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Discourse relations, such as cause-consequence or contrast relations, can be
signalled in many different ways: ‘routine’ ways with classic discourse connectives
or cue phrases such as because and as an example, and ‘creative’ ways with other
lexical or non-lexical cues, such as grammatical structure. A considerable amount
of research is concerned with connectives and their effects: Corpus-based work has
provided insight into how connectives can be used, resulting in the creation of
connective lexica in various languages (collected in Connective-Lex, Stede et al.,
2019); experimental work has shown that connectives facilitate the processing of
relations, but to different degrees, e.g., depending on the expectedness of the
relation.

Compared to the fairly large body of literature on connectives, much less is known
about non-connective signals. Interest in these signals has increased in recent years,
evident by the release of the RST Signalling Corpus (Das & Taboada, 2018), which
describes signals such as semantic, syntactic, and graphical features. There is early
evidence that such signals, although less clear cues than connectives, do affect
comprehension and processing. For example, Crible et al. (2021) show that
syntactic parallelism facilitates the processing of contrastive relations, and that this
effect is greater for non-native readers than for native readers.
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Forms and functions: implicitness of discourse relations

Sarka Zikanova
Charles University, Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, Prague
sarka.zikanova@mff.cuni.cz

Understanding the structure of discourse relations in the text represents two tasks
for the recipients: identification of the discourse relation (i.e. revealing the very
connection between two arguments in the text) and its semantic interpretation. For
explicit discourse relations, both the presence of the discourse relation and its
semantic type are signaled by a discourse connective. In the case of implicit
discourse relations, it is necessary to infer both from the content of potential
arguments, or from additional signals, such as verb categories.

In a corpus-based analysis, we examined relations between several factors of
discourse structure: semantics of a discourse relation (e.g., concession), syntactic
realization (intra-sentential vs inter-sentential), and form of expression (explicit /
implicit). We describe prototypical forms of different semantic types as they occur
in the PDIiT-EDA 1.0 corpus of Czech written texts (Zik&nova et al., 2018). These
results can be used for automatic prediction of discourse relations or for
psycholinguistic studies on predicting discourse relations.

Some of the semantic types were further examined in self-paced reading
experiments. We focused on the intelligibility of the implicit contrastive and
temporal discourse relations. The results of the experiments show that explicit
discourse connectives are important for the comprehension of contrastive relations;
in temporal relations, they do not play a significant role.

References: ¢ Hoek, J., Evers-Vermeul, J. & T. J. M. Sanders (2015). The role of
expectedness in the implicitation and explicitation of discourse relations. In Proceedings of
the Second Workshop on Discourse in Machine Translation (DiscoMT). Lisbon: Association
for Computational Linguistics, 41-46.
https://jethoek.github.io/publications/Hoeketal2016.pdf « Webber, B., Rohde, H., Dickinson,
A., Louis, A. & N. Schneider (2018). Explicit Discourse Connectives / Implicit Discourse
Relations. In Proceedings of the Society for Computation in Linguistics, Vol. 1, Article 40,
228-230. https://scholarworks.umass.edu(scil(vol1/iss1/4 « Zikanova, S., Mirovsky, J. & P.
Synkova (2019). Explicit and Implciit Discourse Relations in the Prague Discourse Treebank.
In K. Ekstein (ed.), Proceedings of the 22nd International Conference on Text, Speech and
Dialogue — TSD 2019, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 11697. Cham / Heidelberg /
New York / Dordrecht / London: Springer, 236—248. » Zikénova, S., Synkova, P. & J. Mi-
rovsky (2018). Enriched Discourse Annotation of Prague Discourse Treebank Subset 1.0
(PDIT-EDA 1.0). Prague: LINDAT/CLARIN digital library, Faculty of Mathematics and
Physics, Charles University. http://hdl.handle.net/11234/1-2906
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What counts as a discourse signal?
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Discourse signals (connectives and non-connective signals) vary in strength (Asr
& Demberg 2012); e.g., and is a weak ambiguous signal. Also, for a given relation
the presence of a potential signal can be incongruous (Hoek et al. 2019), or
sometimes even contradictory (Zeldes & Liu 2020); e.g., antonymy in an
ELABORATION relation. Generally, the annotation of discourse signals in previous
work, e.g., the PDTB corpus (Webber et al. 2018), follows a principle of “signal
relevance”, annotating only the signals deemed relevant for the interpretation of
the relation. Crible (2022) criticises this strategy, advocating and undertaking an
annotation that includes all the signals present in a relation, irrespective of whether
they signal the relation or not. The general question of what exactly makes a signal
relevant for a relation remains implicit, however.

Our study focusses on the extent and the impact of non-contributing or even
contradicting discourse signals. In this way, we want to contribute to a definition
of the notion of “signal relevance”, but also to assess the gravity of the criticism
levied against relevance-based signal annotation approaches. To this end, we
examined about 1,000 discourse relations in the RST Signalling Corpus (Das et al.
2015) for signals relevant to the respective discourse relations, and also annotated
those relations for all other potential signals present in them.

Annotating the full range of signals returned two more signals per relation on
average, i.e., 50% more signals. They were restricted to a subset of the signals, in
particular, lexical chains, and other semantic relations (especially repetition),
reference, and indicative words (similar to PDTB “AltLexes”). Also, additional
lexical chains typically showed up in relations where other lexical chains had
already been annotated. Furthermore, the indicative words emerged as particularly
hard to delimit (i.e., which words/phrases are indicative of what relations), which
also triggered low inter-rater agreement. We conclude with some suggestions on
how to define this group.

References: « Asr, F.T. & V. Demberg (2012). Implicitness of discourse relations. Proceed-
ings of COLING 2012, 2669-2684. « Crible, L. (2020). Weak and strong discourse markers
in speech, chat, and writing: Do signals compensate for ambiguity in explicit relations? Dis-
course Processes 57, 793-807. « Das, D., Taboada, M. & P. McFetridge (2015). RST Signal-
ling Corpus. LDC, Philadelphia. « Hoek, J., Zufferey, S., Evers-Vermeul, J. & T. Sanders
(2019). The linguistic marking of coherence relations: Interactions between connectives and
segment-internal elements. Pragmatics & Cognition 25, 275-309. « Webber, B., Prasad, R.,
Lee, A. & A. Joshi (2018). The Penn Discourse Treebank 3.0 Annotation Manual. « Zeldes,
A. & Y. Liu (2020). A neural approach to discourse relation signal detection. Dialogue &
Discourse 11, 1-33.
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Defining a connective by the company it keeps:
A corpus-based study on students’ (creative) ways of expressing
causality using polyfunctional ‘e’

Arianna Bienati & Jennifer-Carmen Frey
Eurac Research
Avrianna.Bienati@eurac.edu, JenniferCarmen.Frey@eurac.edu

The use of semantically underspecified, polyfunctional connectives is often a
matter of concern in the educational sector. Presumably a sign of less routinized
writing that uses a reduced repertoire of elements, such connectives are expected
to decrease the expressive argumentative power of the text by introducing
unnecessary ambiguity (Calamai, 2012).

However, recent research on discourse relations is shifting the focus from discourse
connectives to less investigated lexical or non-lexical cues (Das and Taboada,
2018), showing that connectives and other non-connective cues interact with each
other, both in mutually exclusive and in redundant ways (Hoek et al., 2019) and
that also non-connective cues play a role in facilitating comprehension (Crible et
al., 2021). In our study, we investigate the interplay between the polyfunctional
connective ‘and’ and connective and non-connective cues added to specify its
meaning in the argumentative writing of students attending their 4™ year of Italian
upper secondary school in the Province of Bolzano/Bozen, Italy. In particular, we
focus on causal uses of the Italian ‘e’ investigating connective and non-connective
cues appearing segment-internally in the essays using Das’s and Taboada’s, 2014
tagset for signaling discourse relations. Moreover, we compare the patterns found
in our corpus with a reference corpus of comparable edited texts, to assess the
differences between expert and non-expert writers.

Through the results of our corpus exploration we will discuss the students’ ability
to create texts using either routinized, frequent and conventionalized ways, or more
ad-hoc ways of signaling discourse relations.

References: « Calamai, S. (2012). Per un’analisi quantitativa delle competenze negli studen-
tiuniversitari. In G. Bernini, C. Lavinio, A. Valentini & M. Voghera (eds.), A¢ti dell’11. Con-
gresso dell ’Associazione italiana di linguistica applicata: Competenze e formazione lingui-
stiche: In memoria di Monica Berretta. Bergamo, 9-11 giugno 2011. Guerra Edizioni. *
Crible, L., M. Wetzel & S. Zufferey, (2021). Lexical and Structural Cues to Discourse Pro-
cessing in First and Second Language. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 685491. « Das, D. & M.
Taboada (2014). RST Signalling Corpus Annotation Manual. « Das, D. & M. Taboada (2018).
Signalling of Coherence Relations in Discourse, Beyond Discourse Markers. Discourse Pro-
cesses, 55 (8), 743-770. « Hoek, J., Evers-Vermeul, J. & T. J. M. Sanders (2019). Using the
Cognitive Approach to Coherence Relations for Discourse Annotation. Dialogue & Di-
scourse, 10 (2), 1-33.
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Connectives as processing instructions across languages.
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A large body of literature has shown that connectives influence discourse
processing. However, Blumenthal-Dramé (2021, henceforth: BD) found the
facilitative effect of a connective to be larger in German than in English. This
might be due to the typological nature of the two languages: words in synthetic
languages (like German and Polish) tend to provide less information compared to
more analytic languages (like English), forcing speakers of the latter type of
language to rely more on contextual information, rather than on the connective. In
the current study, we aim to replicate and extend this finding by investigating (a)
whether there are cross-linguistic differences in the effect of connectives on on-
line processing and if so, (b) whether these effects can be attributed to differences
in the degree of analyticity of the language. We will present the findings of two
studies, each comparing English with Polish and German.

In asentence continuation task, native speakers read small texts. The final sentence
of the text ended in either the underspecified connective ‘and’ only or an additional
causal connective (i.e. ‘and so’). The continuations were annotated for whether or
not it is causal. In a self-paced reading study, participants will read 20 small texts
containing a target sentence pair that is causally related. This causal relation was
again either marked by a causal connective or not. An extract is presented below:

1) a. Lisawas very tired [and so]p [she fell asleep early]r [and I]s
b. Lisa war sehr mude [und ist deshalb]e [friih eingeschlafen]+ [und ich]s
¢. Julia byta bardzo zmgczona [i dlatego]e [zasneta wezesnie]r [i ja]s

We will examine the effect of condition and language on reading times of the target
(T) region and the spill-over (S) region. We expect that these regions are read faster
in sentences with a causal connective than in those without. Crucially, this effect
is hypothesized to be larger in Polish and German, compared to English, as would
be shown in an interaction between language and condition.

By investigating cross-linguistic differences in coherence marking, the present
contribution will shed more light on how structural differences between languages
affects which sources of information - lexical or contextual - readers draw on when
processing language.

References: « Blumenthal-Dramé, A. (2021). The Online Processing of Causal and Conces-
sive Relations: Comparing Native speakers of English and German, Discourse Processes
58(7), 642-661.
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Do connectives improve the level of understandability in mathemat-
ical modeling tasks?

Lena Dammann
Leuphana Universitat Lineburg
Lena.dammann@]leuphana.de

Previous studies (e.g. Sanders & Noordman 2000) give reason to assume that the
use of connectives has a positive effect on comprehension, as they help to under-
stand discourse relations in a text. However, there is no empirical evidence yet on
whether and in which way connectives affect the formation of a coherent mental
model when it comes to understanding mathematical modelling tasks. It is also
unclear whether certain groups of students may benefit particularly from the use of
connectives. Based on previous studies, it can be assumed that students with lower
language skills (Becker & Musan 2014) and readers with little prior knowledge
and interest in the topic (Kamalski 2007) are the ones to benefit most from the
explication of coherence relations through connectives.

For this reason, for this study, six mathematical modelling tasks have been varied
to create two identical variants, differing only in terms of whether coherence rela-
tions are explicitly expressed by connectives or are expressed implicitly. In order
to test which of the two text versions enables 7th to 10th grade students (n= 390)
best to form a proper situation model, the students were asked to firstly solve math-
ematical tasks on the text. In addition, they were asked to answer so-called bridging
inference questions (following McNamara & Kintsch 1996) on discourse relations
expressed in the text. Initial evaluations show that students with low language pro-
ficiency did indeed perform better on the bridging inference questions when they
had read the text version in which the discourse relations were made explicit
through connectives. In contrast, students with high language proficiency were able
to answer the reading comprehension questions slightly more often if they had read
the text version without connectives. The opposite was true when it came to solving
the mathematical tasks. Here, the linguistically strong students performed better
after reading the more explicit version of the text, while the solution rate of the
linguistically weak students even decreased. It seems, therefore, that although lin-
guistically less proficient students benefit from the use of connectives when form-
ing the situation model, they are then unable to use this advantage to solve the
mathematical tasks.

References: ¢ Becker, A., Musan, R. (2014). Leseverstehen von Sachtexten: Wie Schiiler
Kohérenzrelationen erkennen. « McNamara, D. S. & Kintsch, W. (1996). Learning from texts:
Effects of prior knowledge and text coherence. Discourse Processes 22(3). 247-288.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01638539609544975. « Sanders, T. J. M. & Noordman, L. G. M.
(2000). The Role of Coherence Relations and Their Linguistic Markers in Text Processing.
Discourse Processes 29(1). 37-60. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326950dp2901_3.
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Why stop talking? The contribution of ‘stopping’ gestures to dis-
course management

Schuyler Laparle
University of California, Berkeley
Schuyler_laparle@berkeley.edu

Recognizing language as inherently multimodal is not nearly as radical as it once
was (McNeill 1985). In the last two decades, significant attention has been paid to
incorporating co-speech gesture into formal semantic models (e.g. Lascarides &
Stone 2009; Schlenker 2020). However, the same cannot yet be said for models of
discourse structure, despite the well-documented use of interactive and pragmatic
gestures in face-to-face interaction (Bavelas et al 1992).

This paper looks at two recurrent manual gestures used to ‘stop’ some action in an
ongoing discourse: (i) ‘blocking’ gestures in which a speaker directs their open
palm toward their interlocutor, as if to stop an object from entering their immediate
bodily space (Wehling 2017), and (ii) ‘one-second’ gestures in which a speaker
points upward with their index finger, as if to say “wait a second”. The ‘stopped’
discourse action may relate either to the speaker’s contribution or to an addressee’s
potential interpretation. | explore the ways in which this polysemy is reflected in
the polysemy of accompanying lexical discourse markers. All data comes from
television interviews gathered using the UCLA Television News Archive.

In particular use contexts, stopping gestures are highly conventionalized — they can
be used in the absence of speech to convey a pre-specified meaning. Blocking ges-
tures are used as a command to stop movement, and are fully grammaticalized as
signs in ASL and BSL. The one-second gesture can be used as a silent request to
wait, and is incorporated into other emblematic gestures such as the “shush” ges-
ture. When used with speech, it is more difficult to identify a conventional, pre-
specified meaning. Both gestures occur in a wide range of use contexts, with and
without co-expressive lexical discourse markers.

The misalignment in distribution of discourse management gestures on the one
hand and lexical discourse markers on the other suggests that the two modes of
expression contribute meaning independently. | argue that this misalignment be-
tween modes can help us to better understand the multidimensionality of discourse
relations.

References: « Bavelas, J. B., Chovil, N., Lawrie, D. A., & Wade, A. (1992). Interactive ges-
tures. Discourse processes, 15(4), 469-489. « Lascarides, A., & Stone, M. (2009). A formal
semantic analysis of gesture. Journal of Semantics, 26(4), 393-449. « Schlenker, P. (2020).
Gestural grammar. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory, 38(3), 887-936. « Wehling, E.
(2017). Discourse management gestures. Gesture, 16(2), 245-276.
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The interaction of syntactic and prosodic cues on clausal
prominence and reference resolution

Timo Buchholz?, Jet Hoek? & Klaus von Heusinger?!
IUniversitat zu K6lIn, 2Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen
timo.buchholz@uni-koeln.de, jet.hoek@ru.nl,
Klaus.vonHeusinger@uni-koeln.de

The prominence status of referents in a discourse seems influenced by subordina-
tion: in configurations with a main clause and a subordinate clause, cf. (1a), the
second clause-subject is subsequently less frequently pronominalized than when
the second clause is also a main clause, cf. (1b) (e.g., Miltsakaki, 2011). We argue
that this is the result of the relative prominence of the propositions, for which syn-
tactic subordination is but one cue. Another is the type of prosodic boundary sep-
arating the clauses. We investigate how syntactic and prosodic cues direct the in-
terpretation of clauses in complex causal sentences as more or less integrated,
which in turn affects the accessibility of the referents contained within each clause.

145 German native speakers heard audio recordings of mini-discourses containing
two subject referents of the same gender. Discourses consisted of a main clause
followed either by a subordinate clause (causal weil + verb-final, (1a)), or a main
clause (causal denn and V2, (1b)). The interclausal prosodic boundary was also
manipulated: as a rise (H%) or fall (L%). A following third clause contained an
ambiguous pronoun as subject of a nonce verb. Participants were asked which of
the two subject referents the pronoun referred to (2x2, forced-choice).
1) Nadja hat vegane Burger gekauft {H;%
L%
Nadja has vegan burgers bought
a. weil Sabine kein Fleisch isst. Sie daupte. [main-sub]
because Sabine no meat eats. She dauped
b. denn Sabine isst kein Fleisch. Sie daupte. [main-main]
because Sabine eats no meat. She dauped

More ambiguous pronouns were expected to be resolved to the first clause-subject
in the main-sub condition (1a) than the main-main condition (2b), since main
clauses are more prominent than subordinate clauses (e.g., Miltsakaki, 2011). An
interaction effect obtained such that in the main-sub condition, H% effected higher
resolution for the first referent than L%, while in the main-main condition, this
trend was reversed. This complicates the picture of the role of prosodic boundaries
for integration in the literature (cf. e.g. Sanfelici et al., 2020).

References: « Miltsakaki, E. 2011. Not all subjects are born equal: A look at complex sen-
tence structure. In E. Gibson & N. J. PerImutter (eds.), The processing and acquisition of
reference, 355-380. Cambridge: The MIT Press. ¢ Sanfelici, E., C. Féry & P. Schulz. 2020.
What verb-final and V2 have in common: evidence from the prosody of German restrictive
relative clauses in adults and children. Zeitschrift fur Sprachwissenschaft 39(2). 201-230.
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Exploring the interplay between discourse connectives and non-con-
nective cues in simultaneous interpreting

Christina Pollklasener
Universitat des Saarlandes
christina.pollklaesener@uni-saarland.de

Studies on interpreting have found that interpreters both add and omit a
considerable amount of discourse connectives (e.g. Gumul, 2006; Defrancq,
Plevoets, K. & Magnifico, 2015), thus reshaping the discourse structure of the
source speeches (Defrancq et al., 2015). These studies did not include non-
connective cues in their analyses and only looked at the presence of connectives in
both source and target speeches.

This study wants to contribute to a more complex understanding of how discourse
relations are marked in interpreting. From the perspective of the source speech, |
look at how compensatory non-connective cues additional to discourse connectives
affect the target. Building upon Lapshinova-Koltunski, Pollkl&sener and
Przybyl (2022) | focus on contrastive and concessive connectives, assuming that
the presence of additional cues reduces cognitive load for the interpreter.

For my analyses, | use the sentence-aligned EPIC-UdS-Corpus, which contains
original speeches in English and their simultaneous interpretations into German. |
query the source texts for all instances of the connectives but/however, remove all
non-connective uses and manually annotate the presence of non-connective cues
in the source. The annotation of non-connective cues is based on Crible (2022).
She identified antonymy and parallelism as predictive signals for contrast and
found a relative tendency between negative and different polarity and contrast and
concession. The matches will be classified into groups depending on the translation
option used by the interpreter (explicit connective, equivalent connective, implicit
connective, total deletion of connective in target). In the analysis, I check if the
presence of non-connective cues have an influence on the use of translation
strategy. In my presentation, | will report on the results of this work-in progress.

References: ¢ Crible, L. (2022). The syntax and semantics of coherence relations. From rel-
ative configurations to predictive signals. International Journal of Corpus Linguistics 27(1),
59-92. « Defrancq, B., Plevoets, K. & Magnifico, C. (2015). Connective Items in Interpreting
and Translation: Where Do They Come From? In: J. Romero-Trillo (ed.), Yearbook of Cor-
pus Linguistics and Pragmatics 2015, Cham: Springer, 195-222. « Gumul, E. (2006). Explic-
itation in Simultaneous Interpreting: a Strategy or a By-Product of Language Mediation?
Across Languages and Cultures 7(2), 171-190. « Lapshinova-Koltunski, E., Pollklasener, C.
& Przybyl, H. (2022). Exploring Explicitation and Implicitation in Parallel Interpreting and
Translation Corpora. The Prague Bulletin of Mathematical Linguistics [TT2022 special is-
sue], 119.
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Comprehension of complex sentences with temporal connectives:
How children are led down the event-semantic kindergarten-path

Petra Schulz & Christos Makrodimitris
Goethe University Frankfurt
P.Schulz@em.uni-frankfurt.de, makrodimitris@em.uni-frankfurt.de

The sequence of sentences frequently reflects the order of events encoded by the
clauses, resulting in iconicity (Diessel 2008), which may be overtly marked by
lexical cues (e.g., after in (1a), before in (1b)). We can sidestep iconicity, however,
by using temporal connectives non-iconically ((1b) for after, (1a) for before).

@) a. After/before he ate an apple, he read a letter.
b. He read a letter, after/before he ate an apple.

Extending previous research on children’s comprehension of sentences with before
and after (e.g., Clark 1971, de Ruiter et al. 2018), we tested 60 monolingual Greek-
speaking children (aged 6—-11) with a sentence-picture matching task manipulating
Iconicity (iconic/non-iconic) and Conjunction (before/after), see (1). A GLMM
with Iconicity and Conjunction as fixed effects revealed a main effect of Iconicity
and an interaction of Iconicity*Conjunction. Tukey-adjusted pairwise comparisons
showed differences between after_iconic and after_noniconic (p=0.002) and
between before_noniconic and after_noniconic (p<0.001). This pattern suggests
that violation of iconicity negatively affected comprehension of after but not of
before. We propose that this asymmetry regarding iconicity can be accounted for
by an event-semantic kindergarten-path effect: in languages with clause-initial
connectives like English or Greek, non-iconic after-sentences (1b) are more
difficult than their iconic variant (1a), because the sentence-medial connective
forces the listener to integrate a subordinate event into the—already processed—
main clause event and to revise the initial event order. Non-iconic before-sentences
(1a) are not harder than their iconic variant, because sentence-initial before serves
as an early cue of the non-iconic order, so no reanalysis of the event-representation
is needed. The event-semantic kindergarten-path effect predicts that children
should master non-iconic before earlier than non-iconic after. This was borne out
in our results; 23 children had mastered non-iconic before but not non-iconic after,
whereas no child had mastered non-iconic after but not non-iconic before. If our
proposal applies to comprehension more generally, adults are expected to show an
event-semantic kindergarten-path under the right conditions in reading.

References: « Clark, E. V. (1971). On the acquisition of the meaning of before and after. J.
of Verbal Learng. a. Verbal Beh., 10, 266-275. « De Ruiter, L. E., Theakston, A. L., Brandt,
S., & Lieven, E. V. M. (2018). Iconicity affects children's comprehension of complex sen-
tences: The role of semantics, clause order, input and individual differences. Cognition. 171,
202-224. « Diessel, H. (2008). Iconicity of sequence: A corpus-based analysis of the posi-
tioning of temporal adverbial clauses in English. Cognitive Linguistics, 19(3), 465-490.
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Exploring the sensitivity to alternative signals of coherence rela-
tions: The case of French-speaking teenagers

Ekaterina Tskhovrebova?, Sandrine Zufferey! & Pascal Gygax?
IUniversitat Bern, 2Université de Fribourg
ekaterina.tckhovrebova@unibe.ch, sandrine.zufferey@unibe.ch,
pascal.gygax@unifr.ch

While the use and comprehension of connectives have been studied in different
categories of speakers (see e.g., Cain & Nash, 2011), less is known about the
functioning of alternative signals of coherence relations (but see e.g., Scholman et
al., 2020), especially in younger populations. Moreover, there is even less evidence
about how different alternative signals of coherence relations interact with
connectives (but see Hoek et al., 2019). It is not clear, for instance, whether
alternative signals are strong enough to generate an inference of a certain coherence
relation even in the presence of connectives.

In the current study, we assessed the sensitivity of French-speaking teenagers
(N=149, Mage=14.33, SD=1.75) to the alternative signals of a list relation (words
such as plusieurs ‘several’ and différents ‘various’), combined with connectives
varying in frequency and signalling two types of coherence relations (addition: en
plus, en outre; consequence: donc, ainsi). In addition, we contrasted the results
obtained by teenagers with those of a group of adults (N=63, Mage=28.62,
SD=9.98).

The results revealed that both groups of participants were sensitive to list signals,
as they produced more continuations expressing a list relation when one of the
alternative signals was present in the task. However, teenagers' receptiveness to list
signals was inferior to that of adults. The inference of list relation was, however,
not significantly increased when an alternative signal was combined with the more
frequent additive connective en plus. As for the combination of an alternative
signal with the less frequent additive connective en outre, it inhibited the inference
of list relation. In contrast, the consequence connectives donc and ainsi almost
completely hindered the production of list continuations.

References: « Cain, K. & Nash, H. M. (2011). The influence of connectives on young read-
ers’ processing and comprehension of text. Journal of Educational Psychology, 103, 429—
441. « Hoek, J., Zufferey, S., Evers-Vermeul, J. & Sanders, T. J. M. (2019). The linguistic
marking of coherence relations: Interactions between connectives and segment-internal ele-
ments. Pragmatics & Cognition, 25(2), 275-309. » Scholman, M. C. J., Demberg, V. & Sand-
ers, T. J. M. (2020). Individual differences in expecting coherence relations: Exploring the
variability in sensitivity to contextual signals in discourse. Discourse Processes, 57, 844-861.
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The role of connectives in L1 and L2 discourse illusions

Clare Patterson
Universitat zu Koln
cpatters@uni-koeln.de

Linguistic illusions take place when violations (e.g. on the grammatical or semantic
level) are frequently overlooked. Illusions at the level of discourse have not yet
been investigated, but could potentially arise when discourse relations (DR) are not
fully processed. The aim of this contribution is to establish: whether discourse il-
lusions arise in a systematic manner; whether they arise more frequently in L2
compared to L1 processing; and the contribution of the connective type to dis-
course illusions. The discourse connective “on the one hand...on the other hand”
sets up an expectation of contrast (Scholman et al., 2017). In (1), arguments in
favour of Laura going out have been presented with “on the one hand”. Contrasting
arguments should thus be presented with “on the other hand”. However, in (1), a
further argument in favour is presented instead, constituting a violation at the level
of DR.

() Laura is thinking about going out tonight. On the one hand, she feels like
dancing, because a great DJ will be playing. On the other hand, she can
sleep in tomorrow. She is finding it difficult to decide.

Using an acceptability judgment paradigm (1-7 scale), we tested whether discourse
violations like (1) are overlooked by L1-German—-L2-English speakers (n=184).
Judgments for violations were expected to be highly variable in comparison to con-
trol conditions. Two factors (Violation: violation; control, and Language: German;
English) were manipulated to create four conditions for each experimental item
(n=24). Each participant was tested in both their L1 (German) and their L2 (Eng-
lish), providing a within-participant comparison. Three types of discourse connec-
tive were tested: contrast, similarity and denial of expectation. Data was analysed
using Bayesian ordinal models (effects expressed as SD units). Overall, discourse
violations behaved like other linguistic violations that give rise to illusions in that
control items were rated higher than violation items (0.26 [0.13, 0.38]) but bad
fillers were rated lower than violations (-0.48 [-0.73, -0.22]). Participants were
more susceptible to illusions in their L2 compared to their L1, with German viola-
tions eliciting lower ratings than English violations (-0.42, [-0.51, -0.33]). Regard-
ing connectives, denial of expectation causes more illusions than contrast but not
similarity, though this interacts with language. The appearance of discourse viola-
tions suggests that DR are not always fully processed, in particular in the L2, and
that certain types of discourse connectives (and the DR that they signal) may be
more susceptible to incomplete processing.

Reference: « Scholman, M., Rohde, H., & Demberg, V. (2017). “On the one hand” as a cue
to anticipate upcoming discourse structure. Journal of Memory and Language, 97, 47-60.
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Verbal implicit causality and discourse connectives in Romanian
sentence production

Sofiana I. Lindemann & Madalina G. Matei
Transilvania University Brasov
sofiana.chiriacescu@unitbv.ro, m.matei@unitbv.ro

This is the first study exploring the way in which different Romanian classes of
verbs affect production in terms of upcoming discourse relations and next mention
preferences. We explore how these effects interact with connectives.

Participants. 56 monolingual native Romanian speakers participated.

Materials and Design. Two same-gendered human referents were introduced and
we manipulated the verb class and the continuation type (“because” vs. “full stop™).
The verbs belonged to one of the four classes: Stimulus-Experiencer (SE), Experi-
encer-Stimulus (ES), Agent-Patient (AP), Patient-Agent (PA) (Goikoetxea et al.
2008). Participants added one sentence continuation to each item. The 1886 con-
tinuations were annotated with respect to (i) choice of subsequent mention and (ii)
discourse relations. We expect to obtain more subject continuations for SE verbs
and more object continuations for ES verbs (Hartshorne et al. 2013) and overall
more explanation continuations (Bott & Solstad, 2014).

Preliminary Results. First, SE verbs were more subject-biased (at least 70%) than
the ES verbs. These effects were amplified in the because-condition: 91% of SE
verbs were subject-biased and 91% of ES verbs were object-biased. The PA verbs
showed a robust tendency of the initial object to be re-mentioned (89%), irrespec-
tive of the presence of the connective “because”. The AP verbs, on the contrary,
showed a similar pattern (70%) only for the “full-stop” condition. The presence of
the connective “because” reversed this tendency in favour of the subject (76%).
Second, while the presence of the connective “because” is a strong predictor of the
discourse relation to be used (i.e. at least 80% explanations), the distribution of the
discourse relations associated with the four verb types following a full stop reveals
differences in terms of strength and coherence type. PA verbs prefer explanations
in 92% of cases, while ES and SE verbs prefer them in 66% and 52% of cases
respectively. For AP verbs, participants preferred elaborations (47%) and results
(23%) rather than explanations (25%).

References: « Bott, O., & Solstad, T. (2014). From verbs to discourse-a novel account of IC.
In Hemforth, B. et al. (eds.), Psycholinguistic approaches to meaning and understanding
across languages, 213-251. NY: Springer. » Goikoetxea, E. et al. (2008). Normative study of
the implicit causality of 100 interpersonal verbs in Spanish. BRM, 40, 760—772. « Hartshorne,
J. K., & Snedeker, J. (2013). Verb argument structure predicts IC: The advantages of finer-
grained semantics. Language and Cognitive Processes, 28 (10), 1474-1508. « Ferstl, E. C.,
Garnham, A., & Manouilidou, C. (2011). IC bias in English: a corpus of 300 verbs. Behavior
Research Methods, 43(1), 124-135.
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Influence of German modal particles on the perception of discourse
relations

Hannah Seemann
Ruhr-Universitat Bochum
Hannah.seemann@rub.de

German modal particles (e.g., ‘ja’ and ‘doch’) can add expressive meaning to a
proposition (Zimmermann 2011) and thereby help to interpret discourse. They also
have a discourse-structuring function by relating a proposition to the Common
Ground (Stalnaker 2002). Therefore, they should have an influence on how dis-
course and relations between discourse units are perceived.

The present study investigates how the perception of relations between discourse
units changes during reading when German sentences do or do not contain modal
particles. Rojas-Esponda (2014) and Déring & Repp (2019) argue that some parti-
cles (like ‘doch’) are used to facilitate a certain understanding of discourse. I hy-
pothesize that if discourse relations represent how a reader perceives the coherence
of a text and discourse markers affect comprehension and processing of relations,
then the absence of a discourse marker should affect how certain discourse rela-
tions are perceived.

66 participants were tested in a self-paced reading experiment using 36 sentences.
The sentences were taken from a social media corpus (Scheffler et al. forthcoming)
which was annotated for discourse relations (Mann & Thompson 1988). The sen-
tences were presented with and without modal particles. After reading the sen-
tences, participants were asked to answer a question aiming at the discourse rela-
tion. Results show that leaving out a modal particle in a sentence does not lead to
more unexpected answers about the discourse relation nor is the mean reading time
at the end of a sentence higher if the sentence does not contain a modal particle.
This suggests that German modal particles by themselves do not influence how
discourse relations are interpreted by the reader.

References: « Déring, S., & Repp, S. (2019). The modal particles ja and doch and their in-
teraction with discourse structure: Corpus and experimental evidence. In S. Featherston, R.
Hornig, S. von Wietersheim, & S. Winkler (Hrsg.), Experiments in Focus (S. 17-56). De
Gruyter. » Mann, W. C., & Thompson, S. A. (1988). Rhetorical Structure Theory: Toward a
functional theory of text organization. Text - Interdisciplinary Journal for the Study of Dis-
course, 8(3), 243-281. * Rojas-Esponda, T. (2014). A QUD account of German doch. Pro-
ceedings of Sinn Und Bedeutung, 18, 359-376. * Scheffler, T., Kern, L.-A., & Seemann, H.
(forthcoming). Individuelle linguistische Variabilitat in sozialen Medien. In M. Kupietz & T.
Schmidt (Hrsg.), Neue Entwicklungen in der Korpuslandschaft der Germanistik: Beitrage
zur IDS-Methodenmesse 2022. Narr.  Stalnaker, R. (2002). Common ground. Linguistics
and Philosophy, 25, 701-721. « Zimmermann, M. (2011). Discourse Particles. In P. Portner,
C. Maienborn, & K. von Heusinger (Hrsg.), Semantics (Bd. 2, S. 2011-2038). Mouton de
Gruyter.
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Exploring Connective Cues with Translation
Process Data

Ekaterina Lapshinova-Koltunski?, Silvana Deilen? & Michael Carl®
IStiftungsuniversitat Hildesheim, 2University of Mainz, 3Kent State University
ekaterina.lapshinovakoltunski@uni-hildesheim.de, sideilen@uni-mainz.de,
mcarl6@kent.edu

We focus on the phenomena of explicitation and implicitation in translation
through discourse connectives looking into translation process data. Explicitation
is observed when a translated text contains discourse connectives not present in the
source or more specific connectives are used instead of more general ones in the
source (Klaudy and Kéroly, 2005, p. 15). Implicitation is an opposite phenomenon.
The increased or reduced usage of discourse connectives, their impact and
conditions in both human and machine translation have been analysed in numerous
studies (Olohan and Baker, 2000; Blum-Kulka, 1986; Becher, 2011; Meyer and
Webber, 2013; Zufferey and Cartoni, 2014; Hoek et al., 2015). We will analyse
explicitation and implicitation from a cognitive perspective. For this, we will use
the data from an English-German study contained in the CRITT translation process
database (CRITT TPR-DB, Carl et al., 2016). This database has been collected
over years and contains a substantial amount of translation process data from
numerous translation sessions. The process data includes various features that elicit
online translation behaviour. The data is parallel, so that we are able to inspect the
translational pairs of English discourse connectives in the sources and their
translations into German. In our presentation, we will report on the results of this
work-in progress.

References: « Becher, V. (2011). Explicitation and implicitation in translation. A corpus-
based study of English-German and German-English translations of business texts. PhD the-
sis, Staats- und Universitétsbibliothek Hamburg Carl von Ossietzky. « Blum-Kulka, S.
(1986). Shifts of Cohesion and Coherence in Translation. In Interlingual and intercultural
communication, pages 17-35. Gunter Narr, Tiibingen. * Carl, M., Schaeffer, M., and Banga-
lore, S. (2016). The CRITT translation process research database. In New Directions in Em-
pirical Translation Process Research, New Frontiers in Translation Studies, pages 13-54. ¢
Hoek, J., Evers-Vermeul, J., and Sanders, T. J. (2015). The role of expectedness in the im-
plicitation and explicitation of discourse relations. In Proceedings of the Second Workshop
on Discourse in Machine Translation, pages 41-46, Lisbon, Portugal. * Klaudy, K. and Ka-
roly, K. (2005). Implicitation in translation: Empirical evidence for operational asymmetry
in translation. Across Languages and Cultures, 6:13-28. « Meyer, T. and Webber, B. (2013).
Implicitation of discourse connectives in (machine) translation. In Proceedings of the Work-
shop on Discourse in Machine Translation, pages 19-26, Sofia, Bulgaria. * Olohan, M. and
Baker, M. (2000). Reporting that in translated English: Evidence for subconscious processes
of explicitation? Across Languages and Cultures, 1:141-158. « Zufferey, S. and Cartoni, B.
(2014). A multifactorial analysis of explicitation in translation. Target, 26(3):361-384.
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Cross-linguistic differences in discourse marking:
A case study of German-English texts

Frances Yung, Merel Scholman & Vera Demberg
Universitat des Saarlandes
frances, m.c.j.scholma, vera @coli.uni-saarland.de

We present results on the cross-lingual alignment and annotation of discourse re-
lations (DRs) in English-German parallel texts from the Europarl corpus, which is
part of our project to create large parallel discourse-annotated corpora and lexicons
in various languages.

The DiscoGeM Corpus (Scholman et al., 2022) includes crowdsourced annotations
of about 400 DRs in English texts that were translated to German and 700 DRs in
English texts translated from German, extracting from 15 and 18 documents re-
spectively. We aim at creating a PDTB3-styled discourse annotated dataset with
these documents where all explicit and inter-sentential implicit DRs are annotated
and cross-lingually aligned. The process involves below steps:

1. English and German explicit DRs are identified together with the argument
spans and classified into different sense types using the shallow discourse
parsers (English: Knaebel 2021, German: Bourgonje, 2021).

2. The identified connectives are aligned using a combination of neural and sta-
tistical word alignment models (Ostling and Tiedemann 2016, Dou et al. 2021).
A focus is on the null alignments produced by the aligners, which reveals cases
of implication and explication.

3. Implicit German DRs (consecutive sentences that are not connected by an ex-
plicit connective), and implicit English DRs not annotated in the DiscoGeM,
will be annotated in two-step crowdsourcing annotation methodology (Yung et
al., 2019)

The resulting dataset will allow us to extract a distributional bilingual connective
lexicon for English and German, and provide data for the study of implication and
explication of DRs in translation.

References: « Bourgonje (2021) Shallow discourse parsing for German. Phd-Thesis. « Dou
& Neubig (2021) Word Alignment by Fine-tuning Embeddings on Parallel Corpora. EACL
+ Knaebel (2021) Discopy: A neural system for shallow discourse parsing. CODI » Ostling &
Tiedemann (2016) Efficient word alignment with markov chain monte carlo. The Prague
Bulletin of Mathematical Linguistics * Scholman et al. (2022) Discogem: A crowdsourced
corpus of genre-mixed implicit discourse relations. LREC ¢ Yung et. al. (2019) Crowdsourc-
ing discourse relation annotations by a two-step connective insertion task. LAW
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The expression of substitution in Italian: a corpus-based analysis

Antonia Russo
University of Bergamo and Pavia
antonia.russo@unibg.it

The aim of my contribution is to propose an analysis of the strategies used to ex-
press the substitutive contrast in spoken Italian and to identify possible correlations
between the use of certain strategies and the communicative context.

According to the literature, the substitutive relation can be encoded through:

e subordinative configurations ([sub. conj. p], [q] or [q], [sub. conj. p]);
e coordinative/juxtapositive configurations ([p], [(subst. conn.) q]);
e paratactic correlatives configurations ([neg. p] (and) [(subst. conn.) ql);

for each of which Italian possesses a set of dedicated markers: invece (di/che) (in-
stead (of/that)), piuttosto (che) (rather (than)), anzi/anziché (rather (than)) and
bensi (but).

However, in this contribution | hypothesise that the above-mentioned strategies
constitute only a part of the repertoire available to the speaker to express substitu-
tion and that the communicative context can be particularly relevant in choosing
one or the other strategy.

In order to verify the foregoing, | used the KlParla corpus (Mauri et al. 2019) and
in particular the KIP module. This module in fact contains free conversations, lec-
tures, examinations, student receiving and semi-structured interviews, thus ena-
bling the analysis of diaphasic variation phenomena.

What emerged from an initial pilot investigation is that in spoken usage, and par-
ticularly in less formal communication contexts, less specific strategies (but
equally effective in expressing the relation under investigation) are often used.
Such non-traditional strategies consist of non-conjunctive lexical items that acquire
substitutive value only in given contexts (profrastic no, adverbs in realtd/in verita
(in fact/ in truth)). In other cases, there are no explicit strategies at all, and the two
entities are connected by simply belonging to the same ‘semantic field' and to the
same syntactic unit.

References: * Anscombre, J. & Ducrot, O. (1977) Deux mais en frangais? In Lingua 43 (1),
23-40 « Manzotti, E. (2002) Grammatica della sostituzione. In G. Beccaria e C. Marello (a
cura di), La parola al testo. Scritti per Bice Mortara Garavelli. Alessandria: Edizioni
dell'Orso, pp. 247-285 « Rudolph, E. (1996) Contrast. Adversative and concessive relations
and their expressions in English, German, Spanish, Portuguese on sentence and text level,
Berlin/New York: Walter de Gruyter. « Corpus KlParla: Mauri, C. Ballare, S. Goria, E.,
Cerruti, M. & Suriano, F. (2019), https://kiparla.it/

17



DGfS 2023 KoIn | Cologne — Arbeitsgruppe 6 | Workshop 6 —S 12

Intonation contours as signals of discourse relations in German

Manuela Caterina Moroni! & Miriam Ravetto?
tUniversita di Bergamo, 2Universita del Piemonte Orientale
manuela.moroni@unibg.it, miriam.ravetto@uniupo.it

It is generally agreed that intonation in German is used to distinguish declarative
from interrogative sentences. However, recent studies showed (Selting 1995; Berg-
mann 2018; Moroni 2020) that it contributes along with other levels of language
description to characterize an utterance as expressing a specific communicative
activity and goal in interaction. Drawing on these insights, we argue that intonation
can signal discourse relations and that this function may better explain the distri-
bution of different intonation contours in conversational sequences than the con-
nection with the category of sentence mode.

In our study, we investigate the role of the nuclear rising-falling contour (see Figure
1) in a private informal conversation between speakers of the urban variety of Frei-
burg German. This variety displays a rising-falling contour in its intonational in-
ventory, which previous works classified as typical of isolated utterances and an-
swers (Peters 2006: 423) or as occurring in narrative interviews as a turn-conclud-
ing signal (Gilles 2005: 111, 317-327).

Figure 1. (FOLK_00066, utterance in line 665)

For every collected utterance we consider the following levels of analysis: (i) syn-
tax, (ii) position of the utterance in the conversational sequence, and (iii) type of
the communicative activity. In addition, we look with a bottom-up approach for
further possible relevant parameters such as recurring semantic-pragmatic fea-
tures.

References: * Bergmann, P. (2018). Prosody in interaction. Linguistik Online 88, 11-32. ¢
Gilles, P. (2005). Regionale Prosodie im Deutschen. Berlin/New Y ork: de Gruyter. « Moroni,
M. C. (2020). Intonation und Bedeutung. Kontrastive Analyse einer deutschen und einer ita-
lienischen Regionalvarietat. Berlin: Peter Lang. « Peters, J. (2006). Intonation deutscher Re-
gionalsprachen. Berlin/New York: de Gruyter. « Selting, M. (1995). Prosodie im Gespréach.
Tibingen: Niemeyer
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Linguistic markers of discourse coherence:
Insights from corpus and experimental data

Ted J.M. Sanders
Utrecht University
t.j.m.sanders@uu.nl

Cognitively oriented linguists have various resources at their disposal and need to
develop methodological strategies of when to use which method. By focusing on
causal relations and their linguistic markers in discourse, | will illustrate the
benefits of the methodology of using converging evidence and show what kinds of
insights this brings at the level of discourse coherence. Research results from
several methodologies will be discussed, including the use of corpus-based studies
of causal connectives, in both spoken and written discourse, in various languages.

Results from processing experiments, including eye-tracking and other production
and interpretation studies, reveal how online relation processing proceeds,
indicating the role of connectives as processing instructions (Sanders & Evers-
Vermeul, 2019), but also showing a crucial role for prosody in distinguishing
between objective versus subjective causal interpretations in English (Hu et al.,
2022). The results suggest that Causality and Subjectivity are two cognitive
principles that organize our knowledge of coherence relations. They help us
explain the system and use of causal relations and their linguistic expressions in
everyday language use, and they account for discourse processing and
representation.  Finally, the status of descriptive and cognitive adequacy
(Scholman et al., 2022) will be discussed.

References: « Hu, N., Chen, A,, Li, F., Quené, H., & Sanders, T. J. M. (2022). A trade-off
relationship between lexical and prosodic means in expressing subjective and objective cau-
sality: Evidence from English and Mandarin. In Speech Prosody 2022 (pp. 22-
26) https://doi.org/10.21437/SpeechProsody.2022-5 « Sanders, T. J. M., & Evers-Vermeul,
J. (2019). Subjectivity and Causality in discourse and cognition: Evidence from corpus anal-
yses, acquisition and processing. In O. Loureda, I. Recio Fernandez, L. Nadal, & A. Cruz
(Eds.), Empirical Studies of the Construction of Discourse (pp. 273-298). (Pragmatics and
Beyond New Series; Vol. 305). John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.305.10san
Scholman, M., Demberg, V., & Sanders, T. J. M. (2022). Descriptively adequate and cogni-
tively plausible? Validating distinctions between types of coherence relations. Discours,
(30). https://doi.org/10.4000/discours.12075
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Effects of domain knowledge and discourse cues on comprehension
of discourse relations across narrative and expository texts

Stefania Degaetano-Ortlieb, Francesca Delogu, Polyxeni Souridi,
Mariam Bangura & Christina Pollkl&sener
Universitat des Saarlandes
s.degaetano@mx., delogu@coli., s8posour, maba00008,
s8pochri@teams.uni-saarland.de

We ask whether domain knowledge affects readers comprehension of discourse
relations. As shown by Marchal et al. (2022), domain experts are better in
interpreting discourse relations in domain-specific texts than non-experts. Also,
experts can better deal with texts with low cohesion marking than non-experts
(McNamara et al. 1996, Kamalski et al. 2008). Focusing on the impact of register
on comprehension, we investigate how experts and non-experts perform across
narrative vs. expository texts. For narrative texts, word knowledge is sufficient for
comprehension, while for expository texts domain knowledge is crucial (cf. Mar et
al. 2021). We extract narrative texts from fiction corpora and expository texts from
textbooks of the mechanical engineering domain (each N=27 with 2-3 sentences)
for Elaboration, Concession and Causality (top-occurring connectors used for item
extraction for both registers and each relation; narrative items: pre-tests run for
unambiguous usage of connectors; expository items: judgments of a mechanical
engineer expert). A prescreening study (Prolific) served recruitment of mechanical
engineers. Non-experts are from the medical domain (min. BA degree). In the
insertion task, both groups saw narrative and expository stimuli with no discourse
connector. Participants had to insert a connector from a list of options. Preliminary
results show a similar performance for narrative texts by experts (N=13) and non-
experts (N=17). For the expository texts, experts performed better than non-
experts. Accuracy was higher for narrative than expository texts (experts
outperforming non-experts in the latter). For Concession, we considered high vs.
low cohesion marking (i.e. negation, modality or none). Negation facilitated both
groups, especially non-experts with expository texts. In absence of any cues,
experts were more accurate than non-experts with both types of registers. Thus,
domain knowledge seems to be crucial to infer coherence relations in domain-
specific texts, but specific cues facilitate comprehension for non-experts.

References: « Kamalski, J., Sanders, T.JM, & Lentz, L. Coherence marking, prior
knowledge, and comprehension of informative and persuasive texts: Sorting things out. Dis-
course Processes, 45(4-5):323-345, 2008. « Marchal, M., Scholman, M.C.J., Demberg, V.
(2022). The effect of domain knowledge on discourse relation inferences: Relation marking
and interpretation strategies. Dialogue & Discourse, 13(2) (2022) 49-78. « McNamara, D.S.,
Kintsch, E. Butler Songer, N., & Kintsch, W. Are good texts always better? Interactions of
text coherence, background knowledge, and levels of understanding in learning from text.
Cognition and Instruction, 14(1):1-43, 1996.
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German so as a discourse marker of speech-act level explanation

Maria Averintseva-Klisch
Universitat Tlbingen
maria.averintseva@uni-tuebingen.de

German “manner, quality and degree” (Umbach & Konig 2018) demonstrative
adverb so (,so‘;,thus‘) has a clearly non-demonstrative use like in (1), which is
frequent in elaborated informative texts:

Q) Wir hatten Garnelen und eine kleine Scholle in unserem Fangnetz. [...]
Natdrlich gibt es noch viel mehr Meerestiere. So sind Uber 100 Fischarten
im Wattenmeer anzutreffen.
‘We caught shrimps and a little plaice in our catchall. Of course, there are
much more sea animals. So one meets more than 100 kinds of fish in the
tidelands.’ (from a geography school book)

| label it “forefield-so’ (sovr) and argue that sovr is a grammaticalization of the
demonstrative in the sense of Traugott (1995): Sovr loses its demonstrative fea-
tures, i.e. deictic or anaphoric reference, as well as its adverbial features, i.e. its
free constituent-like position in a sentence. Instead, it gets restricted to the forefield
position and functions as a discourse connector, signalling overtly an explanation
of an assertion, i.e., a causal, positive, speech-act relation in the taxonomy of
Spooren & Sanders (2008).

In my talk, | address the syntactic status of the sovr and its semantic and discourse
pragmatic features. In particular, | show that although denn (‘because’) and so both
mark a non-propositional level explanation, there are important syntactic and se-
mantic differences between these two; these differences might explain the need of
a new discourse marker here and be the reason of the grammaticalization of sovr.

With some results of an explorative corpus study, | try to sketch the development
of sovr. Comparing the data of the 19" century with contemporary data shows a
clearly decreasing semantic and pragmatic flexibility with so as a syntactic clause-
connecting device on the way to a discourse marker.

References: * Traugott, E. C. (1995). The role of the development of discourse markers in a
theory of grammaticalization. Ms. (www.researchgate.net) » Spooren, W. & T. Sanders
(2008). The acquisition order of coherence relations. Journal of Pragmatics 40, 2003-2026 «
Umbach, C. & E. Kdnig (2018). Demonstratives of manner, of quality and of degree: a ne-
glected subclass. In: Murphy, A. et al. (ed.): Atypical demonstratives: Syntax, semantics and
pragmatics. Berlin: de Gruyter, 285-327.

21



