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3.0 INTRODUCTION

After studying a corpus of spoken texts (the unedited transcripts of two televi-
sion interview programs, The MacNeil/Lehrer Report and Donahue), one
discovers that sentences employing a marked theme without pronominal
reinforcement (‘topicalized’ structures), e.g., John Smith I haven’t seen for ages,
and sentences employing a marked theme with pronominal reinforcement
(‘left dislocated’ structures), e.g., Fokn Smith I haven’t seen him for ages, 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, or THEMATIC FRONTING as they are called in Quirk et al. 1985, or
TOPICALIZATIONS and LEFT DISLOCATIONS as they are called in the transforma-
tional-generative literature) have not yet been fully examined. Often these
sentence types are characterized as EMPHATIC, 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-
forced marked themes (UMTs). To do that, one must fully explicate

* A version of this chapter was presented at the XIIIth International Systemic Workshop at the
University of Kent at Canterbury, 16-18 July 1986. I am grateful to the many Workshop partici-
pants who shared their insightful comments with me. I am especially indebted to Erich Steiner,
Robert Veltman, Richard Cureton, Jessica Wirth, Edith Moravesik, Fred Eckman, Peter Fries,
Ivan Lowe, Minoji Akimoto and Anne-Marie Simon-Vandenbergen, all of whom commented
thoughtfully on drafts.
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— the syntactic and semantic properties of marked themes, which define 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 corpus studies is one able to discover the
distributional differences between various marked themes.

3.1 PRONOMINALLY REINFORCED MARKED THEMES (PRMTs)
AND UNREINFORCED MARKED THEMES (UMTs) pEFINED.!

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

(1) The basic idea we do in fact accept. [MacNeil/Lehrer transcript
No. 1287

(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 child
that has the temper tantrum in the store is co-referential with the pronoun them
(reduced to ’em) 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 METALINGUISTIC MARKERS, such as, 4s for, Concern-
ing, Speaking of/about, About, or But with. Only PRMTs allow such metalin-
guistic markers, cf. (5):
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(5) a. * |As for
gng_‘:mmg the basic idea we do in
Speaking of/about fact accept.
But with
b. [As for
Sggzﬁmmg the basic idea we do in
Speaking of/about fact accept it.
But with

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 et al. (1972,
1985), and Chafe (1976). Thirdly, there are linguists who are interested in the
semantics of sentences with non-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
corpus studies and faulty intuitions. Thus these two studies demonstrate the
need for careful corpus study.

3.2.1 Stylistic reordering

In the standard theory of transformational-generative grammar, Chomsky
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 device for expressing
the full range of possibilities for stylistic inversion . . . the rules of stylistic reordering
. .. are 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 UMT's, and presumably
PRMTs, fall into this area of stylistic reordering:

Notice, for example, that Case is usually determined by the position of the Noun in
surface structure rather than in deep structure, although the surface structures given by
stylistic reordering do not affect Case . . . stylistic inversion of the type we have just been
discussing gives such forms as ‘him I really like,” ‘him I would definitely 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 first transformational
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grammarians to ignore these forms as essentially MEANINGLESS, hence unin-
teresting. \

It is important, however, to recognize a distinction between the kind of
stylistic variation that is determined by the speakers’ 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 transformational 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 et 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 principles of
language organization are not very rigorous as scientific principles; i.e. they
do not make completely accurate predictions about word order. Pragmatic
principles discuss GRAMMATICAL TENDENCIES, which are the result of one
discourse function or another. Pragmatic principles are not GRAMMATICAL
rULES. For example, Rodman (1974), Green (1980), Quirk et al. (1972), and
others have often noted the tendency for ‘heavy’ clausal constituents to appear
clause finally—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 what job 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 et al.
(1972) employ to explain the function of right dislocation and extraposition,
will not explain the presence of *heavy’ clause initial constituents as in (7).
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(7) Finally, and then I'll stop, we had a bunch of prominent people, largely
former Republicans or Republicans—Arthur Burns and Paul McCracken
and George Shultz and William Simon—who formed a committee to fight
inflation, and issued a report just a couple of months ago. And the only tax
cut they advocated was a very small initial tax cut on business. NO
PERSONAL CUTS, NO ACROSS-THE-BOARD TAX CUTS, NO KEMP-ROTH, THEY
SAID, IN ORDER SCRUPULOUSLY TO AVOID REKINDLING THE FIRE OF INFLA-
110N, [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, making 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 to justify 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 effort’, ‘informativeness’, ‘importance’,
‘focus’, ‘empathy’, 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 No personal cuts,
no across-the-board tax cuts, no Kemp-Roth provides textual cohesion with the only
lax cut they advocaled, 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 final cautionary note, one should be careful not to overgeneralize
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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 UMT's
and PRMTs are marked to show only a contrast in focus so that when
speakers utter The play john saw yesterday or As for the play John saw it yesterday
they appear to make more explicit that tke play is one item of many that John
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):

(8) Lehrer:
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 true?
Norton:
THE BASIC IDEA WE DO IN FACT AcCEPT. [MacNeil/Lehrer transcript
No. 1287] [author’s emphasis]

(9) Audience:
Do men readily seek the advice of a psychiatrist when they’re impotent?
Dr. Weisherg:
No. No, men are very ashamed about being impotent and they’re not
going to go to a psychiatrist. And particularly the older man who thinks
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 can justify
it, they can say, well, I'm 55, 60, 65, 70 years old. It’s part of life not to have
more sex. MY FATHER, MY GRANDFATHER, THEY ALL TOLD 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 basic idea,
provides lexical cohesion with an earlier clause, you accept the idea—Newman’s
basic argument . 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, My father, my
grandfather, presents the necessary ‘universe-of-discourse’ to interpret
correctly the pronoun they in the main clause of the sentence. In other words,
the PRMT presents the Topic 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 forms 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 are ignored, it is possible to say that Fohn
ate the spinach and The spinach was ealen by John are the same. They report the same
event in the real world. The same entities are present and they are in the same relation-
ship of actor and patient. But if truth value were the only criterion of identity in syntax
we would have to say—as some have recently been trying to say—that John sold the house
to Mary and Mary bought the house from John are just as much the same as the active-
passive pair . . . Linguistic meaning covers a great deal more than reports 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 are speaking
to, how we feel about the reliability of our message, how we situate ourselves in the
events we 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 UMTs 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 UMTs and PRMT's became a small
part of a larger debate in transformational generative grammar. Some
grammarians wished to relate transformationally all the reorderings 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 argued that the one function and
raison d’étre 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, GIRLS ON THE STREET,
ASK ME FOR MY AUTOGRAPH and [ 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, GIRLS ON THE STREET,
THEY ASK ME FOR MY AUTOGRAPH and [ give it to them.

More recently, some grammarians have appealed to the distribution of ‘old’
and ‘new’ information in the clause, e.g. Firbas (1964). However, 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.

(12) Mr. Donahue:
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 might just be a normal pattern for him, and that couple
would feel better if that woman knew 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.’
Mr. Donahue:
I’ll never forget 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 of a person?’ And he looked me right in the eye and
he said, ‘Like taking candy from a baby.’
Audience: (laughter)
Dr. Raplan : (laughter)
Mr. Donahue:
Now, I don’t know whether he was showing off—But the point is that it
isn’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 WITH A HAMMER, PING, AND IT GOES GOING
AGAIN, AND THE OTHER ONE THAT 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), the car and the other one (also referring to a
car), are ‘new’ information in that there was no previous mention of cars
earlier in the conversation. Yet the PRMT's 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 which Dr. Kaplan said a good number of people can be helped rapidly,
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another number cannot. 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-
mation arises in contexts involving contrastive stress. Recall Chafe’s examples
of contrastive stress, The play john saw yesterday and As for the play John saw it
yesterday . Chale (1976) argued that the marked, sentence initial constituent the
play was in contrast to other items that John may have done or saw yesterday.
If the other items were mentioned earlier in the discourse, say, the play, the
film, the photograph , then the mention of the play 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 the play in the marked sentences reveals a use
of the play 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, robois and human workers,
are contrasted in the discourse.

(13) Lehrer:

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 efficient, 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 robots in the marked sentence then robots it must be
is ‘old’ information since it was already mentioned in context. In another
sense, robols 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 . . . then human workers it must not be .}

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 Probably he’ll be home tomorrow as
speaking about probably or probability. Therefore, she modifies Halliday’s
definition 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 definition of theme and its realization in
the English clause (1985: 39) or the distinction between simple and multiple
themes (1985: 53(L.).

Nevertheless, it is not at all clear what Gundel’s structural definitions of
topic adds to the understanding of the differences between the italicized
clauses in (10) and (11) above. Her definition will pick out other people as the
topic in both (10) and (11), and nothing more is learned 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.

Although Rodman (1974) provides some of the most thorough analyses of
the syntax of sentences with UMTs and PRMTs, he does not provide a
complete account of the functions or distribution of those sentences. 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)

Finally, there are two studies that are interesting here only because they
demonstrate the need for careful corpus studies. Green and Lyons have
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
speech inversions of most types are few and far between . . . So I abandoned
natural speech as a primary source of inversions for syntactic study’. For this
study there were 21 transcripts representing 21 hours of impromptu speech.
In those 21 hours of speech, there were 43 examples of PRMTs (averaging 2
PRMTs per hour of speech) and 36 examples of UMTs (averaging 1.7 UMTs
per hour of speech). The transcripts also contain a large number of other non-
canonically ordered sentences, including inverted pseudo-cleft sentences,
verb phrase inversion, adverbial preposing, and right dislocations.

Similarly Lyons (1977: 506) claims that ‘Utterances like (6) [John Smith .
haven’t seen for ages are relatively uncommon in Modern English; and they are
even more uncommon perhaps when the grammatical subject is something
other than a personal pronoun’. The examples in (14), however, are all
sentences with UMTs in which the grammatical subject is something other
than a personal pronoun.

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

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

c. 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]

d. Wonderful it is that we have a society which resolves these matters in
the courts instead of in a less rational way. [MacNeil/Lehrer tran-

script No. 1287]

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 frequency 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 DISCOURSE, since it is there that their full
range of functions can be studied.® Secondly, when one does collect a body of
data, one learns that there is a meaningful difference between the sentences
employing UMTs or PRMTs and their canonically ordered correspondences

which is discussed in sections 3.3-3.5. ,

3.3 SYNTACTIC AND SEMANTIC PROPERTIES OF SENTENCES WITH
UMTs anp 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 asserted. 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 play) answers the question
(16) What did John see yesterday?

So (15) presupposes that John saw something yesterday and it asserts that the
variable (realized by an indefinite pronoun something in the presupposition)
was the play.

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

3.3.1 The question test for assertion/presupposition

In (17) the question presupposes that John enjoys tea in the morning, but
what is gnknown (and what is asserted in the answer) is the kind of tea most
enjoyed in the morning.

(17) What kind of tea does John most enjoy in the morning?

a. John can drink English breakfast tea every morning.
b. zEngll.sh breakfast tea John can drink every morning.
c. "English breakfast tea, John can drink it every morning.

The unacceptability of (17b)® and (17¢) shows that UMTs and PRMTs are not
asserted. Instead UMTs and PRMTs are presupposed within their clauses.

3.3.2 The negation test for assertion/presupposition

Chafe (19_76:‘49) argues that (18a)—(18c) are functionally identical: “The so-
called topic [in (18a) and (18b)] 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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(18) a. The play, John saw it yésterday.
b. As for the play, John saw it yésterday.
¢. Ronald made the hamburgers.

What (18a—18c) share in common is contrastive focus, indicated by the focal
stress on the sentence-initial noun phrase. But (18a)—(18c) are not equivalent.
It is impossible to include the UMT or PRMT under the scope of negation, cf.

(19a)~(19c).

(19) a. *Itis not the case that the play John saw it yésterday.
b. *It is not the case that as for the play, John saw it yésterday.
c. Itis not the case that Rénald made the hamburgers.

However (20) is perfectly acceptable.
(20) As for the play, it is not the case that John saw it yésterday.

Example (19c) shows that Rénald can be included within the scope of nega-
tion, but (19b) and (20) show that PRMTs cannot. The crucial difference is
that Ronald in (18c) is asserted, but the play in (18a)—(18b) is not. Additionally,
it should be noted that the sentence initial constituents in (18a)—(18c) are new
information in the sense that it cannot be predicted, and is not known, which
member of the contrastive set will be selected to contrast with the other
members of the set. So the difference in meaning must be the presupposi-
tional nature of the UMTs anid PRMTs.

3.3.3 Intonationally marked structures and presupposition

Another difference between structures 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. The two tone units double the number of constituents that receive stress
within a clause. Compare the ‘neutral’ intonation of (21), which has main
stress on the last major class constituent, and the marked intonation of (22a)—
(22b), which breaks (21) into two tone units.

(21) John ate the pizza.

(22) a. The pizza John ate.
b. The pizza John éte it.

Intonationally marked structures often serve to evoke a set of items that
Jackendoff (1972: 246) calls the ‘presuppositional set’. Thus a person who says

(23) J6hn ate the pizza.”

would usually presuppose Someone ate the pizza. The presuppositional set of
the intonationally marked item Jdkn is all the values that could be substituted
for the variable someone in the presupposition. Membership in the presupposi-
tional set is defined contextually and situationally by the information shared

by, and in the consciousness of, the interlocutors, cf. Chafe (1974). The

able sentences in (24), (25) and
definite referring expressions

presuppositions. They presu :
ing, the object abOUtle!)liCh E{f
NPs are potentially topics of
have existential presuppositions
about which something could b
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presuppositional set makes a coherent and well
discourse, amenable to discussion: this al
supposed constituents. et
So _the intonational markin
constituents are
their clauses.

Also note that selecting one member

contrasting one set member a
called intonational marking

-defined set of items in the
uggests that topics are pre-

g of UMTs and PRMTs suggest
presupposed, not asserted, and that they ga%est;t:ht?);it(l?soch

of a presuppositional

: set amounts to
1gainst the others. Thus many grammarians have
contrastive stress’.®

3.3.4 UMTs and PRM i i
ey Ts realized by definite and indefinite noun phrases

‘The examples in (24) and (25
n ( ) show that N ith i
Occur sentence initially as readily as deﬁnitisI:IvI:l'tsh "

(24) a. John shot the lion.
b. The lion John shot.

c. The lion, John shot hi
d. [As for o

About
Speaking of/about

definite reference do not

the lion, John shot him.

( ) -J l 1
25 a. Ol“l ShOt a lion. |w th llldehlllte lciel €n e,
Ci

c. *A lion, John shot him.
d. * [As for
About

Speaking of/about

The sentences in (26) i
§ . provide more
PRMTs, which are also indefinite NP:.x e

a lion, John shot him.

ples of unacceptable UMTs and

(26) a. *Someone, he’s coming.

. :Someone Tom likes.
A woman, he saw her.
. *Everybod : ing i
. Everybody, they’re doing it.
*ﬁnyone, I didn’t see.
any men, Mary would like to marry th
g. *Many men Mary would like to marrr)z o

The crucial semantic differen

me a0 o

ce between the acceptable and the unaccept-
(26) is the notion of presupposition. Singuﬁ,\r
plurals and generic NPs make existential
ose t'he existence of, and succeed in identify-
mething could be said. In other words, thofze

a discourse. The indefinite NPs above do not

do ot presuppose the existence of an object
e said, and therefore are not topics.




60 DANIEL KIES

Given the syntactic analysis presented here, one can now explain the
ungrammaticality of indefinite NPs as UMTs or PRMTs. The data from the
question test, the negation test and the intonational properties of sentences
with UMTs or PRMTs suggest that UMTs and PRMTs are not semantically
equivalent to their corresponding constituents in canonically ordered struc-
tures. UMTs and PRMTs are presupposed while their correspondences in
canonically ordered structures may be asserted.

Further, presupposcd constituents, as mentioned above, make reference to
or identity objects about which something could be said. Presupposition is
then a necessary condition for topichood. If indefinite NPs that do not
presuppose the existence of anything are in a structure requiring presupposed
constituents (the UMT or PRMT, for example), then this analysis would
predict unacceptability, and that is precisely what one finds in (26).°

3.4 THE PRAGMATIC FUNCTIONS OF stTrucTurREs wiTH UMTs
anpD PRMTs

As one can see from the contextualized examples to follow in section 3.5,
many UMTs and PRMTs are anaphoric in that they are co-referential with
expressions that occur earlier in context. Structures with UMTs or PRMTs
then certainly can have a connective function. And as discussed in section
3.3.3 above, UMTs and PRMT's can exhibit a contrastive function by virtue of
evoking a ‘presuppositional set’. Additionally though, sentences with UMTs
or PRMTs serve a presentational function (to borrow a term from Hetzron
1975).

Note that all of the pragmatic functions discussed here are independently
justified by the syntactic and semantic facts outlined in section 3.3. None of
the pragmatic functions here is open to the attacks levelled against some other

pragmatic studies of word order.

3.4.1 Presentational function

What are the pragmatic implications of the previous syntactic analysis? The
examples in section 3.3 demonstrate the presuppositional nature of UMTs
and PRMTs. Presupposed constituents represent entities that the speaker
assumes to be shared knowledge among all discourse participants. And
something could be said of those constituents upon whose existence speakers

and their audiences co-operatively agree. Thus, topic could be defined as an

entity whose existence is agreed upon by speakers and their audiences. More
presentational device that “sets a

loosely, one might characterize the topic as a

spatial, temporal or individual framework . . . which limits the applicability of
the main predication to a certain restricted domain’ (Chafe 1976: 50). Similar
observations are scattered throughout the literature. Firbas (1964: 268) speaks
of the ‘local setting of the sentence’; Friedman (1976) defines the topic as an

NP that is ‘creating a scene’.

The presentational or stage-setting function of UMTs and PRMTs is
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necessary because i
ry speakers may substitute ‘new’ lexical items for ‘old’

items that appeared earlier in con lexical

text. Ille motivation !01 the substl[utlo“ 18
ClthCI Clegallt variation or allalogy. In elthel CaSE, the sentence \Nlth a UM I or

PRMT helps to ‘cha
. nge the ! ¢
provides for easicr undgrstandislfg,ne or ‘present a new scene’ and thereby

lc:x?c:}::l3 iig;:e?ccs with PRMTs in (12) above are exam

ool [ anoti@?‘;a“alogv- Recall that in (12) two PRMTS, the car and th

earlier in the di:ﬂ{ are analogous with two different POISUIations mcntf e

b ranmat The ;I"{SK;I Tasglfgld :zumber }f:f people can be helped rapidly aﬁ:rtlz:

. 0 £ ]

ma the ?alogy it lypund:;tto 0cdscene: so that the clauses compris-

00 1

i el fa AT et e g it pic o clgant i
T, ety speaker re-est i i g

Moral Majority, by using elegant variation in thgsf::i:s:; ?ﬁir:ve;::zi;zplc, e

ples of a change in

3.4.2 Connective function

It has already been establish
e ished that UMTs and PRMT
1isr[]} . ;a;%;;:ﬁnusg;sd?lay assumehthat presupposed itemz Ellll:vf f::r? IZ:::S-
ie scourse, either c i i i |
presuppositional nature of UMTs aﬁgtc;g;/}}lzso;:guztslszn;ligé(i;lven .
ey are

established earlier in di .
PRMTs follos. in discourse, the connective function of UMTs and

For example the UMTs
refer to asserted constituent
(27) Wallop:

They don’t i ing’

Bum;ﬂ;; pay mcome taxes. Wyoming’s never had one.
Well, if they’d had one, I'm sure—

Lehrer:

What about sales taxes?
Wallop:

SALES TAXES WE DO . But we d
) . o have schools to bui
outa o build, and we :
pproximately 80 percent of what we collect in W’yoming i?]r:)ii)munmg
pact

aid, housing aid, or co i i i
1205 et cmphaSirs?mumty aid. [MacNeil/Lehrer transcript No.

(28) Dr. Dobkin:

Well, it’ i i
medi,clatl ssgggt‘l)tla%ezon;'::mg for us. As a young physician when I started
iy e thmy = slggtl)), the gospel was there were too few doctors
b sbaniionsi i thu : e tramet;l and the faster, the better. It’s
R at there are still major deficiencies in tem'ls of
RS ,overav ,EHEI_‘Y cases 1t seems that there is an oversupply of
L o ailability in other areas. And assuming an imgal-
» 1 THINK, NO ONE CAN QUESTION—the problem now is, |
3

think, again the issue has be i
en put i
Lehrer transcript No. 802] [autl’l:or’;ne:g}r;:s?sf]economlcs e i

in (27) and (28) are both -~
3 : / u d
s in the immediately prece}()iing 5232; and both
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i PRMTs is
Often the connective function of structures w1t{1 I{IM'iI;)sn aﬁ?(Z?) s
reinforced by other devices that also provndg n’:.xtuaI co(zzs) ! bopeciin
i iti hesive device. In
lexical repetition, one cof i e
;Irlag::tical parall}:lism (the repetition of a grammatical structure t g

text) and the UMTs all provide cohesion.

(29) Audience:

Yes. I feel it depends on the type of—or the type of naughtiness that

i NK YOU
they’ve done as to the type of punishment. SOME ;1;1:;5615 1‘):()) J‘Hl i
LITTLE BIT. SOM CAN
O SPANK 'EM ON THE BUTT A Sy
HAV:: "rro A ROOM AND SET THEM ON A CHAIR. OTHER TT{ING(S)(;;%U ([::jthor’s
gﬁmn THEY'LL PROVE IT. [Donahue transcript No. 1 |
emphasis] | p
1 iti and can.
At the lexical level there is the cohesive repetition of some,, t{!{ufzgm;ug s
At the syntactic level there is repeated use of UMTs (nn:tica[ e elien in
matically parallel pattern here), and there is tht}al gran;lc e
clause structure. All three clauses with UMTs share t z

UMT subject auxiliary mair;c verb
Some things you have to sf::;

Some things you can S,[[

Other things ~ you can y

3.4.3 Contrastive function
tructions with UMTs and PRMTs has

i Ts and
already been discussed in section 31.3.3;;{{':::2 cc:x;;g}sltli\.::r:fjsrsn O:V(IJJL:ISI: el
ol _af"lSTS ':[hf;‘);leg %E?iit;)f?;/l'lrpis butgc;ne member of the prqsupp_osu;
S}IPPOSltIOHadSCeicctin one member of a set amounts to contrasting it agram:-
thUthSCt, alt:mi)ers of gthe set. It is through the semantic pr?pen}l‘;s o tll?,l;ir
et mal sets that structures with UMTs and PRMT s ac dﬁ?r b
SupPOSlt_lonf tion. Indeed, the contrastiveness of structures with 3
(}E’%?Is‘?;: s: l(':‘:Jr:mn'n.on and \.;ell known that Chafe (1976: (?(g}l{);l[l%\;ed contras
tiveness was the major, if not solf:, purpose of UI\(/Il’g)sia:]nsecﬁon e

Two examples of this contrastive function are R e .
i ion 3.5.2. In (13) the contrastiveness of Ihm_ robols 1 s
th seCt;lonh . 'e‘ntion earlier in the discourse of two items that colmpglg) i
et ':ig?lal set for this UMT, human workers 'a'nd robols . hp ( Ao
f;::r?fcos:vith a UMT That sort of thing = tlt-)a(iiltlg?zlhii;ygo:igzi‘;e e

] items, bo e th

[’essﬁl;;g:itt?ot::lrz‘gz (])fu t}?: tﬁii?r:ztds lt:;:)h of which are mentioned earlier in
pr

the discourse."”

The contrastive function of cons
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3.5 THE DISTRIBUTIONAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STRUCTURES
witH UMTS Anp PRMTS

Alter examining the corpus, one can make two general statements about

constructions with UMTs and PRMTs, which directly relate to their distribu-
tion in discourse:

A. Contextualized examples of PRMTs in (30)—(32) show that PRMTs rE-
ESTABLISH an earlier discourse topic.

B. Contextualized examples of UMTs in (33)~(35) show that UMTs
MAINTAIN a current discourse topic.

These two generalizations of the functional differences between UMTs and
PRMTs can be captured by the notion of consciousness, Speakers use a
PRMT when they believe the presupposed constituent is no longer in the
immediate consciousness of their audience. UMTs are used when speakers
assume that the presupposed constituent is in the immediate consciousness of

the audience. The notion of consciousness was first introduced by Chafe
(1974: 111-12):

Language . . . is used primarily to increase the amount of knowledge that is shared by
separate minds . . . What a speaker shares with his addressee must be part of what is in
the speaker’s consciousness at the time . . . The speaker must make assumptions as to
what the addressee is conscious of, and transmit his own material accordingly.

Earlier studies of PRMTs—Rodman (1974), Givén (1979), and Duranti and
Ochs (1979)—have noted the power of this sentence type to re-establish an
‘old’ discourse topic that seems to have been lost as the conversation shifts
naturally from one topic to the next. As mentioned in section 3.4.1, part of the
presentational function of PRMTs is restricted to ‘re-establishing on the
scene’ topics of conversation that are, in the speaker’s judgement, no longer in
the audience’s immediate consciousness. In other words, the less vividly ‘on
stage’ an idea is, the more necessary a PRMT becomes. This is part of the
function of a PRMT, and this function helps to explain its discourse function
of ‘topic recoverability’, as Givén (1979: 56-65) calls it.

Examples (30) and (32) below show how speakers shift from the present
topic to an ‘older’ topic, older in the sense that the PRMT was a topic earlier
in the conversation. Examples (33) and (35), by contrast, show that the func-
tion of UMTs is restricted to settings where the discourse topic is already

established, a given, in the immediate consciousness of the speakers and
audience.

3.5.1 Examples of PRMTs
(3) Lehrer:

I see. Well, is it possible for you to define in Western terms what a free

trade union movement under this agreement might look like in Poland?
Szostak:

Well, it’s sort of—they will be given their demands. How many of these
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To what degree, is another ques-

demands will be given, we do not know. i b

tion yet to be resolved. However, they are stil
the main umbrella organization.

Lehrer:

I see.

Szostak: : ' '
sﬁ in other words, they are giving enough Jatitude to go so far, but there is

a stopping point. While here in the United States, A FREE Tmini UNl(;)rl\;:-
YOU CAN JUST GO AND DO ANYTHING you waNnT. [MacNeil/Lehrer

script No. 1283] [author’s emphasis] :
the topic through the discourse can be

3.1. In the course of describing the trade
of conversation, Szostak touches

In this example, the progr.‘essi_on of
schematized as illustrated in Figure

ion’ i initial topic
union’s movement in Poland, the ini : : -
upon two related subtopics, the union’s demands and the Polish govern

: s ]
ment’s umbrella organization. The PRMT re-establ'xshes an old dﬁco[u;s;‘
topic, which seems to have been lost as the conversation shifts naturally Ir

one topic to another.
Lehrer: 1. the free trade union movement
1 -
Szostak: they [= the trade unions]
i
their demands
1)
2. these demands
'
they

v
3. the main umbrella
organization

thev [= the umbrella
organization]

1." a free trade union

Figure 3.1

Another shift to an ‘older’ discourse topic through a PRMT appears in the

following example.

(31) MacNeil:

j i Polish workers and
, il major concessions are granted to the 1 :
1t\(/)lls;;rg:tle]t:rirsl{)ylthlr:: SJoviet Union, what will the effect be on the neighboring

East European countries?

IC:lZJ;lk first of all you have to keep in mind
agreed to whatever concessions were made.
by the Polish leadership. And secont}ly, _
Europe, although economically they’re gettin
as the Polish workers, they’re still better off

that the Soviets must have
THese weren’t made alone
that the other worker in Eas}gm
g to be in the same position
than the Poles. And these
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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
forgotten. The Hungarians are fairly well off economically. I don’t think
they’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.
MacNeil:

So, in short, you don’t see a wave of imitation following this incident in
Poland?

Curry: No, I don’t see a wave of imitation.

MacNeil: Mr. Szostak, do you?

Szoztak:

Yes, 1 see a selective imitation with possibly Czechoslovkia [sic],
Rumania. BUT WITH EAST GERMANY, IT'S A DIFFERENT SITUATION, because
the Soviet Union has witnessed the ravages of war with Germany, and |
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 WHAT THE
MODEL IN POLAND 18, and they will gradually acquiesce, because there’s
no need for violence, and 1 think their feeling is, ‘If the Soviet Union
agrees to Poland, they will agree to us.” BUT EAST GERMANY—THAT'S A
DIFFERENT SITUATION, because definitely for its own security protection,
she wants to keep East Germany 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 first of three
PRMT's re-establishes a sub-topic, East Germany, and the second PRMT re-
establishes the topic other East European countries, which has been lost in the
discussion. Then as the topic shifts again from other countries back to East
Germany, yet another PRMT is used.

(32) Hunter-Gault:

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?

Falwell:

Well, first 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
doesn’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 European countries

Curry:

MacNeil:

Szostak:

2. Soviets agree o' concessions

3. other workers in Eastern Europe

concessions

4. the Czechs
5. the Hunga{r'ans

6. the East Germans

7. the Poles

What about imitation

imitation in | Czechoslovkia [sic], Rumania

1
I
1.
\ 6
1

* the other countries [= Czechoslovekia, Rumania]

they

‘East Germany

8. Soviet Union/War

East Germans
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Congressman Drinan, are there any areas within that list of things that
;:/Ir. F a!{:relfl has {%st Olljtlined that you can possibly agree with? I mean, is
it possible for a liberal to—of your pe i i :
e g your persuasion to agree with any of those
Drinan :

Oof course. Christianity dictates fundamentally that we should do
everything that we can to avoid war, and that’s why it’s appalling THAT
THE EVANGELICALS, THE ONES THAT WE'RE DISCUSSING TONIGHT AT LEAST
THEY ARE OPPOSED TO SALT II. And it seems to me inconceivable that the):
wouldn’t want to make this step forward to disarmament. Secondly, all
Christians and all people of religious faith would say we have to do all
that we can to feed the Third World. Now, there’s people, millions of
people, who are starving, and I see nothing in the evangelicals that we’re
discussing, nothing that would say America has to increase its foreign
aid. [MacNeil/Lehrer transcript No. 1280] [author’s emphasis]

Here !he topical progression can be seen in Figure 3.3. The PRMT again re-
establishes the earlier topic of conversation. Notice how Falwell progresses
through a number of related sub-topics and Drinan’s use of the PRMT re-
establishes a topic long removed from the immediately preceding topic, war.

their feelings

6.’ But East Germany

Figure 3.2

the people haven’t gone bad. Leadership has. And instead of having
government of the people, by the people, for the people, we now have a
government in spite of the people—and Father Drinan is a typical
example of that—ignoring what the majority of the people, and his own
church, all God-fearing people want, and that is a return to moral sanity
in this country, and a strengthening of the military fiber and fabric of this
country so the citizenry can once again be safe from the attack of some
aggressor somewhere, in particular the Soviet Union. To me, [ say there
is a majority out there, a vast overwhelming majority. But politicians
have successfully come home to their constituency waving a bible in one
hand and a flag in the other, saying ‘I'm a conservative,’ going right back
to Washington, and along with the Ted Kennedy’s and the Father
Drinans, have voted anti-family, anti-morality, anti-strong national
defense consistently every time. And I say that is the very height of
hypocrisy.

Drinan:

Sir, I have never cast a vote against the family. I taught family law for a
dozen years——

Falwell:

You have voted federal funding for abortion, and that is anti-family.
Hunter-Gault:

Hunter-Gault: 1. What about a rea/ majority
Falwell: 2. Moral Majority
3. Gallup Poll
4. bLs;b moral values
5. People
6. Leadership
7. Government
8. Father Drinan
9. Politicians

10. anti-family

Drinan: anti-family

Falwell: 1. funding abortion
Hunter-Gault: 12. What about agreement
Drinan: 13. Christianity

14. war

2." The evangelicals

Figure 3.3
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3.5.2 Examples of UMTs

(33) Audience: What is the average cost of this therapy?
Ms. Dreyer: Um, I'd—
Mr. Donahue: Give us a ball park, can you? I mean—
Ms. Dreyer:
I would say that it is about a hundred dollars a week. It’s very, very
expensive. And one of the reasons that ’m on this program is that I feel
that there are many things available to people in this country who can
afford it. Okay. But this is not a program that is available at our major
universities. They have sexual dysfunction clinics, but they don’t have
the availability of working with surrogates yet. Okay.
Mr. Donahue: Do you think they ought to?
Ms. Dreyer:
 feel they should. But, then, you're the audience here, how would you
feel if your tax dollars were going to support a, you know, a thing like
this? I mean, see it, it's a complicated issue, isn’t it?
Audience: The way that it remains is upper-middle class therapy.
Ms. Dreyer: That’s right.
Audience: 1 think that’s immoral.
Audience: So do L.
Mr. Donahue: So much of psychiatric care remains that.
Ms. Dreyer:
That's true, Phil, but to a certain extent, there is very good psychiatric
care available through major medical universities.
Mr. Donahue: True.
Ms. Dreyer: THAT SORT OF THING, THIS IS NOT. [Donahue transcript No.
09249] [author’s emphasis|

Schematically the topical progression here is illustrated in Figure 3.4, which
shows that the UMT, that sort of thing, does not re-establish an earlier
discourse topic, as PRMTs doj rather, it maintains a discourse topic. In this
example, the UMT is co-referential with the immediately preceding topic,
psychiatric care.

Another example of an UMT is:

(34) Mr. Donahue: Why can’t I be aiming at reducing misery?
Dr. Shockley:
Well, you were aiming at reducing misery by making things perfect
across the board. Now—
M. Donahue:
Well, no. 'm merely saying, ‘Let’s have more equitable distribution of
wealth.’ Let’s have wealth go to people on the basis of merit, not on
whether or not they own multi-national corporations and exploit third
world governments and people, that’s all.
Audience: (applause)
Dr. Shockley:
Well, I’d rather stick to the U.S. in this point. And now I was bringing
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Audience: 1. cost
Dreyer: 2. a hundred dollars
3. program

4. this [= surrogate therapy]

5. major universities

r
Donahue: they
Dreyer: they

6. tax dollars
y T thing like this [= surrogate therapy)
it
Audience: it

8. a middle class therapy

that
Donahue: 9. psychiatric care
Dreyer: that sort of thing
Figure 3.4

something up ab_out 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. AND THAT 1 DIDN'T FINISH. 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, that, maintain i i

’ ; s a current discourse topic, rather than i

. . . . Fes

earlier discourse topic. g Wik g

Consider also:
(35) Jim Lehrer:

Senator, what kind of limit would

. you put on coal severance taxes?

Sen. Dale Bumpers: Twelve and a half .
Lehrer: Why? S

Bumpers:

Well, nu'mbe'r,one, that is an arbitrary figure, 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. misery
Shockley: misery
2. making things perfect
Donahue: equitable distribution of wealth
3. multi-national corporations and third world governments
Shockley: 4. stick to the U.S.
5. the biggest threat
high birth rate
6. tax payers
7. a more fundamental moral issue
that
Figure 3.5

h to accommodate the impact of the inc'reased energy produs:non,
f)gﬁtkilgularly in states like Montana and Wyoming. }Sut I think thedre sone
point that has not been made in yours and Robin’s opening, an TCIi-L;T 1
WANT TO STRESS RIGHT Now. My bill only goes to federal (:oalli/[anN ?}
not talking about coal that is owned by the United States. [MacNei

Lehrer transcript No. 1285] [author’s emphasis|

i i ion is 1 in Figure 3.6. Again, the
hematically the topical progression is !llustrated in Figure ‘
%I\/f’lrpmlaintZins a cErrem discourse topic. The UMT, that, is co-refererrllt‘;?l
with the immediately preceding topic, one point that has not been made. The

function of the UMT is to maintain the topic.

Lehrer: 1. limit
Bumpers 2. Twelve and a half percent
tf‘rat
3. an arbitrary figure
that
it
it
4. the impact
5. one point
hat
Figure 3.6

To characterize more precisely the distribution ?f structures with UMTs
and PRMTs, one could make the following generalizations:
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— UMTs are co-referential with the topic in the immediately preceding
sentence.

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

Or to describe the distribution relationally, one would say that the UMT is
co-referential with the immediately preceding discourse topic, but the PRMT
is co-referential with an earlier discourse topic, where there is at least one
intervening topic between the PRMT and its antecedent topic. One could
schematically illustrate the relational description of distribution by Figure 3.7.

N T
topical 1
\ T2
progress{n
T
of discou\rse 3

[PRMTs) [UMTs]
Figure 3.7

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
differences in the syntactic forms of sentences with UMTs and PRMTs derive
from their functions in discourse. Intuitively, one might guess that any
construction that functions to re-establish an earlier discourse topic must be
‘richer’ in semantic content than any construction that functions to maintain
a topic." A structure maintaining a topic, which can be assumed to be in the
immediate consciousness of the audience, requires a ‘leaner’ semantic
content compared to the structure that must re-establish an earlier 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 COTpus are pronouns.
Pronouns themselves are ‘leaner’ in semantic content than their co-referen-
tial, full noun phrases. Secondly, all of the PRMTs in the corpus are definite,
full noun phrases. So on the basis of their sentence initial constituents,
structures with PRMT's are ‘richer’ in semantic content than structures with
UMTs, and this is exactly what one would predict 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 theg lf‘.llausrcs that serrztf:le;o
i i the PRMT in much the same way as -
reinforce the semantic content of | : il
i i i dents in sentences like john himse
ve pronouns can reinforce their antece: ) ] L
lthe gizza UMTs do not have this kind of pronomlqal re(mforce)n}ent of tk:::z
sentence initial constituents, so they are comparatively ‘leaner’ in sema
ntent. e I
coThese three syntactic facts bear out one’s intuitions abo:iljc the kmt((i)s i(:;f
structures needed to maintain, as opposed to re-establish, a }Sﬁolljllr\sdt?r $ ;)nd;
One could hypothesize, therefore, that the form_of structures with 4 =
PRMTs is (partly) determined by their distribution and function in discourse.

3.7 CONCLUSIONS

By determining the syntactic properties of tstructurf::T _w1tl;nghél;£sojgc;
i in the semantic properties !
PRMTs, one is able to explain : 1 K i
i tudying the discourse distri
ns of those structures. Further, by s : ' ‘
g?;ixt}\?ctures with UMTs and PRMTs, one can discover how dlfference(:is‘ in
discourse functions create differences in syntactic forms. Those studies,

discoveries, allow a number of conclusions:

— the semantic properties of UMTs and PRMTs provide a definition of
i i osition;

topichood through the notion of presupp ;

e thg (discourse) functions of presentation, connection and contl'all\/ls}r foll(r)l\;
directly from ‘the semantic properties of structures with UMTs a

RMTS‘ - . . - o

— Etructur:zs with UMTs and PRMTs are in complementary distribution;
i i discourse environment;
i.e. they do not occur in the same \ :

— one ca¥1 hypothesize (based on the discourse functions of UMTs :1}?(:
PRMTs, their semantic properties and their discourse distribution) tha
the form of the structure is at least partly determined by its function.

As a final note, one should recognize that these generalizations can only be
! .
made after a careful corpus study of the structures involved.

NOTES

1. A note about terminology: these constructions are labelled differently ir;l dif{erl;cr;;
. grammatical theories. Trans[onnaﬁonal-generztlwe l:hlem]'y l:;&z:nsa I‘ts esu :h eas
‘topicalization’ and ‘left dislocation’. The l:om’l , scholarly g ) ke
S\ﬁ:'ia:lzzil.o(l‘)%), often use ‘thematic fronting’. Tl;zsel};bels 1mplw{j,ﬁl:lréq$::t$:y

i ment analysis of the non-canonical word orders, sugges! ;
;2%]:5:1;?1%\; derived fer more basic types of scng.nces or I';;oml thl_i::;;i:g::racga(l,l_’y
i . Following the Prague school, 1967,
ordered corresponding sentences. Fo ; Susi el

neral label ‘marked theme’ to characterize 0

wgts:z'c:sscti::tflrg:. Marked themes in an independgr!t declarat‘we clause llnclude
(t)l:c structures studied here in addition to sentence initial adverbials (i.e. adjuncts).
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Further, Halliday (1985: 45, 81) clearly labels marked themes without pronominal
reinforcement as ‘thematic complements’ or ‘marked-thematic complements’. It is
not certain if he would include marked themes with pronominal reinforcement in
the category of (marked-) thematic com plements. And given the evidence to follow
in this study, one has reason to distinguish the two different structures, for as
Halliday (1985: 384) notes, ‘All of them differ in meaning in some respect, and
given a functional grammar we can say what that respect is’.

So, in this study, I prefer the labels ‘pronominally reinforced marked themes’
(PRMTS) and ‘unreinforced marked themes’ (UMTs) over the more specific label
‘(marked-) thematic complement’. Fifst, as Halliday mentions himself, not all of
those marked themes are complements in Halliday’s system, as in the other one, that
needs o be taken apart, where the marked theme functions as subject, or in Some
things I do think you have to spank “em on the butt a little [for], where the marked theme
functions as object of a (subvocalized) prepositional phrase. Secondly, as we shall
see, those constructions are grammatically, semantically and functionally distinc-
tive, justifying separate labelling.

. Markedness here is determined by (1) frequency of occurrence, (2) structural

complexity in sentences beginning with PRMTs, and (3) restricted distribution:
Le. not all unmarked structures have corresponding sentences with UMTs or
PRMTs appearing in the same contexts.

- All of the impromptu speech data for this chapter comes from the unedited

transcripts of two television interview programmes, the Donahue Show and the
MacNeil/Lehrer Report.

. Compare Prince (1981) for her interesting and useful explication of the concepts

‘given’ and ‘new’.

- This review of the literature was meant to outline some of the problems that arise in

word order studies. A major source of problems when one studies word order
might be called the poverty of surface syntactic information, i.e. the number of
distinctions serial order can make as an information-carrying device. Serial order
can provide only two possible pieces of information: (1) two constituents can be
sequential or not (i.e. serial order can describe adjacency relations), and (2) if the
constituents are sequential, their order may be either X-Y or Y-X (i.e. serial order
can describe precedence relations).

Through the relationships of adjacency and precedence, serial order, supple-
mented in the surface representation by morphology and intonation, provides
information about grammatical relationships of subject, object, etc; about
thematic structure of theme/rheme or topic/comment (the ‘psychological’ subject
of Sandmann 1954); about the participant roles of agent, patient, etc. (the ‘logical’
subject of Sandmann 1954); and about information structure of given and new. As
Chafe (1976: 27) puts it, ‘A noun in its sentence plays many roles, or has the
potential of doing so’.

So part of the difficulty in determining the contribution of linear order to one’s
understanding of language results from the interplay of various language
processes. These linguistic processes ‘conspire’ to determine the serial order of
clausal constituents. Out of context, or in a controlled context, it is possible to
isolate the functions of end-focus, thematic prominence, and euphony in determin-
ing linear order, but in vivo, as it were, it becomes more difficult to characterize
precisely the contribution of individual language processes.

Neutralization processes provide an analogous situation to the ‘conspiracy’
described here. Neutralization rules, at any level of linguistic analysis, eliminate a
potential contrast, thereby creating the potential for ambiguity. At some level of
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analysis, one would want to explain the ambiguity by positing different forms,
which are no longer overtly distinguished at the surface level because of a neutral-
ization process. Likewise, different sentence types seem to neutralize some distinc-
tions between grammatical, thematic, psychological and logical subject, for
example, in order to express some distinction that otherwise may be missed. That
is, in appropriate contexts, language users may need to be explicitly clear about
information structure, or thematic structure, etc., for efficient language processing.
For example, when speakers need to be explicit about the ‘packaging’ of informa-
tion within a clause, the cleft and pseudo-cleft constructions allow a distinction
between GIVEN versus KNOWN information. See Prince (1978) for a discussion of the
discourse contexts that require such explicitness.

For more details about the confusion that arises through the poverty of surface
syntactic information, see Chafe (1976).

6. Sentence (17b) is acceptable only if one assumes a contrast 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 because focal stress falls on a non-focal con-
stituent. But it is not marked if it answers the question Who ate the pizza?, which
requires an answer like (23).

8. Quirk ef al. (1985) provide a more detailed account of the relationship between
marked theme and intonation.

9. Firbas (1966), Reinhart (1982), and Simon-Vandenbergen (1987) present evidence
that indefinite NPs with specific reference may also serve as marked themes. For
example, Simon-Vandenbergen discusses Now, a friend of mine, he had the same
problem. Simon-Vandenbergen explains this apparent discrepancy by citing
Langendonck’s study of indefinites. Langendonck argues that for some classes of
indefinites, like the one above, ‘the individuals are presupposed in the speaker’s
world, though not in the hearer’s for whom an introduction is needed’ (1980: 216).
So it seemns that SPECIFICITY OF REFERENCE (in addition to definiteness, plurality and
generic reference) can provide the necessary conditions for topichood by creating
existential presuppositions (at least in the speaker’s world). Thus, “T'his presuppo-
sitional status of [this class of] indefinite entails that these NPs tend to figure in the
front of the sentence, just like definites’ (Langendonck ibid.).

10. Note also that the marked themes in examples (13) and (33) have a concessive force.

11. Givon 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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