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Lee, Hae-Yun. (2002). Asymmetric coordination: An analysis of
German texts within the framework of discourse grammar. Language
Research 38(1), 255-274.

In this paper, I have showed the possibility to analyze asymmetric
coordinate sentences of German within a formal discourse grammar. In
section 2, I have surveyed that asymmetric coordinate sentences behave
themselves in the syntactic and semantic aspects differently from
symmetric coordinate sentences, although they have both the coordinate
conjunction und. In section 3, I have seen the so-called ‘Discourse
Structure Grammar of Lee (2001) on which the analyse of this paper are
based. Specially, I have accepted the concept ‘discourse relations’ of
Sanders et al. (1992; 1993) and have postulated the hierarchy of discourse
relations according to the three dimensions such as operation, polarity and
source.

In section 4, I have analyzed German data on the basis of the Discourse
Structure Grammar. First, I have handled the asymmetric texts that contain
the other discourse operators besides the conjunction und. For this case, |
have assumed the ‘Discourse-Relation-Principle.’ According to this principle,
the most specific discourse relation determines the type of the whole text,
even if more than two discourse relations expressed by each discourse
operator appear within the text. So we could analyze some texts containing
two different discourse operators as the asymmetric type by means of that
principle and the assumed hierarchy of discourse relations. Second, 1 have
showed the possibility to analyze the texts whose type date back to the
meanings of each participating sentence. That is, if we assume that we can
extract the discourse relation by the meanings of each sentence, we can
calculate the specificity among the discourse relations. Therefore we get
the texts which can be regarded at first as symmetric ones because of the
conjunction und, but which are understood as the asymmetric type.

Key words: asymmetric coordination, discourse structure, coherence relations,
discourse markers, HPSG.
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AAdele eojed % ge Aol Yol 1 gulr} F&se] ok
aey AGQelE Bed weH QRO 1 gHE SsldlE U B
Pie SAdTE ol 0 ARH DAY foh 1 B 2 =Y IR
A AU SABSA ands) $9 ARE 4 A% IHAY AA e
¥, SAESAL ande £e] 947 A% SHAE $LE FAMFES 924
4 5 32 Ao QAT g dolA BE whe} Zo] BE 9dol & 38
He AL ook

(1) (a) John eats apples and many New Yorkers drive Fords.
(b) *John is a strict vegetarian and he eats lots of meat.

Z, SHAEA ande EFUFE Y dFolEhe TAHE FUE dolxA ofR
Agu|2, g-L23 A :% H:“—:-E}—E ol 2zt AFelA =eiwtt (Lakoff, 1971
Lang, 1984; Lakoff, 1986 etc.).

59 AESALE AMSE 2% A8A s An A SN Kol  f3Po= F
EEo] gk ERFEZRY] TA VL odufE /AR $Evh 7t =T wet
HEEL gulzd o ‘YA A H&E (symmetric coordination)' s} ‘Bt A A
é,‘—;‘i— (asymmetric coordination) o2 FE=0o] gtk (Schmerling, 1975; Carston,
3; Culicover & Jackendoff, 1997 etc). th-g9] JEEL 1 F #3& RS

Fll‘.
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(2) (a) Mary is eating toast and Fred is chasing the aardvark.
{(b) Fred is chasing the aardvark and Mary is eating toast.

(3) (a) The police came into the room and everyone swallowed their
cigarettes.
(b) Everyone swallowed their cigarettes and the police came into
the room. (Lakoff, 1971)

A& 2)= F EZEDY £A4E nipos 5YF 9njE AUEg EH%JZ‘# A%
o EAE9 &7} vl 1 gujyl gEAle o F (3) ¥l
F& Jehdch o7 uj@d dAHe § & o'é‘Zl"’] A E
A EFY YAE g3EEdME 324 (coherence) 9]
E3Hoz ¥W, F P%E F3¥50E TEHeE 5
FEHA etk 2ey dRRel oy 3%
= oE deld wrse] EAFh

21
A sl Aol gk,
AREA Uehgosn N2
2o nwAd BAg A5
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E oA E A d2ERH/FEHY B4 3l Edold Yeide
N A J&ES dFaA gk 53 udFE A4S Jehe g3daa
(discourse operator)e] FH 7} A8 PAE/D3le] ARTA oBA 7]d3ld
HgAA HAEES YAsteA = 20 agm o)ad 3440 B4/ e
of 71z, wA3] Fx} P FEo] e HUAY HEES BN
& Qe HeRE ANFaA B B =Y T oL 2tk o8 2-A
= W3 JAEEF vastd, vgA Ay JA&Ee] RYFe o8 FAM, aEn
duld EAEL 71E =9EL F408 AYREE vk 3WGME 4FY 3
A9 deEHozA 29 gi7zEY (Discourse Structure Grammar)& 4
sk, vt AE&EY B4/71&8 9% FXNES =%t 372 ok
48X o] BHAA Y gAY galdzAe vuldd HA&E gk 7
Al EAS gtk o= =99 A} tEo P EAlE0] A"k

2. vy A%E 54

oA HAEES BAM 2En ouEF SdoA di3d HEES 423
zZlo)l & =itk B FHoAe 5o dES F4o2 JE =95 s
712 gtk HA BAMY SddA By, g2 8 EAENE gy HHEEL 9|
F9 YojM AkE Bm Q&0 BAFHUTH Ross (1967)¢F Williams (1978)a) A
AAEk e ATB (Across-The-Board)$} CSC (Coordinate Structure Constraint)
Alekge] daxul o5y #Hd FH HLL AP HA&EE] TFHeE B
@ ofof girh thg Yo dEL FEEY ol At E24E F RAFETL

ook

(4) (a) Was' hat Bruno gestern t; geschlachtet und Sandrine heute
zubereitet? ’
‘What has Bruno slaughtered yesterday and Sandrine prepared
today?

(b) Nach Angaben der Polizei gibt es kein Opfer, das' t; seinen
Peiniger kennt und t; stille schweigt.
‘According to the police, there is no victim that knows his
tormentor and is quiet silent’

A9 eel A &AL was (@)t BATHAL das (Db)e &R F 3

1) @8 a4x}+= ‘discourse markers,’ ‘cue phrases,’ ‘cue words’ 9] t}Fdt folz Egrh

2) ATB A%ke 59 A% EANY FAHEL BE vel A& Tol BAYolo} L w8, CSC Ao
£ 59 RSB o8 245 US9 A% FRRNH 0B} & & AL TR
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(5) (a) Die Akten' nahm er t; mit ins Biiro und zeigte sie; seinen Kollegen.
‘He took the acts together into the office and showed them to
his colleagues.’

(b) *Die Akten! nahm er t; mit ins Buro und zeigte t; seinem
Kollegen. (Hshle 1990: fn.8)

(6) (a) In diesen dunklen Keller' hat sie fast jeden ihrer Verehrer t
gelockt und ihn dort; eingesperst.
‘In this dark cellar she has attracted almost each of her admirers
and locked them in it there’
(b) *In diesen dunklen Keller' hat sie fast jeden ihrer Verehrer t;
gelockt und ihn t; eingesperrt. (Biring & Hartmann 1998)

949 dEEL A8E A9 959 A (B)oly A=A (6} T 1
A RLAZL ovHstE 1:71%}‘* Ht A H&R ek ojHg vt A
A&ERAME 47t (b) dEEoix"d ATB/CSC Aleke] HEe HIFHAQY
S F=she wido, o X11° 5L oVle 474 (a) 9FEES BHAA %
o2 Horch

g2 ulE ZHoMY =2 Ee Aux. AAZE ‘g4 (implication)
3 BEE =92A, =H AR Add g% FAES AAAA e &9 HA
E FEHNE & Ak 2y ol @ FYHL g S B uie) Zo] Y
A JEEANAT FHE2 ¥, vAF JA&EAAME BFeA &k

(7) (a) Peter liebt Spinat und Maria hapt Wirsing.
‘Peter likes spinach and Mary hates savoy cabbage.’
(b) Maria hapt Wirsing.

(8) (a) Es gibt ein Fest mit unseren Nachbarn und jeder ist betrunken.
‘There is a party with our neighbors and everybody is drunk.’
(b) Jeder ist betrunken.

3) =ejdaA e} TAHSA 2] #A) T ATFEAE van Dijk (1977) gz
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B35 42 (7)) Aol FoldT AYY A%, S 1 B FHe
(7)Ab) o) Be FEHY 4 3ok 22 olelP 2L AR FEEoIME
8%+ 9ok 3 A8 B Foldn T A% F 0A BRI S
Shele] AHE RE ARREe] AUYE WA Fe gAgoA, BE Agso]
Agcyeke BAE TEsks BIb) A8 WAe wEA nREAE g

¥ wrl oJnlEd Aoldst Bese vHAl si4je] B4 Buring and Hartmann
(1998)¢) =918 2 & ik ol &9l G2AY, IBHTE AW Ashe B
At B ASER UEhE B9, AEES H30) whe) tEAle S0 zol
7 derge AHsan gk

(9) (a) Im Zirkus Krone steht hinter jedem Lswen' eine Dompteuse. Sie
krault ihm; den Rcken.
‘In the circus Knone, a trainer-girl stands behind each lion. She
strokes his back’
(b) Im Zirkus Krone steht hinter jedem Lswen' eine Dompteuse und
krault ihm; den Rcken.
‘In the circus Knone, a trainer-girl stands behind each lion and
strokes his back.

dwtHo 2 gRAL Aolz 2= UHAls EType timAz sidck F
Y dad 9220 (9a)E uHA HAEEo2 A3 BS, o] FRAA UF
AF thme gele) ARx7E opdar 1 fol) 3 B 2dAE A A&, 22u AA
2% 449 BE AAES 9Hdte 34 EType fi¥AZ 490t ¥id
B} 193 JAFASE B viiAY FEEo2 B & ' (9b)olA dimAL
ithme A3 43+ jedem Lsweno] 944E Jo =Aste ‘243 (boound
variabley 0 2 |4 gt} o] o] tgolz Agate B HEES F¥
w2} E-Type tigAl &2 Asigez g sfodn.

ojdollA fele AH AESEF vidAF F&Eo] A7 AdolF FHdA 2
AolH-E =Y Y& 7E BoE 2oz APEgth 18RE IR A
EfrEo] Ave A8 BRE AAY AoF ARoe Aojg BRYE ALE 4

& & Atk O FAdAE oHd F K3 FEEC] e doF HRE o
A BEE § ASA FaAANA HEE] AHEIZ gt

i

g

2]

o

3. &3

o]3)-8(2001)0l M AAE FETZEHL EAEA ] o]gHo]L HYHAFETF
F-%2% (Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar)g 2%, @A 7] ol&0
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24 9RALNN dehte T IRESE AAHoE aen 3450
BAZT BAT F QT A9 A £ AT HRTEENE 7R &
SR, gad B4 29 229 PSR DAL oA I
F 987 =8 Bk

31 @Ry

DI TREHS AN AR ot ekl GERE 23k Qe discourse_unit -
¥g 2 ARGARA AP Ao o) A3 FRFHE 8 A2 2F
o Mt 2 4SS YHE & Yok AT o FIE EEHT gl Pue
Aolo] He} AIZ 7 a9 fREZ FEAG olald (00004 A 9l
£ 435 OE 9A7EE et 2o

(10) sign
word phrase discourse_unit
coordinate_du subordinate_du
list du contrast du --- cause_du argument_du condition_du --

H9 ATz waAd, A5Ho g EyoL A H&E) vgAF 3
®& 247 coordinate_du 33 subordinate_du g8 shdsa, 4 &9
23 #AC gt gAF SYEFES o8 Y F3EL R e
RE Joix N2 dan, 2 FAFA FRE AATRY, old 7w FRE
Zte] UZE A& oste FAHECES fAF ASESG vigAF HEE0] 47
Y3 o2 ARE ¥ JYeAE Lolrs] Ystd, A=t list_du 33
FA 9 cause_du 4Fol T3 Yt AAFZEL AHRES vk

o o b

—

4) YYo|F T Y4 3 Pollard and Sag (1994), Sag and Wasow (1999) =
5) OEE 249 /Mdel U Foe Lee (1999) F=
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(mn

(PHON
SYNSEM
'D_SEM  [1n[2]
D_REL [3]
D PARTS { }
(@) list_du = [ CONJ_DTRL("-
[D__SEM [1J
DISCOURSE
D_DTRS
CONJ_DIR2|D_SEM  [2]
D_PARTS [ -
IiD_REL 3
[ PHON
SYNSEM
DIRS ..
D.SEM [1
D REL [3]
D_PARTS { }
(b) cause_du = ' MAIN_DIR [ -
| D_SEM [1]}
DISCOURSE I
D_DTRS
SUB_DIR |D_SEM [2]
D_PARTS [ ---
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)

- |

@3l B Aroleoe @ixtde JRE Rrlo] DISCOURSEY]
# el BHEn Qv FAHoE HY, FIEArt AYe 9vE s
D_SEM9] g, 319 gelaEe] 23 gle #A= D_RELS gtol, @stast
A52 D_PARTSY o, 281 34 @3lddso] RHoFE F29 &
D_DTRSe} gtel] 285 k. Aold F §3) BRE vimws) v, D_SEM
7 D_DTRS oM 2 Ao)& =gk $71o] D_DTRSY & B9, list_du
frEde F¢ 593 A9¥E Asl= CONJ_DTRIz CONJ_DTR2=, |z
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cause_du FRHe FEF30 2FFE g5 MAIN_DTR# SUB_DIR=
T8 A2TE7 Jedth £8 $r1o) D_SEM9] g B9, list_du 39
A4 F 39 2IEEY YEd Jng od dibRge] otd, aEn
cause_du 439 7% Aoz FEZY g st AFHh

9, galarele FAA fEe x¥EE @384 (D_RELY el <A
A9 99 AFTxA B4, D_RELS & 39 23ad9E ol vehvd
= 93942 (D_PARTSe zt)¢] D_REL zt3 FAA) #AE 2Lo2M, 54
st g3tditAe] wE 49 g3t Ave #AE FR}EE Ho itk
an A9 28a9)e D_PARTS e 3o zm Jeigdozy, st9 gaid
Aol el Z3AaAE o o) AAEHdA e g & F 43
AATZNAN BEo], siF @8t F8& 39 FaAE ol 231 Je BA
£ 9N AR ATE 2L o FAEL FIFREY ol oA Fa
38g A E93l7)|2 ok

32, gsaA

‘2337 (discourse relation)e] &332 ZEq Ui 71&9] =L H$ ot
ok3tt} (Mann and Thompson, 1987, Hobbs, 1990; Sanders et al. 1992; Polanyi,
1995 etc.). ARAA TA sloA 23S ugrR T ¢ Sanders et al. (1992, 1993)
o wtzd, Jdoe FIE ojd & A= R HIIAE o] Hnge
BAE QAste doltk F, Gk N/ AATGAHNA F YL FolF E3hd
Uehbs @3 3AE FEU0] 3230 BEAE FASE dolth =R
23le] @A 39 @3a9ed, 158 dAANAFE S EAE FA"EYn
g 5 3, B3 AAE AR/ SR Ex/ AR 9AthF e o]&EHE 1A F
9 53E 4= gk Sanders 9. (1992)d M ol#igt g FHo B3tAA
€ ol AXEHe 423 MEE e ZFeg Hosta Uth

e Basic operation: & #AEL 91 causal £& “Hr} additive’ 248 F
UE Zteth g dAle " ETel AES A ddo] EAFE #
Aolx, 1 & HstAA

e Source of coherence: =& #Al= ‘9lu]F semantic’ & ‘883 pragmatic’
EUE SAZ A g9tk g3adEe] 1 HAUE ZAMA dAH
Jod ojm|F o), waleRta ol A 3H--2Fojrh

e Polarity: & 23lat9] Ao W&o 294 ‘FAH positive'e| 1, § @
A9 Yigo] T @iy e AP AF=H ‘FA A negative'ojth.

oOrder of segments: AFFAA AT HLHn, Aahoi7} Ao gloE V|E o
£ basic order'c)1, 28] glo¥ ‘¥]7|E o]4= non-basic order’ojth.
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olgst ¥ 7kA 9234 AYEL Adstd, Sanders et al (1992, 1993 A= 12
2R @3BAEL dFsta vk 95 &YW, LIST #3@Ac [additive,
semantic, positive]d] /¥ E Zgoz, 121 ‘CONSEQUENCE-CAUSE &3+
BA+E [causal, semantic, non-basic, positive]e] 7/l dE Ao s AL

A E AAH 7EGHE sk Y& Sanders 9. (1992)¢] Asfe &
shrREY AA del 44 828 Utk gETFEEHAA s e 7
EOAES Q2] XA T sddte {8 sort2A, o] {fEL st AR
g AAFoz guslE ‘FAE construction® 7H3Erh (Sag & Wasaw,
1999). z8iez 1 & FYo2A 2SpAE Bdsh= discourse_unit F3<&
7138 4 ok a8z o] 532 operation, polarity, source F2l A 2ol
me} Boh FA FHQ) 2BAELS THE 39 AIYEE UHAF & Uk o]
E 7122 Z9E v 2o

(12)
discourse-telation
OPERATION SOURCE
addition causation  positivity — negativity  semantic  pragmatic

VI Vil
list enumeration M concession  V E;gumentdaim VI contrastive argument-<laim
nditionlaim  contrastive cause-consequence

{oppasition [causefomequence
exception | condition-consequence

AE 539 ZrE a/sl| At (parametrized states of affair, psoa) ¥l
o] AATZE TEHY, BEE 9 FIERRH 2 FRE UEE FEe}
TARTE 8 59, 99 ATFRAA B FeaA F3 cause-consequence

6) Sanders 9. (1992, 1993)ol 4] 7} ¥ ‘order of segments 9L FFE A AgHe @
ATz Bl gEol AolsA ERsns ndd Wak 9ok gy (12604 B wel gol
gE A A9 718 AgEe] o&d
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E A9 59<¢ poscaussl semantic2 ), 183 §3 poscause TAE A
9l %8 causation ¢ positivity2RE] 7 JRE UEE A%
A9 AT RN By FA AL F3BA FIESEA 8
7z Yok ol#d FJE F causation ¥ Y F3
DE] @A wt dold ARTRE FEITH
£ cause-consequence ¥ A%, o #2ol F A AFF

39 FIES X3t o)

11!3
qu B

HU-{E:%B;Q
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(13) (a) | REL cause {b) | REL cause
CAUSER [1} CAUSER [2]
CAUSEE [2] CAUSEE [1]

29E2 4SSy FasA 0] VLY woHy A52EL causation #3
9 Y FIFEE XT¥HE GHAAE F e Adtn & 5 I8 =, A
(10)l X 7+ % subordinate_du #3< &9 F85L 1 AEFE Wy Rt
o) D_REL gkogA causation %3 & 39143¢ Adckn & & ik of
g B} gA ANE cause_du F353 (11)b)e 2%, o&3 2L FRIt B
%€ F 9k

(14)
DISCOURSE [ J
(3

D_REL cause-consequenc
cause_du

7) AR [U) 2k A7) 35EE 343 A WA, F 9 249 dujygd fgach

8) the-& Sanders 2. (1993)14 AXs2 & 4 (124 74 HAA FSdASA N AF
%9 o EF o)k

(a) cause-consequence:
Because they have to fly long distances in a short period of time, the cranes are in
poor condition on arrival.

(b) condition-cause:
If they make it to Spain in two weeks, the cranes are in poor condition on arrival.

(c) argument-claim:
The cranes can be caught easily in Northern Spain, so they are in poor condition on
arrival.

(d) condition-claim:
Provided that it may be assumed that the research data can be trusted, the cranes are
in poor condition on arrival.

{e) contrastive cause-consequence:
Although the cranes are good flyers, they are in poor condition on arrival.

(f) contrastive argument-claim:
Although not all research data point in the same direction, the cranes are in poor
condition on arrival.
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He Awrglt) o] o)&d waw, v HFSEL (10904 7183 9%
485 3 subordinate_du #3) £3H, o] 0] FuJE U PR
< B3 @AY oA AR Eh 283 712 AAH GAEAN FHE 7
SIAIES F83 e FRe] Aol wet YATZE o)F=u), subordinate_du
F3837 Aed FHRBVASL causation §P9) 39 KPS ARV L 2yt
ol# g o|BAAIE AN the HAMe Btk FAFHoE HgAE HEES
FAEE gt

P, B AAANE NAYH BEEY BHS A AR AA2A BaTE

Ui oft o

4. iRy J&5E

41 FHANAY T WYhAH HEE

HI/H2E Y] dAEY At FIBAE Fosdls 4L Fold o3
DHES 7IZE A o]FoXE dFe EANZAGA F& FEFHo|FL B
F ek B3] 2 GMSo] Ao ANE AS, SA/AEA AR AR/ 3
A7F =g HIAAE B 4A FE28 E £ k) a8d gAFQ] 289
XMEA FEe B1A4 T HAEAL T AL BERA $22 Yehve g3k
Mg E 7 ok 2y 23R Qg galdAe] 28L& 1 dedtA
€ ¥tk iy, glddle 28aiA ol o2 943 & Hlddo)y &
Ao o] P& Lornz 5 USHAES duUd #AZ ABFY F= ¢V
g Eolct. shte] g3ldiart 8 FaHAE T8 = U3, 4o e
A e o7 23aaad o3 28 JhEsid.

Knot & Sanders (1997)d1 A= gojo} vMdR=ojE T2 gX/lsy 9
H2E ot 54 F3AAE EHINE FIAAMAE 71 BAE € 9
th £3] Sanders 9. (1992, 1993)ol M 71g3he 9424 MIEL 139 €3
ANAE o] AAFEE AN Atk e Y MEES M3 @3
BAE 719 Y9AF= (12)2 #Astn gorvz, Knotet Sanders (1997)o 4]
g gole] 23 AMAETRSY BAE T 2o BHBAEA A B &
=8

X2

9) ol2i3 7F4¢ =)= Knot and Dale (1994, p. 12)d|M = o} & 5 itk
“If people actually use a particular set of relations when constructing and interpreting
text, it is likely that the language they speak contains the resources to signal those
particular relations explicitly. If people plan texts by building a structure of relations, and
understand texts by working out this structure, then being able to mark relations
explicitly in text will facilitate the communication process, by making it easier for a
writer to indicate to a reader which relation is intended.”



266 o] 3 &
<* >
B & & A Baeen
o o 5 o 9

@ addition and und (, oder, entweder-oder)

@ negativity but aber

® pos-add also auch

@ neg-add on the other hand hingegen

® pos-caus because denn, weil

® neg-caus nevertheless trotzdem, dennoch, doch, ..

@ list too, also auch

enumeration mareover auferdem, ..

@ opposition/exception by contrast dagegen, ..

@ concession but aber, doch

@ cause-consequence/
condition-consequence

because, therefore, so, ..

if

weil, deshalb, so, somit, ..
wenn, insofern, ..

@ argument-claim/

so, for,

50,

argument-claim

although

condition-claim provided that, if, wenn,
@ contrastive although, obwohl,
cause-consequence despite this jedoch, doch,
® contrastive obwohl,

jedoch, doch,.

£ 14 BE e o), Jolol A 7RT + & BHBA-GHAMA 2 o
S A2 Sk Sole AAE 2 WSBAS AHE 5 A0
I DU £59 2HAs B4 29, sue gadddel g8 s
95BAE PAHoz Sehlie ga/diEr 088 ARHoR Yehis v
"ol, ol A BE Bhsh Zo] g Beh AuRE) WA SHSE BE/HxE
¢ $e% A% Ao Ao

10) ¥ 1904 7H43ta Sl o @AE DUDEN (1995)04 ANY 2 datdatzte] g onja 49
€ 7122 &2 AT, ZH2 Fo ARZAE T Rk 3P g BAI AEH R ik

1) g ANHE EYo d52 IDS (http//corporaids-mannheimde/ cosmas)ol A ) E=e =
HzolN 228 AY9S #AED
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(15) (a) Dieser Tage konnte er die Intensiv-Station verlassen, und er hat
unter anderem auch bereits Besuch guter Freunde aus der
Partei gehabt.

‘FHZd 2E FEALAN & F UL, FRETGE O B8 BT
o F& AT EZHE WES AR

(b) Er ist zwar schreckhaft und zurickhaltend, aber er kann
trotzdem mit allen Wassern gewaschen sein.
‘e F B FFSAT, 23uv addE s A o 3
A& Aol

(c) Die Damen kennten aus dieser Situation heraus ihre Chance
nutzen und wiren so auch ein Gewinn fiir ein Mixed-Turnier.
‘O BREL o] AFozHE VIE o] F U, 1A EF E

AAAN gdolA o)1FY & g

A9 ARSNN HE, T Y B AWAS0] ((S)ab), Fe Al Ao B
Aase] (15)C) YEhtm gtk 919 RS Uehis daaAS 238
7 fisted E 1994 ANG GRBA-RANA ) GSBAS oSBT,

£ shie ga/dsEd oy gaalse A8 Btk o4 e ¥
M08t YA FHE) BES HolAw WEHoRE WUy WERoE
stetsle Bel/H92ES B4T 7hsAe) A Bk

Sl e gaaansel UsedE Srskn Mady A4Eos BF
HE 9S/YAEE E 19 SBAS o8] oA B4T 7 YA Bok
4. WA g diESE AEA.

o3

b

(16) (a) Es hat erfreulich wenig Hebel, Zifferblstter und Instrumente,
und deswegen kann man nicht soviel falsch machen.
GP=PgAE 22 A, SAR 1YL EFES AL 3, 2 9
2o & AFE A &g Aoty

(b) Bei dem Stuttgarter Gewalttater war diese Frage jedoch nicht
relevant, und er ist insofern auch kein typischer oder beispielhafter
Fall.

BAT FREJZE F29 2 MEAANA oA o] EAIE FLIHA
2, 2 FolA 2 T3 AFHA T2 JAHA BEe o

(c) in Agyten stellte ihm die russische Geheimpolizei nach, und so
kam er als Tierpfleger mit Maultieren nach Deutsch-Ostafrika.
O FEAA Ao} vERFo] 2T AEYR, 2PN 2 FEZEAN
22X =AE Ba ForzHstE s
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(d) Ich schlief gropartig, tief und mit Traumen, [..} und doch spurte
ich durch Schlaf und Traum hindurch schon die Angst vor dem
Erwachen.

Ue B FTEA o] agi 83 Fe Frh . 2L AT F
& FEA FAe B Uil oW 2 ERe ok FEeS =AY

A9 QEENM B, @8zt und ol9dE GE @sAsAE deswegen,
insofern, so, doch 52 £3c2 23#A addition o)9ox z}7] cause-
consequence ((16)a)), condition-consequence ((16)(b)), argument-claim
((16)c)), contrastive cause-consequence ((16)(d)) S¢] 23BASL 43T &
At o]k o] ke HlxEd g3 F /e FEHBASE Y + U=
E73E, $Ev A9 dESH W& FA9 23AAE wWP3ke d FAA
et gEkA e f dEES BT 3 &489 wAt g9usE vt
A HUHA HAEESE BEFITh ol dEEAN Yeues F 23dids
o o3 FRBAE FoAAM Bl AF SHBAE A s FIAAt] HlFo]
AHFoR AX AA EF @st#AE 2AAEGL B F vk

e o oA AN BETREY WA 03T FFS ojgA FAHE
F deA dolrA. £ G4 31 HoA e @atdaAr 53 AL
3 @8diArt Ze @3ldA g a9 B3ade FRTE, & #
Fol AREty Bypek a3y (15), (164X F & o149 #atdaart &3
g A%, ol3E ML £A38 dew Ak 9A4 $EE gHAE Zddte
D_REL &< @3t 859 €A% Fu2 7Pggezy o 23aAEd
TEL REE F Yo Loz A9 AU FES 2RAY duHEE
Za= Stk % 194 AANE 23QxA-28 849 u-gd, SlBAEY A4
Tz (12)& ol &30, $ee UL F 1A B$E ALY + Ao AR, &
date F3AAAE0] BHse A7 BaBAEc] 45 oABRAE "3 3
09, 71 2 99, & 71 AAS 98347 A4 d3 A2 2380
I 2 F 9k 48 59 (15)(a)lA undet auch 282zl 931 addition
F38 list 489 FgBAE] YR, T {FHE0] 55T A& #evh
I RI|BRTE ol 2 Kl E43 list §30] A @3t BEdns B
o ERE, o¢e g8 I FIFAETNN SABRAE ZAY 5 o,
causation #+¥9¢ 39 F¥EH addition §3< &9 FIS) FEL F

i xe

:{o

12) o]281@ 718e @ =R ARG G F YN Aoj& D_REL g9} Ao, & <addition,
cause-consequence>s} <cause-consequence-e] 430 g ARy + Yk

(i) Es hat erfreulich wenig Hebel, Zifferblatter und Instrumente, und deswegen kann man
nicht soviel falsch machen. (=(16)(a))

(ii) Es hat erfreulich wenig Hebel, Zifferblitter und Instrumente. Deswegen kann man
nicht soviel falsch machen.
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AR o8 AR el BABA BATE ACE B & Ak olUR 3
$E 2 g 4520 R dosE (169 JREC AFEGT 2 5 Uk
JHF 7Pge SEE theW Lol AW ®F FAToEA T 5 Ak

(17) reli ® reli = < reli , rel; >,
where (i) reli = rel; or
(ii) addition = rel; and causation = rel

oj#g AMAE ARG oA fHE o7 'EAMAEO] Urhte ®Ee @
SAAE A £ e g5 Ao/ deE JHPErI2 ok

(18) #3497 (Discourse-Relation-Principle):
D_PARTS {}
D_REL 1]®..®[n]

D_DRTS|..|D_PARTS l[B_REL [lﬂ’ [B_REL [nﬂl

A4z (18)) wew, g9 @alesirt e dataAc 1 39 23aAE Wl
FE Je FHAMAE o] A4 @9 HEAAZE dojd F Utk oY
& 23@A 9 (18)o] HltlFAH H&EES FAHLE o8 HYE F A=A
Poprr] sl thee og BAs w2 B,

(16) (a) Es hat erfreulich wenig Hebel, Zifferblatter und Instrumente,
und deswegen kann man nicht soviel falsch machen.

HA 2] 88 A3 e FIRAE F28 ojof gtk ¢ o
2ol YA He s RHAFE T @3tdaA und, deswegeng
3} 3} ARl sk & 1904 A" @3 AR -gElEA ¢
A et g T AFFRE 2 FARE VERE & Jth

koo
o

£

4

1:1:1, i

(19) (a) conj
< und, [D_REL addition}

(b) l:adv ]
< deswegen, >
D_REL cause-consequence

T 23 daxtse) 23BAE additionz} cause-consequence & oW Aol
AA dalaoo] AAFR JFE 7R Lolrr] Astd, F BASA AA
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g Agsor gtk A9 (17)37 9AF= (12)9) 2&hd, & g3uAde 27 o
2 Aol &3l FE7 SHABAE AYR gornz Al @9 FEHOEA
< addition, cause-consequence >& zA ¥t} @A H2E (16)a)s F &
ABAE S0 XE3T YA, cause-consequence F3t@A 28] cause_du
FYoz AAHY HUAF HAEES JehdY. o) AA7EE RESE v
= Zrh

(200 [D_SEM [ ]
D_REL <addition, catuse-consequence-.
D PARTS { }

MAIN_DIR | D_SEM ..

[PHON  <und deswegen kann .. machenj_

D_PARTS {und, deswegen}
D_DTRS =
D PHON <es .. instrumente>
SUB_DIR | D_SEM

cause_dnl ] LD_PARTS {} |

42 2o 93 NP H HAEE

B 2ddMe &4 =98 712 o A vgAFE F&EFoE ¢9R
oS EAE A 7ertsAd S dHEEE it
(21) (a) Die Zahl 5 ist eine Primzahl, und sie ist nur durch 1 und durch
sich selbst teilbar.
‘A 5 Afolng @x 13 Aozt URoid & Yok
(b) Gib mir dein Bild, und ich gebe dir meins.
‘Yo ARE Yol Al Fogl, 23E Ue HelA v RAE FRATY
(c) Ich frage dich freundschaftlich, und du antwortest gereizt.
G HolA A3 BoRAW, W sy g’ (Posner, 1979)

# e (16)9 dEs7e 28 H3EAE IAHos gFE 94 =
do2A @3tdial und shigle] B33 2P BFS $EE 99 d
oA unddl 93 @3#A addition °)ex cause-consequence (a),
condition-consequence (b), contrastive cause-consequence (¢) 59 g3z
AES AARE § U3, vtz FAd 5ty v H JERO2 TF3h o]
g 3R] SEAAES A4 AL 74 3 HFIHHEY 9vF e F&
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S8 AY AAAY Fol 2AS ] o] Foi At watA GA AAE BHAAY
g (18} Beditae) dhoz dEsy FsPAE THRES Hoj glomg,
g A5 ENT 2% St 2 9898 $38 Bt U a8y gaug
o] i goly AARY S TASE AR gAAE FE4 Y A
e o) B AAXNAENY B3 R FAHY A7HIE BoE Fo
2 ol g d7E o R vRY)E 3, § 2ME o o8 48 F
A=A G ANG SaAdE (18} th 2o FA3e AR dk

(22) 2alaA98 (the last version):

[ D_PARTS { }

D_REL ([1]®...ﬁ[n])®infer([i], fiD
. i

D_DTRS . | pparTs l[B_REL al - [B_REL [nﬂ]

|

@A AR et dAde (18)s} vlmste] & o, A9 (22)e)4= D_RELS &
< Adtste b glojN "HEddAE B ok, 19 "EHES Twew
3t FESE £ 3le HHAAE I 28 F U=S 5 infers =Pt
ATHD) mekx A4 FEEsie) #3e 9AFeR YehEe geddAE) @
SBAST A Q9 HEgd, a3 FIADAETY oW F24
AP @l g A ®9 2 A= FPEDT ¥ 5 3ok

olgh Zo] 4 AXNE HeAALH7} oFFA Fe A dF (2 c)E 4
oz dustes Atk 4 2N0AME 28aA unde] Edes WA
addition BAE olEeld & Yok 23 F EFETY Wl Fusie] odd
FAE Fedd & JAoka /PEAth, $ele da) gaiedle D_REL %
£ O3 2ol 4R $ Yk

(23)

[D_REL wdditionginfer ([PHON <und du antwortest gerezztﬂ’ [PHON <ich frage dich freundlzcﬂ j

13) % infers) 2-4-& Asher (193)1 AT Sle THeel FEHl 441D R0 B 4 ok
(<a, 8> & ¥1(a) & ¥2B)) > ¢(a, B)
F, a7t olv £ B3lola gt 718 B, el o9 F8 A, VAR £Y Fa
AQeolEle $Ee olZRE F giusld 2 g g3 o2 383 ¥ £ itk
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e g5 infer(li) [P ez F 23999 Juygs 7Nt R 3y
contrastive cause-consequence BAE 7RI, T w3B#AE additionst
contrastive cause-consequences zt7) trgE ol &£ FIEEE 9
= D_RELY gezA &M% <addition, contrastive cause-consequence>=
4A ok "ty & Ql(c)e E38A contrastive cause-consequence 3
o ojale] oW subordinate_du 3¢ ARE 91 Y= Aoz B 45 vk
%, HIE g3 3 FelaAE AAske 2k 88T $Xgs £
A v R A g aAE ReFe] noidA JFEEY f3¥o2 gopE 4 Utk
ol HFHo = g e AATRE XEE 4 ok

(24) [D.SEM (1
D_REL  <addition, contrastive catise-consequences.
D_PARTS _{ }

MAIN_DTR D SEM [
| D_PARTS {und)
[PHON  <ich frage dich freundlicfj

- 1
PHON  <und du antwortest gereizj

D_DTRS

SUB.DIR  |DSEM [
I | D_PARTS {}

@
&E
e
=)

ERAME oo HgRA FE5EE FARWY AA YolA BNT F
ki & AANSI Yok 28 AWE ule} Zol, WYY HEEL
SEAY 59 ASAE $RAD, B4, IvF Sde) FAGE
& BAFETh olAF MYYA ASES B4 Astd, 38AAE ©f
& (200D AXNST Ye F3TRERLS ARt 53] Sanders et al
(1992; 1993)ell4] ANE BSBASS BTREY Wol A7AHsS FEFe
A, HitiAE FEEol RelFe FHBASE 71€8 & A=F Aok

0% 4Z9AE ol d o8 Ed Al HdFH LRSS B4, 71$e
o Btk HA 4L oM SAHEA oz e gHdAr} $4Fe
2R A FSEoE oEe Y2ESS Ui Baidias} Gain
2t &g HAsT, FRBAEY AABAE ol§3tod, g @slwAEel
Uehbe g9 A9, Bo 4G 32 A%H BAE e 2saA7
AA gxEe G5@AE 2HARS s 9Ae AR oHR A=A
2R 2 MUY HEES B, V16T F A oA FAHA

o o rfr rfe
¢

RUBROS A
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ool o&g £4 olodx 42 HolMe FFEAE W ZAT FE 9
st HYAH FEEo R BREE HAEES VIed 7 e 7FeAe BTtk

B A7 2TEE 248k d oA dAFoz 0§ Jhed 9EadA
8 Z)eel 7ol FAHY HAA WA 2 7beAdE BE BTk a2y
EEoA B Hio} Zo] gtz tg By 433 A7E AsAe ded
9 &l ZAY, F ALY B3 AFA 94T @3, & SA/FAY
etz Aoy FEFHI WS SRAAES T oF ot
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