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0. Introduction

0.1. Approach, methodology, and data

Present-day German (PDG) is notorious for its extensive use of particles of all kinds. Most of these particles have ‘homonyms’ in other word classes, such as conjunctions, adverbs and adjectives, and, moreover, even in their particle use, they are highly polysemous and have functions on different layers of the speech event, which can be arranged on a scale reaching from more lexical to more grammatical and/or pragmatical. This fact, beyond its synchronic relevance, also reflects the diachronic development of the linguistic elements in question: Most particles of PDG are diachronically derived from conjunctions, scalar particles, and focus particles, which themselves can very often be traced to adverbs, adjectives, or syntagmatic constructions (to name only a few sources of particles).

The particles of German are therefore ideally suited to explore the questions this volume focuses on, namely:

1.
the question of word class membership, which in the case of particles, coincides with the homonymy problem;

2.
the attribution of functional domains to different particle uses;

3.
the question of inherent semantic content, polysemy, and context dependence.

The approach taken here is based on grammaticalization theory (cf. Lehmann 1995 [1982], Hopper and Traugott 1993, Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca 1994, Diewald 1997), combined with conversation analytic concepts (following Fischer 2000 and Diewald and Fischer 1998), and an adaptation of Wierzbicka’s framework for the description of pragmatic meaning (Wierzbicka 1986, 1991, 1996).

The subject is treated in the form of a qualitative study with data from Present-day German and its diachronic stages. The diachronic data are taken from historical dictionaries and grammars; the data for PDG are taken from various corpora on spoken and written language, from dictionaries and grammars. For explanatory purposes, made-up examples are used as well.

0.2. State of the Art and Problems

There have been numerous studies on the diachronic development of discourse markers/par​ticles from lexical items in various languages (Traugott 1995, 1999, Tabor and Traugott 1998, Aijmer 1997, Vasko and Fretheim 1997, Barth and Couper-Kuhlen 2002, Laitinen 2002, Lima 2002), as well as on the development of modal and discourse particles in German (Diewald 1997, 1999a, Gohl & Günther 1999, Günthner 1999, Günther 2000, Autenrieth 2000, Wegener 2002, Molnar 2002). 

These studies have established various grammaticalization paths for particles and have pro​vided new insights into the cognitive and pragmatic mechanisms involved in this type of lin​guistic change. Furthermore, because uses and functions dating from different historical ages are usually retained side by side in one synchronic stage, theses studies have shed light on the possible range of co-existing synchronic functions of a given linguistic element or con​struction.

However, at least two problems have not yet been answered satisfactorily. The first problem is the definition and delineation of the functional domains of particles and discourse markers. Although it is generally agreed that these items do not operate in the referen​tial (or truth-functional) domain, i.e. they do not display lexical semantics in the narrow sense and therefore cannot be used to denote elements of the propositional content of the sentence, no conclusive answer has yet been found to the question of whether there is a common and constitutive function that distinguishes the use of an item as discourse marker/particle from all its other uses. 

Many grammaticalization studies on discourse markers/particles have more or less explicitly treated this problem by asking whether the development of those particles from other elements should be subsumed under the heading of grammaticalization, or whether it should be treated as a separate process, which is usually dubbed ‘pragmatica​lization’ or ‘subjectification’. In her work on the development of discourse functions of the English expression ‘I think’, Aijmer (1997) suggests that a sharp line ought to be drawn between gramma​ticalization on the one hand and pragmaticalization on the other. In Aijmer's view, the former process (i.e. grammaticalization) “is concerned with the derivation of grammatical forms and constructions (mood, aspect, tense, etc.) from words and lexical structure”, whereas ‘prag​maticalized items’, i.e. items having undergone a process of pragmaticalization, involve a “speaker's attitude to the hearer” (Aijmer 1997: 2). It is, however, difficult to conceive how a separate ‘cline of pragmaticalization’ (Aijmer 1997: 6 ff.) should be established in parallel to grammaticalization scales, since the descriptions which Aijmer gives of both supposedly distinct processes are not mutually exclusive, and thus may equally apply to one item. Günthner (1999) and Gohl and Günther (1999), who investigate the rise of discourse functions from several con​junctional uses of the German subjunctions obwohl and weil, likewise consider this problem. Günthner (1999: 437) considers it plausible to treat the fact that the functional domain in the development of obwohl shifts from “purely grammatical functions” to “conversational functions” as an argument in favor of a distinct process of pragmaticalization, but goes on to point out that the development of discourse particles is indiscernible in many formal and semantic aspects from ‘proper’ grammaticalization processes, defined in terms of Lehmann's grammaticalization parameters (Lehmann 1985), so that the distinction between pragmaticalization and grammaticalization becomes minimal. 

In a similar line of reasoning, Barth and Couper-Kuhlen (2002), who treat the development of discourse functions in final though in English, suggest that ‘pragmaticalization’ ought to be subsumed as a specific subtype under the broad heading of grammaticalization, which deviates in some aspects from prototypical cases of grammaticalization but is too similar to it to be treated as “a separate, independently definable process” (Barth and Couper-Kuhlen 2002: 357, see also Lima 2002).

The solution suggested here begins by turning things around and proposes that the ‘pragmatic’ functions of discourse markers/particles are genuine grammatical functions which are indispensable for the organization and structuring of spoken dialogic discourse. Thus, the question of whether their diachronic development should best be called ‘pragmaticalization’ or ‘grammaticalization’ can be abandoned in favor of more fruitful questions such as: 

-
What types of grammatical functions do these elements fulfil? 

-
How can they be distinguished from one another and from other grammatical functions (e.g. the functions of conjunctions)?

-
To what degree are their respective functions based on the inherent semantic features of each lexical item?

The second problem, which has not yet been convincingly solved, is closely related to the first one and concerns the polyfunctionality of particles and the impact of contextual factors on their respective interpretations. Must we assume that, from a purely synchronic perspective, the different uses to which an item is put are unrelated ‘homonyms’ belonging to different word classes and having independent meanings? Or should we postulate one core meaning per linguistic item with several contextually triggered interpretations? Or should we treat the items in question as strongly polysemous and set ourselves to the task of delineating each meaning and its connections to neighboring meanings?

The solution suggested here again derives from observations of grammati​calization processes and semantic change that are summarized in section 2. It postulates a core meaning inherent in a lexical item and found in all its uses. The synchronic polyfunctionality of the particle lexemes is due to the reinterpretation of the basic semantic template, which – depending on frequency, stereotypicality, distance of semantic domains, and functional specifications – can result either in a distinction of word classes (i.e. different ‘heterosemes’) or in polysemy within a particular word class or in contextually triggered ‘pragmatic’ interpretations. Of course, because diachronic change continually leads to a semanticization of stereotypical context-induced interpretations (Traugott and König 1991), the decision whether to treat a particular reading as part of the semantic content, i.e. as one meaning of a polysemous item or as a pragmatic function legitimated by, but not part of its lexical meaning, can only be made individually for each item and each diachronic period, because it is certain to change.

To account for the interaction of the semantic template and contextual factors, a tentative model is developed that spells out the respective contextual impact of each use with reference to Wierzbicka’s work on the description of pragmatic meaning.

1. Definition

This section offers an initial definition of the elements treated in the following section. The justification of the distinctions drawn here will became clear in the course of the paper. 

Among non-inflecting linguistic items, membership in a specific word class is primarily defined via functional criteria, with concomitant morpho-syntactic features providing additional criteria. Accordingly, and following suggestions in Diewald and Fischer (1998), discourse particles (DPs), as well as modal particles (MPs) and conjunctions, are here considered to be functionally constituted classes of grammatical markers which operate outside the syntactic confines of the clause, relating two items through an indexical procedure, i.e. through a process of linguistic pointing (cf. section 3 for an explanation). The three classes differ in the functional domains they apply to and in the type of elements they link.

DPs relate items of discourse to other items of discourse, i.e. they operate as indexical elements in those domains that are fundamental for spoken dialogic communication. This includes the organization of the turn-taking system, the thematic structure, speech manage​ment, etc. From this, it follows that the term ‘discourse particle’ is construed here in its broad sense, which encompasses response signals, segmentation signals, interjections, hesitation markers, etc. Thus, ja, obwohl, and aber are discourse markers in the following examples:

(1) und dann kommt der Querflügel, ja? 
and then, the crossbeam comes next, JA?
(Sagerer et al. 1994, quoted from Diewald and Fischer 1998)
(2) Glaubst du, daß er das Spiel gewinnen wird? Obwohl – mir kann's ja egal sein 

Do you think he'll win the game? OBWOHL – I don't care.

(Zifonun, Hoffmann and Strecker 1997: 2316)

(3) K: und das wird dann da so seitlich draufgeschraubt oder? 

and that's going to be screwed there to the side this way, isn’t it?

I: ja genau, aber mach das erstmal so.

yes exactly, ABER do it this way first.

(Sagerer et al. 1994, quoted from Diewald and Fischer 1998)

Turn-final ja in (1) asks for agreement and initiates the transition of the turn from the present speaker to the hearer. It belongs to the class of turn-taking signals. Obwohl in (2) serves as a correction signal by which the speaker tries to withdraw the illocutionary force of the previous utterance and introduce a justification for this withdrawal. Aber in (3) operates on the thematic plane of discourse. After the first interlocutor (K) has asked for the next step in constructing a toy airplane, the second interlocutor (I) uses aber to relate his utterance to the preceding utterance of the partner and simultaneously to indicate that he or she wants to change the topic (Diewald and Fischer 1998: 87).

As can be derived from the description above, DPs have no referential content in the strict sense, i.e. they do not denote anything that is part of the proposition, the ‘spoken of’. The entities they denote are features of the discourse and the communicative situation (which, of course, can be made the topic of a conversation, i.e. the ‘spoken of’. This, however, cannot be achieved by discourse particles).

Similar to DPs, MPs are indexical devices of spoken discourse. MPs differ from DPs in that they apply to propositions and speech-act alternatives, which is to say that they have pro​positional or speech-act scope, while DPs have scope over non-propositional discourse elements of various sizes. 

The function an MP fulfils is indexical insofar as it points backwards from the linguistic unit in which the MP appears and relates the utterance to a proposition or speech-act alternative which the speaker regards as relevant and given. In referring ‘back’ to some​thing that is treated as communicatively given, albeit unexpressed, the MP marks the utterance which contains it as non-initial (see section 3). Ja and aber are used as MPs in the following examples:

(4) Das ist aber keine gute Idee.

That is ABER not a good idea.

(5) Es soll ja auch schwimmen.

It is JA meant to float.

In addition to their class constitutive indexical meaning, each modal particle has a diachronically motivated, lexeme-specific semantic feature. The specific semantic content of aber is ‘adversative’, that of ja is ‘affirmative’.
While MPs point to linguistically unexpressed propositional or illocutionary entities, con​junctions, on the other hand, typically relate two propositions, both of which are linguistically expressed, i.e. they connect textual elements. Obwohl and aber are used as conjunctions in the following examples.

(6) Obwohl es schon spät war, machte sie sich zu einem Spaziergang auf.

Although it was already late, she set out on a walk.

(7) Sie wollte telefonieren, aber sie hatte kein Kleingeld.

She wanted to make a call, but she didn't have any change.

The functional criteria discussed thus far are essential for the definition of the respective word classes, i.e. for DPs, MPs, and conjunctions. In addition to them, there are formal and structural features that correlate with these distinctions.

The most prominent structural feature is the degree of syntactic integration of a particle lexeme in a specific use. Elements functioning as DPs are not integrated into the syntactic structure of the sentence. Many of them can be attached to different host structures and appear in various positions in relation to their host (Diewald and Fischer 1998). On the other hand, both MPs and conjunctional elements are syntactically integrated into the sentence: MPs are confined to the middle field of the sentence, i.e. they appear after the finite verb and before the right ‘sentence bracket’ in a verb-second clause in German; conjunctions are restricted to a left peripheral position, i.e. they appear to the left of the first constituent of the sentence.
There is a further formal, or more precisely, morphological feature of DPs/MPs in German. Prototypically, these items are non-inflected, monosyllabic, linguistic units that have seg​mental status and can be isolated as such (as opposed to clitics or inflections). For this reason, the term particle is preferred here to the term marker.

While the functional criteria mentioned above are believed to be cross-linguistically valid for DPs/MPs, the syntactic and morphological features may well be language specific, and thus apply only to German and related languages.

To sum up, DPs/MPs (as well as conjunctions) are defined here as word classes that are con​stituted by the clustering of specific formal, structural, and functional features, whereby the functional parameter is essential, while the others are concomitant. In a simplified manner, the realization of features for each class can be given as follows:

Discourse particles: 

function and domain:
relate non-propositional discourse elements which are not textually expressed

syntactic integration:
syntactically non-integrated, i.e. no syntactically fixed position, no constituent value

morphology:

particle

Modal particles: 

function and domain:
relate propositions and speech-act alternatives, one of which is not textually expressed but treated as ‘given’

syntactic integration:
syntactically integrated, appear only in the middle field of the sentence, no constituent value

morphology:

particle

Conjunctions: 

function and domain:
relate propositional elements, both of which are textually expressed 

syntactic integration:
syntactically integrated, i.e. fixed position at the left periphery, no constituent value

morphology:
particle (complex conjunctions are used as if they were particles)

Because large portions of the following deal with the modal particles of German, while the focus of this project is on DPs, a brief justification may be in place here. The German modal particles form a prominent and clear-cut functional class which has undergone an extensive process of grammaticalization in the history of the German language and thereby acquired several new members.
 The reason to concentrate on MPs in this paper is the hypothesis that MPs, which are an important grammatical device of contemporary spoken discourse, cover an intermediate domain between the functions of text-connecting elements such as conjunctions and conjunctional adverbs on the one hand, and discourse-structuring elements such as turn signals, hesitation markers, etc. on the other. That is to say, modal particles are treated here as the link between strictly textual functions and strictly discourse-relational functions. Taking into account that languages like English, which have been the object of extensive research concerning their discourse marking devices, do not have a functional class comparable to MPs in German, the latter might even be called the ‘missing link’ to deepen our understanding of the interrelations between ‘text-connecting’ and ‘discourse-marking’ elements.

2. The functional spectrum and its diachronic motivation

As pointed out, most particle items have functionally defined ‘heterosemes’ in other word classes. This has been illustrated by aber, which can be used as discourse particle, modal particle, and conjunction and thus neatly illustrates the polyfunctionality of particle items in PDG (see examples 3, 4, and 7 in the last section).
 Furthermore, even within one word class, an item may have several distinct uses (cf. e.g. the discourse functions of the DP ja discussed in Diewald and Fischer 1998), which is the point where the problem of polysemy and context dependence comes in.

From the perspective of grammaticalization theory, multiple membership in several word classes, polysemy, and extensive context-sensitivity are by no means exceptional phenomena or disturbances of the normal functional and structural makeup of a language. Instead, they are regarded as the natural outcome of constant and pervasive language change, of which grammaticalization is a subtype that, among other things, is characterized by unidirectional developmental clines from more lexical to more grammatical functions. Given the fact that in the course of the development of new, more grammatical functions, the older, more lexical functions may persist, so that on a synchronic level several distinct functions of a linguistic item coexist side by side, a look at the diachronic development of an item may well help to clarify the problem of discriminating among different functions on a synchronic level.

This section applies these general reflections to the particles, whereby the development of aber serves as an illustration of the principle (cf. Diewald 1999a). 

Because linguistic change that amounts to grammaticalization is composed of several changes on different linguistic levels (e.g. morphonological, semantic, syntactic, and functional change), for the investigation of a specific grammaticalization process, it is necessary to single out each layer and describe it according to the general tendencies which have thus far been discovered to be relevant for the grammaticalization path in question. For the purpose of this paper, it may suffice to restrict our attention to the following three developmental tendencies:

· the metaphorization scale formulated by Heine, Claudi and Hünnmeyer (1991) 

· the tendencies of scheme retention elaborated by Sweetser (1988) and (1990)

· and the model of successive semantic-functional stages suggested by Traugott (1989).

As Heine, Claudi and Hünnemeyer (1991) have shown, a large percentage of the semantic changes accompanying grammaticalization processes can be described in terms of successive metaphorization procedures which, in accordance with general cognitive principles, unidirectionally evolve from local to temporal to more abstract meanings. The following is a simplified metaphorization scale encompassing the basic semantic-cognitive domains:

local > temporal > abstract (e.g. causal, adversative, copulative).

The semantic development of aber aptly confirms this scale. Its origin lies in the comparative form of an adverb meaning ‘farther way’, which, in addition to its use as a local preposition meaning ‘behind’ in Gothic (afar), also developed the temporal meaning ‘after that’, ‘later’ (DWB Neubearb., vol. 1, col. 175ff.; Paul/Henne 1992). 

In Old High German, the adverb afur/abur had the temporal meaning of ‘after that’, ‘later’, and later developed the more abstract, iterative meaning of ‘again’, ‘once more’. In the following example from the 9th century, the adverbial abur is ambiguous between the temporal and the iterative reading, and also supports a reading that merges the temporal and iterative meaning to ‘later again’:

(8) giuuelîh dê dar trinkit fon uuazzare thesemo, thurstit inan abur. 

Lat.: omnis qui bibet ex aqua hac sitiet iterum.


Whoever drinks from this water will be thirsty later again. 

(Tatian 87,4)

The iterative meanings of aber, which developed an attenuated copulative meaning, persisted up to the 18th century. Today, it is found in fossilized and idiomatic uses such as aber und abermals, tausend und abertausend. 

The next step, which already started in OHG, was the rise of an adversative meaning (‘however’, ‘yet’). The adverb abur in (9) exemplifies this:

(9) Ther geist giuueso funs ist, thaz fleisc ist abur ummahtîc. 

Lat.: Spiritus quidem promptus est, caro autem infirma.

The spirit indeed is ready, the flesh, however, is weak

(Tatian 181,6)

This adversative meaning is the dominant meaning of aber in Present-day German. It is present in all its uses, but due to functional differentiation (and contextual influences), it appears attenuated or modified towards only mildly adversative or even copulative meanings in many instances. 

Thus, even in this very abbreviated diachronic sketch, it can be seen that the semantic development of aber is a specification of the metaphorization scale given above. It may be summarized as follows:

local
>
temporal

>
abstract

‘farther away’/‘behind’

‘later’/‘again’

‘adversative’/‘juxtaposition’/‘copulative’

Sweetser (1988) and (1990), who also works with metaphorization chains, claims that in grammaticalization processes, we can make out a basic semantic template (Sweetser calls it ‘image scheme’) that is retained in its fundamental relational structure through all developmental stages. In the course of semantic change, this relational template is successively transferred to different semantic domains, which are characterized, on the one hand, by increasing abstraction, but, on the other hand, also provide new semantic features that had not been present before.

Though the details of the semantic development of aber cannot be traced here, it should be noted at least in passing that Sweetser’s postulate is relevant as well. We observe the retention of a relational template consisting of a vector between a source, a path, and a goal that originally applied to the concrete local domain and was later transferred to successively more abstract domains. The basic relational structure present in the source lexeme (i.e. the local adverb meaning ‘farther away’, which must be ascribed to the compositional effect of an adverb plus comparative morphology), pointed from one local element to another. It was retained in later diachronic stages, where it came to express temporal, iterative, copulative, and adversative relations, whereby the entities being related came to belong to increasingly abstract domains. 

For the functional development that co-occurs with the two processes described so far, Traugott (1989: 34f.) postulates three diachronic tendencies, which she describes as follows:

Tendency I: 

Meanings based in the external described situation > meanings based in the internal (evaluative/perceptual/cognitive) described situation.

Tendency II: 

Meanings based in the external or internal described situation > meanings based in the textual and metalinguistic situation.

Tendency III: 

Meanings tend to become increasingly based in the speaker’s subjective belief state/attitude toward the proposition.

Beyond the change in the semantic domains involved (which neatly fits into the metaphorization scale), these tendencies focus on a functional change concerning the semiotic status of the item in question. It develops from mainly referential to mainly textual and connective functions, and further evolves to indexical grammatical functions. Therefore, for the purpose of the paper, Traugott’s tendencies may be summarized as follows:

referential function > text-connective function > indexical-grammatical function

Describing the development of English discourse particles such as indeed, in fact, and besides, Traugott (1995) and (1999) shows that in the case of particles, this functional shift is accompanied by changes in word class. On the first stage, the referential source lexemes / source structures have adverbial functions as verb-phrase adverbials. On the second stage, they acquire the syntactic status of sentence adverbials and fulfill text-connective functions, and finally, as discourse markers with speaker-based indexical functions, they extend to utterance scope.

The functional development of German aber is parallel to that of the English discourse markers described by Traugott. From its origin as an adverb denoting local, temporal, and iterative relations, where it had the status of a verb phrase adverbial (cf. example 8), it developed conjunctional uses in Late OHG. Although there was no clear-cut distinction between the functional class of sentence adverbials and the functional class of conjunctions as long as word order had not been fixed the way it is now in German (and as can be seen in example 9), we can safely assume that abir in examples like the following is a conjunction: 

(10) der eine [ging] in sîn dorf, abir der andere zuo sîme gewerbe. 

One of them [went] to his village, ABIR the other to his trade. 

(Evangelienb. Behaim 51 B. (1343), DWB Neubearb. 1, 181)

As this example shows, even the conjunctional use need not be strictly adversative, but can express mere juxtaposition or even a copulative relation between the two propositions. As a conjunctional element, abir clearly has text-connective functions, expressing an adversa​tive/copulative relation between two propositions that are textually present. The rise of this function corresponds to tendency II in Traugott’s model. 

Aber reaches the third stage of Traugott’s model as soon as it is used as a modal particle. This new function is first documented in the eighteenth century.
 It is illustrated by the following example:

(11) Ihr müßt aber hier jämmerliche Langeweile haben. 

You must ABER be terribly bored here. 

(GoeWb, quoted after Paul/Henne 1992)

Here, aber shows neither referential nor text-connective/conjunctional functions. Instead, it relates the utterance to its pragmatic pretext (see section 3), marking it as non-initial and expressing a slightly adversative meaning. It has reached the stage of the PDG modal particles as illustrated in example (4).

The stages leading from a referential adverb, via a text-connecting conjunction, to the modal particle confirm the tendencies postulated by Traugott. Thus, taking into account the semantic, functional, and syntactic (i.e. word-class) features, the development of aber can be summarized as follows:

functional level: 

referential function > text-connective function > discourse function

word class:

adverb (with comparative morphology) > conjunction / conjunctional adverb > modal particle/discourse particle

semantics:

local > temporal/iterative > adversative/juxtaposition

The observation that the diachronic development of German modal particles such as aber is analogous to the development of English discourse markers such as indeed supports the claim that German modal particles and English discourse markers, though syntactically and categorially distinct, do indeed have parallel functions that place them together in a broader group of discourse markers. Therefore, it seems justified to claim that the MPs in German are a syntactically integrated, specific subtype of discourse-marking devices.

However, there is a remarkable difference between the developmental clines of discourse elements in English and German: while English only developed discourse particles in the strict sense, German has at least two distinct grammaticalization paths for discourse elements and developed two clearly distinct classes: modal particles and discourse particles. 

In this development, one source item may give rise to both particle types simultaneously, which can, again, be exemplified by aber. As shown in (3), German aber, beyond its function as a modal particle, is also used as a prototypical discourse marker in the narrower sense. Because of topological and syntactic restrictions, this use cannot have evolved from the use as an MP as in (11), but must have arisen diachronically from the use of aber as a conjunction. To the best of my knowledge, this last development has not yet been investigated for aber. 

There are, however, studies on the rise of other DPs from conjunctional elements in PDG which can support this claim. Günthner (2000) and Gohl and Günthner (1999) present data on the gradual evolution of discourse functions from the conjunctional use of weil. As a subordinating conjunction, weil indicates a causal relation between two propositions. In its discourse functional use, weil is a speaker signal indicating that the speaker wants to keep the floor, i.e. it is used as a discourse particle in the interpersonal or interactive domain of discourse organization. Between these functionally and categorially distinct uses, the authors discern several intermediate stages which document the gradual syntactic and functional shift and which, according to Gohl and Günthner (1999: 70), can be summarized in the following scale:

weil (subordinating conjunction) > weil (coordinating conjunction) > weil (discourse marker).

Similar data are known for obwohl, which is on the verge of developing from a concessive conjunction into a corrective discourse marker in present-day spoken German, as we can see in example (2) (cf. Günthner 1999, 2000, de Groodt 2001). 

In summary, we have seen that the diachronic development of old particles, as well as newly emerging discourse functions in conjunctional elements, both show that the functional spectrum of particles is by no means arbitrary or random, but can be ascribed to the interplay of general grammaticalization scales concerning the semantic development, the functional development, and the inherent semantic core structure of the items in question. The core structure  remains stable in its essence, but is reinterpreted for its broad semantic or functional domains, which become more and more abstract, less referential, and more grammatical. This semantic change, or more precisely this shift of core structure to various domains, is accompanied by a functional change corresponding to the general tendencies set up by Traugott, which transcends word-class boundaries. The result is the coexistence of several heterosemes whose functional spectra, though seemingly unrelated in a purely synchronic perspective, retain the successive gradient steps of regular grammatica​lization.

3. Model

This section elaborates the main thesis of this paper, i.e. the assertion that DPs and MPs are grammatical markers of spoken dialogical language use which are analogous to grammatical markers of written monological language use. The concluding portion of this section offers a brief outline of the descriptional format for MPs and shows how the question of polysemy and contextual variation is treated in this model.

3.1. Definition of grammatical signs

One of the defining features of grammatical signs is their indexical potential. They link linguistic elements of varying size and function to one another or to some relevant non-linguistic entity.
 It is postulated here that such an indexical relation is also found in the inherent semantic structure of MPs and DP, which thus qualify as grammatical markers.

Grammatical functions differ in their specific relational structures and according to the cognitive and pragmatic domains to which they pertain. This can be illustrated by some examples that lead to the grammatical function of modal particles. A large number of grammatical functions are deictic in the strict sense of the term, i.e. they localize the linguistic entity they apply to with respect to the coordinates of the speaker, the deictic origo (Bühler 1934). This deictic function is most obvious for the verbal categories of tense and mood. The grammatical category of preterite, for example, achieves the temporal perspectivization or localization of the scene described with respect to utterance time and, in addition to this purely relational function, also denotes a specific past value that constitutes the opposition to the present and future tense, as in (12):

(12) 
Sie schrieb einen Brief.


She wrote a letter.

A different realization of the basic relational structure of grammatical items is found in anaphoric pronouns. Rather than representing a deictic relation between the speaker origo and the uttered proposition, they represent a relation between elements of different, successively uttered pro​positions. The anaphoric pronoun sie in sentence (13) 

(13) Die Katze wollte ins Haus zurück. Sie sprang auf das Fensterbrett und drückte sich an die Scheibe.

The cat wanted to get back into the house. It jumped onto the window sill and pressed itself against the pane.

refers back to the reference point, i.e. the noun phrase die Katze, whose semantic content is indirectly taken up by the pronoun.

A third case, which brings us close to the modal particles, are conjunctions. The basic semantic content of conjunctions quite obviously contains a relational structure which usually serves to link clauses. The conjunction aber in (14), for example, points back to the preceding clause and relates it to the following one.

(14) Sie wollte telefonieren, aber sie hatte kein Kleingeld.

She wanted to make a call, but she didn’t have any change.

This relational component of grammatical signs can be described as a vector, i.e. a directed relation between a source, via a path, to a goal, as in the following diagram:

(15)
point of reference ( (grammatical sign & unit modified by grammatical sign)

This common semantic template, which consists of the grammatical element relating the linguistic entity it modifies to some other element, can be specified for the different grammatical functions that have been described above. For tense markers it can be given as (16): 

(16)
utterance time ( (tense marker & proposition)

For anaphoric pronouns like sie in (13), it can be given as follows:

(17)
preceding noun phrase ( (pronoun & syntactic function).

For conjunctions like aber in (14), the relational structure is illustrated in (18):

(18)
proposition 1 ( (conjunction & proposition 2)

The next section deals with the question: To what degree can modal particles be said to have the same relational structure and thus to qualify as grammatical elements?

3.2. Modal particles as grammatical elements

The indexical meaning of MPs has long been recognized. Hentschel (1986: 31), for example, regards the ‘metacommunicative deixis’ of the MPs as their constitutive meaning. Franck (1979: 8) holds that the MPs have a sort of anaphoric function, and goes on to specify the element the MP is pointing to as the “specific premises [...] about the argumentative and interactional context of the utterance” [my translation].
 In the present volume, a similar view is expressed by Aijmer, Foolen and Simon-Vandenbergen, as well as by Fischer. Thus, there is general agreement on the relational, respectively indexical nature of MPs. However, because modal particles display a highly abstract meaning that is connected to the structuring of discourse, the difficulty lies in exactly stating the domain to which the relational structure of the MPs applies. It is not directly comparable to any of the relational functions illustrated in the last section. It applies neither to the location of the proposition with respect to the speaker origo (as genuinely deictic signs such as tense markers do) nor does it connect linguistic material that is explicitly expressed (as pronouns and conjunctions do). In short, the difficulty lies in naming the reference point of the MP. Here, it is useful to resort to the method of contrasting minimal pairs, which in this case consist of two utterances differing only insofar as one contains an MP and the other does not, as in the following examples:

(19)
Deutsch ist schwer.


German is difficult 

(20)
Deutsch ist eben schwer.

German is EBEN difficult 

Sentence (19), which has no MP, represents an unmodalized statement that is maximally independent of or neutral to its communicative context. It does not make any reference to some other linguistic or non-linguistic entity (ignoring the referential function of the NPs and the deictic elements of the inflected verb, which of course must be present in any finite sentence).

The modal particle eben in sentence (20), on the other hand, adds the information that the speaker regards the proposition Deutsch ist schwer as given, as communicatively understood. In addition to this process of pointing backwards to something given, the particle expresses its distinctive lexical meaning, which can be glossed for eben as “indicating or pointing to the fact that the speaker has held the opinion expressed by the proposition before and is now iterating it” (cf. Ickler 1994: 391). That is, beside its class-constitutive relational meaning, eben has a lexeme-specific meaning that can be abbreviated as ‘iterative’. The speaker refers to the pragmatically given unit and modifies it according to the semantic feature inherent in the MP.

In sum, the function of the MP consists of relating the utterance to a proposition which the speaker regards as relevant and given, and to which he relates the actual utterance. From this observation, we can abstract the central function of all MPs: by referring back to something communicatively given, the MP marks the utterance containing it as non-initial. 

Because the interchange of initial and responsive turns is the constitutive feature of spoken interaction, this relational function of the MPs clearly is an indispensable grammatical device for structuring discourse. With the help of MPs, the speaker marks the turn as non-initial and responsive, and thus is able to manipulate and modify the ongoing interchange.
 Let us now turn our attention to the details of this discourse-linking device.

Usually, the proposition to which the modalized utterance refers is not explicitly expressed in the preceding linguistic material. It is this feature that – beside syntactic differences – sharply separates MPs from conjunctions. MPs are not text connectives in the strict sense. 

This feature is linked to another characteristic which is typical of MPs, namely the fact that the content of the proposition which the speaker treats as given and refers back to is expressed in the modalized utterance for the first time. Its propositional core is essentially identical with the core of the modalized utterance; through the MP, it is modified in some communicatively relevant way.
 

This can be illustrated by the above example: The proposition that is indexed by the speaker as pragmatically given, as well as the modalized proposition that is explicitly uttered, both contain the proposition Deutsch ist schwer as their core proposition. The modalized utterance simultaneously achieves two objectives. First, it marks the proposition Deutsch ist schwer as the one which the speaker thinks is relevant at this stage of the discourse. Secondly, via the specific semantic content of the MP, the speaker expresses a modification of the given proposition. In the case of the MP eben, this distinctive semantic feature consists in specifying the relation as an iterative one, i.e. it states a repetition of the pragmatically given proposition in the present scene.

To sum up: MPs refer to a proposition that the speaker treats as pragmatically given, but that has not yet been explicitly expressed before. This relational structure accounts for the non-initial status of the modalized utterance. It is the basic indexical relation common to all MPs. The indexical structure of MPs is given in diagram (21), which highlights the analogy to the other indexical grammatical categories mentioned before: 

(21)
point of reference ( (MP & utterance in the scope of the MP)

Although the pragmatically given unit frequently is a proposition (as in the case of eben illustrated above), it can include more than a proposition, e.g. a proposition and a specific type of speech act. Therefore, in a generalized relational scheme for MPs, the pragmatically given entity is called the pragmatically given unit, as in:

(22)
pragmatically given unit ( (MP & utterance in the scope of the MP)

At this point, it is possible to summarize the differences between the indexical function of conjunctions and MPs. First, while conjunctions refer to a linguistically expressed entity that is explicitly stated in the preceding text (and sometimes also in the following text), MPs refer back to a proposition that has not been linguistically expressed before, but is nevertheless treated as pragmatically given. Secondly, conjunctions typically represent the relation between two propositions with different denotative contents, i.e. two clauses. For example (14), this can be spelled out as follows:

(14a)
relational scheme for (14):



proposition 1                       (
(conjunction 
proposition 2)



Sie wollte telefonieren,  
aber


sie hatte kein Kleingeld.



She wanted to make a call, 
but


she didn’t have any change.

MPs, on the other hand, relate two essentially identical propositions and express their givenness and modification. This is spelled out for sentence (20) by (20a):

(20a)
Relational scheme for (20):




pragmatically given proposition 1    ( 
(MP & modified proposition 1')




(Deutsch ist schwer) 
Deutsch ist eben schwer








German is EBEN difficult

In this section, we have shown that MPs have a grammatical function that is parallel to the function fulfilled by conjunctions. Thus, MPs qualify as genuine grammatical signs. They constitute a missing link between text-relational functions and strictly discourse-relational functions.

3.3. A model for describing the relational meaning of particles

As shown in the foregoing, MPs – in addition to their common, class-constitutive relational structure – contain additional semantic features which are specific to each particular lexeme and which comprise the distinctive values of the paradigm of MPs. These lexeme-specific meanings, which, of course, are ultimately derived from the diachronic sources of the particle lexemes, specify how the relation between the relevant situation and the pragmatically given unit is conceptualized by the speaker. Their semantic content is analogous to the meaning of conjunctions and conjunctional adverbs, e.g. eben indicates an iterative connection, aber is adversative, ja affirmative, auch augmentative, and we can form paradigmatic oppositions as in (20b) that highlight the distinctive semantic content of each particle in opposition to its neigh​boring class members.

(20b) Deutsch ist eben/aber/ja/auch schwer. 

Because these distinctive semantic features are inherent in the lexical item and independent of contextual factors, they will not concern us here any longer.
Instead, the rest of this paragraph is concerned with developing a scheme for the description of the relational meaning of MPs that permits a systematic treatment of contextual variation. This model takes up elements of Wierzbicka’s work on complex communicative meaning (Wierzbicka 1986, 1991), which is based on a natural semantic metalanguage (NSM), i.e. a small set of natural-language expressions that are defined as semantic primes. These semantic primes are used to construct paraphrases (usually consisting of several clauses), which denote illocutive and situational meaning components in a uniform way in the same formula as lexical and propositional meaning.

It is not possible to discuss the details of the application of this model to the German particles here, and it should be mentioned that the following schemes are the first attempt to formalize the meaning and function of MPs. The basic scheme for MPs, which specifies the relational endpoints of the indexical relation (i.e. the pragmatically given unit and the relevant situation) is given in (23):

(23)
Basic semantic scheme for MPs: 

pragmatically given unit (PGU):

proposition (and, if applicable, speech-act type)

relevant situation:

speaker’s ‘attitude’ towards PGU 

( utterance:

modified proposition with MP

The first line formulates the pragmatically given unit; the second line notes the relevant situation; and the third line quotes the modalized utterance, which relates the relevant situation to the pragmatically given unit, and thus gets marked as a non-initial turn or utterance.

The basic idea behind this model is that specific functions, meanings, and contextual variations of a particle can be represented by controlled modification of the entries in the first two lines of the basic relational template in (23). Not only does this apply to different usages of a modal particle, it also applies to its heterosemes, e.g. discourse particles and conjunctions. The model thus provides a general template for describing the meaning of particles in a systematic and unified way. Because the application of the scheme to conjunctions and discourse particles has been explored in Diewald and Fischer (1998), the following will focus on specific usages of modal particles, i.e. on the problem of polysemy and contextual variation. I begin with two prototypical uses of the modal particle aber, then discuss some highly context-bound interpretations of the modal particle denn in questions.
As mentioned above, the general scheme must be specified for the different uses of a particle lexeme. The first example is the usage of the modal particle aber in verb-second statements with a more or less prominent exclamatory overtone, as in (4) 

(4)
Das ist aber keine gute Idee.


That is ABER not a good idea.

For this very frequent, context-independent usage, the basic scheme gets specified as follows:

(24) 
Semantic scheme for MP aber in (4):

pragmatically given unit:
das ist eine gute Idee

relevant situation:
I think: das ist keine gute Idee

( utterance:
Das ist aber keine gute Idee!
As can be seen from this, the description of a specific use requires the insertion of the core proposition in every line. Beside this, the first line (the pragmatically given unit), as well as the second line (the relevant situation), can be filled up with more specific descriptions.

In (24), the first line contains nothing but the pragmatically given proposition without any further information. This is the most neutral and most general formulation of the pragmatically given unit. It signals that there is no specification as to, for example, which person or which situational factors are the cause of the pragmatic givenness. In this case, the speaker refers to default situations. If, however (merely to mention a second possibility), the pragmatically given unit is seen as originating in the discourse partner, i.e. if a genuinely dialogic structure is implied, then this specific origin must be noted in the first line as part of the pragmatically given unit. This is achieved by formulations like ‘from what you have said, it follows that PROPOSITION’.

The second line, i.e., the line describing the relevant situation, is likewise open for modifications and amplifications. They concern the type of illocution which the speaker chooses in the relevant situation. Different speech-act types are noted by expressions such as ‘I think’, ‘I want’, ‘I say’: i.e. by an introductory matrix clause indicating the illocutionary potential that the speaker intends. In example (24), the matrix clause of line two ‘I think’ notes that the relevant situation is such that the speaker performs an assertive illocutionary act, i.e. he makes a statement. 

If, however, aber appears in directive speech acts, which is the second type of conventionalized usage of aber in German, as in (25)

(25)
Das ist echt alles ein klappriger Kram. Mußt aber gucken, ob da auch zwei Gewinde aneinander sind.



That’s really shaky stuff. You got - ABER - to check whether there are two threads close to each other.

(Sagerer et al. 1994, quoted from Diewald and Fischer 1998)

then the intention of the speaker that determines the relevant situation is indicated in line two by the introduction ‘I want’. The scheme for this sentence is given in (26):

(26) 
Semantic scheme for MP aber in directive speech acts such as (25):

pragmatically given unit:
daß du nicht gucken mußt, ob da auch zwei Gewinde aneinander sind

relevant situation:
I want: du mußt gucken, ob da auch zwei Gewinde aneinander sind

( utterance
Mußt aber gucken, ob da auch zwei Gewinde aneinander sind
These two uses of aber are highly conventionalized in PDG and, except for the specifications given in the schemes, do not call for additional context information. In the case of denn, which serves as the second example here, there is more room for contextually triggered enrichment (Diewald 1999b). Furthermore, because the modal particle denn is exclusively used in questions,
 the dialogic function of marking the utterance as non-initial, which is taken here to be the common function of all modal particles, is particularly prominent in this particle.

A typical example for the modal particle denn is given in (27):

(27)
Kommst du denn mit?


Are you - DENN - coming along?

Questions with the MP denn can be seen as one of the standard expressions of interrogative speech acts in German. By using the MP denn, the question is marked as being merely a consequence of the communicative interaction that precedes it. The question appears to be motivated externally, instead of being asked arbitrarily or intrusively by the speaker (cf. Ickler 1994: 383). In short, denn indicates a consecutive relation between the pragmatically given unit and the relevant situation.

The pragmatically given unit towards which denn points back, in addition to containing the propositional core, also contains the specification of the eligible speech-act type, i.e. the interrogative type. Because this component is an obligatory ingredient of the pragmatically given unit, it must be noted in the first line of the general scheme for denn-questions, which is given in (28):

(28)
Semantic scheme for the MP denn:

pragmatically given unit:

I ask: proposition?

relevant situation:


I ask: proposition?

( utterance:



denn & proposition?
For the analysis of individual occurrences of denn in spoken discourse, this basic scheme must be modified in various ways. I shall now show this for some of the more frequent variations of denn-questions in spoken discourse. The transcriptions are taken from a volume edited by Redder and Ehlich (1994). 

In the first type, of which (29) is an example, the denn-question is directly connected to the preceding turn of the interlocutor, which is to say that the pragmatically given unit can be derived from the preceding utterance.

(29)
Zeuge: Und wir fahren, nich wahr, und dann mit der Geschwindigkeit achtzig bis hundert.


Witness: And we are driving, you know, and then at a speed of eighty to one-hundred.


Richter: Warum fahren Sie denn so schnell? 


Judge: Why are you DENN driving that fast? 

(Hoffmann 1994: 61, 53ff.)

In using denn, the judge marks his question as directly triggered by the turn of his interlocutor, and in so doing , although introducing a new sequence, at the same time performs a reactive turn. Thus, the function of this type of denn-question is to link a new adjacency pair (a question-answer sequence) to the preceding turn. The scheme for denn as it is used in (29) is noted in (30):

(30)
Contextually specified scheme for denn in (29):

pragmatically given unit:
from what you said follows: I ask: Warum fahren Sie so schnell? 

relevant situation:

I ask: Warum fahren Sie so schnell?

( utterance:


Warum fahren Sie denn so schnell?
A second type of denn-question resembles the first type insofar as it directly relates to the preceding turn of the partner. It differs, however, from the first type in that it presupposes a negative answer, as in (31):

(31)
Richter: Und ich weiß jetzt nich, warum Sie versuchen, die Sache jetzt äh so etwas . schwierig darzustellen. Ob Sie Angst haben oder weil Sies nich mehr wissen, ich weiß es nich.

Judge: And I don’t know right now why you are trying to present the case now ugh as somewhat difficult. Whether you are afraid or whether you don’t remember, I don’t know.


Zeuge: Wieso? Wovor/ warum soll ich denn Angst haben, und dann [...] 


Witness: Why? What/Why should I DENN be afraid, and then ...

(Hoffmann 1994: 85, 10ff.)

The witness rejects the judge’s presumption that he, the witness, could be afraid. Because this type of denn-question clearly displays a preference for a negative answer, it falls among the group of tendentious questions (cf. Franck 1979: 4). The communicative purposes of these tendentious denn-questions encompass irony, defense, counter-attack, and others. The preference for a negative answer, which is highly context-dependent, is part of the pragmatically given unit, so that for tendentious denn-questions, the first line in the scheme is enriched by relevant contextual information. This can be seen in (32):

(32)
Contextually specified scheme for denn in (31):

pragmatically given unit:
from what you said and from what I think follows: I ask: Warum soll ich Angst haben?

relevant situation:

I ask: Warum soll ich Angst haben?

( utterance:


Warum soll ich denn Angst haben?

In a third type of denn-questions, the pragmatically given unit contains a default presupposition which the speaker regards as pertaining to the ongoing interaction. The denn-question is marked as being motivated by this default presupposition.

Unlike the two types of denn-questions treated before, in this third type, the pragmatically given unit does not point back to the preceding turn. Because this type of denn-question is very frequently found as the opening turn of a conversation, there usually is no preceding turn to begin with. Example (33) gives the discourse initial question of an official in a communal advisory service:

(33)
Sachbearbeiter: So, was kann ich denn für Sie tun? 


Official: Well, what can I DENN do for you?

(Becker-Mrotzek/Fickermann 1994: 110, 1)

Here, the pragmatically given unit consists of routine knowledge about different types of situational frames and discourse structures. By using a denn-question in this type of communicative situation, the speaker aims to facilitate or mediate the difficulty of starting a communicative exchange. Because he relates his opening question to a supposedly given unit, his initial turn does not appear to be initial, but pretends to be non-initial and reactive. The opening question becomes less intrusive, more polite and partner-oriented. 

Number (34) shows the basic scheme for this case:

(34)
Contextually specified scheme for denn in (33):

pragmatically given unit:
from what we know about this situation follows: I ask: Was kann ich für Sie tun?

relevant situation:

I ask: Was kann ich für Sie tun?

( utterance:


Was kann ich denn für Sie tun?

In this way, the basic scheme for the description of MPs can be adapted to more detailed analyses of individual utterances and thus provides a consistent and homogeneous description of the varied functions which individual MPs can perform in discourse. 

The problem of polysemy and context dependence is solved here not by deciding once and for all which usage falls under the heading of polysemy and which under the heading of contextually triggered enrichment, but by providing a unified descriptive template that incorporates all information relevant for a particular interpretation.
 This seems to be a reasonable solution in the light of the following facts, some of which have been mentioned before:

-
because the meaning of particle items is non-referential and highly abstract, it is a priori difficult to discern several lexeme-inherent distinct meanings;

-
the answer to the question of whether one usage is merely contextually triggered or should instead be regarded as an independent and distinct meaning inherent in the semantic make-up of the lexeme depends, among other factors, on frequency, stereotypicality, and register, which have to be explored for every item via more comprehensive empirical data;

-
because diachronic change is gradient and pervasive, and because it continually leads to a semanticization of stereotypical context-induced interpretations, there may not be a clear cut-off point between contextual variation and polysemy.
4. Conclusion and broader perspective

By applying the frame of grammaticalization theory to the particles of German, this paper has worked out the following suggestions that can help solve the problems of the description of discourse elements:

-
Discourse particles and modal particles are two distinct classes in German. These classes are, however, both related to discourse, so that it is reasonable to treat them together. Having developed a still-expanding class of modal particles in addition to discourse particles in the strict sense and conjunctions, German proves to be especially instructive because the class of modal particles provides a kind of missing link between grammatical core devices (such as subordinating conjunctions) and pragmatical devices (such as discourse particles). 

-
The functional continuum of particles that runs from propositional to pragmatic functions, and even intermingles them, finds a natural explanation in their diachronic development, which has been described as a grammaticalization process deriving discourse particle and modal particles from lexical elements via various intermediate stages in ‘grammatical word classes’.

-
The central functions of discourse particles and modal particles are genuine gramma​tical functions that are indispensable in spoken dialogic interaction, i.e. these items belong to the broad class of grammatical markers in German. 

-
As is also the case for grammatical functions in general, the essential function of DPs and MPs is indexical. Therefore, it is possible to postulate a common semantic template which is relational and can be described as a vector, i.e. a directed relation between a source, via a path, to a goal.

-
The polyfunctionality of the particle lexemes is due to the reinterpretation of the basic semantic template, which – depending on contextual and functional specifications – can result either in a distinction of word classes or in polysemy within a word class or in contextually triggered interpretations. 

-
The functions of MPs / DPs are described via a unified scheme that specifies the endpoints of the relational structure and allows for the systematic integration of specific and contextual information.

In a broader perspective, the suggestions put forward in this paper aim to extend the notion of ‘grammatical device’ into the ‘pragmatic’ sphere in order to incorporate items that organize spoken dialogic language use. In their function and structure, these items are parallel to grammatical devices which organize written monological language use. Because the main focus of studies on grammatical markers has traditionally concentrated on the latter devices, the model developed here may call attention to the continuum between theses modes of linguistic production, and may thus lead to a more comprehensive notion of grammar.
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� The core of this class consists of the following 15 extremely frequent items: aber, auch, bloß, denn, doch, eben, eigentlich, etwa, halt, ja, mal, nur, schon, vielleicht, wohl (Gelhaus 1995: 371, Helbig and Bu�scha 1986: 487ff.). For an extensive treatment of MPs, see Diewald (1997) and Diewald and Fischer (1998).


� In addition to this, aber is also sometimes used as an adverb, as in the following example:


Und zwei Löcher überlappen sich, zeigen aber in die gleiche Richtung. 


And two holes overlap, however, they point into the same direction. 


(Sagerer et al. 1994, quoted from Diewald and Fischer 1998)


Here, aber has constituent value, appears in the middle field after the finite verb, and can be substituted by the adverb jedoch ‘however’.


�  The details of this developemnt cannot be discussed here; see Diewald (1999a) and Diewald (1997) for an extensive treatment.


� On indexicality as a defining feature of grammatical signs, see also Jakobson (1971 [1957]), Leiss (1994), Diewald (1997).


� Many other theorists likewise argue in this vein. See, for example, Doherty (1985: 15), Ickler (1994: 377), and Petrič (1995). 


� Ickler (1994: 377) also hints at the dialogic function of modal particles when he states that “modal particles fit certain utterances into larger textual entities, which, in principle, are to be interpreted as dialogic” [my translation].


� This view is similar to Foolen’s description of the class-constitutive meaning of modal particles: “Als Klassenbedeutung für Modalpartikeln gilt, daß sie immer auf eine implizite, im Kontext relevante Proposition hinweisen. Diese implizite Proposition ist immer eine logische Variante der explizit ausgedrückten Proposition” (Foolen 1989: 312f.).


� In Diewald and Fischer (1998) the pragmatically given unit is called the “pragmatic pretext”; cf. also Fischer [this volume].


� In this example, the directive speech act is encoded indirectly via a statement with an elliptical subject. However, there are true morphological imperatives with aber in German.


� Denn has a heteroseme as a causal conjunction as in:


Er schreibt alle Beobachtungen auf, denn er will Detektiv werden.


He makes notes of all his observations, because he wants to become a private detective.


� It seems relevant here to repeat that the details of the descriptive format and its uniformity still need more elaboration, including further empirical research. I hope, however, that the above discussion has explained the principle and demonstrated the usefulness of this model.





