanings found in the text, and defines
the text as such [32].

Results

The analysis of 3375 contexts of free indirect speech (where various types of connecting tools are presented)
revealed:

e Lexico-syntactic connectors are an effective means of creating linear continuity of free indirect speech;

o If the previous contextual situation represents free indirect speech, sentences containing lexico-syntactic
connectors receive the same interpretation in the text, in other words, they imply the character's point of
view;

e Lexico-syntactic connectors link not only the preceding and the subsequent discourse segment but also the
different cognitive states of the character, which are actualized at the moment of narration;

e Lexico-syntactic connectors are tools for creating cohesion outside the sentence and discursive levels and

for implementing the relevance of an utterance in accordance with the a priori actualized topic of dialogical
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communication; besides, they act as a trigger for shifting from one point of view to another, facilitating the

coordination of different points of view.

111.DISCUSSION
The underlying idea of the present research is the theory of S. Ehrlich, according to which lexico-syntactic
connectors can be considered as a set of units that focus the readers attention on the fact that the sentence in which

they are used is related to the expression of the point of view of the narrator or character. Cf.:

(1) He was thinking of himself and the impression he was making, as she could tell by the sound of his voice, and
his emphasis and his uneasiness. Success would be good for him. At any rate they were off again. Now she need not
listen [27];

«On PasMuliliizll o C€6€, u o mom enedamiienuu, Komopoe OH np0M360()qu, KdK OHA cmoena ckazams, yCiblulae
€20 20J10¢, pacCmaHoB8Ky AKYeHmoe 6 6blCKA3bl6AHUAX, VIOBUB €20 becnoxoticmeo. Ycnex nowen vl eMy HdA NoJlb3)y.

B nto6om cnyuae, onu cnosa ne npoagunuce. Cetiuac el He HyxcHo Ovlio cayuwamovy (Bynovg. B. Ha mask);

(2) “He thought, women are always like that; the vagueness of their minds is hopeless; it was a thing he had
never been able to understand but so it was. It had been so with her — his wife. They could not keep anything clearly
fixed in their minds. But he had been wrong to be angry with her; moreover, did he not rather like this vagueness

in women? It was part of their extraordinary charm” [27];

«On Oyman, ymo dceHwunbl 6ce20d Maxk 6e0ym cebs, HeonpeoeieHHOCMb UX yma — 0e3Ha0edlCHd; IMOo20 OH
HUKo20a He MO2 NOHAMb, HO MAK OHO U Obl10. Tak cayuunocs u ¢ neti — e2o sicenou. OHu He MO2IU HUYe20 ACHO Opye
opyey obvsacrums. Ho on 6vn ne npas, umo cepoumcsa nHa nee; 6ojee Mmoo, pazee emy He 00CMAMOYHO HPABUIACH

9MA HEONPEOeIeHHOCTb 8 HCeHWUHAX? Dmo 6bLI0 Yacmplo ux Heobbluno2o wapmay (Byreg B. Ha masx).

In Passage (1), the first and second sentences can be viewed as an expression of the point of view of the female
character. Use of Past Continuous he was thinking/on pasmoiunsn and he was making/on npouzsooun
(6nevamienue) KOHCTPYUPYET COOBITHE KaK YBUICHHOE TJla3aMK JaHHOTO MepcoHaxka. Constructs an event as seen
through the eyes of a given character. The use of the modal verb could/ moe and especially of the future in the past
would also contributes to this understanding of the functional role of the sentences. While the third sentence is
perceived, the expression at any rate/s miobom cnyuae connects this sentence with the two preceding ones, and the

reader continues to interpret it from the standpoint of the character’s perspective already indicated.

In Example (2), the initial segment He thought/nodyman on indicates that the thoughts of the character will be
further expounded. The following sentences actualize the theme of the female character's reflections, therefore, they
are interpreted by the reader as an expression of the character's point of view. However, the sentence But he had
been wrong to be angry with her/Ho on 6win ne npas, umo cepoumcs na nee potentially switches the perspective. In
this regard, it can be considered as an expression of the point of view of the narrator; therefore, we potentially face
two possible interpretations: either the narrator expresses his judgments about the character and tells the reader that

this character was wrong, or the character himself has changed his point of view.
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In the examples above, the highlighted sentences are integrated into the previous flow of artistic discourse by
means of lexico-syntactic connectors at at any rate ¢ mobom cayuae, but/no. It seems that since the preceding
discourse is identified as free indirect speech, sentences containing lexico-syntactic connectors receive the same
interpretation in the text, i.e. in terms of expressing a character's point of view. Connectors facilitate this

interpretation.
Let us consider two more examples.

(3) He had a high good time; and yet, when he remembered it, it seemed a pain. His mother was a cool with him
for a day or two. But he was so adorable - ! And yet a tinge of loneliness was creeping in again, between her and
him [25];

«Y He2o 6bLI0 0ueHb xopouwiee epems; U ce iHce, K020a OH 6CHOMUHAIL €20, OHO OM3bI8AN0Ch O0bl0. B meuenue
08yx-mpex OHell mamb Ovlia ¢ Hum xonoowou. Ho ou Ovin maxum o6sopoxcumensnoim! H ece xnce, nomxa
00UHOYeCmea CHO8A 0asana o cebe 3HAMb, 8 OMHOWEHUAX Medcoy Heto u umy» (Jloypenc J.I. Cwinoevs u

T0O0BHUKU,).

(4) “*On the whole she scorned the male sex deeply. But here was a new specimen, quick, light, graceful, who
could be gentle and who could be sad, and who was clever, and who knew a lot, and who had a death in the
family... Yet she tried hard to scorn him, because he would not see in her the princess but only the swinegirl. And

he scarcely observed her”” [25].

«B yenom ona anyboro npesupana myscckoti non. Ho 30ecoy oxazancs HO8blll IK3EMNIAD, NOOBUIHCHDBLI, JIe2KUll,
2Payuo3HbIL, KOMOPLIll yMen Oblmb HEHCHbIM U NeYaTbHbIM, U KOMOPblll Obll YMHLIM, U KOMOPLIll MHO20 3HAN, U 8
cembe Komopoeo yace kmo-mo ymep... Ho ece dce ona ouenv noimanace npesupams e2o, NOMOMy Ymo OH He 8udel

6 Hell npunyeccy, a@ moivko ceunapky. H on edsa samemun eey (Jloypenc J.I. Coino8bst u 110008HUKU).

One of the main topics of contemporary artistic discourse — the illusiveness of the boundaries between such
oppositions as ‘life and I’ and ‘I and Others’ — is directly reflected in the lexical and syntactic features of the
author's narration. The special author's language of artistic narration is also embodied in the free indirect speech in
Example (3). It can be assumed this example begins with a statement of Williams (Morel's eldest son) point of
view, then William's mother, Mrs Morel, speaks. Perceiving Passage (3), the reader is not always able to tell with
certainty whose point of view is presented. In particular, the last sentence could potentially express the point of
view of either character.

Both passages abound with means of cohesion; in this regard, the following questions appear to be logical:

e What is the functional role of means of cohesion in free indirect speech?

e Is there a meaningful correlation between the frequency of means of cohesion, the problematic characters
image in the textual expression of the point of view and the ambiguity of attributing this point of view to a
particular character?

The means of cohesion we identified in Examples (3) and (4) do not imply the perspective of analysis S. Ehrlich

suggested in the above-mentioned research model. In this regard, it is advisable to investigate the role of means of

cohesion in Passages (3) and (4).
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In Example (3), the first three sentences express Williams point of view: the combination it seemed a
pain/omsvieanocsy 6oavio implies this character’s interpretation of certain events; the combination Ais mother/eco
mamp can also be attributed to this character in referential terms. We believe the fourth sentence can be regarded as
an expression of Mrs Morel’s attitude to the events, since only she can think that ie was plausible/on 6vin
yoeoumenvuoim. At the same time, taking into account the connector but/no found in this statement leads to an
alternative interpretation: in this case, it can be considered as a kind of William playing up with the thoughts of Mrs

Morel.

In other words, analyzing the connector but/uo can clarify the ambiguity of attributing the point of view
(expressed by the given statement) to a particular character. This conjunction connects the thoughts of two

characters, yet it most likely does not support the expression of one's point of view but interrupts it.

Similar questions arise in the analysis of Passage (4). In the sentences But here was a new specimen, quick, light,
graceful and Yet she tried hard to scorn him the conjunctions that initiate statements support’ Miriam's thoughts and
do not create the ambiguity inherent in the preceding example. The sentence And he scarcely observed her is also

formally associated with the previous flow of discourse by the conjunction and/ u.

As our observations show, at the level of free indirect speech, this conjunction not only manifests the connection
of two consecutive statements, thus providing linear continuity of free indirect speech but also directly links the

moment of silence of the character and his subsequent “inner’ statement. Cf.:

(5) She looked in wonder for a few moments. And what does it stand for now? A magnificent second-lieutenant
[25];

«Hekomopoe MCHOB€HUE OHA cmompena 6 U3YMJIIEHUU. A umo smo ceiiuac 3nauum? Benukonenuoiii emopozl

aeumenanmy (Jloypenc [I.1. Mépmeas nemns).

In this case, the conjunction and/a starts the character's inner speech. From the context of the narration, it
becomes clear that the character's utterance is initiated after a moment of silence. In this regard, it can be concluded
that the conjunction links the moment and the subsequent statement of the character in the framework of free

indirect speech.

At the level of free indirect speech (as in the case of direct speech) the conjunction and/u is capable of linking
not only the preceding and subsequent discourse segment but also the various cognitive states of the character that
are actualized at the moment of the narration. Cf.:

(6) ““She stood watching as he sat bent forward in his stupefaction. The fine cloth of his uniform showed the

moulding of his back. And something tortured her as she saw him, till she could hardly bear it...” [25];

«OHna cmosina u Ha6ﬂ70061./1(l, KAaK OH cell, HAKJIOHUBUWUCHL eneped, 6 oyeneHeHuu. Hp@KpaCHa}l MKAaHb e2o
yHud)Oprl saneuamnena useud e2o cnunvi. M umo-mo MYUUTIO ee 8 MO 6peMsl, NOKaA OHA cmMompena Ha Heeo, 0o mex

nOp NOKA OHA He Mo2la 6oabUe 3M020 8blHoCcUmb...» (Jloypenc /I.I. Mépmeas nemas).

In the above example, at the level of free indirect speech, the conjunction and/u a in the initial position of the

utterance manifests a change of the character’s perceptual activity to mental activity. Cf. one more example:
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(7) ““He bent down and kissed her. And still her clear, rather frightening eyes seemed to be searching for him
inside himself”” [25];

«OH HaxnoHUICSs U noyeijoean ee. A ee sce eye sICHble, OY€eHb Ucny2arnnsvle 2ia3d, Kasailocsv, UcCKaiu eco eHympu

eeo oicey (Jloypenc JI.I. Mépmeas nemns).

In this case, the conjunction and/u a first records the transition of the physical activity of the character to
interactive activity, then the transition from interactive to mental activity. The description of the action in the first

sentence of Passage (7) can be logically supplemented only by the narrator.

The second sentence can be interpreted as the perception of a female character by a male character. In free
indirect speech, textual evidence is found for such interpretation: the evaluative combination rather
[frightening/ouenv nanyeannsvie, the verb expressing uncertainty seemed/xazanoce and the reflexive pronoun himself/
ezo oice. Thus, in this passage, using the example of the conjunction and we see not only the expression of linking
the character’s different states but also with the docking of both the narrators and various characters points of view

on the events modeled in the text.

The use of connectors in the pragmatic function of the textual opposition of two characters points of view is even

more explicit in the following example:

(8) Ha! she cried suddenly. It wouldnt come to that, either. If they kick you out of the army, youll find somebody
to get round youre like a cat, youll land on your feet. But this was just what he was not. He was not like a cat. His
self-mistrust was too deep. Ultimately he had no belief in himself, as a separate isolated being. He knew he was
sufficiently clever, an aristocrat, good-looking, the sensitive superior of most men. The trouble was, that apart from
the social fabric he belonged to, he felt himself nothing, a cipher [25];

«Xa!” — 60pye kpuknyna oua. “Omum max éce He okoHuumcs. Ecnu onu evikunynu mebs uz apmuu, moi 6ce
PasHo Hatioeulb, ¢ Kem Oblmb pa0oM — mbl KK KOm, mol npusemauuibces Ha ceou Hoeu”. Ho komom ou He Ovin. OH
He bbL1 noxodic Ha koma. Hedosepue Kk cebe 2nyboKko KOpeHUnocb 8 HeM. B konye koHyos, on He gepun 6 cebs, 6yoyuu
omoenvHo cywecmeylowum uearosekom. OH  3HAN, 4MO OH O0OCMAMOYHO COOOpA3UMENeH, apucCmoKpam,
npueiexamenet, 6onee 4yecmeumenvhulil, yem OorbuwuHcmeo mysxcuun. beoa Ovina 6 mom, umo ¢ cmopone om
COYUATLHOU CIMPYKMYPbL, K KOMOPOU OH NPUHAOLEHCAT, OH YYECTNBO08A ceDsl HuyueM, nuumocecmseom...» (Jloypenc

J.I". Mépmesas nemus).

The conjunction but/no connects the statement of the female character either with the point of view of the male
character on himself or with the analysis of the true inner nature of the male character undertaken by the narrator. In
the analyzed example, the conjunction but/#o models not only the contrast between the various ideas important for
an adequate understanding of the work but also contrasts the points of view expressed by the two voices presented in

the narration.

It is interesting to note that the theoretical model of lexico-syntactic connectors by S. Ehrlich does not explain

such situations. It seems that for the subsequent analysis of the pragmatic role of means of cohesion in the process of
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expressing the narrators and the characters point of view on the simulated events within the framework of artistic

discourse, it is advisable to refer to similar studies that were conducted on the basis of dialogical speech.

In particular, an alternative source of explanation for the interpretation of cohesive means in free indirect speech
can be found in conversion analysis studies that address the problems of the coordinating function of conjunctions
and/u, but/no, as well as adverbs yet and still /sce oice in the conjunction function. These studies analyze the
aforementioned tools as discursive markers, an extensive set of units including the interjections well/ny, oh/o and
phrases such as you know/znaewn au, you see/suouus au, I mean/s umero ¢ sudy. In the context of dialogical speech,
these language units perform the same pragmatic function: they specifically organize spontaneous communication

since their meaning (including the derivative) is not made only of lexical and grammatical components.

Thus, connectors and/u and but/mo in the role of discursive markers retain their respective nuclear semantic
meaning of adding information and constructing contrast, but they also acquire the pragmatic meaning of expressing

continued and opposing actions in dialogue [7-11].
The following example illustrates this theoretical position:

(9) - But over here, we use that word sojust like we use the word here irregardless, which there is no such word,
right?

e | justuseitand every time I use it | know Im wrong.

e Nobut I use it. I-I-I irregardless

e You use it too?

o luseit.

e And there is no such word.

o | think there may have been a word like that at one point in time cause | use it all the time...

e No. There wasn’t” (Brown C. The Hellbound Heart);

«— ... Ho 30ecb mbi Uucnoivzyem smo Cjilo60 maxKum 06pa30M... MOYHO MAKdHce KaK Mbl UCNONb3IYEM €20 U apyZMM

0bpasom, kak 6yOmo smozo c1o8a coecem Hem, oa?

L4 ﬂi’lpOCWlO UCnoaiv3yro eco, U sl 3Haro, 4mo Kaskcowvlll pas A UCnoavb3yro e20 HenpasujibHo.

L4 Hem, HO 51 UCNOJIb3YI0 €20. H-s1-5- nezasucumo...

o Tol makotce ucnonvsyeulb e2o?

e A noawv3yioce um.

o Ho maxoeo cnosa nem.

L4 A dyMaio, umo makoe Cio60 mMoalncem cywecmeosantb 6 onpedeﬂelmbzﬁ MOMEHM 6peMERU, NONIOMY YUMo A

6ce epems Um noab3yrocs...

e  Hem. E2o nemy (baprep K. Boccmaswiuii uz aoa).

Explaining similar examples, D. Schiffrin points out that the speaker begins their dialogical utterance with the
conjunction and not as a link between two statements but in the metalinguistic function of signaling that the subject

of the conversation, which the addressee is trying to retreat from, is continued [Schiffrin , 1986: 59].
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In this case, the speaker, while actualizing the conjunction union and/u/a in their dialogical statement, seems to

have the following pragmatic goals:

An indication to the interlocutor that the speaker has more reasons to back up their point of view;
Clarification of the fact that this statement appears to be an appropriate dialogical step for the subsequent
course of the dialogue.

The word and/ u/ a is thus used to mark the continuation of the speaker’s dialogue.

In the example indicated above, the connector is found in the initial position of the dialogical utterance and is

used to correlate opposing opinions belonging to two interlocutors in one time plane. A similar functional role of

connectors is also found in Example (4) taken from a narrative artistic text. In example (4), the conjunction and u

also connects points of view expressed by different characters.

The conjunction but/no which introduces contrast is also used in dialogical speech in the initial position of the

speaker’s utterance. Cf..

(10) “* - ... and then you could, concentrate on the specific areas. Then you could see more in depth where how

things related. But | think you absolutely have to see, how where the relationships are.

Yeah, but sometimes | get wondered whether its all related.

But ultimately it is. Right. | mean everybody started out people who were in nineteen hundred, they did
everything right?

But thats then, thats not now, now

But ultimately it they it so its all spread out now. But it all came from somewhere, right?

Yeah, its like saying were all related [24];

«— ... u moeda mvl cmoz 6bl, CKOHYeHmpupylcs Ha ocodwix 30nax Toeda mel cmoe Ovl ysudems Oonvule 8

2nybune, Kax ece coomuocumes opye ¢ opyzom. Ho a dymaro, umo mul dondiceH ysudemn, KaK u 20e npoucmexarom

amu 63auUMOONHOULEHUA.

Jla, Ho unoz20a youeisiocb, COOMHOCUMCSL U 8 OeUCMBUMENbHOCIU 8Ce IMO.

Ho, 6 xoneunom umoee, coomunocumcs. [la. A xouy ckazamv, umo 6ce cmanu UCKamv cpeou mex, Kmo
OKA3aCsL 8 MBLCAYA 0EBIMUCOMbIX 200AX, OHU 6Ce OeNANU MAK, KAK HYICHO?

Ho 5mo 66110 mo2oa, cetinac 3mo He aKmyaibHo ...

Ho umenno akmyanvho... Ho 6ce smo omxyoa-mo npoucmexaem, 6edb max?

Ha, smo 6ce pasHo, umo 2060pumv 0 MOM, YMO Mbl 6Ce CEI3AHbL MedICcOy cobol...» ([etisuc. P. Mameoichvie

aueenvl).

Note that if this dialogue be transformed into a narrative text, the conjunction but/no disappears. Cf.:

(11) By concentrating on the specific areas within anthropology one could see in greater depth how these areas

were related to each other. Seeing these relationships is crucial. One might wonder about the extent to which the

separate fields are in fact related. However, consider the generality of interests of the anthropologists of seventy

years ago. While each specialty of today has its own focus, they all have their origin in that more general approach;
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«Konyenmpupyscoe Ha cneyuguueckux 30Hax 6 pamKax anmponoio2uu, MOJCHO Yeudems Ha 6onee 2nyOuUHHOM
VPOBHe, KAK 2Mu 30Hbl COOMHOCAMC Opye ¢ Opyeom. Baowcno yeudemv smu e3aumoommuowerus. MooicHo
VOUBNAMbC MOMY, 00 KAKUX npeoenog omoeivHvle obnacmu, gaxmuyecku, coomuocames. OOHAKO HeobdX00uMo
NPUHAMb 60 BHUMAHUE U OOUHOCHIbL UHMEDPECO8 C AHMPONOLO2AMU, KOMOPbIE GelU UCCLeO08AHUSL CEMbOCCAM Jlem
Hasao. Xoms kaxcoas coBpemenHas CneyuanbHoCms QOKyCupyem ucciedo8amenbCKoe GHUMAHUE HA OMOCLbHOU

npobieme, 8ce 3mu CNeYUAIbLHOCIU UMEIOM 8 C80ell OCHO8e bolee 0bWULl NOOX00Y.

A parallel can be drawn between the frequency of the conjunction but/no in the dialogical speech and the new

dialogical move of the speaker. The pragmatic function of this conjunction with this research perspective is to:

e To model a contradiction, although not always complete;

e Add new information that changes the essence of communication — not only that, but/ne monvko, 1o u...;

e A call to respect the sequence of dialogical utterances — but wait a minute/no nodosxcoume munymxy...

The first function directly involves the traditional grammatical description of this connector as an adversative
conjunction. The following two functions represent what D. Schiffrin called ‘contrasting actions’. In this regard,
conjunctions and/u and but/no show similarity in their ability to establish cohesion outside the sentence and
discursive levels, to maintain the relevance of the statement in accordance with the a priori actualized topic of
dialogical communication. These observations of the functioning of connectors in dialogue clarify the use of the
conjunction but/no in Example (8) where the conjunction realizes the shift from William's point of view to Mrs

Morel's point of view.

Some researchers also point out that the relational function of discursive markers is to reconcile different points
of view [33]. In particular, the relationship of concession is analyzed in connection with two dialogical positions,

two opinions held by different interlocutors [12].

In dialogic communication, contrast and concession are initially associated with points of view shared by each of
the interlocutors. The pragmatic function of discursive markers with the meaning of contrast and concession is to
relate these points of view in one time plane and thus contribute to the linear organization of dialogic
communication. In other words, connectors are meaningful precisely from an interactional point of view. Connectors
act as a signal that the participant in the dialogue undertakes the obligation of co-constructing the expressed ideas,

and they help recognize the opponents point of view.

Let us return to free indirect speech and try to trace the research effectiveness of the theoretical provisions of the
conversion analysis in the textual presentation of the point of view of the narrator and the character. The above-

mentioned dialogical paradigm of research turnes out to be relevant.

To present the peculiarities of the interpretation of cohesive means in free indirect speech by translators of
fiction, we used fragments of the translated D.H. Lawrences Sons and Lovers (translator E.I. Oblonskaya) where (in
comparison with the original text) there is a modification of the punctuation features of the original statement with

certain pragmatic goals.

The following examples show the struggle of Paul (%e/ox) and Miriam (she/ona), the characters of the novel.
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(12) ““(a)*You make me so spiritual!” he lamented. ‘And | don’t want to be spiritual.” (b) She took her finger from
her mouth with a little pop, and looked up at him almost challenging. (c) But still her soul was naked in her great
dark eyes, and there was the same yearning appeal upon her. (d) If he could have kissed her in abstract purity he
would have done so. (e) But he could not kissed her thus and she seemed to leave no other way. (f) And she yearned
to him [25];

«(a) Tot menss max oodywesnaeuv! — cemosan oH. — A a ne xouy goodywesnramoca. (b) Ona yopana naney om
2y0, cneeka QuIpKHYIa U G32NAHYIA HA He2o noumu evizvigaiouje. (c) Ho ece dce 6 ee OOMbUUX MEMHbIX 21A30X
sudenacy ee Oyuila, Kaxk u ma e mocka-npusnls. (d) Eciu 6v1 on moe noyenosams ee, Kaxk yeiylomes oemu, oH vl
coenan 3mo. (e) Ho on ne moz max ee noyenoeames — a ona no-opyeomy u ve xomend. (f) ¥4 ona manynace k Hemy»

(Jloypenc JI.I'. ColHo8b51 U 110008HUKY).

After Paul’s direct speech, the reader is inclined to interpret Sentence (b) as a reflection of Paul’s perception of
Miriam. Such interpretation strategy is supported, in particular, by the use of an evaluative lexeme almost
challenging/noumu swizvisaiowe. Sentence (c) is interpreted as a continuation of the expression of Paul's point of
view: it contains markers indicating continuation of the action, still/ece awce and but/no. This sentence also uses the
adjective same/ma ace which reflects a comparison of this subjective experience of perceiving an object with
another experience that took place in the past, and it turns out that only the character himself, i.e. Paul, can

understand this past experience.

Sentences (d) and (e) manifest an opportunity in the narrative world and hypothetically express a sense of
restraint that prevents characters from kissing. Logically, these sentences reflect Pauls thoughts. Seeing Sentence (f),
the reader switches from the expression of Paul's thoughts to an alternative interpretation of Miriams emotional
state. While Paul believes that Miriam is highly spiritual and thus blocks his desire for physical intimacy, this

segment of the text reveals Miriam’s desire for Paul (yearning for him/ manynace x nemy).

This sentence breaks the point of view established in the previous flow of the discourse. It states that Paul is not
aware of Miriam's desire and presents a contrast to what he thinks. This commentary appears to be something

external to Pauls mind and clearly belongs to another character or the narrator himself.

The connector turns Sentence (f) into a new point of view which is a peculiar reaction to Pauls. Example (12)
reveals two points of view which are docked by the connector as two remarks in lively dialogic communication.
Moreover, the linked points of view are incompatible with each other. The connector signals their correlation and

the author’s intention to present them as two sides of the same process — two views focusing on the same problem.

Cohesive means have a similar pragmatic function in the following example where the thoughts of two

characters interact again.

(13) “(a) Miriam shuddered. (b) She drew him to her; she pressed him to her bosom; she kissed him and kissed
him. (c) He submitted, but it was torture. (d) She could not kiss his agony. () That remained alone and apart. (f) She
kissed his face, and roused his blood, while his soul was apart, writhing with the agony of death. (g) And she kissed
him and fingered his body, till at last, feeling he would go mad, he got away from her. (h) It was not that he wanted
just then not that. (i) And she thought she had soothed him and done him good [25];
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«(a) Mupuam e30poeuyna. (b) Ona npumsanyna ezo k cebe; oHa NPUNCANA €20 K C60ell 2pYOU; OHA Yenosand u
yenosana ez2o. (¢) On nodoaics ee snceranuio, Ho Imo ovino noimrou. (0) Ona ne mozna uenosame €20 myuenus.
(€) Omo uyscmeosanocs o ecem. (f) Ona yenosana ezo nuyo u dyoopasxcuna Kpoev 6 eco eenax, 6 Mo epems Kax
€20 Oywia 0Ovlna 20e-mo 0aneKo, U3BUBANACL 6 CMePmenbHOll azonuu. (g) M ona nouenosana ezo u eoouna
nanvyem no e2o meny, NOKa, HAKOHeY, He NOYYECME06ATIA, YN0 OH COUOEeMm C YMa, OH 6CINAL U OMOWien Om Hee.
(h) He smozo on xomen mozoa — ne smozo. (i) 1 ona nodymana, umo ycnokouna ezo u coeiana emy xopouwio’”

(Jloypenc J1.I'. ColH08b5 U 110008HUKY).

It is obvious Sentence (h) expresses Paul’s dissatisfaction with the current situation, although the next sentence
contains a counter-statement as a contrast revealing the experience of Miriam. Modeling these sentences as real

dialogical utterances helps more clearly present the structure of free indirect speech.

Here, the conjunction and is initial in the dialogical utterance and introduces the expression of Miriams thoughts.
However, in the literary text being analyzed, the conjunction initiates three simultaneous reactions to what is

happening: the reactions of the narrator and of characters, Paul and Miriam.

In this aspect, it is interesting to trace the use of conjunctions as connectors in the original English text and in the
Russian translation. Our observations indicate that the functioning of connectors in these texts does not always

imply similar reader's interpretation of free indirect speech.

Such discrepancy is due to the fact that discursive markers are characterized in free indirect speech as optional,
and their removal does not have a significant effect on the propositional meaning of the utterance. A comparative
analysis of cohesive means in the original text and in the translation reveals their constructive role both paragraphing

and in determining the punctuation features.

In the analyzed examples, connectors that mark the transition to the consciousness of another character, as a rule,
are found at the beginning of statements, sometimes of paragraphs. If the translator (E.l. Oblonskaya) modifies the
punctuation features of the original utterance (for example, replacing a dot with a comma or a semicolon), this has a
significant effect on the readers perception of the characters point of view. The translator in this case is guided either

by the rules of textual coherence characteristic of the Russian language or by her own style of translation.

The translator thus emphasizes the importance of change for an adequate understanding of the text by the
readers. The fact that, in the process of translation, the readers perception of the characters point of view can be
radically altered with the help of minor changes, in turn, sheds light on the fact that the author herself uses

connectors with a certain pragmatic goal.
In the following example, the translator replaces the full stop before the conjunction with a colon or comma. Cf.:

(14) «Cxopo cmamenue 6 e2o dyuie yre2ioch, u oH 060 écem 3abwvin. Ho cetiuac 6o mpake bvina ¢ num ne Knapa,
mo Oblaa NPOCMO HCEHWURA, CIMPACMb, YMO-MO, YMO OH 100U, edsa au ne bocomeopun. Ho mo ovina ne Knapa, u
ona emy noxopuaacs. Msz-3a e20 Henpukpuimozo 2o100a, u3-3a HeMUHyeMocmuy e20 006U, Us-3a Kakou-mo cieno,
JHcecmoKoll, nepeobbLIMHOI CUIbI, 081adeulell um, yicacer 6uir 0asa Knapvl smom yac. Ho ona nonumana, ezo oywa

361]18()6H€/l(1, OH NPOH3UMENbHO O()MHOK, U Kak oice npekpacHo, Ymo OH K Hell npuuien;, U coecem npocmo NpuHiLa
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OHa e20, 8e0b IMOm e20 JHc2yuuil 20100 OOIbUE U ee U e20 CaMOo20, a dywa ee ocmaemcs. [Iycmb on om Hee ytioem,

6Ce PABHO OHA YMOUM €20 20100, HOMOMY umo mooum e2o» (Jloypenc. /. Coinogbs u 1100606HUKU).
The original artistic text is as follows:

(15) “And soon the struggle went down, and he forgot. But then Clara was not there for him, only a woman,
warm, sometimes he loved and almost worshipped, there in the dark. But it was not Clara. And she submitted to
him. The naked hunger and inevitability of his loving for her, sometimes strong and blind and ruthless in its
primitiveness, made the hour almost terrible to her. She knew how stark and alone he was. And she felt it was great,
that he came to her. And she took him simply, because his need was bigger than her or him. And her soul was still
within her. She did this for him in his need, even if he left her. For she loved him [25].

We believe that one of the significant results of the translator's changing the punctuation features of the original
text is the different reader’s interpretation of the segments ... u ora noxopunace emy / And she submitted to him. In
translation, this segment is connected with the previous statement and thus ‘continues’ the expression of Paul’s point
of view. The pronoun ona serves as a means of reference to Clara, but from the point of view of Paul. In other
words, the text segment ... u ona noxopunace emy can be seen as the male character’s view of the current situation,

his opinion of this situation.

In the author's original text, this segment is an independent statement, and the pronoun she in this case directly
expresses the author's perspective, serving as an indicator of the author's narration. The fact that Clara submitted to
Paul is independent of the viewpoint of Paul himself, which is reinforced by the independence of the statement. The
conjunction and acquires the pragmatic function of signaling that the statement it introduces appears to be the

author's reaction to Pauls thoughts, expressed in the preceding flow of the text.
Another example:

(16) «Ona comosa 6vLna 8ce padu He2o svlHecmuU, 20mM08a cmpadams padu He2o. OHA NONONCUNA PYKY eMy HA
xoneno. OH 83471 ee pYKY U noyenosail, Ho emy cmaio He no cede. Kax 6yomo om omxasvieaemcs om ceds.
Ipunocum cebs 6 sicepmsy ee HENOPOUHOCMU, KOMOPYIO, NOJCANYH, HU 60 ymo e cmasum. Ho 3auem cmpacmno
yenosams el pyKy, 6e0b MO MOALKO OMMOIKHEM ee, He OCmasum Huuez2o, kpome 6oau. U ece-maku on meoneHHo

npuenex Mupuam k cebe u noyenosany (Jloypenc /. Coinosbsi u 10606HUKU).
The original artistic text is as follows:

(17) 1. “*She felt she could bear anything for him, she would suffer for him. 2. She put her hand on his knee as he
leaned forward in his chair. 3. He took it and kissed it. 4. But it hurt to do so. 5. He felt he was putting himself
aside. 6. He sat there sacrificed to her purity, which felt more like a nullity. 7. How could he kiss her hand
passionately, when it would drive her away, and leave nothing but pain? 8. Slowly he drew her to him and kissed
her [25].

The connector no, introduced in the translation, indicates that the following statement continues to express Paul's

point of view on the current situation. In the author's text, means of cohesion perform a different pragmatic role.

DOI: 10.37200/1JPR/V2413/PR200886
Received: 17 Jan 2020 | Revised: 04 Feb 2020 | Accepted: 10 Feb 2020 1379



International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, Vol. 24, Issue 03, 2020
ISSN: 1475-7192

In particular, in the author's text, they mark the transition to new points of view. Statement (3) contains a
description of the characters action and is perceived as a segment of the authors narration. Statement (4) introduces

the author's opinion of the characters contrast point of view.

The connector yet between (7) and (8) actualizes the transition from Pauls thoughts to the authors narration about
the actions of this character. In the text, there is a combination of the author's narrating the characters actions and the

point of view of the character on the situation.

The pragmatic importance of this connector for rendering the author's intention is emphasized by the fact that it
remains in the translation. Leaving it out could lead to a transformation of the meaning of the text. In particular, this
connector testifies to the sensitivity of the author of the original text to the technical aspects of modeling free

indirect speech.

IV.RESULTS

Analysis of the contextual situations presented in the study allows concluding that manipulating the means of
cohesion while translating can significantly affect the reader's perception of the characters' points of view and of the
author's narration. The translation in this case reveals the translators desire to deepen the inner conflict of the
character or the conflict between different characters and the author. At the same time, the translation transformation
of the authors use of connectors aims at making the psychological portrait of the character more accessible to the

readers perception.

Such translation strategy is accompanied by a displacement of the boundaries between the points of view of the
character and the author expressed in the text, and presents these points of view in the form of a dialogue of
consciousnesses that were actualized in the text modeling process. In other words, in free indirect speech not only
the voice of the character but also of the author begins to sound. Means of cohesion appear as markers of free
indirect speech and establish a pragmatic relationship not only between statements that manifest the point of view of

a particular character but also between opinions belonging to different characters and to the author.
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