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Abstract 
The purpose of this study is to present and analyze the translation of seven selected 

concessive conjuncts – anyway, however, although, though, still, nonetheless and yet – in Dan 

Brown’s novel Angels and Demons translated by Ola Klingberg, by means of a comparative 

method combined with a qualitative analysis. Background and theory are mainly based on 

Altenberg (1999, 2002) for the conjuncts and Ingo (1991) for translation strategies. The aim is 

fulfilled by answering the three research questions: 1. How does Klingberg translate the seven 

selected concessive conjuncts into Swedish? 2. What factors influence the choice of 

translation alternative? 3. What kinds of strategies does Klingberg use? The main result is that 

the conjuncts translate into many different alternatives, although most frequently into the 

Swedish adversative men, followed by a Swedish concessive like ändå. However, the analysis 

of anyway is inconclusive because there were not enough tokens. The main conclusion is that 

translation is a difficult area to be involved in since numerous aspects affect the choice of 

translation alternative, even though it is shown that it is definitely possible to translate more 

or less ‘correctly’. A second conclusion is that some words are more likely to be translated 

with a particular word than others. 

 

Key words: 
Angels and Demons, concessive conjuncts, source text, target text, translation, 

unexpectedness. 
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1. Introduction 

Translation is a very appealing field of study within language and linguistics. However, it is 

also a very complicated one to grasp fully. The number of possible and plausible translation 

alternatives may appear unlimited to the average person, but this is not always the case. The 

translator must not only translate a specific text, but also the tone and style of the text so that 

the target text (henceforth TT) does not appear different in these aspects compared to the 

source text (henceforth ST) and the author’s intentions. This makes it much more difficult for 

a translator, especially one of literary texts. Thus, not anyone who knows two languages will 

be able to become a good translator. 

         In this study the translation of a specific kind of linking device, namely contrasting 

concessive conjuncts in Dan Brown’s novel Angels and Demons (henceforth A&D) from 2001 

and the Swedish translation by Ola Klingberg Änglar och Demoner (henceforth Ä&D) from 

2005 will be investigated. The novel is full of twists and turns in the plot making it ideal for a 

study of contrastive elements since simply using but and translating it into men would create a 

rather dull and uninteresting language. The varied vocabulary should also be kept in the TT to 

some extent, so it does not appear duller than the ST. 

         The most important aspect of connectors in general is that they keep the language 

flowing, make the text easier to read and also make it more comprehensible (Altenberg, 

1999:250). Therefore, their translation is very important, because otherwise the TT – in this 

case Swedish – will lose some of the clarity and flow found in the ST, the original English 

version. Consider (1) below; if a translation of although had been left out – which is virtually 

impossible – one would not have experienced the same contrast and unexpectedness in 

Swedish as in English:  

 
(1) Although accounts of the Illuminati 

emblem were legendary …, no 
academic had ever actually seen it. 
(A&D: 49) 

Trots att redogörelser för Illuminatis symbol 
var välkända … hade ingen forskare faktiskt 
sett den. (Ä&D:44) 

 

The feeling is that it is strange that no one has seen the emblem despite its legendary status 

and the same meaning is sensed in the Swedish translation. There are a number of ways to 

translate concessive conjuncts like although, as will be seen later, but as long as a sense of 

contrastive unexpectedness is kept in the TT most ways of translating the conjunct are 

acceptable to some extent.           
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1.1 Aim and Scope 

The aim of this study is to study connective elements and their translation from English into 

Swedish in Dan Brown’s novel Angels and Demons. The English conjuncts studied are: 

 
Although, anyway, however, nevertheless, nonetheless / none the less, still, 

though, and yet 

 
This selection is based on several definitions shown in Section 3 below, and rules out any use 

of the words when not used as concessive conjuncts, like for instance still in the sense of 

continuousness and yet in the sense of until this moment.  

         Thus, this study will mainly answer the following questions: 

 
1. How does Klingberg translate the seven selected concessive conjuncts into Swedish? 

2. What factors influence the choice of translation alternative? 

3. What kinds of strategies does Klingberg use? 

 

2. Background and theoretical perspectives 

Translation is generally described as a very complicated field of study, especially in regards to 

fiction when the translator has to grasp not only the language itself, but also the tone and co-

text of the text. Some people, for instance Dante and Cicero, have even claimed that 

translation is impossible since all parts of the ST cannot be kept in the TT (Ingo, 1991:15). 

However, the massive number of translations that are being made between different languages 

must prove that translation is possible. Basically it all depends on what demands we place 

upon a translation for it to be ‘correct’. Some demand that everything must be translated and 

the form and meanings must be kept intact, and no new information is allowed to be added 

(Ingo, 1991:16). There are also numerous other aspects of pragmatics and semantics that limit 

the possibility of translation like for instance semantic content and differences in cultural 

environments between the ST and TT (Ingo, 1991:18). When translating one must also 

consider finding a “stylistic form appropriate to the receptor language and to the intended 

receptors” and that the translator presents what the original author presents (Hatim, 2001:24).  

         According to Ingo, however, we must limit our demands on a translation to the “transfer 

of information or semantic contents from a source language […] to a target language …” 

(Ingo, 1991:20, my translation) in order to be able to have any translation at all. He therefore 
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argues that the demands for form and meaning to be left unchanged must be disregarded, 

since otherwise it is impossible to talk about the possibility of translation (Ingo, 1991:20). 

         In addition, the translation of connectors is, as mentioned in the beginning, an important 

part for the cohesion and fluency of the TT. If not translated properly, a reader of the TT may 

miss something that is included in the ST and vital to that particular passage. Much research 

has been done on many types of connectors, including the ones concerned in this study: 

concessive conjuncts. One of the most prominent Swedish researchers within this area is 

Bengt Altenberg, who has completed a number of papers on the subject. In a corpus of 22 

texts – one third fiction and two thirds non-fiction – he has investigated how well translations 

from English into Swedish, and Swedish into English correspond and how frequently ST 

connectors translate into their TT equivalent (Altenberg, 1999:249; Altenberg, 2002:21). He 

demonstrates that, for instance, yet is translated in 17 different ways into Swedish, which 

shows that the translation of the conjunct is widely spread, and what alternative to use 

probably depends on text-type (Altenberg, 2002:26). Although these are corpus-based studies, 

they can be applied on a study like this when there is merely one novel and its translation that 

are being investigated since the field of study is practically the same even though the size of 

data samples and the genre are different.   

         Furthermore, when looking at Swedish grammar, the Swedish Academy mentions the 

subjuncts fastän and även om as typical for concessive subordinate clauses. Also adverbials 

like ändå, likväl and i alla fall are used for the concessive clauses in Swedish (Teleman et al. 

1999:639). Other typical concessive conjuncts in Swedish, though some are old-fashioned, are 

ehuru, medan and trots att (Teleman, 1974:244). All of these would be suitable words used 

for translating the ST conjuncts into TT equivalents and the translator can, thus, maintain the 

intentions of the ST author. 

2.1 The translator 

The novel Angels and Demons was, as mentioned, translated into Swedish by the Swedish 

translator Ola Klingberg, born in Stockholm in 1965. He has studied architecture, language, 

psychology and creative writing, and translates both from English into Swedish and Swedish 

into English (Svensk Bokhandel, 2001). His résumé contains for instance translations into 

Swedish of Dan Brown’s novels The Da Vinci Code and Angels and Demons, and books into 

English by Swedish author Jonas Gardell (adlibris.se, 2006 & Svensk bokhandel, 2001).         
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3. Material, method and definitions 

3.1 Material 

In order to make a study of translation, one needs as primary material the text in both the 

source language and the target language. In this case Dan Brown’s novel Angels and Demons 

and its Swedish translation will be analyzed because I like Brown’s books and this novel is 

full of twists and turns in the plot, making it suitable for analysis of concessive conjuncts. 

Since it is a novel of 620 pages there should also be enough tokens of the different types of 

concessive conjuncts to allow a solid analysis of this particular novel and its translation. 

         The theoretical aspects of this study are largely based on Altenberg and Quirk et al. and 

their definitions of concessive conjuncts. These are well-renowned within linguistics and 

language, and should provide a foundation to stand on for my definition. Altenberg (1999; 

2002) also provides material for comparison between his corpus-based analysis and the results 

found in this study. The parts related to translation theory rely on Hatim (2001) and Ingo 

(1991). In order to also explain some of the tokens, Swedish grammar books are used to grasp 

for instance to what groups certain words belong and if concessive conjuncts are used in the 

TT as well. 

3.2 Method 

This study started out as a pilot study of the first 100 pages of the novel Angels and Demons. 

Every connector was included to determine which group would be possible to study in more 

detail. This resulted in a list of about 200 connectors of contrast, summing, resulting et cetera 

and the conclusion was drawn that the group of connectors of contrast was one of the more 

viable and interesting ones. Therefore, a narrower distinction was made, delimiting the scope 

to concessive conjuncts.  

         The primary method for this study is a comparative one, where the concessive conjuncts 

have been first found in the English source text and then compared to the Swedish version. 

This should provide a material of around 250 tokens based on my pilot study where a sixth of 

the book resulted in 35 tokens of my chosen concessive conjuncts. Since both the translations 

and the number of tokens are relevant to this study, the method used will be a combination of 

qualitative and quantitative aspects. The quantitative aspect is that the number of tokens of the 

different translations and their positions within the sentences in both ST and TT will be used 

to analyze how frequent each translation strategy is used. The qualitative aspect is that the 
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results will be analyzed in order to analyze why Klingberg has used the chosen translation 

strategy for some of the more interesting tokens. 

         The obvious negative aspect of my method is that it is highly likely that I will miss some 

of the concessive conjuncts I am supposed to find. As a partial solution to this, the entire book 

is browsed at least once more after the first and more focused reading which should render 

more reliable results. Since the definition used is narrow and well-defined, a critical analysis 

will show which usages of the words in Section 3.3.4 actually belong to the concessive 

conjuncts, therefore avoiding inappropriate ones. 

         Moreover, since this study merely includes one translator and his idiolect it is difficult to 

generalize the results into a wider perspective since all authors and translators think 

differently. Altenberg (1999 & 2002) has, however, already carried out corpus-based studies, 

and therefore one may compare his results to the results of this study to analyze whether there 

are any differences and similarities. Consequently, a more focused investigation of one novel 

may yield reliable results that are open to some generalization, although a wider investigation 

of several novels would provide a more extensive range more open to generalization. 

However, the chosen method suits the purpose of this study very well since the focus is placed 

on one translator and his specific idiolect. 

3.3 Definitions 

This part will discuss different definitions of concessive connectors from three different major 

sources, and in 3.3.4 the combined and restricted definition used in this study is presented.  

3.3.1 Quirk et al.’s definition 

Randolph Quirk and his fellow authors (1985) give the definition of conjuncts in general first 

of all as follows: “they have the function of conjoining independent units rather than one of 

contributing another facet of information to a single integrated unit” (Quirk et al., 1985:631). 

They thus function as combiners or connectors between two separate units or sentences.  

         Furthermore, the authors divide the group of conjuncts into seven different subgroups 

depending on whether a specific conjunct is used as for instance a listing device (e.g. 

secondly), a resultive device (e.g. thus), or as a contrastive device (e.g. however) (Quirk et. 

al.,  1985:634-5). Since this study merely concerns contrastive elements it is this latter group 

that is the most interesting one. The contrastive conjuncts are then subdivided into four 

subgroups:  
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• Reformulatory: conjuncts frequently preceded by or like better and in other words 

• Replacive: for instance alternatively and again 

• Antithetic: conjuncts like conversely, in contrast and then 

• Concessive: words like however, nonetheless and though.  

(Quirk et al., 1985:635-6) 

 

We now have the derivation of the category – concessive conjuncts – that this study will be 

concerned with. The authors’ definition of the category of concessive conjuncts is that “one 

unit is seen as unexpected in the light of the other” (Quirk et al., 1985:639). The list of 

concessive conjuncts given by them is made up of anyhow, anyway(-s), besides, else, 

however, nevertheless, nonetheless (none the less), notwithstanding, only, still, though, yet, in 

any case, in any event, at any rate, at all events, for all that, in spite of that, in spite of it all, 

after all, at the same time, on the other hand, all the same, admittedly, of course, still and all 

and that said (Quirk et al., 1985:636). Even if this is an exhaustive definition, it is too broad 

to be used in the present study. Therefore, other definitions are now incorporated in search of 

a narrower and more suiting definition. 

3.3.2 Altenberg’s definition  

Bengt Altenberg (2002) defines concessive conjuncts in generally the same way as Quirk et 

al. do. He explains that they “are usually said to present the discourse unit they occur in […], 

as unexpected in view of a preceding unit…” and includes nevertheless, yet, still, anyway, at 

least and after all (Altenberg, 2002:22-4). He excludes however and though because they 

belong to the ‘adversatives’ or ‘but class’ (Altenberg, 2002:22). In a paper from 1999, on the 

other hand, Altenberg (1999:265) includes the following conjuncts in the class of concessive 

conjuncts: however, though, nevertheless, yet and still. He, thus, includes both however and 

though among the concessive connectors, but regards anyway and at least as ‘dismissive’ 

conjuncts (Altenberg, 1999:265). In general Altenberg’s lists are rather similar to Quirk et 

al.’s list, even though not as exhaustive and a combination with other sources should give a 

plausible framework to work within. 

3.3.3 Svartvik & Sager’s definition 

For an even deeper look into concessive conjuncts one can also incorporate Svartvik & 

Sager’s definition in Engelsk universitetsgrammatik (1996). They define them as connectors 

that show when something said is odd in comparison to another sentence or clause (Svartvik 
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& Sager, 1996:341). This is very similar to the other sources and their definitions, but one 

difference lies in the examples presented. Svartvik and Sager (1996:341-3) exemplify 

contrastive conjuncts with although (though), even if, while, whereas, if, as, and whether … 

or. It is likely that they would not call all these concessive conjuncts, but it does show, 

however, that whereas Quirk et al. and Altenberg do not include although, Svartvik & Sager 

compare it directly with though, which Altenberg includes in one of his exemplifications.  

3.3.4 The definition used in this study 

The definition of contrasting concessive conjuncts used in this study is a combination of the 

three definitions presented above. First of all, the connector must appear in a fashion where 

one unit seems unexpected compared to another unit, since this is the definition of the 

concessive conjuncts in general. Secondly, when comparing the explanations and examples 

given in Quirk et al. (1985:636), Altenberg (1999:265; 2002:24), and Svartvik & Sager 

(1996:341) I concluded that the concessive conjuncts chosen for analysis in this study would 

be the ones below, when used as concessive conjuncts:  

 
Although, anyway, however, nevertheless, nonetheless / none the less, still, 

though, and yet 

 
This excludes for example yet (until this moment) and still (up to a particular point in time) 

(Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English, 1995:1416). The mentioned sources 

combined should provide a plausible framework to work within and, hence, make the 

investigation more manageable. Although Quirk et al. (1985) do not classify although into the 

category of concessive conjuncts, other sources like Svartvik & Sager (1996) and Peters 

(2004) do and thus it is appropriate to include since its usage is very close to that of though, 

which was included in Altenberg (1999).  

          

3.4 Translation strategies and definitions 

Regarding translations there are numerous strategies a translator can use when translating 

from ST to TT. The best strategy is, in many cases, the direct translation when every single 

word is translated word by word (Ingo, 1991:179). This definition is used with the slight 

change to allow minor changes in the TT that are necessary for grammatical correctness, 

clarity and coherence. Even though Ingo finds direct translation to be impossible, this small 
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amendment should make it more justified and easier to obtain. According to Ingo, this is the 

strategy translators want to use as much as possible (Ingo, 1991:180).  

         Furthermore, there is the strategy of restructuring sentences in order to keep the same 

clarity in both TT and ST. This is useful when the ST word order cannot be kept for 

grammatical reasons, and free translation of restructuring is more appropriate than direct 

translation (Ingo, 1991:68). 

         Often, although not so much in literature, a translator can omit certain words when 

omission does not distort the intended meaning of the ST. Since this study concerns 

concessive conjuncts used for cohesion and contrast, there should not be very many examples 

of omission in this study. However, it is highly likely that some examples will occur even 

here, and therefore it is necessary to mention that what is considered omission in this study is 

when there is no word or expression present in the TT that is a direct translation of the 

concessive conjunct in the ST. According to Ingo (1991:86) omission occurs in two different 

ways: 1. context makes translation of a word unnecessary and omission does not cause 

semantic decline; and 2. context does not show the intended meaning, thus omission causes 

semantic decline. 

         In the tables below, the position of the conjuncts and their translations will be referred to 

as initial, medial and final. Initial, first of all means that the conjunct, or translation, is the 

first word of a sentence, and is thus capitalized in the novel. Medial is used when a word is 

placed somewhere in the sentence which is not first or last. Final, then, of course means that 

the word or expression is the last word of the particular sentence containing the conjunct or its 

translation. This should allow a clearer presentation of restructuring and direct translation.  

 

4. Results and analysis  

The analysis of Angels and Demons resulted in a total of 266 tokens divided among the 

conjuncts. Compared to my initial conjuncts, nevertheless did not occur at all in the ST, and is 

therefore excluded. Table 1 below shows the distributions of all the English concessive 

conjuncts found according to the definition, i.e. signs of unexpectedness between two units, 

and how many of the tokens of each type are translated into different Swedish words and 

expressions.  
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Table 1. Conjuncts and their translations - Overview 
Swedish 
translation 

Although Though However Anyway Yet / 
and 
yet 

Still Nonetheless Total no. of 
TT translations 

Men 31 36 47 0 18 10 3 145 
Trots att 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 

Visserligen 
… men 

16 3 0 0 0 0 0 19 

Även om 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Fastän 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Men ändå 2 0 0 0 4 3 1 10 

(Och) ändå 0 0 0 1 31 9 1 42 

Hur som 
helst 

0 0 1 3 0 0 1 5 

(Men) 
likväl 

1 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 

Other 
translations 

0 1 2 1 0 0 0 4 

Omission 1 1 5 0 2 1 1 11 

Total 
tokens 
 

76 41 55 5 55 23 11 266 

                  
 
Table 1 above shows the general distribution of the translations of each conjunct, but for the 

sake of manageability each English conjunct and its translations will be discussed separately 

below. In the following sub-sections, the tables will also be more detailed than the one above, 

and contain references to changes in word order, clauses and sentences in order to show the 

effect of grammar on the TT compared to the ST.  

 

4.1 Although 

Although, first of all, is translated into Swedish in numerous different ways. Table 2 below 

shows the distribution of the 76 tokens of although and how they are translated into Swedish: 
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Table 2. Although and its translations with changes in word order and structure 

Swedish Translation Initial although Medial although Total  
Initial Men 3 0 3
Medial men 21 7 28
Initial Trots att 13 0 13
Medial trots att 1 5 6
Medial visserligen … 
men 

15 1 16

Initial Även om 2 0 2
Medial även om 0 2 2
Initial Fastän 2 0 2
Medial men … ändå 1 1 2
Medial men likväl 1 0 1
Omission 1 0 1
Total 60 16 76
   
 

As seen in Table 2 the most prevalent position for although is initially in a sentence, which, 

however, often tends not to be kept in the TT, like for instance in (2) below: 

   

(2) Although both figures were pointing 
into the distance, they were pointing in 
totally opposite directions. (A&D: 320) 
 

Båda figurerna pekade bort i fjärran, men åt 
motsatta håll. (Ä&D:286) 

There are, as seen in Table 2, 60 tokens of initial although and 39 of these have been 

translated into a Swedish sentence with the translation of although in the medial position and 

most of them into medial men exemplified in (2) above. However, when although is already 

positioned medially in a sentence, its translation seems to keep that position on all occasions.            

         One Swedish expression, however, stands out from the other ones: instead of being 

moved into the sentence trots att is kept in the beginning in 13 out of 14 tokens, as in (3):  

 

(3) Although his employer had never 
revealed his face, the killer felt 
honoured to be in his presence. (A&D: 
29) 

Trots att uppdragsgivaren inte hade blottat 
ansiktet hade mördaren känt sig hedrad som 
fått träffa honom. (Ä&D:26) 

 

The 13 examples of this strategy show that the translation of initial although does not 

necessarily have to be moved, and shows ingenuity when although is translated in numerous 

ways with different grammatical solutions. So for although we can see that Klingberg uses 

both free translation and direct translation when translating the conjunct, which is appropriate 
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because some sentences cannot be kept entirely as they look in the ST and have to be changed 

according to Swedish grammar rules (Ingo, 1991:68).  

         Moreover, on one occasion a translation of although is omitted, which creates a loss of 

the contrast that although is there to indicate in the ST. Consider (4) below: 

 

(4) Although the central location was 
intended to minimize in-vault travel of 
documents, researchers appreciated the 
privacy the surrounding stacks afforded. 
(A&D: 239) 

Att bordet stod mitt i arkivrummet var för att 
man inte skulle behöva bära dokumenten 
längre än nödvändigt. Dessutom uppskattade 
forskare den avskildhet som de omgivande 
hyllorna gav. (Ä&D:214) 

 

There is no sign of contrast in Swedish, but instead the translation is restructured into two 

sentences with an additive dessutom as the connection (for additives cf. Quirk et al., 

1985:635). Although the contrast is lost in the TT, it does not, in this case, make the TT 

impoverished. There is not that much contrast between the different things described, but 

instead one may describe it as addition instead, even though the author of the ST wants to 

show that there is a contrast since he uses although and not an additive like in addition. Thus, 

semantic decline is apparent, corresponding to Ingo’s (1991:86) second aspect of omission. 

         Altenberg does not include although in any of his studies (1999 & 2002), and therefore 

an explanation of the results presented in this study compared to other investigations is rather 

difficult to present. According to Peters (2004:539) although is more formal than though (4.2 

below). One can therefore conclude that the more widespread types of translations for 

although create the feeling that also Klingberg perceives although as formal in comparison to 

though. Moreover, since there are so many tokens of although, even though Peters (2004:539) 

states that though outnumbers although in fiction by 3 to 1, Klingberg must use more types to 

prevent the text from becoming dull and repetitive. However, in general it can be argued that 

the ST is more formal than the TT because of the large number of men in the TT. 

4.2 Though  

As seen in Section 4.1, though is often seen as a synonym of although. However, the results in 

Table 3 below suggest that it cannot be seen as absolute synonymy because the differences are 

too vast (cf. Cruse 2004:154-5 for absolute synonymy). 
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Table 3. Though and its translations with changes in word order and structure 

Swedish Translation Initial though Medial though Final though Total  
Initial Men 0 25 8 33
Medial men 1 1 1 3
Initial Visserligen 
…men 

0 1 0 1

Medial visserligen 
… men 

1 1 0 2

Utan 0 1 0 1
Omission 0 1 0 1
Total 2 30 9 41
   
Table 3 above illustrates that though translates into three different words and expressions. 

There are, however, many examples of initial use of men in the TT. In fact, 33 out of the 41 

tokens were translated with initial men. This can for instance be exemplified by (5) below: 

 
(5) When he looked up, though, the church 

around them was illuminated for thirty 
yards. (A&D: 524) 

Men när han tittade upp var de trettio 
närmaste meterna av kyrkan upplysta. 
(Ä&D:470) 

 
This is the usual translation used by Klingberg, and there is no point in really arguing whether 

this is impoverished or not; it simply becomes slightly tiresome that so many sentences begin 

with men in the TT. This restructuring is called ‘free translation’ by Ingo (1991:68), and 

should be seen as a way of adjusting to the TT grammar and style in this context.  Positioning 

men initially is questioned by some, since it gives a feeling of informal talking, and should 

therefore be used moderately (Svenska språknämnden, 2006). However, according to 

Bolander (2005:147) Swedish sentences beginning with men create a sense of cohesion and 

boost the unexpectedness and contrast of a sentence compared to an earlier one. There are no 

grammatical aspects suggesting that it is negative, and it is actually a common way of starting 

sentences in literature (Svenska språknämnden, 2005:344). Initial men tends to be used in all 

kinds of situations by Klingberg, thus creating a sense of speech in some situations when the 

narrator describes the story, as in (5) above, although it is not “wrong” to do so in novels. 

         There are merely five exceptions from the use of men as the translation. The two most 

interesting are the one translated into utan and the one that is omitted. Firstly, (6) below is 

translated by use of utan for though:  

 
(6) Oddly though, he totally ignored the 

golden box, rushing right past it. (A&D: 
525) 

Märkligt nog brydde han sig inte alls om det 
förgyllda skrinet, utan fortsatte förbi det. 
(Ä&D:471) 
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This is justified by oddly translated into märkligt nog that also shows some contrast to 

expectation. This does not add any new information, so it seems to be just an exception from 

using men to prevent the TT from feeling repetitive and dull. 

         The omission case is even more interesting to discuss. The translation strategy used is 

clearly omission, but the reader can still sense the contrast, as in (7) below: 

   
(7) A moment later, though, as if the Holy 

Spirit Himself had descended to 
persuade Chartrand of His power, 
Chartrand had a vision. (A&D: 525) 

Ett ögonblick senare var det som om själve 
den helige Ande hade nedstigit för att 
övertyga Chartrand om sin kraft, för 
Chartrand fick en vision. (Ä&D:471) 

 
Somehow a sense of contrast is kept in the TT, although something appears to be missing 

within this particular context since the TT sentence does not quite convey the same thing. 

Including dock after Ett ögonblick senare would, however, have stressed the contrast better. 

However, it is interesting to see that even by omission the sense of unexpectedness is kept, 

thus Ingo’s first theory of omission applies since context justifies omission (Ingo, 1991:86).  

         According to Altenberg (1999:264) though is generally used in informal contexts and 

therefore it is often translated into either men or fast. He does not, however, find any Swedish 

item that corresponds well to though. Thus, one can see that Klingberg sees the contexts that 

though appears in as rather informal since 36 out of 41 items are translated into men in Änglar 

och Demoner. Compared to although, the number of types of translations used is more 

limited, which could show that this more informal word, at least in fiction, can be translated 

with initial men and not with a Swedish concessive conjunct. 

4.3 However 

The third type of concessive conjunct, and perhaps the most interesting one as far as 

translation is concerned, is however, for which the detailed results can be seen in Table 4 

below: 

 

Table 4. However and its translations with changes in word order and structure 

Swedish Translation Initial however Medial however Total  
Initial Men 6 40 46
Medial men 0 1 1
Medial hur som helst 0 1 1
Other translations 0 2 2
Omission 0 5 5
Total 6 49 55
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The reason for this being the most interesting type is that 47 out of 53 listed tokens are 

translated into men. But what is even more fascinating is that only eight tokens have the same 

position in both the ST and the TT. This would suggest that however does not have any real 

literal translation into Swedish, and that when used in English it most commonly causes 

restructuring of the Swedish translation. In the ST, the most common use of however is in the 

early medial of the sentences like in (8) below, translated into initial men: 

 
(8) The image he conjured, however, was no 

help. (A&D: 429) 
Men den bild detta förde med sig var inte till 
någon hjälp. (Ä&D:471) 

 
The choice of this particular sentence was made because it is also a clear case of how using 

initial men as the translation for however makes the TT impoverished. There is an obvious 

loss of style and tone, especially in this case, since conjured and however make the ST more 

formal, but this formality is lost in the TT. Although it makes it easy to comprehend the TT, 

the loss of formality impoverishes the TT. 

         On five occasions Klingberg has used omission as his translation strategy. Compared to 

omissions of translations in other cases (cf. e.g. 4.1 and 4.5) here one clearly feels that 

something is missing when the ST and the TT are compared. In order to exemplify, consider 

(9) below: 

 
(9) He did, however, find Vittoria’s cell 

phone. (A&D: 476) 
Vad han hittade var Vittorias mobiltelefon. 
(Ä&D:427) 

 
This exemplifies Ingo’s ‘semantic decline’ since components of meaning are lost (Ingo, 

1991:68). Even if one looks at sentences surrounding the TT in (9) above, one can not tell that 

they are seen as unexpected as in the ST. The character looks for a weapon but finds the cell 

phone. In the ST it is unexpected, but in the TT this is not shown. In this particular case for 

instance men or dock could have been used to further emphasize the unexpectedness. It is also 

interesting to note that nearly half of the total omissions in the TT are for however. This is 

probably because Klingberg felt that he cannot be too repetitive and use initial men for each 

however and therefore decided, either consciously or unconsciously, to use omission and 

restructure the sentences. 

          Furthermore for however, the comparison between ST and TT also yielded two special 

cases, shown as ‘other translations’ in Table 4. Once, however is translated into men … 

visserligen split into two sentences creating enrichment of the text. This is seen in (10) below: 
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(10) Now, however, it stopped him short. It 
was not an angel. Far from it. (A&D: 
466) 

Men nu hejdade han sig. Det var visserligen 
ingen ängel, inte på långa vägar. (Ä&D:418) 

 
The search for angels is a part of the main plot in Angels and Demons and the use of men … 

visserligen shows that Klingberg has analyzed the plot and encoded it into the translation of 

however providing the reader of the TT a restructured use of the meaning of however.            

         The other special case contained a translation of medial-placed however into initial men 

trots att. This is shown in (11) below: 

 
(11) Oddly, however, as the engines strained 

louder and the chopper hurtled through 
the air, Langdon could see that the 
quarries were not getting any closer. 
(A&D: 545) 

Men trots att motorerna dånade allt högre 
och helikoptern flög fram genom luften, 
tyckte Langdon märkligt nog inte att 
stenbrottet verkade komma närmare. 
(Ä&D:489) 

 
This combination, using addition of an extra contrastive element in Swedish makes the TT 

reader clearly understand the unexpectedness. Also, oddly, translated into märkligt nog, is 

moved farther back into the sentence and placed on the subordinate clause, further stressing 

the unexpectedness sensed.               

         Altenberg (1999) arrived at rather different results compared to this study. He concludes 

that the most common translation of however is emellertid (47% of the tokens) and the second 

most common translation is men (Altenberg, 1999:259). The use of emellertid is probably 

explained by Altenberg’s inclusion of non-fiction in his study. Compared to this study, men is 

the most commonly used translation strategy, whereas emellertid is not used at all. The reason 

for this may lie in Klingberg wanting to keep the TT easy to grasp and not use the slightly 

formal emellertid but instead use a more informal word like men. Another slight difference 

lies in the percentage of omissions, as Altenberg (1999:259) found 4 tokens out of 109 (3.7%) 

in his material, whereas this study resulted in 5 out of 55 (9.1%). 

         Furthermore, Altenberg did not find any of the other translation strategies used by 

Klingberg, but instead Altenberg has found dock, ändå, däremot and i alla fall. This is 

probably because Altenberg has 22 different texts from a corpus, out of which a third were 

fiction and two thirds non-fiction (Altenberg, 1999:251). His more diverse material is 

therefore likely to yield a wider result since it contains more sources, and probably some of 

them are taken from more formal sources than this novel. Also the number of omissions can 

depend on the difference in material since there are texts where the connector cannot be left 

out, but as his material was not available, it is difficult to know. 
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4.4 Anyway 

The search for anyway resulted in only five tokens in the entire novel. This renders their 

analysis very limited. Four tokens were placed last in the ST sentence and one medially. 

When translated into Swedish, Klingberg has used three different Swedish expressions: hur 

som helst, ändå and i vilket fall som helst. All three times anyway is translated with hur som 

helst it has caused restructuring and the translation is found in the medially like in (12) below: 

 
(12) My lieutenant has just pointed out that 

the masquerade will be more convincing 
with both of you anyway. (A&D, 266) 

Min löjtnant har just påpekat att maskeraden 
hur som helst blir mer övertygande om ni går 
tillsammans. (Ä&D, 237) 

 
This change is rather natural in Swedish since there is no possibility to keep hur som helst at 

the same position as anyway in the ST. However, hur som helst could have been placed 

initially with a slight change of focus as it would in that case be a discourse marker. 

         The ST word order is, however, kept on two occasions: when anyway is translated into i 

vilket fall som helst and ändå. There is too little material to actually say anything about why, 

but a possible reason could be that ändå is used in a relatively short sentence where final 

anyway translates well into concessive ändå without causing any impoverishment of the TT.  

         Altenberg came to the conclusion that the most common translation of anyway is i alla 

fall in his corpus-based study (16 out of 64 tokens) (Altenberg, 2002:37). Klingberg has not 

used this at all in Änglar och Demoner, and we thus see a difference between Altenberg’s 

results and the results of this study. Hur som helst occurs in 10 of the 64 tokens in Altenberg 

(2002:37) whereas it is the one most commonly used by Klingberg, but since the number of 

tokens of anyway in Angels and Demons is so small it is important to stress that the results are 

not conclusive enough. The other strategies used by Klingberg also occur at the top of 

Altenberg’s (2002:37) list of translations, so we can see that Klingberg seems to follow the 

general idea of how to translate anyway, except for i alla fall.   

               

4.5 Yet / And yet 

When searching for tokens of yet it appeared that it often collocated with and, which is why 

Table 5 below includes both the number of yet and the number of and yet in one table. The 

reason for having (och) ändå and not just ändå is that and yet as well as yet were translated 

into och ändå in Swedish. 
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Table 5. Yet / and yet and their translations with changes in word order and structure 

Swedish Translation Initial yet / (and) yet Medial yet / (and) yet Total  
Initial Men 9 0 9
Medial men 0 9 9
Initial men … ändå 4 0 4
Initial (och) ändå 18 0 17
Medial (och) ändå 0 13 13
Omission 2 0 2
Total 33 22 55
 
As can be seen in Table 5 above yet and and yet most frequently appear at the beginning of a 

sentence: 33 initial tokens compared to 22 mid-sentence tokens. One can also see that when 

translated into English, the word order is kept in all cases except for the two cases of 

omission. This makes yet / and yet stand out from the other types of concessive conjuncts, 

where the TT often has a different structure compared to the ST, especially for however. The 

most prevalent use of (and) yet is initially in a sentence and translated into the Swedish 

concessive conjunct (och) ändå, like in (13) below: 

  
(13) And yet he knew the answer. He had 

always known. (A&D, 580) 
Och ändå hade han vetat svaret. Han hade 
alltid vetat det. (Ä&D, 519) 

 
Example (13) above comes very close to direct translation since and corresponds to och and 

English concessive conjunct yet corresponds to Swedish concessive conjunct ändå. There is 

no stylistic difference between ST and TT, and thus we can, in this case, talk about the use of 

direct translation in Ingo’s sense (1991:179-180) although there is a difference in tenses. 

         The two cases of omission are rather peculiar when one compares ST to TT. The first 

one, (14) below, also has even if together with yet and therefore has two elements of contrast: 

  
(14) Yet even if the vacuum worked, these 

canisters are made of matter. (A&D, 97)
Även om vakuumet fungerade är ju 
behållarna gjorda av materia. (Ä&D, 87) 

 
In the TT, however, a translation of yet seems to be partially lost since the direct translation of 

even if is även om and signals the contrast, although perhaps Swedish ju presents some of the 

contrast presented by yet in the TT as a discourse marker. According to the Swedish 

Academy, Swedish ju can be used to signal contrast just like dock or i varje fall, and therefore 

this usage by Klingberg appears to be justified, even though some of the contrast or 

unexpectedness is lost through the use of ju as a translation strategy (SAOB, 2006). 
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         The other case of omission is even clearer. Consider (15) below where there is no 

translation of and yet at all: 

 

(15) Evil was everywhere. And yet the world 
had become immune! (A&D, 591) 

Ondskan fanns överallt. Världen hade blivit 
avtrubbad! (Ä&D, 529-530) 

 
This may have to do with the specific context this sentence is set in. This usage of and yet 

does not show much unexpectedness when seen in context. Therefore, it can be argued that 

omission can be used, even though Klingberg deviates from the intention of Brown’s ST. 

Nonetheless, this can be argued to be a suitable translation in this context. In terms of Ingo’s 

definition the closest this comes to omission strategy is the first one, as context in some way 

justifies the omission (Ingo, 1991:86)   

         Moreover, if we compare this to Altenberg’s results, he reached the conclusion that yet 

was translated into ändå 48% of the times, whereas this study yielded 30 out of 54 tokens, or 

56%, ändå. For men, Altenberg had 32% of the tokens for yet, and this study resulted in 18 

out of 54, or 33% (Altenberg, 2002:26). Hence, we see that the results of this study are rather 

similar to Altenberg’s, and thus the translations of yet in Angels and Demons are rather 

similar, in terms of percentage, to the translations of yet in Altenberg’s material. Altenberg 

does not show anything for men … ändå, thus it is hard to say whether this usage is common 

or not. He did, however, find more diversity in translations, so Klingberg differs in that he 

uses the two most common ones frequently, and not the same array of options (Altenberg, 

2002:26). The reason for this may be that Altenberg used a wide range of text types in a 

corpus, whereas this study is focused on one novel and the specific idiolect of one translator    

4.6 Still 

Still generally follows the patterns for the other conjuncts, namely that most translate into 

initial men. The results for still are seen in Table 6 below: 

 

Table 6. Still and its translations with changes in word order and structure 

Swedish Translation Initial still Medial still Total  
Initial Men 10 0 10
Initial Men …ändå  3 0 3
Initial ändå 2 1 3
Medial ändå 0 6 6
Omission 1 0 1
Total 16 7 23
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Table 6 above shows that the word or phrase still is translated into mostly keeps the same 

position in the TT as in the ST sentence. Basically only two words are used for the translation 

of still, i.e. men and ändå either separately or together. The most common translation is initial 

men like in (16) below: 

 
(16) Still, Langdon ventured, maybe Bernini 

had carved an additional symbol? 
(A&D, 466) 

Men kanske hade Bernini huggit in en extra 
symbol? (Ä&D, 417) 

 

This is a rather natural translation that Klingberg uses when one understands the same 

unexpectedness in both the ST and TT even though still is a concessive and men is an 

adversative. One cannot, however, call this particular example a direct translation since the 

Langdon ventured part is lost, so instead it is a free translation where one knows who is 

venturing in the TT anyway because of the context. In other translations, more direct 

translations are used, as Klingberg uses basically word for word translations as in (17) below: 

 

(17) Still he felt tired. (A&D, 537) Ändå var han trött? (Ä&D, 481) 

 
         The only odd case for still is the use of omission, seen in (18) below: 

 
(18) Still, as they fell deeper in love, 

although they could resist the 
temptations of the flesh, they both 
found themselves longing for something 
they never expected – to participate in 
God’s ultimate miracle of creation – a 
child. (A&D, 594) 

De blev allt mer förälskade, och även om de 
kunde motstå köttets frestelser upptäckte de 
båda en längtan som de inte var beredda på – 
en längtan efter att få ta del i Guds 
märkvärdigaste skapelsemirakel: ett barn. 
(Ä&D, 533) 

 

The persons referred to are devoted to the church and it is therefore unexpected that they want 

to conceive a child. There is, however, a logical explanation for the omission strategy: the 

presence of although in the same sentence in the ST. Therefore one gets the feeling of 

unexpectedness anyway and omission does not impoverish the TT in this case.  

         Altenberg (1999:265 & 2002:24) has found that still often translates into Swedish ändå, 

and makes no reference to whether it is translated into men. The reason for this is that he only 

includes Swedish conjuncts in his figures, of which men is not a part. But since he finds that 

still is often linked to ändå the results of this study come rather close, since that is the one 

strategy of translation used most frequently, after men. In 11 of the 23 tokens ändå is used as 

a strategy for translation, showing that Altenberg’s results are comparable to the ones of this 
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study. Altenberg does not, however, present as clear results for still as he does with for 

instance yet, which makes it problematic to analyze. Still, one sees that there are similarities.   

4.7 Nonetheless 

As nonetheless, as one word, is the only form used in the book, none the less will be discarded 

here. The distribution of the ST tokens and their translations are shown in Table 7 below. 

 
Table 7. Nonetheless and its translations with changes in word order and structure 

Swedish Translation Initial nonetheless Medial nonetheless Total  
Initial Men 3 0 3
Initial Men …ändå  1 0 1
Initial Ändå 1 0 1
Initial Hur som helst 1 0 1
Initial (Men) likväl 2 0 2
Medial (men) likväl 0 2 2
Omission 1 0 1
Total 9 2 11
 
Firstly, it can be seen that nonetheless is primarily placed initially in the ST sentences, and for 

all these cases the word order is kept when translated into Swedish. The same strategy of 

direct translation also applies for the two tokens of nonetheless placed in the medial position. 

What is crucial about nonetheless is that it is generally regarded as formal (Quirk et al. 

1985:636). Therefore it is peculiar that it is translated into initial men on three occasions. This 

impoverishment, which could also be seen with other conjuncts, changes the style of the ST in 

such a way that the reader of the TT does not feel the same style of a particular paragraph that 

a reader of the ST does. The best example of impoverishment is (19) below where the ST 

structure and words signal formality, but nonetheless is translated into initial men anyway: 

 
(19) Nonetheless, academic astonishment 

had somehow vetoed prudence (A&D, 
130) 

Men den förbluffade akademikern inom 
honom hade lagt in sitt veto mot en sådan 
försiktig hållning (Ä&D, 274) 

 
This exemplifies very well a loss of the style and tone found in the ST when translated into 

the TT. The formal nonetheless is seen on the same level as but when translated in this way. 

Therefore one can truly talk about the ST being impoverished compared to the TT, and this is 

clearly called free translation since stylistic aspects are lost (Ingo, 1991:68).  

         In other cases, however, one does not feel that the style and tone of nonetheless is lost in 

the TT. This can be exemplified by the translations into likväl that are used on four occasions, 
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both initially and medially in the sentences. To see how this feeling of formality and style is 

kept, consider (20) below where the Italian parts are italicized in the originals: 

 

(20) Nonetheless, the segno was distributed. 
(A&D, 225) 

Likväl spreds il segno. (Ä&D, 202) 

Although one could argue that likväl could be replaced with men ändå, the use of likväl as 

translation for nonetheless does not make the reader of the TT miss anything style-wise that 

an ST reader would perceive.  

         Another appealing strategy is the omission used on one occasion for this formal ST 

word seen in (21) below:  

 
(21) Nonetheless, more out of paralysis than 

hope, he clenched in his hands the sole 
object he had grabbed from the chopper 
on his way out the door. (A&D, 555) 

Det var snarare förlamning än hopp som fick 
honom att klamra sig fast vid det enda 
föremål han tagit från helikoptern innan han 
kastat sig ut. (Ä&D, 496-7) 

 

Nonetheless signals that it is unexpectedly paralysis and not hope that made him hold on to 

the object (a tarp). Although there is no word directly used to translate nonetheless the reader 

still understands the unexpectedness of the situation of jumping from a chopper and actually 

surviving by holding on to a tarp (Brown, 2001:555-557). Therefore it exemplifies the first 

aspect of omission used by Ingo (1991:86), since one understands implicitly from context of 

the TT that this is unexpected. 

         Nonetheless is not included in any of Altenberg’s two studies (1999 & 2002) used for 

this study. But the results of this study are rather diverse for containing merely 11 tokens, 

showing the diversity of translation strategies used by Klingberg. There is a loss of formality, 

as mentioned above, when formal nonetheless is translated into initial men, which is the 

general conclusion drawn in this study. As there is nothing to really compare to as far as 

translation is concerned, no other conclusions will be attempted, partially because of the 

insufficient number of tokens. And since neither Quirk et al. (1985) nor Svartvik and Sager 

(1996) take up any translations, no conclusion can be drawn from those sources either.  

5. Discussion 

First of all, as explained in Section 4 and its subsections above, concessive conjuncts 

frequently translate into the Swedish adversative men in an initial position in the TT. In total, 

145 tokens of all types except anyway are translated into men in either initial or medial 

position. As shown in Section 4 above, this impoverishes the TT compared to the ST in many 
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cases since it makes the text seem like talking, but is more appropriate in some cases since it 

is said to make the text easy to follow in Swedish (Svenska språknämnden, 2006; Bolander 

2005:147). Especially for nonetheless it creates an impoverishment through the total 

abolishment of the encoded formality in that word (Quirk et al.1985:636). Therefore, the 

translator shows lack of versatility and lexical poverty. 

         Another interesting aspect is the diverse selection of translation strategies that Klingberg 

actually uses, in spite of the obvious abundance of men. For these eight ST concessive 

conjuncts, Klingberg has used eleven different strategies including the group of ‘other 

translations’, showing that there is definitely not just one correct way of translating a 

particular conjunct into Swedish. Some translations are, as expected, more common to some 

specific conjuncts like trots att is connected to although, and ändå is connected to yet. Often 

Klingberg used the Swedish concessive markers such as fastän, ändå, trots att and likväl as 

translations to the English ST conjuncts (cf. Teleman, 1974:244 & Teleman et al. 1999:639 

for Swedish concessive conjuncts). When these are used by Klingberg one gets the same 

sense in both ST and TT since the concessive conjuncts work equally well in both languages 

and present the same unexpectedness. Extensive use of these TT options should enable the 

translator to maintain the author’s intentions.    

         Yet another interesting observation is that Klingberg sometimes breaks the normal 

pattern of alternatives used and adds new types of translations. The most interesting one is the 

short Swedish word ju, which according to the Swedish Academy presents a sign of 

unexpectedness by being a discourse marker (SAOB, 2006). This tiny marker shows that a 

translator has numerous ways of showing the unexpectedness presented by a concessive 

conjunct in the ST. Other examples of variation are the splitting of markers of unexpectedness 

into more than one sentence like with men … visserligen where the men comes in the first 

sentence and visserligen is moved to another sentence originally not containing a concessive 

conjunct, as in (10) above.    

         Klingberg could, however, have made other choices in the cases of omission as a 

strategy. As could be seen in Section 4 and its subsections above some omissions create a 

feeling of ‘something is missing’ when one analyzes both texts simultaneously. This becomes 

especially apparent in the cases of however, which represents almost half the cases of 

omission. The feeling of unexpectedness is missing, and perhaps a word like men could have 

been inserted in some of the cases. 

         If we then compare the overall results to what Altenberg discovered in his studies, it is 

obvious that Klingberg makes more use of men than Altenberg found in his studies (1999 & 
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2003). This excess probably has to do with the nature of the sources – one novel compared to 

a variety of fiction and non-fiction sources – where Klingberg has to keep the novel easy to 

read, and not include too many difficult or pretentious words in the dialogs for instance. 

Altenberg’s much more diverse material with 22 different texts makes the results of this study 

rather different in nature from his, but for some there are clearly similarities.   

         As far as translation strategies are concerned Klingberg has used the three types 

described earlier: direct translation, free translation and omission (Ingo, 1991:68, 86). In 

many cases the strategy used is good, whereas in other cases direct translation could have 

replaced omissions and free translations. The alternation between different strategies does, 

however, show that Klingberg has analyzed the novel and tried to come up with an overall 

translation that suits the demands of “good” translation. The only problems lie with some of 

the omissions where Klingberg has caused semantic decline when one cannot understand 

from context that what happened is unexpected (Ingo, 1991:86).     

6. Conclusion 

When summing this study up, it is obvious that one can translate concessive conjuncts of 

contrast and unexpectedness from English into Swedish in numerous ways, and analyzing the 

translations is not as easy as it may seem. There are a number of aspects one needs to take 

into consideration when analyzing the ST and comparing it to the TT, like for instance the 

effect of co-text, grammar and word order. The main result of this study is that Ola Klingberg 

often translates the conjuncts into the Swedish adversative men, which in some cases causes 

impoverishment but is the best alternative in other cases. This is done in 145 out of the 266 

cases or 55% of the cases. The reasons for this are likely to be the nature and genre of this 

novel, Klingberg’s idiolect, and that Klingberg felt it necessary to keep the language rather 

light and not too formal since the novel is rather new and modern and not considered high 

literature, which according to Ingo (1991:68) is a strong aspect of translation.  

         The chosen method of reading and comparing turned out to be as much hard work as 

anticipated, and obviously some tokens have been missed. This study has, however, yielded 

results that are valid for this particular novel, and some of the results – as for instance those of 

yet – come rather close to what Altenberg concludes in his studies (1999 & 2002), even 

though the lack of comparable results for some of the other conjuncts makes it difficult to say 

whether the results are valid in a broader perspective. The small numbers of tokens for 

anyway and nonetheless make the analysis of these conjuncts very vague, and a broader 

material is needed for them to be properly analyzed. 
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         Finally, below is a list that sums up the ST concessive conjuncts and the strategy mostly 

used by Klingberg when translating into the TT: 

 

• Nonetheless = (men) likväl (36%) 
• Although = men (41%) 
• Still = men (43%) 
• (And) yet = (och) ändå (56%) 
• Anyway = hur som helst (60%) 
• Though = men (84%) 
• However = men (86%) 

 

From all this we can definitely also see that Dante and Cicero were wrong when they claimed 

that translation is not possible at all (Ingo, 1991:15). In many cases Klingberg keeps the same 

feeling in the TT as is originally depicted in the ST. Therefore, this shows that translation is 

possible and that there are often several justifiable strategies to solve the problems of it.  
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