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In the following we will give an overview of diffent perspectivesandconceptualizations

of the termcohesionin German and English literature. A comprehensind detailed work
such as Halliday & Hasan (1976) for English has been written yet for German.
Nevertheless, there are several approaches dedtimghe phenomenon, especially under the
heading oftext linguistics/ TextlinguistikFurthermore, we seek to outline magystemic
differencesin English and German with respect to differengety of cohesive devices. The
other major question, that of thesei.e. relative frequencies and their implicatiors f
language contact, will only be addressed later fNRackages 3 and 4).

1. Cohesion and coherence

The literature in German usually makes a distimctlietween the termsohesionand
coherenceand takes this difference as a basis for the amsalgf cohesion. For Linke /
Nussbaumer / Portmann (2004), for example, cohed@veces create coherence in terms of
the linguistic structure of the text (“Oberflachen&tur”), while coherence itself is seen as a
conceptual phenomenon (“Tiefenstruktur”, cf. 20@4. Similarly, de Beaugrande &
Dressler (1981) distinguish between cohesion astthuetural linking of text and coherence
as the semantic/conceptual interrelation underlgnigxt (cf. 1981:3f). Both belong to the
seven criteria de Beaugrande & Dressler estabtiskektuality, with coherence and cohesion
as text-centred criteria and the others as usdrezkariteria (e.g., intentionality).

Vater confines cohesion to the grammatical leved defines it as grammatical relation
between text units (cf. 2001:32). Brinker rejetts tifferentiation between the two terms as
unnecessary (2005:18, note 18) and consequentitalkk of coherence (cf. in a similar way
Wehrlich 1975, 1983). However, in Brinker's anasysif different aspects of coherence he
distinguishes between grammatical and thematicreolee, thus basically drawing the same
distinction as de Beaugrande & Dressler (1981)sdme overall descriptions of German,
substantial aspects of what we are covering hexetranted as “The grammar of text and
discourse” (e.g. Zifonun et al. 1997, Vol 1, 309ff)

What some of these approaches have in common is dlmngside the division into
cohesion and coherence, they focus on co-referempcty a point where it sometimes seems
to be a prerequisite for phenomena of cohesiomagtto be mentioned, though, that in these
approaches also means of cohesion are includeduhatot co-referential, e.g. conjunctives.
The same is true for the phenomenorsofopy(see below).

In contrast to German approaches, Halliday & Hdsagely speak of cohesion (rarely of
coherence) and do so out of a different perspechiviheir view, the “concept of cohesion is
a semantic one; it refers to relations of meanivay éxist within the text, and that define it as
a text” (1976:4). The distinction they draw is between text andesgre/clause in the sense
that text is “a unit of language in use” (19761 )contrast to a “grammatical unit” (ibid.) like
a clause or a sentence. These grammatical unitohesive due to their (lexico-grammatical)
structure.

Halliday & Hasan (1976) focus on devices that @ezathesion beyond the sentence, i.e.
the text, leaving phenomena within the sentenceereal already by lexicogrammar out of
their analysis. However, they point out that thistidction cannot always be drawn
categorically; most of the devices they mention cagate cohesion within and between

! But note that they speak siibstitutionas a “grammatical relation” (1976:32)



sentences. In their account, co-referentiality iseaessary precondition for some types of
cohesion only. Within their model of language, thelti-functionally organized Systemic
Functional Linguisticsmeaningincludes, but is not exhausted by, the phenomefidno-)
reference, and ahesiorfor them is a semantic relationship (though strradty encoded), it
includes other semantic relationships, especialycb-semantic relationships between parts
of discourses, non-referential relationships betwkesical items, and collocational (sense)
relationships in general (cf. Halliday & Hasan 138t@&nd elsewhere). Structural relations are
a subtype of cohesion-forming relationships, thedach are grammaticalized (and/ or
lexicalized?) for the given language (Halliday &dda 1976:8f). More recently (Halliday and
Matthiessen 2004:579), the textual resources makmdhe lexicogrammar of English are
said to be (a) structural (thematic, informatiorusture, focus) and (b) cohesive. Observe
also, that for Halliday & Hasan (1976:298f, 324)hesion is one phenomenon contributing to
texture, though not the only oriBextureas a whole is related tegisterand includes factors
beyond cohesion. The entirety of “text forming @e&” according to Halliday & Hasan
(1976) is very similar in terms of coverage to whia¢ German tradition covers under
Textlinguistilé They claim, as does Schubert in his (2008:618pa$sion, thatohesionand
coherenceare both usually conditions for texture, but dd nwtually imply each other
necessarily, (Halliday & Hasan 1976:23). In extrecases, there can be cohesion without
coherence, and there can be coherence withoutiooheslthough under most circumstances
of real texts, both will co-occur. In general, tigbythe notion otoherencehardly figures in
Halliday & Hasan (1976). Note, by the way, thatithepproach is largely shared in the
chapter on text in Quirk et al. (1985:1421ff).

Something like a middle position with respect toverage of the full conceptual space
between cohesion and coherence seems to be reeckdmn the line of reasoning in de
Beaugrande & Dressler (1981:84f), Brown & Yule (23984) and recently Schubert
(2008:61ff). They work on the basis of a dichotobgtweencohesionas signalled by some
aspect of linguistic structure on the one hand, @tterenceas actively constructed by the
reader as a form of continuity of meaning in preessof interpretation and inferencing with
the help ofcontextandworld knowledgelf, in terms of Halliday & Hasan (1976), we read
context of situatiorand context of culturénstead ofcontextandworld knowledgethe two
positions are not necessarily distinct any moregisio Martin 1992:381ff).

Another discussion which is relevant to the cohesiocoherence distinction is that about
explicitness vs. implicitness of linguistic meanifaj. Hansen-Schirra et al. 2007) and more
generally around Relevance Theory (cf. Carston 2@3pecially 15ff and again 222ff):
Relevance Theory in Carston’s version seems tonasshree levels of “utterance meaning”
which are additionally in relationships of “undet@l@ninancy” (Carston 2002:17):

a) Linguistic meaning underdetermining what is meant
b) What is said underdetermining what is meant
c) Linguistic meaning underdetermining what is said

Linguistic meanings the linguistic encoding itsel¥Vhat is saids a propositional semantic
representation, including referential instantiataord disambiguation, as well as some forms
of “pragmatic enrichment” (Carston 2002:228)hat is meants the full utterance meaning
including all sorts of pragmatic implicature. Paftthe importance of Carston (2002) can be

% For an extension of the Halliday & Hasan (1976) model in this direction cf. Cha (1982:74ff)



seen in the claim that there is a much wider gawdsen linguistic meaning andhat is said
than is commonly assumed, particularly in pragnsatic terms of our discussion hevehat

is meants probably the full range of factors to do wigixtuality What is saidseems to cover
lexicogrammatical encoding plus cohesion (in itsnaetic aspect), and finalliinguistic
meangingwould be the full structural encoding plus itsgliristic representations, but nothing
more:

2. Means of cohesion

The terms for describing cohesive devices not daliffier in number and meaning between
German and English approaches, but also betweendifferent German approaches.
Therefore we will start from the work of Halliday @asan (1976) and compare the elements
of their concept with the terminology in other werk

In the following we will provide a detailed discums for the category of reference only,
in which we will particularly sketch functional arstmantic as well as morphological and
lexicogrammatic peculiarities in the systems of li&lgand German. The present approach
requires further elaboration in future researcipeemlly with respect to the other cohesive
devices, for which we only give some basic insights

2.1 REFERENCE —CONCEPTUALIZATION

In terms of methodology, the more a classificastarts from the morphosyntactic systems of
a particular language, the more language-specifec account becomes. Classifications
yielding semantic/functional rather than purely ptawsyntactic categories provide an easier
interface to other languages and cognition, everihdy are systematically related to

morphosyntax and thus basically language-specific.

The opposite methodology would be an approachgetiut from the logic of (cohesive)
reference in general, rather than that of any @aer language. The problem for such an
approach is that it may only loosely co-incide withat specific distinctions any particular
language makes and that it may be relatively blomthe specifically linguistic problems of
co-reference. .

The methodology employed by Halliday & Hasan (1976psed on “transfer
comparison” (Halliday et al. 1964), sets out frorpaaticular language, in this case English,
but makes the classification orfumctional rather tharmorphosyntactic level (cf. Figures 1
and 2 below). It represents a compromise in terimaathodology in that it sets up its initial
classifications from the lexicogrammatical, inchuglimorphosyntactic, phenomena of one
language (English), yet abstracts away from thogea functional/ semantic level which may
be a better interface for cross-linguistic comparishan the lexicogrammatical realizations
themselves.

Halliday & Hasan (1976) talk afo-referencevhere different linguistic expressions have
the same point of reference, for example a refgrexpression, usually an NP, and a pronoun
co-referring to onentity previously introduced into the discourse worldh&Tcohesion lies
in the continuity of reference” (1976:31). Cohesgenerating referential devices usually are

% To be briefly covered at a later stage: DRT-typpraaches (cf. Kamp and Reyle. 1993; Asher 1998) an
model-theoretic semantics (Montague, Dowty etc.)



semantically and formally reduced and cannot by firterpreted in their own right
Therefore, information as to their reference haddaretrieved from another source. In the
case ofexophoric referengehis source is the situational (and/or cultucaiptext, and in the
case ofendophoric referengehe linguistic environment of the text providég information
required for interpreting the identity of the refiet denoted by the referential devices.

Within endophoric reference, Halliday & Hasan (1pdhfferentiate further between
anaphoric referencéto preceding text) andataphoric referencéto following text). Taking
into consideration thédentity of the information, they establish three typesreference,
namelypersona) demonstrativeandcomparativereference. The first type can be realized by
personal and possessive pronouns, the second byndeative pronouns, adverbs likere
or thereand the articléhe and the third type by adjectives and adverbs ssshme similar,
so or such Note that co-reference, in the strict sense, balg seems to apply tpersonal
reference because none of the other types co-refer in y steict sense. Importantly for our
study, the general distinction injeersona) demonstrative and comparativeis probably
common to the two languages English and Germarsubeypes, as well as their realization,
are not. Between typologically more distant langasgage.g. even between Romance, Slavic
and Germanic languages, not even the general cistinwould be completely shared, and
sub-types and realizations would vary more widely.

The very broad category abhesive referencgoes not have one equivalent in the German
approaches; instead, the phenomenon (co-)refergmoears in three categories of cohesion
variously mentioned in these works: proforms, &tcdeixis and the often fully lexically-
headed phrases they are part of. The categoryodbrpns as part of reference, however, is
interpreted there in a much broader sense tharalidaly & Hasan (1976): de Beaugrande &
Dressler (1981) include pronouns, adverbs, dematngtrpronouns, pro-adjectives like or
solch pro-verbs likeun or machenand pronominal adverbs, but only the first fourwd be
listed under the headirrgferencein Halliday & Hasan (1976). The same list, exdeptpro-
adjectives and pro-verbs, can also be found ind.inkussbaumer / Portmann (2004).

The definite and indefinite article is mentionedyoim Linke / Nussbaumer / Portmann
(2004), who see it as a form of deixis. They dtish between textual deixis in the case of
reference to new information (indefinite articlajdagiven information (definite article), and
deixis to (previous) knowledge (“(Vor-) wissensdst), where the definite article is used for
elements that are new in the text, but, in the iopiof the authors, known to the reader. They
mention another form of deixis, that of situatiodalxis, using this term where the reference
is not to another element of the text, but to theation the text is embedded in.

2.2 REFERENCE —SYSTEMIC DIFFERENCES

Generally speaking, three distinct functional systeof reference are realized in English and
German: personal reference, demonstrative refermmt¢e€omparative reference

Observe that, characteristically, the expositioailiday & Hasan (1976) proceeds by
semantic distinctions, not by word class or sontertorphosyntactic reflex (cf. Figures 1
and 2 below).

* Note that this also applies to grammaticalizedcstires in general, e.g. verbal inflection sigmajlperson in
“pro-drop” languages
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~human————
~singular —female she
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Figure 1: A classification of cohesive personakrehce for English (Halliday & Hasan 1976:44)

Speech roles Other roles
| .
Specific |
Generalized
Non- | Huimran
Speaker Addressee | Human | human
e . |
he him - ‘
his his ' |
it 1t onc one
one [ me she her | [its] its — one’s
mine my | you you |[hers her
tiore we us | yours your| they them
than one | ours our | theirs their '
| | |

Figure 2: Tabular form for the classification indtire 1 (Halliday & Hasan 1976:44).

2.2.1 Personal reference

“Personal reference is reference by means of fondt the speech situation” (Halliday &
Hasan 1976:37). We first explore the commonaliéied differences in English and German
with respect tdunctional differencesin the system of personal reference before wewlital
the formal features of the cohesive devices employe

Figure 3 below gives us a bi-lingual classificatioagment on the functional/ semantic level
as we see it for English and German, i.e. one i§@s3 all and only the distinctions made by
the two languages in combination through cohesetesgnal (co-)reference. Options in the
system network unique to, or at least more elabdriat, German are marked by itafics

®> As we have shown in detail elsewhere (e.g. Steiner 1996), semantic/ functional distinctions specific
to some place in the structure of a language will usually be made at some other place of the system in
another language.
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Figure 3: Personal reference in English and German

Generally speaking, a distinction is drawn, in batiguages, in terms of reference to distinct
persons/ roleasspeech rolevs. otherinvolved in the act of communication, and in terofis
theirreferential statuss eitheparticipant or as arattribute (see Figure 3 above).

First, persongwhere personis a generalized category involving all sorts ofitees,
including complex states and events) are denotaddifferent lexical and morphological
forms of personal pronouns either as taking arvagtart in the communicatiosgeech rolg
or as being involved as some othibird-party entity ¢then. English and German mainly
express two speech roles, gpeaker(s)via first person pronouns) and taddressee(s)via
second person pronouns). The languages differah @erman further distinguishescial
distance(Sie andnon-distance(duy, ihr) andsingular (du, Si¢ andplural (ihr, Si@ in the
speech role of the addressee whereas contempormagrm English does not realize this
contrast in terms of personal reference sinceas use form only (you). In the speech role of
speakerpoth languages distinguish betwesngularandplural.

Referents which do not take an active part in {b@esh event are either expressed as
being specific (third person pronouns) aron-specific(one man in English and German,
even if the use abnein modern English is much more restricted than German In many
contexts of modern Englislgne is substituted by either general noupp&ople),specific
pronouns(we, you),or agentless passive. For specific reference, thdurclassification is
made in German and English fptural and singular referents. With singular referents,
English distinguishes human and non-human referasts'natural” categories, whereas
German realizes a threefold grammatical gendeindigin in cases of reference twmn-
human entitiegsee below). For both languages, there is the durtlistinction under non-
human singular into reference to antity, extended reference to aveni and textual
reference to théact that an event occurre@f. Halliday & Hasan 1976:52ff). We strongly



suspect that these types of reference are a) elsgyaous in German than in English, and b)
are differently expressed by personal or demoriséragference in the two languades.

Second, a difference is made in English and Genmt#mrespect to the status of referents
either asattributesor participants.As for reference tparticipants the two languages further
distinguish between referents involvedda®ct participantsin a process and referents which
constituteattributed or possessed persons/ referents of atkkerents/ personsrhe former
type is indicated by personal pronouns, the lditepossessive pronounsiiie meiner der
Meinige. Reference tattributesof referents is realized in the two languagespdasessive
determiners.

We now move on to describe contrastive differennggrms of morphological forms of the
cohesive devices employed in the two languages gersonal reference, because
lexicogrammatical realization will be seen to hawe®ng effects on the textual function, e.g.
creation of ambiguities or otherwise, in referdntizhesion . As we have already seen above,
three main categories of referential devices afistenxt in English and German: personal
pronouns, possessive pronouns, and possessivendetes.

As for personal pronounsboth languages inflect for number, or ratherytase different
word stems depending on number. Yet, there arerdifces with respect to gender and case
inflection, and German systemically enforces a obhaepending osocial distancen the
second person (singular and plural). German alferentiatessingular vs. pluralfor both
speaker and addressee speech roles.

The marking of gender in Standard English is prilpadetermined by natural sex
distinctions and metaphorical extensions thereawkins 1986; Konig & Gast 2007:63).
Pronouns referring to entities other than humamdseior higher animals are assigned to
neuter gender. In German, gender assignment mstybitrary i.e. grammatical with a
semantic basis allowing for some generalizationsn{ff & Gast 2007:60). Most nouns
(though not all, cf.Madchen,even what triggers the neuter here is the dimieutief.
analogouslydas Bibchenjlenoting humans and higher or domestic animalsnilexted for
biological gender; all other nouns are marked eably, by masculine, feminine or neuter
gender (cf. Kbnig & Gast 2007 for some generalaad). As a consequence, more neuter
personal pronouns can be expected in Englishjvelsd German, which leads to ambiguities
in co-reference in English texts where such do¢ohbtain for a parallel German version (see
(1) below).

Case inflection in personal pronouns is richer @rr@an than in English (cf. Kbnig &
Gast 2007), as German distinguishes four case&aglish only two.

In addition, the referential ties of endophoric ideg to full lexical noun phrases in
German may be more explicit than in English sif@se contain gender as well as number
and case inflection whereas English full lexicabmghrases do not inflect for gender and
case. Thus constructions such as the followingam@n are expected to occur rather seldom
in English since they are highly ambiguous:

(1) Eine verantwortungsbewusste Politik kann dieserz&ss, der zudem
von objektiven Faktoren determiniert wird, nicht flankieren. Sie
muss ihn vielmehr formen.

6 Halliday & Hasan’s example: “It rained day and nifdr two weeks. The basement flooded and evergthin
was under water. It spoilt all our calculationstely rightly point out the two way ambiguity betwesm
extended reference and a text reference for thé.lds fact, it could be three ways ambiguous, witheatity
reference tavater. Note the interesting variation in German betwkavingesvs.dasas anaphor, and likewise
dadurch



Also note that, in some registers, particularlyspoken texts, personal pronouns may be
employed in English where demonstrative pronouasarployed in German (see below).

For possessive pronouns in German and Englishe tisea form available where the
possessive pronoun functions as nominal head amstitdes the only element of the noun
phrase:mine in English andmein(e,r)in German. Both languages use variant stems for
expressing variation in speech roles and numbex.Gérman and English forms additionally
differ with respect to morphological inflection that German uses gender, number and case
inflection whereas English provides one invariamtrf only.

Additionally, German provides a possessive pronairfiorm which is introduced by the
definite article. In contrast to the form descrilzzbve the use of the latter is assumed to be
delimited to particular registers of formal styledais also considered to underlie regional
preferences. In English no such form is availaflessessive determiners are the words
known traditionally as possessive pronounsDifferent use in particular linguistic
environments, such axternal possessios well documented between English and German
(cf. Konig & Gast 2009:112ff).

2.2.2 Demonstrative reference

Demonstrative reference is one area of the ovieddl of deixis but in no way exhausts it (cf.
among many other Zifonun et al. 1997, Vol. 1, 31IfDemonstrative reference is reference
by means of location, on a scale of proximity” (itkily & Hasan 1976:37).

r neutral

Varticle (as attribute)

f{m—c- \

trative
reference |-
(English /

as attrlbute
German) {

==l

pIuraI

logico-semantic
relationship towards

speaker
{“{ away from

— direction speaker

tlme
\ \pronominal adverbs ¥ /

- C|rcumstance

Figure 4: Demonstrative reference in English andr@an



From a broad perspective, similar systems are availin English and German, though with
differences inselective-as entity demonstrative reference through the existence of a
demonstrative articlein German, and substantial differences selective->circumstance
“demonstration”, where German has developed astillofdemonstrative adverdsr all the
major circumstance relations, which is, moreovegedu with high frequency (cf.
Prapositionaladverbienn Zifonun et al., Vol. 1, 54f and elsewhere). fhés additionally a
fairly comprehensive set &frapositionaladverbien/ Pronomialadverbiéor logico-semantic
relations.

The major systems are structured arounedtral vs. selectivdemonstrative reference,
and within the latter into functions to do wailttribute vs. entitynear vs. farandparticipant
vs. circumstanceTheir realization is related to the existencespécific word classes and
phrase types in English and German: demonstratdeteyminers introducing referring noun
phrases, demonstrative pronouns and articles geasrhead of a noun phrase, and adverbs.
Within the word class of determiners, we can dgitish demonstratives on the one hand and
the definite article on the other hand.

Demonstrative reference is eithegutral or selective.The optionneutral encodes some
referent agdentifiable which in English is realized through the definigicle the’, and in
German through the definite article in its inflatferms (gender, number, case). The German
demonstrative articlavhich can occur as a head will be covered ursdégctive-»as entity
below, although historically, and in some (low-Ganjpvarieties, it may be a form of neutral
demonstrative reference encoding simpintifiable

Selective demonstrativese selective by encoding not only general ideatiifity, but
more specifically identifiability through (semiofiproximity. It may be temporal-spatial-
textual proximity Qear vs. not nedy it may be that of a participant or of a circuamste (or
even of a logico-semantic relation), and it mayrékerence as an entity, or as an attribute.
Furthermore, if we have selective demonstrativeregfce to @articipant, it may besingular
or plural, and if we have selective demonstrative reference ¢orcumstance, it may be by
place or time, with further sub-distinctions for German dependentplace. Finally, if we
have demonstrative selective reference to placebgngroximity, or to a logico-semantic
relation, we get in German a full set of pro-forrtt®e so-calledoronominal demonstrative
adverbs

Let us go through selective demonstratives typg/pg, giving examples:
a) Selective, near, as attribute, participant, singula
this house/ dieses Haus
b) Selective, near, as attribute, participant, plural
these houses/ diese Hauser
c) Selective, near, as attribute, circumstance, place
*here house/ *hier Hal’s
d) Selective, near, as attribute, circumstance, time
*now house/ *jetzt Haus

7 Or, in fact, the § person sing pronotif, but that is covered undpersonal reference
® Approximations in some dialects, dfis here house/ das da Haus
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e) Selective, not near, as attribute, participantysiar
that house/ jenédHaus

f) Selective, not near, as attribute, participantrgdlu
these houses/ jene Hauser

g) Selective, not near, as attribute, circumstan@agepl
*there man/ *dort Mann

h) Selective, not near, as attribute, circumstanoeg ti
*then man/ *dann Mann

i) Selective, near, as entity, participant, singular
this'% der/ die/ da¥’; dieser,/diese/ dies&s

]) Selective, near, as entity, participant, plural
these/ die; diese

k) Selective, near, as entity, circumstance, place
here/ hier

l) Selective, near, as entity, circumstance, time
now/ jetzt

m) Selective, not near, as entity, participant, siagul
that* jener/-e/-8*

n) Selective, not near, as entity, participant, plural
these/ jené®

0) Selective, not near, as entity, circumstance, flace
there/ dort

p) Selective, not near, as entity, circumstance, time
then/ dann

Observe a few options specific for German here:
q) Selective, not near, as entity, circumstance, plaieection
darunter, darauf, davor, dahinter
r) Selective, near, as entity, circumstance, plagegction
hierunter, hierauf, hiervor

° Registerially very restricted in modern German

2 Only possible with neuter gender and most likederded reference

* Demonstrative articleguite acceptable in German colloquial register

120nly in contrastive contexts

13 See fn. 6 above

4 Only in contrastive contexts

!° Restricted

'® German may actually have a threefold distinctiere intohier — da — dortorjetzt — da — dann
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s) Selective, near, as entity, circumstance, placeeetion, towards speaker
herunter, herauf, hervor

t) Selective, near, as entity, circumstance, placeeetibon, away from speaker
hinunter, hinauf

And one specific additional option, largely for Gamn only:
u) Selective, not near, as entity, logico-semantiati@hship
thereof, thereby.../ davon, damit, deswégen

We now move on to describe contrastive differeroetsveen the two languages departing
from the respective forms at hand.

2.2.2.1Demonstrative pronouns

Demonstratives are described in the literature &srm of verbal pointing (cf. Ahrenholz
2007 for a recent specialized study).. In theircfion as exophoric devices they denote
referents that are present in the speech situatttmployed as endophoric devices,
demonstrative pronouns servefasus-lifters(Gundel 2004, Diessel 1999, Bosch et al. 2007,
etc), they raise a referent’'s degree of accedsildiom a very low to a rather high level.
Similar to the neuter form of the third person mon, they may also serve for extended and
textual reference in English and German. Howeveraasume that demonstratives serving as
complex anaphors may refer to non-nominal antededkat are structurally and conceptually
more complex than those ibfin English andesin German.

Basically, two different forms are available in Bsl: this/theseandthat/those They are
inflected for number but do not contain any markimgcase of gender. The two forms can be
distinguished in terms of proximity (locational,xteal or emotional).This/thesemark
referents in terms of nearness dhdt/thosesignal distance to the referent from the view of
the speaker.

The two forms in singulathis andthat, are restrictive in use in that they cannot denote
human beings. According to Halliday & Hasan (1939, &he use of the plural demonstrative
pronoungheseandthosefor humans is more acceptable.

In German, four different forms are available. Tiheariant formsdies and das the
inflected formgdiese(r,s)andjene(r,s) and the inflected forms aler/die/das

Dies anddasanddiese(r,s)andjene(r,s)may be distinguished in terms of proximity but
the distinction is more blurred, relative to Enlglis-urthermorejene(r,s)is becoming more
and more outdated, henckese(r,s)is also used for cases in whithat/thosewould be
employed in English.

Equal tothis andthatin English used as head in a nominal group, thariant formsdies
and das are restricted to reference to inanimate objeos @re used quite frequently as
complex anaphors for non-nominal antecedentsilllretnains to be examined more closely,
if the two forms reflect differences in scope ahthese differences correspond to thes-
andthat distinction in English.

The demonstrative pronourder/die/daslack a corresponding form in English. They
exhibit gender, number and case inflection. Thered clear definition in the literature in

7 with possible restricted “near” variartiereof, hereby.../ hiervon, hiermit...
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terms of the functional difference to the other destratives described above. Assumptions
however are thater/die/dasoccur in certain registers only, and spoken texfmrticular.

Since particular demonstrative pronouns can be @yegdl for human beings in German
but not in English, a higher frequency may be etgubfor German demonstrative pronouns,
relative to English.

2.2.2.2Demonstrative Determiners

Demonstrative determiners have a similar functiorthat of demonstrative pronouns (see
above). However, while demonstrative pronouns fonctas head of the noun phrase,
demonstrative determiners introduce full lexicabnghrases, at least in English. They are
combined with a form of lexical cohesion expresbgdhe lexical head of the noun phrase.
Thus, demonstrative lexical phrases are considergfl referents with an even lower level of

accessibility into the focus of attention, sinceyrexplicitly indicate the type of referent

denoted.

In English, there are two devices available whicbrrespond formally to the
demonstrative pronouns described above. Howeverd s demonstrative determiners
this/theseand that/thoseonly introduce noun phrases with a lexical headhil&r to their
pronominal counterparts they are inflected for narmdnd enhance identification of a referent
in terms of proximity.

German provides the demonstrative determirgiese(r,s)and jene(r,s) introducing
nominal referring expressions contrast to English, the two forms are not anilected for
number but also for gender and case. Thus, morécixjppes may be created between
anaphoric lexical phrases introduced by demons&aleterminers and their antecedents in
case there is congruency in gender and number.

2.2.2.3The Definite article

The definite article is considered by Halliday & dda (1976) as the neutral form of verbal
pointing: it marks a referring expression as dewpta referent that is somehow known
without indicating explicitly which type of knowlege is required. Thus, the information
about the referent in question may be retrievednibgrences from long-term memory, the
situational context or the linguistic context. ldd#&ion no distinction is made with the

definite article in terms of proximity. The defiaitirticle is combined in the nominal referring
expression with a lexical noun functioning as hedith establishes a tie of lexical cohesion.
Definite noun phrases thus are employed as endmptevices to establish a relation of co-
classification or co-extension or a co-referendatican.

The definite article in English has one invarianbrphological form that is neither
inflected for number nor for gender and case. eifé from that, the article in German
(der/die/da$ is inflected for grammatical gender, number aasleg resulting in more explicit
textual ties, relative to English.

In addition, differences are assumed between the lBmguages when articles are
employed as generic reference markers or wheninggdper names.

2.2.2.4Demonstrative Adverbs

Halliday & Hasan (1976) only present the four atbgerow, then here andthere under the
heading of demonstrative reference. Contrasts ianng can be described with respect to
proximity on the one hand, and time and space enather handnow and here mark
something as being near, the former in time andldtter in spacethen and there signal
distance, the former with respect to time, thestattith respect to space.
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The corresponding items in German,gegzt/nun(=> now), damals(then), hier (here
and da/dort (there, with the German system at this point encodinthr@efold distance
distinction fier —da—dort).

Other devices such asdter that in this respectetc are assigned by Halliday & Hasan
(1976) to the category of cohesive conjunctionsweler, in German particular forms of
pronominal adverbs would additionally fall undemdmnstrative reference since they rather
function as reference markers than as deviceslestialg logico-semantic relations between
different textual parts. German provides a broajesof these devices, suchdasnit, dafur,
dazy etc. German certainly has a larger and more rdifttated system at this point of
structure, and even where the two languages hawgasisystems, textual frequencies are
supposed to be lower in English. CorrespondingstenEnglish would béhereafter thereof
etc. Yet, these are quite outdated and not assumesppear in contemporary texts of
Standard English with frequencies comparable tosehof their German counterparts.
Pronominal adverbs employed as demonstrative detmgefore are expected to occur much
more frequently in German than in English.

2.2.3 Comparative reference

“Comparative reference is indirect reference by mseaf identity or similarity” (Halliday &
Hasan 1976:37). It is employed to describe thereaetedenoted by comparing its features to
that of another referent denoted in the precedayd. tTwo distinct categories may be
distinguished according to word class in both laygs: adjectives and adverbs.

In German, adjectives inflect for number, gended aase and show congruence with
other components of the noun phrase. In additi@reths morphological inflection of
comparative and superlative.

In English, adjectives do not exhibit inflectiontivirespect to gender, number and case.
Morphological inflection is restricted to compavatiand superlative in English for adjectives
with one syllable. For adjectives with more thar agllable, comparative and superlative are
expressed by different wordstoreandmost.

Further contrasts in the two languages may be ¢ggeaa terms of experiential extension
between corresponding devices. For instance, wi@lerman distinguishes between
comparative reference to the same type of refédantgleich¢ and the same specific referent
in the situational contextér selbg, English provides no such distinction.

In addition, differences in the two languages ag@st with respect to what follows as
head of the noun phrase (sestitutionbelow).

2.3 SUBSTITUTION —CONCEPTUALIZATION

The termsubstitutioncan be found in the English as well as in the Gertiterature, but with
different meanings. Halliday & Hasan (1976) us® itlescribe the substitution of a word by a
word that has the same structural function, busamantically weaker. The difference to
referencelies in the type of relation: whereas referenca meaning relation, substitution is
one of wording: “Substitution is a purely textualation, with no other function than that of
cohering one piece of text to another” (1976:228)ey distinguish between three types of
substitution: nominal (substituteng ones or sam@, verbal (substitutedo), and clausal
(substituteso, not). Co-reference is often associated with casesubstitution but are not a
necessary prerequisite: substitution is possiblere; for example, reference is to the same
class of referents but not to the same instantiegésrent (co-classification in the sense of
Hasan 1985, e.g. “That’s a nice shirt — I'd likee too”, where the class of referents would
beshirts).

14



The termsubstitutionis not used in this way in the German literatude nominal
substitution is not obvious in German at first sighhether the use dafin(e/r/s)or plural
welchecould be an equivalent is up to discus¥iqisee 2.4.1). A verbal substitution could
maybe be realized wittun or machen But on the one hand these are at first sightvieitbs
and are therefore not an equivalent to the Englisitonstructions, and on the other hand
their use in this function is rather unusual, adl &e restricted to the general verb class of
action verbgsee 2.4.2).

Thereforesubstitutionin German approaches has a different meaning elates to the
replacement of a word or a phrase by an elemeniasinm content. De Beaugrande &
Dressler (1981) describe the same phenomenon hathermParaphrase Weinrich (1993)
usesQuasi-RekurrenzHowever, in all cases there has to be an ideafitgference between
the related elements; this is not true for the Bhglise ofsubstitution as seen above. Most
examples for substitution in the sense of Linkeusdbaumer / Portmann (2004) or other
German approaches, such as hyponym or synonymgvimtie categorization of Halliday &
Hasan (1976) be included lexical cohesion

2.4 SUBSTITUTION —SYSTEMIC DIFFERENCES

There are no equivalent substituting forms in Gerrfa all three categories discussed by
Halliday & Hasan (1976) for English. However we wasg that various other cohesive
devices exist in German which establish a more @aglation in terms of scope.

2.4.1 Nominal substitution

In particular, the formone employed as cohesive device for nominal substitutacks a
corresponding item in German. As a consequencey otieans have to be used to express an
equivalent meaning. One option is to make use béswe ellipsis, as example (3) illustrates:

(2) People who need this science, | would make antééfaell them we
have real sciences, hard sciences, we don’t neadimary ones.
[EO_FICTION_003]

(3) Den Leuten, die diese Wissenschaft brauchen, iglsoytirde mir extra
Muhe geben, ihnen zu erzahlen, dal3 wir richtiges@fischaften haben,
hieb- und stichfeste Wissenschaften, wir braucleamekmaginaren(?).
[Gtrans_FICTION_003]

Another option may be to repeat the lexical heathefantecedent and use lexical cohesion
instead of substitution:

(4)  They must cross this river - and two others as,wdien they meet
them, though they do not yet know that those éxssthey did not know
of this one either.

[EO_FICTION_005]

(5) Sie mussen Uber diesen Flul3 kommen - und obenyemzwel
andere, von denen sie jetzt noch gar nicht wissafd,es sie gibt.
Genausowenig, wie sie etwas von diesem Flul3 wul3ten.
[EO_FICTION_009]

8 \We can take a possible translation of the examiptere again as an example: "Das ist ein schénesiHem
mochte auch einsCf. in addition: "Dort liegt ein schwarzes Henadher ich mdchte ein(e)s weil3"
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Third, as example (6) illustrates, a quasi-subtitike welchemay be employed in German
in some cases where a nominal substitutiondk@els used in English:

(6) Darf ich heute frih Puddingsuppe? - Ja, ja. - Kouin welche!
[GO_FICTION_010]

(7)  Can | have pudding soup for breakfast? - Yes,\ske me some!
[Etrans_FICTION_010]

In addition, there are some other cohesive desaeh asine(r,s) solche(r,s) It remains to
be discussed whether these can be considered stggidnal devices or whether they rather
function to precede ellipsis.

(8) | don’t have a car,’ he said. ‘If | borrowed oneowd you . .. ?’
George appeared. ‘No, | see you wouldn’t, and Andstalked back to
the bar.

9) Ich habe kein Auto”, sagte er. “Wenn ich mir eineiken wirde,
wurdest du ... ?” Da tauchte George auf. “Nein, wik sehe, wirdest
du nicht”, sagte Andrew und stakste an die Bar gkiri

2.4.2 Verbal substitution

Verbal substitution in English is realized witlo (examples taken from Halliday & Hasan
1976:115)

(10) John is smoking more now than Mary is doing.

(11) Johnis smoking more now than he should be doing.
(12) John is smoking more now than he used to do.

(13) John is smoking more now than he was doing before.

This is not possible in German. The same meanimg bea realized by various types of
ellipsis:

(14) John raucht jetzt mehr als Mary.
(15) John raucht jetzt mehr als er sollte.
(16) John raucht jetzt mehr als friher.
(17) John raucht jetzt mehr als vorher.

Observe that a somewhat forced (14a) constitutesngination of lexical cohesion with a
general verb plus an obligatory refereesédas

(14a) John raucht jetzt mehr als Mary es tut

In addition, verbal substitution can be construgdi®+ so
(18) Peter rented a car. So did I.
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At first sight, tun and machenseem to produce corresponding constructions irmaey
together with a demonstrative pronoun:

(19) Peter hat sich ein Auto gemietet. Das habe ich gysthn/gemacht.

However, this is rather colloquial style. In adaiitjtun andmachencan only be employed to
substitute verbs of action:

(20) Peter’s house collapsed. So did mine.
(21) Peters Haus ist eingestirzt. *Das tat auch meines

Thus, tun and machenmay rather be interpreted as general verbs eshatd lexical
cohesion. More importantly, the cohesion in examglech as (19) is actually carried through
referencedas/ es?)

For other verb types, other means have to be emglog German, implying the
application of several different cohesive devics;h as a demonstrative pronoun and other
devices of lexical cohesion:

(22) Peters Haus ist eingestirzt. Das ist auch mit rmipassiert.

(23) He thought he recognised the twisted thorn treed,raight indeed
have done so;

(24) Es wollte ihm scheinen, als erkenne er die krumweiddornbdume
wieder, und das mochte sich durchaus so verhalten,

(25) Zwei von uns haben nun doch in ein Gespréach gefurkeéén Wunder,
dald es vor dem riesigen Kuhlschrank geschehen ist.

(26) Two of our number have now struck up a conversatfter all. No
wonder they did so in front of the huge refrigerato

2.4.3 Clausal substitution

As for clausal substitution, the iteso in English is mostly employed for substituting
propositions.

(27) 1s John coming to the party tomorrow? | don’t bedieso.

In German, the proposition of the preceding semesoften referred to by a demonstrative
pronoun.

(28) Kommt John morgen zur Party? Das glaube ich nicht.
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2.5 ELLIPSIS —CONCEPTUALIZATION

A very general classification can be found in Quatkal. (1985:861ff), who distinguish
between

a) textual recoverability
b) situational recoverability
c) structural recoverability

Ellipsisin the sense afohesive ellipsigargely has to do with a), although a) can be neke
as a special case of b). c¢) is purely structurighses, as in relative pronoun-dropping in
English,that- deletion, etc. (cf. also Schubert 2008:38ff).

The cohesive device of ellipsis is very similarthat of substitution, or, as Halliday &
Hasan (1976) put it, “ellipsis is simply ‘substitnt by zero™” (1976:142). Consequently, they
distinguish here, too, between nominal, verbal eladisal ellipsis. In all cases, an ellipsis
leaves certain things unsaid that have to be soppleed by the addressee. This definition,
however, is too unspecific, so that Halliday & Hadenit the termellipsis “specifically to
sentences, clauses, etc whose structure is suthpaissuppose some preceding item, which
then serves as the source of the missing informa{it®76:143). This falls within the realm
of textual recoverabilityn terms of Quirk et al (1985).

Similar to reference and substitution, ellipsisabishes a relation between two items so
as to identify one item by relating it to the othmme. But while with reference this is
happening on the semantic level, substitution dinoses are to be seen at a structural level,
with ellipsis being a form of substitution. Therefpco-reference is not required in the strict
sense of the word.

The German approaches see ellipsis as a cohesnae des well, and use it in a similar
way. The only difference that can be establishatias usually ellipsis is not subdivided like
in Halliday & Hasan (1976), although there are tedladistinctions e.g. in Zifonun et al.
(1997), Vol. 1, 410ff intesituative Ellipse (Person, Ereignis, Objekt)

2.6 ELLIPSIS —SYSTEMIC DIFFERENCES

The two languages have different systems in terimshich types of ellipsis are possible.
From a very general perspective, there are momametical restrictions as to which pieces
can be left out in English. In German there areemmrssibilities which are vaguer in scope
and which often cannot be classified in terms oictiral rules. It would appear that many
cases ofextual ellipsisn English are encoded aguational ellipsisn German.

Halliday & Hasan (1976) distinguish three differezdtegories: nominal, verbal, and
clausal ellipsis.

2.6.1 Nominal ellipsis

With nominal ellipsis, the nominal head of a noumgse is omitted and a modifier is
functioning as head instead. There are differentéise two languages with respect to which
type of modifier is acceptable as head.

For English, Halliday & Hasan (1976) note that numiges and epithets may be
acceptable, while classifiers are seldomly leftfamction as nominal head of nominal
elliptical constructions. Consider the followingaemples:
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(29) Which apples would you like to have? I'll takesdwo.
*I'll take the red.

With classifiers, a substitutional element has éoused in English functioning as nominal
head. => “I'll take the red one.”

In German, both types of elliptical constructions possible:

(30) Welche Apfel wollen Sie haben? Ich nehme dieskebei
Ich nehme die roten.

As a consequence, we expect some differences nmstef frequency between English and
German.

2.6.2 Verbal ellipsis

Verbal ellipsis concerns the omission of constitsanside the verbal complex. In English,
there are two distinct forms of verbal ellipsisital ellipsis and operator ellipsis.

With lexical ellipsis, only the operator, the fmiverb form, is retained, while the infinite
lexical form is omitted:

(31) Is John going to come? — He might. He was to, bunhy not.
(32) He should if he wants his name to be considered.

In German, lexical ellipsis is possible as wellthwvmodal operators as well as temporal
operators.

(33) Has John arrived already? Yes, he has.
(34) Ist John schon angekommen? Ja, ist er.

Note however, that in question-answering pairsf{itiite precedes the subject in the sentence
containing the ellipsis.

We expect lexical ellipsis to be more frequent mgksh, for several reasons. First, in
German modal adverbs are often used to expresslityodecond, temporal operators are
expected to occur less often in order to expreggdievents, since in German present tense
may be employed as well. Consider example(36):

(35) Is John going to come? — He might.
(36) Kommt John? — Vielleicht.

And finally, so called tag questions are a frequ&mglish construction, but not in German:
(37) He was at the cinema with Jane, wasn't he?
(38) Er war mit Jane im Kino, nicht wahr/oder?

In cases such as tag-questions, German can beosagbort tosituational ellipsiswhere
English has a grammaticalized variant in form @f &g question.
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With operator ellipsisthe operator is omitted and the lexical verleisined:
(39) What is she doing? Sleeping.

In this case the subject is also omitted.

2.6.3 Clausal ellipsis

Clausal ellipsis concerns the omission of sevelalisal constituents. It is very similar to
verbal ellipsis, since arguments of the verbs qurazls may also be omitted, but treated from
a different perspective.

There are differences in the two languages witpbaeisto scope in that more syntactical
constituents can be omitted in German than in Bhgli

(40) He likes green covers, but | don't.

(41) Er mag grine Umschlage aber ich nicht.
(42) Has he already arrived? Yes, he has.
(43) Ist er schon angekommen? Ja.

This looks like another case of German tending nmnards situational ellipsis than English.

2.7 CONJUNCTION —CONCEPTUALIZATION

Halliday & Hasan (1976) talk of conjunction whemntences are related to each other in a
systematic way, in contrast to the kind of seangstruction we find with reference or
substitution. The attention here is on logico-seiwarelations, particularly on a specific
aspect of them, the “function they have of relatimg@ach other linguistic elements that occur
in succession but are not related by other, stractneans” (1976:227). An important point
here is that, the “cohesive power” (1976:229) dbtudoes not rest in a conjunctive
expression likeafterwardsor before but in the underlying semantic relation. Therefdor
Halliday & Hasan “any expression of that relatianth or without a demonstrative or other
reference item, will be considered to fall withiretcategory of conjunction” (1976:231). The
cohesive function of a semantic relation, e.g.naetisequence, is callezbnjunction the
adjunct that actually expresses this relation, &tgrwards is assigned the teroonjunctive

or conjunctive adjuncinstead. These adjuncts include adverbs (simpleefisas compound)
and prepositional expressions withat or another reference item. Within conjunctions,
Halliday & Hasan (1976) distinguish the categoredditive, adversative, causabnd
temporal

In the German approaches the idea of conjunctigsetaken up with the notions of
Konnektive(Linke / Nussbaumer / Portmann 2004)Jonktion (de Beaugrande & Dressler
1981). Linke / Nussbaumer / Portmann (2004) onle @i brief overview, stressing the point
that Konnektivecreate cohesion not only within a sentence, btwéxen two sentences or
elements of the text as well. Depending on thewwtjon or pronominal adverb used, the
conceptual character of the connected parts cadebleiced. De Beaugrande & Dressler
(1981) take on a more detailed approach and list foain subcategoriedonjunktion
Disjunktion Kontrajunktion andSubordination The first one is an additive relation and can
thus be compared to the additive conjunctions iliddey & Hasan (1976)Disjunktionrefers
to a combination of alternatives and could alsd faithin the category of additive
conjunctionsKontrajunktionis the equivalent to adversative conjunctions;Sabordination
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there is no real equivalent in Halliday & Hasan7@)p since this is a typical cohesive device
within a sentence — a unit they do not include in thealysis. But whereSubordination
describes a relation of cause and effect, canbilisompared to the clausal conjunction. The
idea of temporal conjunctions is reflected in argreenon de Beaugrande & Dressler (1981)
mention in addition to their four subcategoriespressions for relations of temporal
proximity (“Ausdricke fur Relationen der Zeitndhe”)

Closely related to conjunction is, according to liday & Hasan (1976), the cohesive
function of intonation. Though they do not incluti@s a type of conjunctive relations, they
suggest it could be “considered as expressing fain®njunctive relation” (1976:271). De
Beaugrande & Dressler (1981) include intonatiora a®hesive device, as well, in the sense
that it is a system that supports cohesion in@aimunication.

2.8 CONJUNCTION —SYSTEMIC DIFFERENCES

The systems appear very similar at first sight. @iferences between English and German
do not reside (so much) in differences between igéges of relations expressed but in:

a) The number of devices available on the one hand
b) The variability in terms of syntactic position

c) Slightly differing meanings of corresponding degce
d) Forms available

Possible differences between English and Germamwetonthe constructions via different
linguistic devices on the one hand. Consider exas(4) and (45):

(44) PNTR and China WTO membership (subtitle) — HarngsShina to
the global system is crucial. That's why China’srgimto the WTO is
SO important.

(45) PNTR und Mitgliedschaft Chinas in der WTO (subtilBie
Einbindung Chinas in das globale System ist entdehe. Deshalb ist
die Aufnahme Chinas in die WTO so wichtig.

In addition, some authors argue (Fabricius-Hans#96,11999 but also Doherty 2004) that
more intrasentential attachment points are avalablGerman than in English (cf. Fabricius-
Hansen 1996) and that information is spread morizt¢rtally in German and more vertically
in English. As a consequence, more conjunctions f@yrequired to relate pieces of
information on sentence level in English while esponding units of meaning in German
may be connected by subordination inside the seaten

Furthermore, English tends to mark semantic reiatibetween textual parts less
explicitly on the basis of grammatical metaphor.

(46) Ihr habt keinen Abschlussbericht geliefert. Desllii es keine
Forderung mehr in den nachsten Jahren.

(47) Failure to deliver a final report will preclude arfyrther funding over
the years to come.

In addition, English is assumed to exhibit moreiay for expressing logico-semantic
relations with lexicogrammatical means, in partécwia verbs.
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2.9 LEXICAL COHESION —CONCEPTUALIZATION

Lexical cohesion concerns the creation of cohesiese between two or more referring
expressions via lexis. A lexical item in the anapbstablishes a semantic relation to a lexical
item within the antecedent. In contrast to subttity ellipsis, and conjunction, lexical
cohesion may relate more than two linguistic ex@oess in so-called lexical chains.

Halliday & Hasan mainly distinguish between reitena and collocation. The former
includes all phenomena which “have in common tlot flaat one lexical item refers back to
another, to which it is related by having a comnreferent” (1976:278). It is again
subdivided into repetition, synonym (or near-symahysuperordinate and general word. It is
not always possible to draw a clear distinctionwleetn lexical cohesion and reference.
Especially general nouns represent a form of Iéxdoaesion that is on the borderline to
grammatical cohesion, i.e. reference.

With collocation, co-reference is not considerearatter since it concerns “any pair of
lexical items that stand to each other in somegeizable lexicosemantic (word meaning)
relation” (Halliday & Hasan 1976:285). Thus theiontof collocation may be comparable to
those called bridging, part-whole relations or redt anaphoric relations in the literature (cf.
e.g. Clark 1977, Winston et al. 1978, Schwarz 2000)

Since German approaches make their categorizatom & different perspective, there is
no similar category to lexical cohesion in theseksolnstead, phenomena like synonyms or
hyponyms form part of the Germ&ubstitutioncategory, while repetition would be listed
underRekurrenzand the general nouns could fall witlmroforms(as pseudo-pronouns).

A similar point, however, is addressed in the cphaaf isotopy as for example in
Greimas (1966). Here, the linking of elements witli text is considered from a mainly
semantic point of view. Out of this perspective esibn is said to be created not only by
repeating the same word, but also by repeating svaith similar semantic characteristics,
such as to fall within the same semantic complex same isotopy domailsétopieebene

2.10 LEXICAL COHESION —SYSTEMIC DIFFERENCES

No significant contrasts between English and Gerarannoted in the literature with respect
to lexical cohesion, possibly because no corpugilstic studies are available so far.
However, differences may arise from slight differes in experiential meaning of
corresponding lexical items. In addition, the laages may differ in terms of frequency of
particular types of semantic ties. For instanceglih may favour repetition where German
favours synonymy or hyponymy. Concerning the natfrehains, German may have more,
longer, and more varied lexical chains.

2.11 OTHER MEANS

After broadly covering the cohesive devices onlihsis of the work by Halliday & Hasan
(1976), we would like to point out a few furthempasts not mentioned there or mentioned
only briefly.

Tenseis only regarded as a cohesive device in Germproaphes, but only to a limited
extent. Linke / Nussbaumer / Portmann (2004) menitias a means of creating cohesion;
however, they consider the cohesive effect of texsssa weak one. De Beaugrande & Dressler
(1981) list it as well; but in all approaches thienomenon is treated only marginally.

A further cohesive device not mentioned in HallidayHasan (1976) is the explicit
textual linking explizite Textverknupfuhg Under this heading Linke / Nussbaumer /
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Portmann (2004) include all expressions an autles Wo create an explicit reference to his
own text. Two things are important to be kept imdhhere: on the one hand, the reference has
to be to an element within the same text; on tlerohand, expressions used to create this
textual linking are usually stereotyped, such a&e“above”. They are used mainly where the
element referred to cannot be found in the pregedmfollowing sentence. However, these
expressions could also be interpreted as a forspatial deixis.

The role ofpronominal adverbstoo, is only considered in German approachess &hi
probably due to the fact that these expressionsoalg of minor importance in English.
Halliday & Hasan (1976) make brief mention of worilkee therefore or thereby when
considering types of conjunctive relations (1976)23so in their model part of the
pronominal adverbs would belong to conjunction. @dthronominal adverbs would rather
have to be grouped under demonstrative refereng@mction.In German conceptualizations
pronominal adverbs are listed within different gatgées. Linke / Nussbaumer / Portmann
(2004) focus on their function of combining sentnand thus treat them ldennektive De
Beaugrande & Dressler (1981) instead categorize thg proforms, since they see mainly
their substitution function, in the sense that tleysist of a preposition and a pronoun and
thus working as a substitute.

Intonation is an important means of creating cajresand is, in fact, addressed in
Halliday & Hasan (1976:271f) in a short sectiontsfown.

3. Summary

German approaches textlinguisticsare addressing the global question of “what isrémge

of linguistic phenomena which create texture (cehee)”. They often focus aro-reference

and they do not primarily distinguish between whi¢hthese phenomena are already covered
in lexicogrammar or not. They thus often includeéhbgrammatical and cohesive phenomena
(especially Weinrich 1993), and they include pheapnansuch as tense sequences into their
accounts.

Within English traditions, Brown & Yule (1983) mapare some of the characteristics of
the German stream, whereas Halliday & Hasan (18m)grounded in the question: “which
are the structural resources beyond grammaticalizet$s that serve as cohesive devices”.
They do not address other phenomena contributingpb@rence and texture in that sense,
without denying their importance. Surprisingly, shuHalliday & Hasan’s “functional”
approach to cohesion is in some sense much monectiste-oriented” than the German
approach.

This basic difference between the German and tlgigbnApproach can be seen in their
treatments of many phenomena. If we take the afdaxecal cohesion / Isotopieas an
example: Halliday & Hasan (1976) do not require dohesive items in a lexical chain to be
(partly) co-referential, although co-reference figio at stake here. Thus they include non-co-
referential items, but exclude pro-forms. On theeothand, the German tradition asks “how is
(partial) co-reference established through lexitams” thus including pro-forms, but
excluding non-co-referential items.
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