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3.0   INTRODUCTION

After studying a colpus of Spoken texts (the unedited transcripts of two televi-
sion   interview   progrzrms,   The   MacNtiuLehTer   Report   E\nd   Doriahue),   one
discovers  that  sentences  employing  a  marked  theme  without  pronominal
reinforcement (`topicalized' structures), c.g., Jo4n Smi/A I Aa"en '£ scc"/o7 agcj,
and  sentences  employing  a  marked  theme with  pronominal  reinforcement
(`left dislocated'  structures),  e.g., JOA» Jm!`/A / Aaz)en '/ sGco A!'m/or agcf ,  serve a
variety of distinct communicative functions in discourse. Further study reveals
that   those   marked   structures   are   distinctive   syntactically,   semantically,
pragmatically, and distributionally. The findings allow one to hypothesize a
direct  relationship  between  the  communicative  functions  and  the  syntactic
forms  of sentences employing  marked  themes with  or without  pronominal
reinforcement.

The meanings, uses and distribution of MARKED THEMEs (as they are called in
Halliday 1985, orTHEMATlc FRONTING as they are called in Quirk c/ a/.1985, or
ToplcALlzATloNs and LEFT DlsLocATloNs as they are called in the transforma-
tional-generative  literature)  have  not  yet  been  fully  examined.  Often  these
sentence types al`e characterized as EMPHATlc, but the pre-theoretic, intuitive
notion of emphasis has never been fully explicated. The purpose of this study
is to explicate the intuitive notion of emphasis associated with marked themes,
particularly pronominally reinforced marked themes (PRMTs) and unrein-
forccd marked themes (UMTs). To do that, one must fully explicate
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-  the syntactic and semantic properties of marked themes, which derine the
notion of `topic';

-  the pragmatic functions of marked themes, which follow from the seman-
tic properties; and

-  the discourse distributional properties of marked themes, which illustrate
the differences between PRMTs and UMTs in this study.

If successful, this study can be seen as a plea for corpus studies of linguistic
phenomena, because only through co.rpus studies is one able to discover the
distributional differences between vanous marked themes.

3.1   PRONOMINALLY    REINFORCED    MARKED    THEMES    (PRMTS)
AND    UNREINFORCED    MARKED    THEMES    (UMTS)    DEFINED.'

Sentences with UMTs and PRMTs, as in (1 ) and (2) respectively, appear to be
marked correspondences or unmarked sentence types.2

(1)  The   basic   idea   we   do   in   fact   accept.   [MacNeil/Lehrer   transcript
NO.  i287r

(2)  The child that has the temper tantrum in the store, fine, let 'em have the
temper tantrum because they can't have the cookies. [Donahue transcript
No.10059]

The UMT of sentence (1) is characterized by the sentence initial appearance
of a noun phrase that has a grammatical function other than subject. Usually
the sentence initial noun phrase is the direct or indirect object of the clause;
less commonly it is the object of a preposition. Sentence (3) is the unmarked
corresponding form to the UMT structure in (1).

(3)  We do in fact accept the basic idea.

The  characteristics  of the  PRMT  of  sentence  (2)  not  only  include  the
sentence initial appearance of a noun phrase that has a grammatical function
within the clause, but also the appearance of a co-referential pronoun within
the   sentence,   `sharing'  the  grammatical  function  of  the  sentence  initial
constituent  and  `holding'  the  grammatical  position  of the  sentence  initial
constituent within the clause. In (2), the sentence initial constituent  The ch!.47
jha/  4a5  /hc  /cmpcr !a%/r#m  I.%  !Ac f!orG  is  co-referential  with  the  pronoun  !Acm

(reduced to  'cm) appearing in the following clause. The pronoun shares the
grammatical  function  of  the  sentence  initial  noun  phrase  and  holds  the
grammatical position of the sentence initial noun phrase. The corresponding
unmarked form is (4).

(4)  Fine,  let  the  child  that  has  the  temper  tantrum  in  the  store  have  the
temper tantrum because they can't have the cookies.

Additionally,  it  is  possible  to  distinguish  UMT  structures  from  PRMT
structures with a number of METALINGulsHc MARKERs, such as, Af/or,  Co%cc"-
I.ng,  £4co4!.ng a//a6o#(, 46ow/,  or Bw/ col/A.  Only PRMTs allow such metalin-
guistic markers, cf. (5):

(5)   a.    * A§ for
Concerning
About
Speaking of/about
But with
As for
Concerning
About
Speaking of/about
But with
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the basic idea we do in
fact accept.

the basic idea we do in
fact accept it.
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3.2   A    REVIEW    OF    THE    LITERATURE

At the risk of oversimplifying the issues,  one could divide the  literature into
three  camps.   First,  there  are  those  who  see  marked  themes  as  surface
structure  reorderings  for  stylistic/rhetorical  purposes,  e.g.  Chomsky  (1965)
and Katz (1972). Secondly, there are those who are interested in the pragmatic
effects/functions  of marked  themes,  e.g.  Green  (1980),  Quirk  c/  a/.  (1972,
1985), and Chafe (1976). Thirdly, there are linguists who are interested in the
semantics  of  sentences  with  nan-canonical  word  order,  e.g.   Ross  (1967),
Firbas  (1964),  Halliday  (1967,   1985),  Gundel  (1977),  and  Rodman  (1974).
Finally  there  are  two   studies,   Green   (1982)  and   Lyons   (1977),  that  are
concerned  with  the  semantics  of word  order  inversions.  Both  studies  are
mainly of interest here because they make comments based on inadequate
colpus studies and faulty intuitions. Thus these two studies demonstrate the
need for careful colpus study.

3.2.I  Stylistic reordering

In  the  standard  theory  of transformational-generative  grammar,  Chomslry
dismissed   sentences   like   (1)   and   (2)   as   stylistic   variants   of  more   basic
sentences. Chomsky (1965:  126-7) asserts that

grammatical transformations  do not seem to be an appropriate dcvicc for exprc§sing
the  full  range of possibilities  for stylistic inversion  . . .  the rules  of stylistic reordering
. . .  arc not so  much  rules of grammar as rules of performance  .  . .  with  no apparent
bearing, for the moment, on the theory of grammatical structure.

Further, in a footnote to those remarks, it is clear that UMTs, and presumably
PRMTs, fall into this area of stylistic reordcring:

Notice,  for example,  that Case is usually  determined by the position  of the Noun in
surface structure rather than in deep stlucturc, although the surface structures given by
stylistic rcordering do not affect Case .  . . stylistic inversion of the type we havejust been
discussing  gives  such  forms  as  `him  I  really  like,'  `him  I  would  dcrinitcly not  try  to
antagonize'.  [Chomsky 1965:  221-2]

By  labelling  sentences  with  UMTs  and  PRMTs  as  stylistic  phenomena  of
language   performance,   Chomsky  was   one   of  the   rirst   transformational



50 DANIEL KIES

grammarians  to  ignore these  forms as essentially MEANINGLE§s,  hence  unin-
teresting.

It  is  important,  however,  to  recognize  a  distinction  between  the  kind  of
stylistic variation that is determined by the speakeTs'  communicative intent,
their  social  status  and  role,  and  their situation  or context at the time they
speak, and the kind of stylistic variation that is undetermined by such factors.
The first kind of stylistic variation  is consciously controlled more easily.  For
example, the social status and participant roles of two interlocutors influence
their  choice  of diction  and degree  of formality.  The  second  kind  of stylistic
variation is not consciously controlled easily. Word order and the location of
main  stress  (which  is  affected  by  stylistic  reorderings)  are  examples  of that
second kind of stylistic variation. So if by `stylistic', Chomsky understands the
variation resulting from free choices made by the speaker, it seems strange to
call word  order and placement of main  stress stylistic  phenomena.  It seems
more appropriate to treat those examples of the second kind of stylistic varia-
tion as grammatical, not performance, phenomena. Nevertheless, the notion
of stylistic reordering survives.

Katz  (1972:  417-34),  for example,  argues  for the  basic  correctness  of the
standard   theory   of  transfomational   grammar  and   proposes   a   separate
`rhetorical' component to account for the effects of stylistic inversions.

3.2.2  Pragmatic studies

Other grammarians focus on the pragmatic functions served by inversions in
general, cf. Green (1980), Quirk cj a/. (1972), and Chafe (1976). These studies
explore  the  usefulness  of  non-canonical  word  order  for  textual  cohesion,
contrastiveness,  euphony,  and  ease  of  language  processing.  As  fruitful  as
pragmatics is to the understanding of how people actually use language, there
are  some  linguists who  are  uncomfortable  using pragmatic  principles as an
explanatory force in linguistics for two reasons.  First, pragmatic plinciples of
language  organization are not very rigorous as  scientiric  principles;  i.e.  they
do not  make completely accurate predictions about word order.  Pragmatic
principles  discuss  GRAMMATlcAL  TENDENclEs,   which  are  the  result  of  one
discourse  function  or  another.  Pragmatic  principles  are  not  GRAMMATlcAL
RULEs.  For example,  Rodman (1974), Green (1980),  Quirk  c/ a/.  (1972), and
others have often noted the tendency for `heavy' clausal constituents to appear
clause  rinally-the euphonic  function  of `end-weight'.  Yet,  in (6) below,  the
`heavy'  subject  does  not  necessarily  occur later in  the  clause  for  reasons  of

euphony (or as the transformationalists would say, `trigger right dislocation'),
even in impromptu speech.

(6)  . . . the Victorian husband whose wife didn't know whatjob he had down-
town was probably well  in control in the bedroom.  [Donahue transcript
No. 07269]

Likewise, the principle of end-weight, which Rodman (1974) and Quirk c/ a/.
(1972) employ to explain  the  function  of right dislocation and  extraposition,
will not explain  the presence of `hcavy'  clause  initial constitucnts as in (7).
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(7)  Finally,  and then  1'11 stop, we had a bunch of prominent people,  largely
former Republicans or Republicans-Arthur Bums and Paul Mccracken
and George Shultz and William Simon-who formed a committee to right
innation,andissuedareportjustacoupleofmonthsago.Andtheonlytax
cut  they  advocated  was  a  very  small  initial  tax  cut  on  business.  No
PERSONAL  CUTS,   NO  ACROSS-THE-BOARD  TAX  CUTS,   N0  KEMP-ROTH,   THEY
SAID,  IN  ORDER  SCRUPULOUSLY  TO  AVOID  RERINDLING  TIIE  FIRE  0F  INFLA-
TloN.  [MacNeil/Lehrer transcript No.1284]  [author's emphasis]

In  the  UMT  in  (7),  one  might  expect  the  principle  of  end-weight  to
`disallow' the heavy marked theme sentence initially for the sake of euphony.

Yet  the  principle  of end-weight  does  not  apply,  malting  the  entire  issue  of
pragmatic explanations suspicious for some.

The second problem with pragmatic principles as explanatory concepts in
syntax  involves  the  nature  of explanation  in  the  philosophy  of science.  Any
explanation of syntactic phenomena that appeals to explanatory principles or
concepts  beyond  the  realm  of syntax  is  suspect  unless  there  is  compelling
evidence tojustify the validity of the explanatory principle and the relevance of
the  explanatory  principle  to  the  syntactic  phenomena  in  question.  Hence,
many  grammarians  are  reluctant  to  accept  explanations  of non-canonical
word order as  `emphatic',  `focusing',  or `highlighting'  constructions without
some elaboration  of the concepts.  Bever (1975:  601) expressed  similar senti-
ment when he wrote:
I  have taken  care to argue that each specific  linguistic phenomenon is interpreted  as
due to independently motivated aspects of speech perception. I have attempted to avoid
vague references to properties such as  `mental elTort',  `informativeness',  `importance',
`rocus',  `cmpathy', and  so on.  I do not mean that these terms are empty in principle:

however, they are empty at the moment, and consequently have no clear explanatory
force.

Nevertheless, neither criticism of pragmatic studies is insurmountable. The
first  criticism  fails to  take  into  account  the  interaction  of various  pragmatic
principles  functioning  for  different  purposes  in  discourse.  In  the  case  of
example  (7),  the  connective  function  of  the  marked  theme  overrides  the
euphonic function of end-weight. Thus the heavy constituent JVo 4crfo%a/ cw/s,
%o acroff-!de-board ja# cwtr,  %o ffcm¢-fio!h  provides textual cohesion with  !Ac o%/ry
ja;r c"f fAey adz;ocafed,  which  appears in the previous clause.  It seems reason-
able   to   expect   that   in   particular   discourse   situations   some   pragmatic
principles would be more highly valued than others, and so in the context of
example  (7)  the  connective  function  of  the  marked  theme  seems  more
important for effective, efficient communication than the euphonic function of
the principle of end-weight.

The  second  criticism  is just  the  kind  of admonition  one  would  expect
whenever one proposes any explanatory principle. The pragmatic functions of
UMTs and PRMTs, discussed in section 3.4, must be justified on indepen-
dent  grounds,  An  examination  of the  syntactic  and  semantic  properties of
UMTs and PRMTs, in section 3.3, provides the independent motivation for
the pragmatic functions of presentation, connection and contrast.

Still, as a rinal cautionary note, one should be careful not to ovengeneralize
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any one pragmatic function as the sole reason for the existence of a particular
type of sentence.  Such overgeneralizations could lead the  sceptical to doubt
the explanatory force of pragmatic principles.

Chafe ( 1976: 49-50), for example, argues that the notion of `contrastiveness'
alone  captures  the  meaningful  differences  between  sentences  employing
marked   themes  with   and   without  pronominal   reinforcement  and   their
corresponding  unmarked  forms.  Chafe  believes that  sentences with  UMTs
and  PRMTs  are  marked  to  show  only  a  contrast  in  focus  so  that  when
spezhers uner The ply 3oha sow yesterdry or As for the pby 3oha §ou] it yesterday ,
they appear to make more explicit that !Ae¢ky  is one item of many thatJohn
may have done or saw yesterday.  However,  given a corpus containing both
UMTs and PRMTs, one discovers that contrast of focus is not as general as
Chafe believes, cf. the UMT in (8) and the PRMT in (9):

If&)   IAhoer..
There's no question in your mind that this is discrimination, and that you
accept the idea-Newman's basic argument about comparable work. Is
that tlue?
Nortorl..
THE   BAslc   IDEA   wE   I]o   IN   FAcr   AccEPT.   [MacNeil/Lehrer  transcript
No.1287]  [author's emphasis]

(9)  4"d,'c"c, :
Do men readily seek the advice of a psychiatrist when they're impotent?
Dr.  Wdsberg..
No.  No,
going to g:et:=s}:Ea::hs:.middapba°rtu[tc:,ei#epo°]tde:rtmana:th£:'£j:£:
that psychiatrists are crazy and so why do I have to do that, but they also
feel that-they're so ashamed because it's a part of aging. They canjustify
it, they can say, well, I'm 55, 60, 65, 70 years old. It's part of life not to have
more  sex.  Mv  FATHER,  Mv GRANDFATHER,  THEv ALL roLD  ME,  so  I'm  not

going to go to a doctor about it. [Donahue transcript No. 07269] [author's
emphasis]

The  UMT  in  (8)  has  a  connective  function.  The  UMT,   The  barl.c  I.dea,
provides lexical cohesion with an earlier clause, /a" accc¢/ /fe I.detz-JMgaciman '.
baf!.c crgwmonc . The connective function of the UMT is aided by the repetition
of the lexical items.

The PRMT in (9) has a presentative function. The PRMT,  M//acAcr,  mji
gra#d/a/4er,    presents    the    necessary    `universe-of-discourse'    to    interpret
correctly the pronoun /4ey in the main clause of the sentence. In other words,
the PRMT presents the Toplc of that clause. Notice that there is no explicit or
implicit  contrast  between  the  UMT  in  (8) or the  PRMT in (9)  given  their
respective contexts.

3.2.3  Semantic studies

Finally, there are those grammarians who search for meaningful differences
between  sentences  that  seem  to  exhibit  only  a  `stylistic'  reordering  of con-
stituents, cf.  Ross (1967), Firbas (1964),  Halliday (1967,1985), Gundel (1977),
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Rodman (1974),  Gary (1976),  and  Bolinger (1977).  The  principle  governing
these studies maintains that differences in syntactic foms express differences,
though perhaps subtle, in meaning.  Bolinger (1977:  4) states the principle of
one form-one meaning most explicitly:

Obviously the idea that even in syntax one could have identity with difference could not
have gained currency without some empirical support. The classical case is that of the
passive voice. If some differences of meaning arc ignored, it is possible to say that JOAn
ale Lhe spinach  iAIrd  The spinach was eaten ky john  arc th:c same. They report the sz\rr\e
event in the real world. The same entities are pz'esent and they are in the same relation-
ship of actor and patient. But if tnith value were the only critenon of identity in syntax
we would have to say-as some have recently been trying to say-that Joh# So4J lhc AouJc
to Mary  and  Mary to«g^f /^e ^oqLfc/om 7o^n  are just as much  the same as the active-
passive pair . . . Linguistic meaning covers a great deal more than I.eports of events in
the real world. It expresses . . . such things as what is the central part of the message as
against the peripheral part, what our attitudes are toward the person we arc §pcaking
to,  how we feel about the  reliability of our message,  how wc situate ourselves in the
events wc report, and many other things that make our messages not merely a recital of
facts but a complex of facts and comments about facts and situations.

Ross  (1967)  argues  that  sentences  with  UMI`s  and  PRMTs  Should  be
derived transformationally from more basic forms exhibiting canonical word
order. His formulations of the Topicalization and Left Dislocation rules have
remained   fundamentally   unchanged   in   much   of  the   transformational
literature. Through Ross, sentences with UMrs and PRMTs became a small
part  of  a  laLrger  debate   in  transfomational  generative   grammal`.   Some
grammarians  wished  to  relate  transformationally  all  the  rcordelings  of an
underlying  representation  expressed   in  the   surface  representations  of  a
language. Other grammarians wished to constrain the power of transforma-
tions,  dealing with  subjects  like  stylistic reordering  of constituents  by  some
other component of the grammar. However, Ross's thesis did not explain the
value of sentences with UMTs or PRMTs. In  1967, assuming that transfor-
mations were meaning preserving, linguists angued that the one function and
rairo% d'Gtrg  of a transformation was to link different levels in a derivation for
the purpose of relating in the theory sentences that speakers find related in the
language. Thus the meaningful differences between the next to last clause in
(10) and (11), for example, were considered negligible, often described only as`emphatic' although the exact nature of the emphasis in (11) was never culled

Out.

(10)  . . . they treat me like a regular, normal kid, and that's the way I like it
because I don't think I'm a star and OTHER pEopLE, GIRrs oN THE STRET,
ASK ME FOR Mv AUTOGRAPH and I give it to them+

(11)  .  . .  they treat me like a regular,  normal kid,  and that's the way I  like it
because I don't think I'm a star and OTHER pEopLE, GIRrs oN THE §TRBET,
THEv ASK ME FOR Mv AUTOGRAPH and I give it to them.

More recently, some grammarians have appealed to the distribution of `old'
and  `now'  information  in  the clause,  e.g.  Fil`bas (1964).  Howevel`,  a  general
principle  that  says  topics  are  `old'  information  and  that  `old'  information
precedes   `new'   information   conflicts   with   examples   like  (12)  where   the
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PRMT, presumably the topical element, is `new' information in the conversa-
tion.

(1Z)  Mr.  Donal.ue..
You know what knocked me out in the shows we've done with Masters &
Johnson,  and others,  is that it's easy to change people with therapy.  I
mean, not every last patient, but I was astounded at the fact that this isn't
all that complicated, is it?
Dr.  Kaplan..
Well,  we  used  to  think  that  anybody  who  has  any  sexual  difficulty
was suffering from something deep,  and you couldn't fix it so easily, or
repair it.  But a good number of people can be helped rapidly, another
number cannot. And something-A problem like this gentleman talked
about so openly mightjust be a normal pattern for him, and that couple
would  feel  better  if that woman  know  it  was  his  normal  pattern,  she
might find it much easier to accept than if she thought, `Oh, it's I'm not
pretty enough.'
MT.  Dorrahue..
1'11 never fonget Dr.  Masters' response to my question. I said, `How can
you, with a lifetime, and if a person is grown up and sex is bad and the
puritanical, and you don't like your body, and it's evil, and, you know,
and then God is watching us. With all of that, how can you possibly, in a
session,  remove  all  those  outside  programmings  from  childhood  and
take it out of the soul ofa person?' And he looked me right in the eye and
he said, `Like taking candy from a baby.'
4nd!.cncG:  (laughter)
D7.  ffapfa% : (laughter)
Mr.  Doriahue..
Now, I don't know whether he was showing off-But the point is that it
ism,t-
Dr.  Kaplan..
Well,  there's  only  one  cause  of sexual  problems,  really  only  one,  and
you've   mentioned   lots   of  them,   but   that's   anxiety  about   sex.   The
moment  of making  love,  if you  feel  some  anxiety,  that will  ruin  all  the
reflexes  and  all  the appetite.  But that  anxiety  can  be very  minor and
simple, and will cause the same mischief as some anxiety that has a very
deep root, and to be a good diagnostician you have to tell, you know, THE
CAR,  WELL  You jusT  HIT  IT  WrlTI  A  HAMMER,  plNG,  AND  rl`  Gore  GolNG
AGAIN,  AND  THE  OTHER  ONE  "AT NEEDs To  BE TAKEN APART.  They  look
the   same.   They   both   don't   run.    [Donahue   transcript   No. 03120]
[author' s emphasis]

In one sense, the PRMTs in (12), /Ac car and !Ac a/Aer o%G (also referring to a
car),  are  `new'  information  in  that  there  was  no  previous  mention  of cars
earlier in the conversation. Yet the PRMTs are presumably the topics of their
respective  clauses.  But  notice  that  the  PRMTs  in  (12)  are  in  another  sense
`old'  information  in  that  the  reference  to  cars  is  an  analogy  to  an  earlier

comment, in whiet\ Dr. Kapler\ said a good numbm Of paple can bc heaped rapidly,
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a%o/Ac7 ~umd„ ca„nol.  So  it  seems  that  any  simple  distinction  between  `old'
and `new' information is not completely adequate to account for the data.

Another problem with a simple distinction between  `old'  and  `new'  infor-
nation arises in contexts involving contrastive stress. Recall Chafe's examples
Of coutra:st!ye stress, The |]lay John saw }esterday  Elnd As for lhe ¢lay joha saw il
/cf/ertky . Chafe (1976) argued that the marked, sentence initial constituent /4G
¢ky was in contrast to other items thatjohn may have done or saw yesterday.
If the  other items  were  mentioned  earlier in  the  discourse,  say,  /AGAky,  /Ac
/../in, !Ac¢Aologra¢A , then the mention of /Ac¢dy in the marked sentence is `old'
information. But there is another sense in which the UMT or PRMT is `new'
information. If one understands by `new' information that which is unpredict-
able, then the contrastive use of jAcpdy  in the marked sentences reveals a use
of /he 4ky  as  `new'  information  since its occurrence  could  not  be predicted
with any great accuracy from all the other members of the contrastive set.

Such  a  situation  arises  in  (13) where  two  items,  ro4o/i  and  Attma»  zoorferf ,
are contrasted in the discourse.

(13)   £ch,c,:
The General Electric Company, for instance, has automation plans that
could  eventually  result  in  replacing  half of its  37,000  employees  with
robots.  Robot advocates say that they are more efricient, cheaper and,
yes,  more  productive  than  human  workers.  And  if the  U.S.  is  to  stay
competitive  in  international  markets,  particularly  against Japan,  THEN
ROBOTs   IT   MusT   BE.   [MacNeil/Lehrer  transcript   No.1286]   [author's
emphasis]

In one sense the mention of rofo/i  in the marked sentence fAen robojf I./ in"f/ Gc
is  `old'  information  since  it  was  already  mentioned  in  context.  In  another
sense,  7o4o/f  is `new' information since it cannot be predicted which member
of the contrastive set will be selected. Conceivably, Lehrer might just as well
have  said  .  .  .  /Aen  Awma#  zuonders  !'j mwj/ no/ 6c.4

Other   linguists   have   appealed   to   concepts   like   `theme'   or  `topic',   cf.
Halliday (1967,1985) and Gundel (1977). Halliday (1967) characterizes theme
structurally  as  the   first  position   in  the  clause.   Gundel   argues  that  it  is
ridiculous  to  characterize  a  sentence  like  Prode4/vy  he'//  4c  4omc  /omorroow   as
speaking  about  4rohab/ey  or  probability.  Therefore,  she  modiries  Halliday's
derinition  such  that  the  topic  of  the  clause  is  usually  the  left-most  noun
phrase. Halliday (1985),  however, presents an extensive overview of thematic
structures, making a number of distinctions that undercut Gundel's criticism,
such as the distinction between the derinition of theme and its realization in
the English clause (1985:  39) or the distinction between simple and multiple
themes (1985:  53ff.).

Nevertheless,  it  is  not  at  all  cleal. what  Gundel's  structural  definitions  of
topic  adds  to  the  understanding  of  the  differences  between  the  italicized
clauses  in  (10)  and  (11) above.  Her derinition  will  pick  out  o!;he7.¢co4de  as the
topic  in  both  (10)  and  (11),  and  nothing  more  is  leaned  about  the  use  or
meaning  of the  PRMT  used  in  (11).  Halliday  (1985:  38-67),  on  the  other
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hand, elaborately details the semantics of theme and demonstrates precisely
how thematic structure is incorporated with other systems in any language.

theA'styhnotufhoFOs:n|::c(e]s9L4;)thpEVI#SsS:nmde;it#T:,OitettoorcosuE:ta;£%;::Oaf
completeaccountofthefunctionsordistributionorthosescntences.Rodman
was primarily concerned with arguing  for a base-generated analysis of `left
dislocation'  and  a  transformational  analysis  of `topicalization'.  He was  not
concerned  with  discourse   functions  or  distribution;   hence  he  missed  a
number of facts about those sentence types.

3.2.4  Green (1982) and Lyons (1977)

E:nma:,z;:::eretf:enTe3%tourd:easretft:tc:£j:t:::sdt,i:a:ge=cenona,XdbLcya8uns:i:::
argued that sentences with UMTs or PRMTs are of little interest since they
are  so  infrequent  in  natural  speech,  cf.  Green  (1982:  123):  `. . .  in  natural

ipa::::,jsnpveee=i°:::fp¥:Si?E:Su:;:iTn:::]foa:sbfi%rscyennt;c.t:cSs°tu]day?.a;g::=;ds

;rtdhyo::C2irocurers2o]ftsrp:esccptthserreep:esreenf3n8x2a'mhp::srso?;`Rm#rfsT:::rg!:::h2

:eRr¥oTusrpocfrs::eucrh?.fi|eec:rha)nag::p3t6s:rsaomc:[net§a:£¥iMangT:|auv:r38inogf;;|eT¥oT:
canonically  ordcrcd  sentences,  including  inverted  pseudo-cleft  sentences,
verb phrase inversion, adverbial preposing, and right dislocations.

Similarly  Lyons  (1977:  506)  claims  that `Utterances  like (6)  [JOA%  Sm!./A J
Aaz/c%'!5cen/orag#]arerelativelyuncommoninModcmEnglish;andtheyare
even more uncommon perhaps when the grammatical subject is something
other  than  a  personal  pronoun'.  The  cxamplcs  in  (14).,  howcvcr,  are  all
sentences with UMTs in which the grammatical subject is something other
than a personal pronoun.

(14)  a.   That  sort  of thing,  this  I-traditional  psychiatry]  is  not.  [Donahue
transcript No. 09249]

b.  and that I-the proposition of an oversupply of physicians], I think,
no one can question. [MacNeil/Lehrer transcript No. 802]

C.#,c;Ji:Fi;aug::;s't§j:;asnt:¥h::mropbe:`tts[{:inusjtn£:|#':cn#e;i7i:khertesi

transcript No.1286]
d.  Wonderful it is that we have a society which resolves these matters in

the courts instead  of in a less  rational way.  [MacNeil/Lehrcr tram-
script No.  i287]

There are two points one should learn from this short overview of contem-
porary  linguistic  treatments  of  non-canonical  word  order  generally,  and
sentences with  UMTs and  PRMTs  specifically.  First,  it  seems  certain that
one's  intuitive judgements  about  the  frequeney  and  meaning  of  unusual
forms  often   reveals  more  about  one's  linguistic  biases  than  about  one's
linguistic  behaviour.  That  argues  for  the  importance  of  corpus  studies  to
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observe  sentence constructions IN DlscouRSE,  since  it is  there that  their full
range of functions can be studied.5 Secondly, when one does collect a body of
data, one leans that there is a meaningful difference between the sentences
employing UMTs or PRMT8 and their canonically ordered correspondences,
which is discussed in sections 3.3-3.5.

3.3   SYNTACTIC    AND    SEMANTIC    PROPERTIES    OF    SENTENCES    WITH
UMTS   AND   PRMTs

In this section, one will discover how certain syntactic properties of structures
with UMTs and PRMTs indicate that UMTs and PRMTs are pREsupposED,
not assell:ed. The notion of presupposition that applies here follows from the
fact that every statement can be seen as supplying an answer to an explicit or
implicit question. And marked sentence structures also provide an answer to
an  explicit  or  implicit  question  that  carries  with  it  certain  determinable
presuppositions. For example, the statement.

(15)  John saw the play yesterday

(with main stress on Ply) answers the question

(16)  What did John see yesterday?

So (15) presupposes thatjohn saw something yesterday and it assell:s that the
variable (realized by an  inderinite pronoun  fomc/hl.#g  in  the presupposition)
was lho ¢ky .

Similarly,  negation provides another test for determining the presupposi-
tions  of  a   statement.   Intonation   and   deriniteness   also   provide   tests   for
presupposed constituents.

3.3.1  The question .est for assertion/prcgupposition

ln  (17) the  question  presupposes that John enjoys tea in  the  moming,  but
what is unknown (and what is asserted in the answer) is the kind of tea most
enjoyed in the moming.

(17)  What kind of tea does]ohn most enjoy in the moming?

a.  John can drink English breakfast tea every moming.

?..:E:8i::£3=eaalfklf,::::::,Jj°ohhnnccaannddninnkke,:ee?e;°mmo£:g£.ng.
Theunacceptabilityof(17b)6and(17c)showsthatuMTsandpRMTsarenot
asserted. Instead UMTs and PRMTs are presupposed within their clauses.

3.3.2  The negation test for assertion/presupposition

Chafe (1976:  49) argues that (18a)-(18c) are functionally identical:  `The so-
called topic [in (18a) and (18b)I is simply a focus of contrast that has for some
reason or other been placed near the beginning of the sentence'.
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(,8,i:.E:ioaE,,:6¥:pi:y:,h5;#be:tge%s:t:rday.

What (18a-18c) share in common is contrastivc focus, indicated by the focal

i:TsS;Sm°Fo`s::b;::;e;nncci-i::tjtah`enSUMnTP::ajrfet|tn8daet{i:Cs)c:;eno:tnee€::#:i:
(19ar(19c).

(t9)i:I:,s::n;::th¥:c:;::ti!;:R:::I::I:€XmJa:d%nY;i:hh;;in:;gt:y:6ysterday

However (20) is perfectly acceptable.

(20)  As for the play, it is not the case that John saw it yesterday.

:boa:,:;bg"t:#i;.;28ns.i:(.¥S!::h::.?£a:#,#i-js::cC,I,:8:a#£:,I:sinh::,asi:.Ej:,:;:::,;:
itshouldbenotedthatthesentenceinitialcon§tituentsin(18a)-(18c)arenew

::OmEea:;OoTiE:hceosnet:::t::eats':tcawn[r,0::es:,=cdt:cdtef:ac::t::a:totwk;Tf|£:wot;cehr
members  of the set.  So the difference in meaning must be the presupposi-
tional nature of the UMTs and PRMTs.

3.3.3  Intonationally marked structures and presupposition

Another  difference  between  stluctures  with  UMTs  or  PRMTs  and  their
canonically  ordered  corresponding  forms  is  intonational.  Besides  syntactic
markedness, structures with UMTs or PRMTs are intonationally marked in
that they `break' a clause, with a single tone unit, into a clause with two tone
units.Thetwotoncunitsdoublcthenumberofconstituentsthatreceivcstl.ess
within  a  clause.  Compare  the  `ncutl.all  intonation  of (21),  which  has  main
stress on the last major class constituent, and the marked intonation of (22aL
(22b), which breaks (21) into two tone units.

(21)  John ate the pizza.

(22, :.. E#ZZ:#: a::.,t.

ja::::aaoti°(i;]7'Z:F4a6r)kccad,,:ttrhuec!:I:sSu°pf;eo:,ts;:::,::t:Vf£:saas;:r:i;t:i:::;:
(23)  j6hn ate the pizza.7

rh°eui'ndtounsautio[Zalpifiuaprpk:Sde,tt°#;:,;„q:#tph¥vaaiu=?:hE:ecsouup[E°bs:t::nbas]ti::tte°df
for the variable fomco" in the presupposition. Membership in the p.resupposi-
tj;raa[ns:t,`ns:i:nceodn::rot:::::!`yo:nfh:'trnat:I:,::¥¥o:},t:I:'ai°a¥a(tt';?4;raf::
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3=cSouuP::,S]tat:ne:asbe]teToakde]Sscau:s:::rEijsanaisowes]:-gdgeefis?se¢hsaettt°ofp];tcesmasr:nptie
supposed constituents.

cog:ti:::nit:t::at;°r::|p::::;fen::rs#esd:nadndp:h¥t|;esyug::§:ietht:tpftchs°g;
their clauses.

::]n#:a°:L#t%:nc::n::ale:e#it#ip8::;;:?:efa:s:I;:o§{£=:,¥Shuupsp::]iLy°:?aiei::a°nusnisa;:

3.3.4UMTsandPRMT§realizedbydefiniteandindefhitenounphrases
(NPs)

Theexamplesin(24)and(25)showthatNPswithindefinitereferencedonot
occur sentence initially as readily a§ dcfinite NPs.

(24)  a.  John shot the lion.
b.  The lionjohn shot.
c.   Thelion John Shot him.

As for
About
Speaking of/about

c.    *Ali

the lion, John shot him.

(25)a..I;h]?osnh;;a:I:T;t[.Wlthlndefinitereference]

on, John shot him.
As for
About
Speaking of/about

a lion, John shot him.

FReMsi:,tewnhcjecsh':r£2ai!opj:::df,en£Te°#p:.XamplesofunacceptableuMTsand

(26) 3:  :§::::::'Th:: i,Pk:s£.ng.

c.   *A woman, he saw her.

;;i::ey:¥y:i:I;ii#ja;;=:w:o:;;d::i:eet:Ommaa?them

-:----i-:--------`---`--`-`---`-
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un€i:emnmtft:c:r[:ytaocft;:Cndaenf,gytse'§NErse::ntc#se:r'p°Rn#:?Ti°ewdact:P£[::i:

:TtehstJ°frie:t;rtBerfueEast:°unggt:::tahna:th#nst::it`£#F:apfi::s°ef:::tt::ac,:;

:£;:sv;a,¥an#:rt:h:e;{dfgt¥f;suo:I:e,£g:;so£§:a,:;:e£:F,ec:::,:,::,Lyc:;::rdcedn::T,c:

:[e:feTtl;;:cgsi:jpspc:o:;:lt;o::hs,t:i::;o:,:c:gg:ncto:;E::i:fi:a,i:,gr:e:§eutEi;¥o::nt;:t

:::nsa:,:t::;;s::e;pee:[¥:#ea:n:da#pa£=,,:¥y=:E:c{t,::nfee¥,:t:,::,:agE#.usp£::e,a

3.4  THE   pRAGMATlc   FUNaTloNs   oF   sTRucTUREs   wlTH   UMTs
AND   PRMTs

A§  one  can  see  from  the  contextualizcd  cxanples to  follow  in  section  3.5,

:x:nreysgo#rtsh:::cPc:rMeT:i[::e[:ncaopni:xnt?;:ihc:::hseyw:t¥a°#:::t+ai#;+hs

:v;:,:g::¥*aFn;o:s::£eop;*±:sea,;vd:,::£[Ec£,::t:n:u=:d;t,:v:ee::s:c:u{e:sen:b,,¥nhv,s3k::on:
or PRMTs serve a presentational function (to borrow a term from Hctzron

J:p;r;I:p!±e;g:ga;t:]i:::i;::I;;tp:ig:di::e;::n:;I:::A:::d£:c:±S:Sn;:dse|;e¥e:g=a::ns::3::#e€;t:htl:y:

3.4.1  Presentational function

;PjEt¥:itto`.:¥::a:I;:t],::g::f5:,:;,:,t:t:#rtF::d`:ear:tr,#)'rdbear,Sn(;s9:£c:::}cspa:i:
The  presentational  or  stage-setting  function  of  UMTs  and  PRMTs  is
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§'ii;ii;ifi§ia;i;:i:;:I:£:ill:;;:i::;ij§;i;:a§;::t;;tr::#;;ore::e:0:1:i:t::it:;jih:::;;:;£:::h:iu;i§:::;:

;:::1:e=g„°n¥r#a:!±a£;a;sa:h%f:S:¥!t;th¥!cfeifee:;:tth6:c:#:c¥r:!erd:fry:::B°;n#¥

]'sn:£t;3:2o;d:meal:O£,po¥:T5ao]E¥ei:¥iyt:u:n:i;?::aosko::g:eye':tha:,?s'£::Ofe:::,:::::F[::1:£
"ora/Maj.on.ty,byusingclegantvaliationintheformofjfeGz;aHgc/faab.

3.4.2  Connective function

#:ei::Fas:iao:i:I;lil:ai,t:;:,:iii:;jiii§rs¥:ij::!c§gng§i:SC:i:;ng;;S:S!u;o!f!:#ie;;:;S
PRMTs follows.

rcfi:::oe::s¥:edtchoens¥]¥u:nst:|n(:I)e::din(e2d8])a:er]ey:0:teE[:Sgu:I::::?andboth

(ZJ)  Walbp-.
They don't pay income taxes. Wyoming's never had one.
Bum|)er§..

#;I;i:fthey'dhadone,I'msure-
What about sales taxes?
Walbl,..
sALEsTAIrswEDo.Butwedohavc§choolstobuild,andwcareputting

(28)°alD=2di#b=u#£,#=:t;ha=`#ceN%,'in/*Yi=±`=ria£:tgonTp##o5t

a¥e:£''':it;SS;£o:I:e%:a°t%:o:;::gg::erth:;a:;:gael:gi:ih:e:;as*C:'r¥n:g:h:£n::,:S;¥o:;

i::,in:¥j!:::,:::jih:ta;hye::s:::tsst::Imp:Uh°arttdheefi::I:sn:ie:v'enrstuepTi;:;

g¥:i;;nnaS:T:Jsei:¥ai;a#:a?un:'£¥:g;iasi:;?cn=:t:a£S;erg;Tcg#ao:#;-
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Often  the  connective  function  of structures with  UMTs  and  PRMTs  is

;::;i;:afjcit::c:::.;{ifi!::::ii:°:I;oL:e:°;n:;::;:it::e,::;ida::tr:axc:u;±a:t:!h2:9S}`£xci:c:a:(e2r:eiprt::%re:::
(29)  €:g.I.TC:e:ci  it depends  on  the  type  of-or the type of naughtiness that

they'vedoncastothetypeofpunishment.soME"INGsII)ormNKvou
HAVETospANK'"oNTHEBurALnTmBIT.soMETHINGs¥oucENsEND
THEM TO A ROOM ANI> SET THEM ON A crmR. OTHER "INGs you ciIN WELL
AT  AND  THEv'LL  pRovE  IT.   [Donahue  transcript  No.   1cO59]   [author's
emphasis]

i:aat!g;:I;ii:::u!j§::l;:;1;th€h;i:t:::r::i:eB::;i:ihr;%j:itf;O¥nE{g::;:£;I:::^£gi:Ofg,[i,§rfaf:
UMT               subject        :::jlj:ry       ;:;Everb
Some tlings          you sad-6i'i;i;;;n-6s       ,,ou                 can                   yetl

3.4.3  Contrastive f`inction

The  contl.astive  function  of  constructions  with  UMTs  and  PRMTs  has
already  been  discussed in  section  3.3.3. The contrastivencss  of UMTs and

:u#%°;::r::i:isfegt¥:r:¥e;0:rti°i:i:TE;:u!§in;:i:o:ushiih¥:b:c::tfptB:p:Ce:i::::jsuaoif:;°:i;
:::ir°ass'tt[`v°enfaJn::::nt.h]:td::I,Ctthuerec:n:i:tt,yegssof:tdru:t¥sT;itahcE'#CTst::;:
PRMTsissocommonandwcllknownthatChafe(1976:50)believedcontras-
tivcnesswasthemajor,ifnotsole,purposeofUMTsandPRMTs.

n|:c:,::a¥g[2.S:it?,.;)C:::racs;ivter£:tTvceui°enssa:f(;^3}'nros6eo::1?,n££.,3GaGn:i::i
ti:I:§iiie;::i;;;ij:£}rt;!t;i:0::h::#Uni¥:i:i^;lj;o:fits:Ia;:;;I;:}m;::i§,§y;i§jj=is;e!!`;

Some things           you                    carl
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3.5   THE    DISTRIBUTI0NAL    I)IFFERENCES    BETWEEN    STRUCTURES

wlTH   UMTS   AND   PRMTS

fofies::::,:i:1:FththuerfT?aunsa:nReidins,:£rceh#r°ecgt:yn::£it:ttaot:hme:rni§is:::::
tion in discourse:

A.:s°Tn:eLX]tsuHa'::e:a:,::rind:::::i:?o¥,|Sin(30)-(32)ShowthatPRMTsRE-

8.  Contextualized   examples   or   UMTs   in   (33L(35)   show   that   UMTs
MAINTAIN a culTent discourse topic+

]Em¥Mg%:ha;::ti:e;c:::E;t;::O¥;d:oil;:i::jsn;Oi:1;O;n:c;;fdjo;:si:si:::I;::,:s?:i:p:jo:ig¥T:ii:e:r;
:;:uamued::£::reTph:S::tE::e:fc::;ts'::oeunstnj:s[snthaes`E:tefj:£dc::::{°buysnce£Sa:ef
(1974:   111-12):

gar¥taeg:,;a:S.use#:tT:::y±:r`:£=r::ew¥i:::::tre°sfs::°mwj:td8:Faa::§fswh£::is?%
thhea:ptiaek::'a:::es::I:uc§onness;,:::hoef,tL::.t;nT::tsB,e§a::mmuastte:a¥:c::sETn%t,'y:nsasto

EarlierstudicsofpRMTs-Rodman(1974),Giv6n(1979),andDurantiand

9,Cdlsd(,]s:::)rs-ehtaovpe,cn3i:?§tehcemps°roe:a°vfett':esneE;:tn:::i:ec:°nv=:::::ob£[SsLii:

;::ernal|ytffor:B:::ctto,:LctooftEeRn#;4:¥es:i'cot::dt'ons:cc.t::tna3i:s.iinpgarto:f:i:

:£:nae:i:epi:Se%f,Cfnmv:gj::I:0:ot:sact,::es'n':s:h:nspoetike:I;::£s:CtT:I:'ssn:i'v::igyer::

;:fa?:c:t;:a:n±f::;pe#]i:yap:¥8|s:!u;:a;7ngah;6B_¥:;:b=:Ec::,Eel:ST,::so|srspcaf:nocft::£
Examples  (30) and  (32)  below show how speakers shift from  the present

::Ptfhcet:oannv;::i:::::Ej:;:,g]Cers[tn33;ea:ants3e5t,r:tyt::n:Fax,Thwoa;:hta°tptjfee:urE::

:'sot:b?.fshue¥Tasj:v:::t?:t:get:=::3,§astew:oenic:::s:'esscso:F:hteoE;ceiskcar[:e::Z
audience.

3.5.1  Examples of pRMTs

(3)   IJehier..
I  see.  Well,  is  it possible for you  to  defiine in Western terms what a free
tl.ade union movement under this agreement might look like in Poland?
Szostok..
Well,  it's sort of-they will be given their demands.  How many of these
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:#:e:i:at::So:bit:I:;i!Ve:d=::o:::e:::n:?tthty°:reTt°Li±#eh8arveee't:S£:Li::hL::eq::ts£
IJeher..
I see.
Szostak..

:°st':p°pt,hnegr;o°;£.S#he[Yea£:rge`Viniheen%un:the|a8::t::,t:g=S:fa:EututNh[:rNeis

?co:pgro]%T83io[a:#O:,:e¥:rsivouwANI.[MacNeil/Lehre"ran.

:::;§j:iss;u;:;ie;:jiiiji;g;§j:z;aici;::§ii[:ii3;!in:;i:::i:£:;;;;:i,;:;:::;:;;:1;i:;i:{jtg;;ivii;i

one topic to another.

Lehrer`.      I.   the free trade union movement

Szo§tak: they I- the trade unions]

3. `the main umbrella
organization

they  (-the  umbrella
organization]

1

their demands
'

2.    these demands

a free trade union

Figure 3.1

Anothcrshifttoan`older'discoursctopicthroughaPRMTappearsinthe
following example.

(3t)#::'divbty'{hT8o°vr;ect°Gcne]SoS::nwshaafw:i,atnht:defi:c:hbee::`'tshhe::irgkfgo::€

East European countries?

I;§uE;§jc;fi:;,;jsh:o:u;;;;i;;;;:jo;a;i;;i;sy:s;i;;y{:*;:3:i:i:fTt§h§jong:c;::w;;;;,i:t;s¥::;;d:a:j¥£:
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concessions, these political concessions are not going to bring economic
prosperity to Poland, at least in the short run. So, I think the Czechs are
going to remember what happened in '68. That's not something they've
fongotten. The Hungarians are fairly well off economically. I don't think
thcy're  gonna  be  concerned  about  threatening  their  economic  well-
being. The East Germans are a fairly repressed society, so the options for
East German workers are far more limited than for Poles, who've always
been a very different country than anywhere else in Eastern Europe.
Madvell..
So, in short, you don't see a wave of imitation following this incident in
Poland?
Cqrp/ :  No, I don't see a wave of imitation.
A4de^rcl./: Mr. Szostak, do you?
SaczLek..
Yes,   I   see   a   selective   imitation   with   possibly   Czechoslovkia   [f..c],
Rumania, BUT wlTH EAST GERMAI`ry, IT's A DIFFERENr slTUATION, because
the Soviet Union has witnessed the ravages of war with Germany, and I
think the  Soviet  Union would think twice before it loosens the reins  in
East Germany. This is why East Germans are so repressive.  HowEVER,
THE  OTHER  COUNTRIES  THAT  I'VE  MENTIONED,  THEY  WILL  SEE  WIIAT  THE
MODEL IN pol.AND IS,  and they will gradually acquiesce,  because there's
no  need  for  violence,  and  I  think  their  feeling  is,  `If the  Soviet  Union
agrees  to  Poland,  they will  agree  to  us.'  BUT EAST GERMANv-THAT's A
DIFFERENT slTUATloN,  because derinitely for its own  security protection,
she wants to keep East Germaliy totally independent of the western part
of Germany.  [MacNeil/Lehrer transcript No.1283]  [author's emphasis]

Schematically the topical progression  here is depicted  in  Figure 3.2.  Again,
one  can  see  PRMTs  re-establish earlier discourse topics.  The rirst  of three
PRMI`§ re-establishes a sub-topic, Ear/ Gcmian/ , and the second PRMT rc-
establishes the topic  a/Acr Eaf/ European  coundef , which has been  lost in the
discussion.  Then  as  the  topic  shifts  again  from  oJhc7 coun/rief  back  to  Ear /
Gan7!any , yet another PRMT is used.

(3Z)   Hunter-Goult..
Mr.  Falwell,  what do you say to Congressman  Drinan's assertion that
you don't have the real majority that you think you have, or that you say
you have?
Fahaell..
Well,  rirst  of all,  the  name  Moral  Majority  doesn't  imply  that  every
American agrees. A December Gallup poll indicated that 84 percent of
all Americans believe the Ten Commandments are valid for today. That
docsn't mean they can all quote them. And certainly we don't all live up
to what we believe in. That's why we go to church and serve God and
pray  and  so  on.  But  it  does  mean  that  intellectually  a  majority  of
Americans still believe-and I think that probably the percentage that
believed in 1776-in the traditional family and basic moral values, all the
things that this country was built upon, a nation under God. Therefore,
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MacNeil:   1.  What about East furapean counlrtes
'1

2.   Soviets  agree `o c.oncessions
';oiters;.'nEoslernfurope

3.  other

Curry:

MacNei':

Szostak:

c'oLcess,.ons

"She:Gee,#fgaa!','aG"esrma"S

7„e'Po/es
What about t.in/tafi.on

imitation `lrl Czechoslovkia |sic|.  Rumania

6.' East Germany

8.:jsv;e;e;::::ue'

1.I  the other countries

they

I-Czechoslov€l(ia,  Rilmania]

Ihe/r    fee/'"9!. , B„, E6si Ge/many

Figure 3.2

:h:e::P£°:P:e::hoi{teh;;:E::§f:e;:#:L:ep;I:i;:t:I:fo:iifefr:;p£Sat£:::o°a%aapvv[[:n£
:i:TCE`,ea?,I:h.a:Ieiag::;:g.wpfeattahne,,rna;I:fhtyatoifstahereE:=p'te;;nodrat=onT;

:no:hn`ts;°suontthrye'c¥,!eans;recnagnt:ennc`en8g°af;tnh:ems'|';ea?rofi:etrh:nadttfaacbkn:f°sfoti::
aggressor §omewhcre, in pardcular the Soviet Union. To me, I say there`i:jn§::I:nF:gil;i,:i;;till?a;;::if::i:ytf:iii#:i::tn|iciinia:tiai!?:gi.;n:t:i:g;:ii:biiai

defense  consistently  every  time.  And  I  say  that  is  the  very  height  of
hypocrisy.
Dnnan..
Sir,  I have never cast a vote against the family. I taught family law for a
dozen years--
Fahoell..
You have voted federal funding for abortion, and that is anti-family.
Hunler-Gault..
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Congressman Drinan, are there any areas within that list of things that
Mr. Falwell hasjust outlined that you can possibly agree with? I mean, is
it possible for a liberal to-of your persuasion to agree with any of those
things that he has laid out?
Dnrlan..

e°v:;°hujrns:.th€th::`[caanj?og;Co%e;a:::£3Tf:tt,:Ill;h::,ts:pepas,t£:ug'diH£:
"E EVANGELIQALs, THE oNEs THAT wE'RE DlscusslNG TONIGHr AT LEAST,
THEv ARE opposED To SALT 11. And it seems to me inconceivable that they

8£:]s¢ra';sW:ita°,,mp::;,teh:Sfs:e,Tg{::afi¥ti°wd;Su3gTs:F:net.h:::°tnod|yo':ii
that we can to reed the Third Wol`ld.  Now,  there's people,  millions of

a:s°cE'ses'£:g?°naortch,S;ag|Lna8t':::,'ds::ynAti£:Eel:aha:::arngcc*:::S,tt:af`og
aid.  [MacNeil/Lehrer transcript No.1280]  [author's emphasis]

Here the topical progression can be seen in Figure 3.3. The PRMT again re-

:i;::1:shh:snt:::::'£:frrtco,:::do:uc8.nt:epfc:tfaonnaE::caen,touwscF:;:f:'F#ris:::
establishes a topic long removed from the immediately preceding topic,  coar.

Hunter-Gault:     1.   What about a  rqa/rna/.o~ty

3„o:aa,,,?pa/:;/,'          ,
4:`as!io;7e,:,;;::;:;;;a:;,„a"

9.  A'`/„'c/a„s

::i!n;;a;;;;;;off/on

::#,ast„:::;tagreowew
2:  The evangelicals

Figure 3.3

Fa'we'':

Drinan:

Falwe„ :

Hunter-Gault:

Drinan:
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3.5.2  Examples of uMTs

(33)  Aud!.ancc: What is the average cost of this therapy?

#;:3:?aer^;,Y%iv`:du=abal,park,canyou"mean-
Ms.  Dreyer..
I  would  say  that  it  is  about  a  hundred  dollars  a week.  It's very,  very
expensive.AndoneoftheI.easonsthatI'monthisprogramisthat1fecl
that there are many things available to people in this country who c.an

:::J:r::;,8:aTyrieByui:}:Ss'esx::iaypsrf:gnrcat:nthci:n!;Sc:,V:1::bt'hce;td°ounr,tmha:::
the availability of wol.king with surrogates yet. Okay.
Mr.  Don¢At(c : Do you think they ought to?

;:::e,:|t';ii:SnE;u.,:d,:,:a,:;s,::cg;g:;:iir,:o::,;sp:p:o:f:,:eT::uerf;::Tawti#,ok:
A%d..once: The way that it remains is upper-middle class therapy.

#"J;,2',?:gr|:tTihnakt'tshEg:ti.mmora,.
Awdrfuce :  So do I.
Mr.  DonaAttG:  So much of psychiatric care remains that.

#.at?snz{;,Phil,buttoaccrtainexten"hereisverygoodpsychiatric
care available through major medical universities.
MT. Donahue.. T"e.
MJ.  Dreygr:  THAT  SORT  oF THING,  THls  ls  NOT.  [Donahue transcript No.
09249| [author's emphasis]

S£::?att£::''tyh:heut#F:a[,^Pa?g::,SS;;n,A?:gi[a:[e`susiroatte£.:enst:£bg,:srhc3a.£'ewa¥i,Cehr

:;Sacs:I:::::;Cd#s¥.;edf::ernatt,:;r*i:hmti[en:jn=ead?:::,°yu;Sree::!i:.g[:otpi::
'eyA^:.:#::ae'£;mp|eofanuMTis:

(34)  M7.  DonaA"# Why can't I be aiming at reducing misery?
Dr.  Shockky..

¥::I:s{::bwo::d.a*mo`:iatreducingmiserybymakingthingsperfect
MT.  Dowhue..

yee±,:h:,°.L]:Fs¥:v=,yw::Tt;E8::Lt:t,;ehoapv[ee::Th:q#::sb[:fd;S:i:,u:i:tno°nf
whether or not they own multi-national corporations and exploit third
world governments and people, that's all.
4 qdrfucG : (applause)

#r;iS^|°)Cd%ihersticktotheu.S.inthispoint.Andnowlwasbringing
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Audience:      1.   cosl

Dreyer:

Donahue:

Dreyer:

Donahue:

Dreyer,

2.  i Aund/ed do//ars

34P},?;s'a[:surrogatetherapy]

aior universities

dollars

l^/ng //ke !his  (-  surrogate therapy]

8.'amtddyec/asslherapy

9!hjh:ay,ash;arf`r;a,;;,'„eg

Figu'0 3.4
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something up about this thing, which I say is the biggest threat for any
minority  group  in  our  nation.  And  this  is  the  high  birth  rate  at  the
bottom  of  the  black  population.  And  we  got  as  far  as  saying  that
taxpayers are gonna suffer from this, and that brought a response from
the audience. And I was gonna say there was a more fundamental moral
issue, to my way of thinking. ANI) "AT I I)IDN'T FINlsll. And that moral
issue is that these babies that come into the world at the bottom of this
scale, at this lowest socio-economic status, are, in effect, getting an unfair
shake   from   a   badly   loaded   parental   genetic   dice   cup.   [Donahue
transcript No. 03250]  [author's emphasis}

Schematically  the  topical  progression  is  as  shown  in  Figure  3,5,  Again,  the
UMT, jAa!, maintains a current discourse topic, rather than rc-establishes an
earlier discourse topic+

Consider also:

(y5)  fin Lehier..
Senator, what kind of limit would you put on coal sevel`ance taxes?
Sea.  Dafe Bumpc*f : Twelve and a half percent.
I.chTer..Wrry?
Bumprs..
Well, number one, that is an arbitrary rigure, Jim, and I recognize that+
But  I  think  it's  a  reasonable  figure.  It certainly  would  do  more  than
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Donahue:        1.   in/iery

::::k:::       2:i;;it!,;;;e:':/a:;Sr:;:#p:;:aft:::"ah„d „ wow gove'nme"ts

shockleY             4 5S6!'`jj`;i;;;:;^;:;:;::i:e:8daa'me„ra/ „,a/ ,es"e

Figure 3.5

enough to accommodate the impact of the increased energy production,
particularlyinstateslikeMontanaandWyoming.But1thinkthere'sone

*°#t|:ts:£sns°ibGeinNmoawd.e#yy3#,rso#gRo::'tno'Sfe°dpeerninc86aai?:nTf>T:
not talking  about coal that  is owned by the United  States.  [MacNeil/
Lehrer transcript No.1285]  [author's cmphasis]

Schematically the topical progression is illustrated in Figure 3.6.  Again, the
UMT maintains a current discourse topic. The UMT,  !4a!, is co-referential
with  the  immediately  preceding  topic,  onc 4o!.%!  !Aal  Aaf  no!  4con  made.  The
function of the UMr is to maintain the topic.

Lehrer:      1.

Bumpers and a half percent

rbitrary figure

impact

5.   :,""ae,pO,„'

Figure 3.6

anT°p;hjiri::eonnzeec:u°,g£:kce:Steh`:;oh,:o;I:§::bg::i:rna,::astt,:ncst:ureswithuMTS
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-  UMTs  arc  co-referential  with  the  topic  in  the  immediately  preceding
sentence.

-  PRMTs are co-rcferential with a topic in an earlier sentence, x-sentences
away from the PRMT, where x - 2.

coo::°fedree::,nalb::thhet£:S::bmu:;d°,:t#;1:::Eyig°::scWo°uuk:ts#tu#£eup##

i:t:°j=nf:nregntt;ap][cW;tehtwa:e:a#jeerpdrfu°Turas:dt°[?s]C;nYehcee=e:tet=p::.a6[neeas;o:I:
schematicallyillustratetherelationaldescriptionofdistributionbyFigure3.7.

[mMT§J

f\course

Fjguro 3.7

'111

T3,

[UMTSJ

3.6   WORD    ORDER    STUDIES

Having   examined   the   syntactic,   semantic   and   distributional   differences
between  structures  with  UMTs  and  PRMTs,  one  now  can  make  a  claim
about the relationship between function and form. It may be the case that the

:I:o:f:knh::i;fit:h:e:s::n:stca;!'::I,ofj=:i,sac.:;t,t:u:,::v:e!y;tr::e:e¥:s:i:rsd::;;TCEia:;,:;:
`richel.' in semantic content than any construction that functions to maintain

a:Omp:i.,':t€sctorun::¥oreus::::t:'fnftnhgeaat:3i:i:e?'crheqcauTrcbse:ss<Te=::rt,Osbee::ntti:

content  compared  to  the  Structure  that  must  re-establish  an  cal`lier  topic,
which  cannot  be  assumed  to  be  in  the  immediate  consciousness  of  the
audience.

Three syntactic facts support these intuitions about the relation of form to
function. First, nearly one-half of all the UMTs in the corpus arc pronouns.
Pronouns themselves are `leaner' in  semantic content than their co-referen-
tial, full noun phrases. Secondly, all of the PRMTs in the colpus are derinite,
full  noun  phrases.   So  on  the  basis  of  their  sentence  initial  constituents,
structures with PRMTs are `richer' in semantic content than strtictures with
UMTs,  and  this  is  exactly  what  one  would  pledict  given  the  discourse
function of PRMTs to re-establish topics not in the immediate consciousness
of the audience.

Thirdly,  the  structural  differences  between  Sentences  with  UMTs  and
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PRMTs  also  provide  PRMTs  with  a  `richer'  semantic  content.  That  is,
PRMTs  have   co-referential  pronouns  within  their  clauses  that  serve  to
reinforce the semantic content of the PRMr in much the same way as renex-
ive pronouns can reinforce their antecedents in sentences like 7ot% AI.mfG//alc
ffe 4icza . UMTs do not have this kind of pronominal reinforcement of their
sentence  initial  constituents,  so  they  are  comparatively  `leaner'  in  semantic
content.

These  three  Syntactic  facts  bear out  one's  intuitions  about  the  kinds  of
structures needed to maintain, as opposed to re-establish, a discourse topic.
Onecouldhypothesize,therefore,thattheformofstructureswithUMTsand
PRMTsis(partly)determinedbytheirdistributionandfunctionindiscourse.

3.7  coNCLusloNs

By  determining   the   syntactic   properties  of  structures  with   UMTs   and

!uf¥=Tc:t':I:ef:&w{;£:+#§=esn:dpF`;{h£Cs?;oe::ua€nz;:a:s¥::d:.::h::uw£::dff'esd:Lsn:c:e¥i
discourse   functions  create  differences  in  syntactic  forms.  Those  studies,
discoveries, allow a number of conclusions:

-  the  semantic  properties  of UMTs  and  PRMTs  provide  a  derinition  of
topichood through the notion of presTpposition;

-  the (discourse) functions of presentation, connection and contrast follow
directly  from  .the  semantic  properties  of  stluctures  with  UMTs  and
PRMTs;

-  structures with UMTs and PRMTs are in complementary distribution;
i.e. they do not occur in the same discourse environment;

-  one  can  hypothesize  (based  on  the  discourse  functions  of UMTs  and

:h#oT=':?:iresset::::1:Tsroa?:et:tspaalythdee;treg::eudrs:yd['t§stFubnu:;;°o:).that

maAdseaaE::Lanc°at::I:T::±°uusLdst:i;8onfLtzheet?:`c::::sg:nnveorL:e¥tL°nscanonlybe

NOTES

I.  A note about terminology:  these constructions are labelled differently in different
grammatical   theories.   Transformational-generative   theory   prefers   the   labels`topicalization'  and  `lcft  dislocation'.  The  folmal,  scholarly  grammars,  such  as

Quirk „ a/.  (1985), often use `thematic frondng'. Those labels imply, unquestion-

g:`¥;::h°oV;Ee:;e¥?I:Sis:fotrhcebna°s?c-?::sn;Cfas'e::eic::doerrsins:gtghc::incg:::t{::,?y
ordered  corresponding  sentences.  Following  the  PI`ague  school,  Halliday  (1967,

;:3:}e:Ssetsmtcht:r8:.n#k]eadb:i::c¥i:danth::::;etn°d::taaaccct,Canizte;v::Ta-u:::::ii:
the structures studied hcrc in addition to scntcnce initial adverbials (i.e. adjuncts).
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Fulther,Halliday(1985:45,81)clearlylabelsmarkedthemeswithoutpronominal
reinrorcementas`thematiccomplements'or`marked-thematiccomplemcnts'.Itis
not certain if he would include marked themes with pronominal reinforcement in

:;ti:iae,gti%y;;!:e::h;ae:d.-ic::g:t:1.cfc::ht:n:g'::TEeen:ti:A!:a:,:f::::s:v:ie:i:c:e;t:,c,:;,::a:
givenafunctionalglammarwccansaywhatthatrespcctis'.

£::n;.';iijjj:;::,:;:;E!ii;:;!:ie;eii;:;.!f;:";#:!#i;,;i;:;;::;i;!h::iii:;:fin:;::¥m;ej
:::,C:L°ons:acso:?tic:°;nas(:ureb:::#:ead!£[fy:°sSc':°annat:cpalhi7=.ds:uC::t:;yn'ai|Sywd:8:,hnac'!

2,¥;i;#sn:i:;:;Tis;::ee:{eig::§nr:::sn;:wv[:tth,co;r¥p%n::#ogf;:c,:t:ee¥::ctee;d,:i,,sgEu:sro3:

3.ZET:haepE:apn::'pnt:h:psea:£Cd°anttaexftos;th[schaptcrcomesfromtheunedited
transcripts  of two  television  intelview  programmes,  the  Dona¢"  Jhouy  and  the

pracNcwlihoer Rgivl .
4.  Compare  Prfuce (1981) for her interesting and  useful explication  of the concepts

`given' and `new'.

5.Thisreviewoftheliteraturewasmeanttooutlincsomeoftheproblemsthatariscin
word  order  studies.  A  major  source  of pl.oblems  when  one  studic8  word  order

::8|tct?:n¥s[cenda,thoerdpe:V:?£f£:rafi:Caens,Tfofa£':u':i::;:::'a=ct:.Cs::gbocrrd:i
can pl.ovidc  only two possible pieces  of information:  (1) two constituents  can  be

:°i\|ji¥thiij;;:¥;:;:;:i;:;tr{;eidi:;aed;i;§:;;d;at£€;e;;c;n:b:¥;:I::o=:i:S:1;;;:e;cn;:I;a;:;;:;
thematicstmcturcofthemc/rhemeortopic/comment(the`psychological'subject

:{Suae:::f¥:ai52'na]bg°5u4t),th=gaa:`oC::::iorfieastr°ofnagtc:t;t:a=':Tt3,::Cjitnh:;I:£'.C2;

:oht::et£(ai9o7f6io::)g g:,f  it!  `A  noun  in  its  8entcnce  plays  many  roles,  or has  the

ig:c!eais!:#=,!f,:,;:ftra::n:p,;fn::!i::n:fi:j|:Tp:,ti::tt!,iiii:?o:::i,ti:¥;¥;ts;:fac:1:f
isolatethefunctio`nsofend-focus,thematicprominence,andeuphonyindctermin-
ing  linear order,  but  in  ciioo,  as  it were,  it becomes more difficult to characterize

;:re¥c§sj#{o;I:::a:¥:pfF%::oi:rag#€:::i,:,a:::;i::i;§]:p;;:s::g§a;s:,:;,a;oa,f::i;:j[:=,::v:e:,c:a;
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analysis,  one  would  want  to  explain  the  ambiguity  by  positing  different  forms,
which arc no longer overtly distinguished at the surface level because of a neutral-
ization process. Likewise, different sentence types seem to ncutralizc some distinc-
tions   between   grammatical,   thcmatic,   psychologieal   and   logical   subject,   for
example, in order to expl`ess sornc distinction that otherwise may be missed. That
i§,  in appropriate contexts,  language  users  may need to be explicitly clear about
information structure, or thematic structiirc, ctc. , for cfficient language processing.
For example, when speakers need to be explicit about the `packaging' of informa-
tion  within  a  clause,  the  cleft  and  pseudo-cleft  constnictions  allow  a  distinction
between GlvEN versus ENowN information. See Plincc (1978) for a discussion of the
d;Sf:::eo:°Etc:at[ist:£:etqt:`ercc::::sgnp'tjhdattn::?;esthrought.hcpovertyofsurface

syntactic information, see Chafe (1976).
6.  Sentence (17b) is acceptable only if one assumes a contlast with other kinds of tea

that could be asserted as possible answers to the question. Without this contrastive
sense, (17b) is unacceptable.

7.  Sentence (23) is intonationally marked bccausc focal stress falls on a non-focal con-
stitucnt.  But it is not marked if it answers the question  Who ate !fepicza.?,  which

8.5:i:;krecs,aa?.a(?%:}]j::v(i£3e).amored.efai|edaccountoftherelationshipbetween
marked theme and intonation.

9.  Firbas (1966), Rcinhart (1982), and Simon-Vandenbergen (1987) present evidence
that indefinite NPs with speciric reference may also serve as marked themes.  For
example,  Simon-Vandenbergen  discusses  ivozo,  a fiend  a/ m!nc,   he  Aad  /Ac  Jamc
¢ro6dem.   Simon-Vandenbergen   explains   this   apparent   discrepaney   by   citing
I-angendonck's study of inderinitcs. Langcndonck argues that for some classes of
indefinites,  like the one above,  `thc  individuals are presupposed  in  the speaker'§
world, though not in the hearer's for whom an introduction is necded' (1980: 216).
So it seems that spEclFlcrrv oF REFERENCE (in addition to definitcness, plurality and

::rs:en:ct;rae,,;free::ep,p:sTtiErnosv{£te[Fa:t::c&s:as¥eg:r¢;n;::[£;:+ohpj:r<o+Ld{sb5r:::apt;noE
sitional status of [this class oq indefinite entails that these NPs tend to figure in the
front of the sentence, just like derLnites' (Langendonck ibid.).

10.  Note also that the marked themes in examples (13) and (33) have a concessive force.
11.  Giv6n  believes  that  there  is  an  iconicity  principle  at  work  here:  `.  . .  the  more

disruptive, surprising, discontinuous or hard to process a topic is, the more coding
material must be assigned to it' (1983:  18).
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