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Abstract

The aim of the paper is to introduce a new inforamastructural categorgresentatiorand to
argue for its relevance and independence from atfi@mmation-structural layers. It is shown
that a successful presentation consists of twosstepmely themport of a new discourse
participant and its establishingroces$ in the ongoing context. The employment of import
and process is a coherence strategy that involvdesaat two sentences. Therefore, these
presentational notions must be distinguished froenethy intrasentential information structure
concepts such depic, focus contrast themerheme etc.

The paper also discusses some morphological anthctyn reflections of presentation.
Notably, it will be claimed that both non-givene(i. rhematic) and given (i.e., thematic)
information can be (re-) presented. Moreover, tersomy of the import-process layer from
other information-structural concepts will be sugipd theoretically.

1 Information Structure: Syntax and Pragmatics

Throughout the last decade, much attention has paento the investigation of
information-structural features, such as topicusgcheme, rheme, contrast, etc.
Moreover, at least since Rizzi's (1997) theoretmaposal, numerous attempts
have been made to integrate such features intosgotex. The aim of this paper
Is to revisit and discuss some of these informalideatures, both from a
syntactic and pragmatic view. In particular, it lwbe argued that there is a
demand for a model that consists of at least faterdnt layers of information
structure, i.e., a new layer called presentatiolh vg introduced. In order to
facilitate the ensuing discussion, a short surveyboth sides of information
structure — syntax and pragmatics — will be givethis introductory section.

The goal of the syntactic investigation of inforroat structure has been to
prove that categories such a focus, topic, conteasthave a more or less severe
impact on word order. These claims have been egterfdom discourse-
configurational languages such as Hungarian (cbdpr1995, E. Kiss 1998),
Finnish (Molnar & Jarventausta 2003) or Basque €8irr2002) to Indo-
European languages as well (e.g., Rizzi 1997 fafialt; E. Kiss 1998,
Meinunger 1998, den Dikken 2005 for English; Fré&p£a, 2004b for German
and many others). Traditionally, the main intetess been on the so-called left
periphery. Especially for the features topic, foansl contrast, there have been
attempts to create specific functional categoriaghim the initial sentence
domain. An item carrying one of these featuresliesn claimed to raise to the
relevant position to check its feature, accordirmy (earlier) minimalist
assumptions (Chomsky 1995). The evidence for sudgatibnal positions in
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discourse-configurational languages such as Humgarand Basque is
compelling, since a phrase can only be interpraged topic or (narrow) focus if
it occurs in these designated positions (cf. Bra@95, E. Kiss 1998). It has
been more difficult to prove the existence of pragoally motivated categories
for Germanic languages. For instance, focus as®ghmn Germanic
corresponds to accentuation and the accent platcem&ermanic is rather free,
I.e., a focus can also be interpreted in situ.

As for the pragmatic evaluation of information structure, Molnar (1991,
1993) suggests that three distinct layers haveetadsumed, according to the
following pattern:

(1) Messages» Topic —  Comment
Hearer: -~ Theme — Rheme
Speaker.- Background -  Focus

Molnar differentiates between the layers of the sage, the hearer and the
speaker. Within each layer, there is a particuiurcation: The message layer
can be divided into a part that the utterance @utljopic; T)* and a part that
contains the actual information-structural predarat (comment; Q.
Furthermore, the speaker organizes the utterandh vagard to his/her
assumptions as to hearer-old informatighetne; Th or new information
(rheme; Rh. Finally, the speaker marks the more importémtys; B and less
important background; Binformation.

Molnar points out that in the prototypical case thiee layers coincide as in

(2):

(2) (I met a man?)
Helrme [was a professogknr-

However, Molnéar discusses a wide array of othengias that demonstrate that
the three layers need to be kept apart. In paaticidhe emphasizes that the
concepts of topic and focus are not mutually exe®jsbut rather apply on
different levels. Two relevant examples for thiail are given in (3), which
involves multiple foci, and (4), which presentsadlhnew sentence that still can
be divided into a topic and a comment part:

! Throughout the paper, the following abbreviati@me used: AT = aboutness topic, B =
background, C = comment, DT = discourse topic,fécas, FT = frame topic, | = import, P =
process, PT = pre-topic, Rh = rheme, T = topic=Ttheme.

2 Within the examples, parentheses are used toatedimntext material, whereas brackets are
meant to mark the relevant informational units.
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(3) (Who did what?)
[Peter},-11 [peeled the potatogslc; and
[Mary]rs=1» [chopped the onions)c.

(4) (What happened?)
[[A man} [bought a new cag]r

In (3) PeterandMary serve as two separate foci @nd F). Still, they are to be
regarded as topitsvithin each conjunct. Likewise, example (4) presean all-
new sentence which is all-focus but still can digpla topic-background
structure. These facts are strong evidence thandhiens focus and topic must
be separated and that a distinction between diffel@yers of information
structure is plausible.

In recent years, there have been attempts to madkéybasic information-
structural terms even further. For instance, it hasn argued that additional
differentiations have to be made regarding the omotof given or shared
information (the “theme” in Molnéar’s terminology}his category has been split
up into “discourse-old/new”, “hearer-old/new”, aridpeaker-old/new” (cf.
Birner 1994).

Likewise, the notion of topic has been refined aoBitypes such asame
topics (cf. Chafe 1976)aboutness topicgéMolnar 1991, 1993, Frey 2004a),
discourse topic{Averintseva 2005) and evamre-topics (Endriss & Gartner
2005) have been suggested.

Frame topicg(FT), by their very definition, embed a propositim a specific
temporal or spatial surrounding. They typicallyohxe temporal and/or locative
adverbial phrases:

(5) [In Baghdadjr,, [this morning}r,, another bomb exploded killing
three people.

Note that in English and many other languages,tieand temporal frame
topics can be realized simultaneously at the dfieeof a sentence.

Aboutness topic¢AT) are often considered to be prototypical tspgince
they set an anchor for the pragmatic utterancessinéence, i.e., they denote an
element that the (pragmatic) predication is abolmpicalization in this
pragmatic sense, then, is a strategy by which autabss topic is chosen.

% Note that this syntactic pattern is also compatikith a so-called I-intonation, involving an
“I-” or “contrastive” topic (cf. Jacobs 1996 and nyaothers):

(i)  [VPEterki=t1[peeled the po\TAtoes}ciand NMary]es-1» [chopped the \ONiongl-c2
Since | assume that also contrastive topics aledpfhe basic information-structural analysis
should remain the same as in (3) above.
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Typically, nominal arguments are used in this manbet also other referential
items have been claimed to serve as aboutnesstopic

(6) a. DPs: [Petetd, | like.
b. VPs: [To have such a car] Eva had long wanted.
c. CPs: [That he can’t come] | don’t understand.

Other constituents, however, are arguably not lsl@taboutness topics due to
their lack of referende e.g., sentence adverbials or expletives/noneafi
subjects:

(7) a. _Maybewe will study history next semester.
b. ltis raining.

Discourse topics (DT) have been investigated maiirdyn a text-linguistic or
discourse-theoretic perspective (see, e.g., BltBfig). They are often labeled
“text themes” (cf. Hundsnurscher 1994) due to theiersentential character.
Discourse topics, thus, serve as themes for latger chunks. Averintseva
(2005) discusses one such topic type. She demtesstiat right dislocations in
German cannot be used felicitously unless theyesasvthe starting point of a
more or less extended text section:

(8) a. Ichfinde ihn dumm, [den Petgr]
| find him stupid the Peter
OKEr hat immer so irre Ideen.
he has always such insane ideas
1 find Peter crazy. He always has such insane itleas
b. Ich finde ihn dumm, [den Petgy]
| find him stupid the Peter
‘Meine anderen Klassenkameraden sind Elmar, Guétames ...
my other classmates are Elmar, Gudrun, Hannes
‘My other classmates are Elmar, Gudrun, Hanneés,

Only if Peteris resumed in the following passage the rightodition is licit,
which according to Averintseva (2005) is a valigttéor their function as
discourse topics.

The notion ofpre-topics finally, has been introduced by Endriss & Gartner
(2005) in their investigation of so-called “V2 rele clauses” in German. Since

“ Similarly, the status of truly non-specific indgfes is controversial since they do not really
refer:
() a. Anythinggoes.

b. Whatever you want will give you.
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they analyze these constructions as coordinatingctstes (cf. also Gartner
2001), they define a pre-topic as some sort of @nthat links the second
conjunct to the first one. The analysis of exan{Pks) in (9b) is a rough sketch
of Gartner’s (2001) and Endriss & Gartner’'s (208pproach:

(9) a. Apfeldorf hat viele Hauser, die stehen.leer
Apfeldorf has many houses these stand empty
‘Apfeldorf has many houses that are abandoned.’

b. Apfeldorf hat [viele Hauser](&) die stehen leer

Note that also the DRpfeldorfmust be considered an (aboutness) topic for the
following proposition. Thus, it seems that there awo different topics in this
sentence.

As for the concept of focus there have been ammstim differentiate this
category as well. Not only have foci been clasgifeecording to their scope
(minimal, intermediate, maximal foci, cf. Rosengf&93 and many others), but
more recently, a necessary distinction betweensfamud contrast has been
repeatedly argued for (Molnar 2002, Frey 200419 ,dlaim being that a contrast
always involves some sort of exclusion of individulgom a given set, which is
not necessarily true for a (narrow) focus.

Although information structure is closely tied extual coherence, only few
researchers have addressed concepts and strategigaclude intersentential
relationships. Note that all of the terms discussmas far refer to single
sentences as the limiting category. This circunt&ais certainly due to the
dominance of syntactic theories over informatiankgural investigations. Note,
however, that some notions, such as thematic @nginformation, can only be
analyzed if a proper co(n)text exists.

It is the purpose of this paper to argue for thievemnce of yet another
information-structural strategy that reflects tleherence of two sentences by
means of presenting an item. | will call this stggtpresentation(in line with
Lambrecht 1988, Brandt 1990 and others). By th@ fmesentation mean that
an item is introduced into the ongoing discoursd #mt subsequently this
newly presented element is established in the drseo | will call the
introducing partimport and the establishing pgstocess The necessity of this
additional layer of information structure will bepported by the fact that the
import-process dichotomy does not coincide with eothinformational
dichotomies such as background-focus or topic-combtme this context it will
be shown that yet another important distinction toalse made, namely the one
betweenpresentationaland existential constructionalthough the two notions
have commonly been used interchangeably. As will®onstrated, both the
meaning of the items involved and the structuresosmnding them differ
considerably.
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In section 2 the basic idea will be presented.eletisn 3 a survey over some
relevant presentational constructions is given,ciwhshould corroborate the
claim that presentation is reflected linguistically section 4 we will return to
the theoretical framework and plead for the indeleeice and importance of the
presentational import-process layer.

The investigation mainly deals with English and i@&n data.

2 The Basic Idea: Presentation as a Two-Step Strategy

It is often argued that the pragmatic function xaeential sentences like (10) is
to present or introduce an item into the ongoirggalirse. Therefore they have
been labeled “presentational” as well:

(20) There are mice in the church.

It is undoubtedly possible to introduce an (indiédinphrase likemiceinto the
context by means of &here is/areconstruction in English. The reverse,
however, is not necessarily true as the two diffecontexts for (10) in (10’a,
10’b) demonstrate:

(10')a. (As you can see from the trails on theif|p
there are mice in the church.
(They seem to thrive in cool, dark places likeMmatthew’s.)
b. (Can you believe it?)
There are mice in the church!
(It's disgusting! No wonder nobody is Christiamy longer ...)

In (10’a), the information unit that denotescere-occurs in the following text
passage as an anaphoric prondahey)).Hence, it has been properly introduced
as discourse participant. In (10’b), on the othemd) there is no such thematic
progression, i.e., no resumption of the referemte Nevertheless, in both
sentences we find so-called “existential” constomg (i.e., athere are DP
construction). As one easily can understand, ohlya) can be described as a
true presentational construction. For this reag®eems imperative to keep the
notions “existential’and “presentational” apart.

Presentation thus, has to consist of at least two steps:, fisst item is
introduced into the context. As | aim to demonstrat section 3, there are
numerous morphosyntactic means to provide sucmtanduction. Second, the
newly introduced item is being resumed and integratto the discourse. Only
if both conditions are met, an item can be saibdcuccessfully presented. In
the following, | will call the introducing part theporting (or shortimport, 1) of
an item. The second step will be called th®cessingof the item in the
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discourse (or shorprocess P). The termimport is meant to signal the
destination of the item into the contextual flowhexeas the terrprocessis
chosen to indicate the transformation the infororatundergoes when being
presented.

If one looks at the concept of processing an intced item, one can notice
that there are at least two ways in which an itemestablished. First, the
imported item can be described according to itp@ries. This strategy can be
iterative, i.e., several properties can be mentdaneghe subsequent sentences:

(11) There are [micein the church.
[They seem to thrive in cool, dark places likeNRatthew's.p,
At any rate, [they have been living here fortaees.}y,

Another way of processing the presented elememt igstablish it as a new
participant in the context. In this case, new eleimenight be presented within
the process part so that the presentation becaunassive:

(12) There are [micg]in the sanctuary St. Matthew's.
[They are building [a nesgtlthere.p,
[It hosts their off-springeb

Example (12) seems to be an instance of normaldtiemprogression (cf. Danes
1974). However, although the imported item®ide and a nes} might
correspond to rhemes in a standard theme-rheme/s@)ah corresponding
theme cannot be understood as identical to a @odss can be seen, the
processes Pand B in (12) are more complex, i.e., they contain psians,
whereas the themes (e.they, it) are single phrases. Thus, the concepts of
theme-rheme and import-process need to be kept &pah return to this point
in section 4.1.

On a closer look, it seems that a prototypical impavolves an indefinite
DP. However, it will be shown that also definite D&an re-enter the context,
for instance if the speaker wants to re-establiphréicipant that is assumed not
to be salient or present in the hearer's consceasmt the point of the
utterance. A typical case of such a re-presentadiovhat Lambrecht (1988) and
Brandt (1990) call “continuative relative clauses:”

(13) After many years, | finally met Peter Gilegam, who immediately
told me about Kevin Curby's death. (Apparently Kewad died
already in 1998.)

My suggestion would be tha®eter Gilesis re-imported into the context,
whereas the extraposed relative clause repredsnts-establishing/processing.
Note that within the relative clause the BBvin Curbyis re-imported as well
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since this phrase is processed in the subsequeménse. Thus, also re-
presentations can be used recursively.

As for the morphosyntactic make-up of the procesd, pt occurs that an
independent sentence is not necessary to estalisimported item. In the
examples (10’'a, 11, 12), separate sentences waseichwhereas in (13) a
subordinate clause was sufficient to process tip@rtad information. However,
as will be clear in section 3, some “pragmatic be¢d between the two clauses
that convey a presentation seems to be essemtiti€isense of Brandt 1990).
One of the additional claims being made in thisgpais that presentations
always imply some sort of bisententiality.

In the following we will address specific formal ares that can be used for
presentational purposes.

3 Presentational Constructions
3.1 Indefinites
3.1.1Single Indefinites

The simplest way to introduce a single element th#® ongoing discourse in
Germanic languages like English or German is mgriie phrase in question as
an indefinite DP;

(14) In London, | got to know [an interesting man]
[His name was Dr. Frankenstein and he told raetie had created an
artificial creatureg

In this prototypical scenario, the meaning of thgaorted item &n interesting
man could be described as existential, since theteaxie of this item is
entailed, although not presupposed. The negatgirsk®ws this very clearly:
(14" In London, | didn’t get to know an interaggi man.

Since (14’) does not imply that there is an intengsman in London, the
existence of such a man in (14) can only be entéile

® Throughout this paper, only presented DPs (andyimalty CPs) will be investigated with
regard to their presentational features. Other maggical units such as AP, PPs, VPs,
AdvPs, etc. are disregarded due to their differefarential status.

® The question is whether the existence might bertss as well and whether there is a
difference between these two notions with respeaxamples like (14). It occurs that the
(complex) verbget to knowdoes not reallyassertthe existence of the following DP.
However, | will not address this rather intricagem&ntic-pragmatic issue.
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The reading ofin interesting mamn (14), however, has to be described as
specific as well since the speaker refers to aughygidentifiable individual that
can be specified in the following sentences, bg.the information expressed in
the process part. Other examples demonstrate fbifiity property as well.
As we already saw in the example (10) above, gtdtie mere existence of the
item to be imported is not enough to present ipprly. Further specifications
are needed. Consider again (10’b) in its surrougpndontext:

(10’)b. (Can you believe it?)
There are mice in the church!
(It's disgusting. No wonder nobody is Christeamy longer ...)

Since no further elaboration on the entityce is carried out, this DP can be
described as being part of the verbally expresss@ ¢'mice-being’), i.e., an
undivided predicate unit. Non-specific indefinitgpically occur as bare plural
objects in VPs expressing processes or states:

(15) (I have been washing cars all afternoon.)
a. lamtired of it.
b.They have to be washed by tonight.

The specification test in (15b) shows that addunghkr information about the
indefinite phrasecars is somewhat unexpected, since the mere activity is
highlighted in the preceding sentence. In this cdeemeaning ofarschanges
immediately, i.e., it must be understood as a $ipeldiP, which by way of the
second sentence is integrated in the discoursecd;lénseems essential to any
presentation that the presented phrase be spécific.

" Singular objects in this function are possible, tcf.:
() 1smoked a cigarette. Then | went home.
However, there might be some further implicatiomcsi the “internal” semantic structure of
the event ought to be different from the one desctiin (15). | will not elaborate on this
point.
® There might be one exception from the specifiaiyuirement. Note first that a non-specific
reading as the one in (15) must not be confusetd Wie generic reading. | understand
“generic” here vaguely as “pertaining to the ensie¢ of individuals with the same distinctive
property.” Such a generic reading is very well cafifge with presentations in the sense
suggested above, cf.:
(i) [Since we are talking about pets, let me $egyfollowing:]

[Snakes]are dangerous animals. [They shouldn’t be alloiwdtbusesyd
Also in (i) a new item gnake} is established as a discourse participant angephp
processed. As we will see in section 3.2., defiiteo, can be (re-) presented. More generally
speaking, it appears that a presented item mugt &dstrong” reading in the terminology of
Diesing (1992). For the scope of this paper, | ailhere to specific DPs.
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An important question in this context is whethectsa specific reading is
dependent on the choice of the verb. Lambrecht §198ho discusses
“presentational relative constructions” and “prdagonal amalgam
constructions” (see below, 3.2.2.), only mentioxsneples containinghere
is/are or have Apparently, more predicates can initiate spec#iadings and/or
presentations, e.g., verbs of perception (16) coenter (17):

(16) a. |saw a man. He was blind.
b. I heard a lovely song. It reminded me of tltedays.
c. She felt a strange tingle in her right hahdtdrted on her fingertips
and spread all over her arm to her upper body.

(17) a. In Munich, Max met a very busy priest. Hedty had the time to take
Max’s confession.
b. Iran into a young man the other day. He baidvas a former student
of mine.

Certainly, there are other verbal classes as Wwatldllow for presentations. The
guestion, then, is whether all these predicate® lsme sort of a common
semantic feature. At this point, | doubt that tisigshe case, but | have to leave
this question open. So far, a specific readingrofrdernal argument seems be
compatible with any predicate in a proper context.

On the other hand, it is not the case that anyispeeading automatically
triggers a presentation. For instance, in situatiwhere the element pointed out
is given in the surroundings of the utterance, rbaléy explicit process part can
be skipped. If one adheres to the rather stridghdiein given in section 2, no
proper presentation takes place. Consider thewollp example, where two
people in a discotheque look at a male person dgnicia very spastic way. The
referent in question is denoted by the indefinenpunsomebody

(18) Speaker A: Somebody forgot kadium this morning.
Speaker B: No doubt.

Although there is no real process part, it coulctlagmed thasomebodwcts as

a deictic indicator of a specific person in themod he specificity osomebody
becomes evident through the choice of the anaplpassessivéis. With non-
specific DPs, on the other hand, like the one B),(ho such agreement can be
observed. (19) describes a situation where a pefiads a couple of valium
tablets in an unexpected place. The matching psiseestheir, since it is not
clear whether it is one person (and in this cadeetier this person is male or
female) or several persons who forgot the tablets:

(29) Look at that: Somebody forgot thealium this morning.
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Thus, a specific reading can occur without processhe specific item, i.e.,
presenting it.

Let us turn now to the process part: In the exampliscussed so far, an
independent sentence is chosen to process theniteddP and establish it as a
discourse participant. However, also a sententiafdination is acceptable:

(20) | met interesting people in London and thegveed me the city.

Furthermore, a process part might be expressedrblatve clause. Lambrecht
(1988) calls these constructions “continuative” ‘fresentational relative
constructions”, depending on the matrix predicate:

(21) | met interesting people in London, who shdwee the city.

(21) shows that the relative clause has a nonicgeé character and occurs in
extraposition, i.e., after the locative adverbial London As for their
counterparts in German, the label “weiterfUhrend¢ati/satze” has been used
(cf. Brandt 1990, Reis 1997 and others). AccordmBrandt (1990) there has to
be a balance between the matrix and the relatia@sel At least on an
information-structural level, the entire sentencaegli to be considered
displaying a coordinative rather than a subordueatstructure. Brandt also
makes a strong point about the independent focaisghbaund structure of such
relative clauses. We will return to a more thorogpgagmatic analysis of these
constructions in section 473.

Note, however, that such a “balanced” account reguihat presentations
always involve some sort of bisententiality, iat the process part has to be
contained within a separate sentence. Apparemtlgoordinative structures two
syntactically independent sentences are presect, @avhich hosts one of the
two presentational steps. The bisententiality nesqnent is also reflected by yet
another strategy to process the imported item, hariee employment of
parentheses. An example is given in (22):

(22) | met interesting people in London — thegwsbld me the city —,
but | never made any real friends during mgé¢hmonths in the UK.

® The syntactic difficulty of this approach is how ¢oordinate a subordinate and a matrix
clause. This is especially problematic for Germanesthere are two strongly diverging word
orders for matrix clauses (V2) and dependent ckigdast). It has, however, been pointed
out repeatedly that this combination is licit, &adt in certain constructions, e.g., in
conditional clauses (cf. Hohle 1989):
()  Wenn du nach Hause kommst und der Gerichts\atier steht vor der Tur, ...

if you to home come and the baliliff stands imtrthe door

‘If you come home and you meet the baliliff at twer ...
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If one regards non-integrated parenth€sesa pragmatic strategy of last-minute
modification, the speaker of (22) uses the sttitey showed me the city alter

the status ointeresting peoplento a specific DP. Thus, the parenthesis has to
be regarded as a sentence with an independentii@okground structure and,
hence, meets the criteria to serve as a propeegsqeart of a presentation.

3.1.2°Indefinite Demonstratives”

It has been long known that English displays dermatiges in certain contexts
that cannot be described as truly defikitef. the investigations by Prince
(1981), Gundel, Hedberg, & Zacharski (1993), Erxd&sGartner (2005), and
others. These DPs have been named “indefinite dstmadives”. An example
with context is given in (23):

(23) Yesterday, | met this American woman.
(She was just breath-taking. We talked for hour}

Endriss & Gartner (2005) also present and discases of German indefinite
demonstratives:

(24) a. Im Sommer gab es plotzlich diesen Momdmklappte alles.
in-the summer was there suddenly this momemt Warked-out all
‘In the summer there was suddenly this moment waearything
came together.’
b. Da waren noch diese Studenten, [...]. Die haté@ndig geschwatzt.
there were also these students they have pentiarchattered
‘There were also these students who chattetd¢kdeatime.’

It appears that all these DPs are highly speciBy. uttering indefinite
demonstratives, the speaker clearly indicatessithat has additional information
about the denoted referents and that s/he warsisaie this informatioff. S/he
does so in the subsequent sentence or clause.

| regard the morphological marking of a DP as atefimite demonstrative as
an unambiguous strategy by the speaker to iniigieesentation. The utterance
of such a specific item without any form of textymbgression — for instance,

19 For the difference between integrated and norgated parentheses see Reis (1996).

1 Note that the notion of (in-) definiteness hasrbased both in a morphological and in a
semantic sense (cf. Diesing 1992, Frey 2001). ilghper, | try to use these terms mainly as
morphological categories.

12 The example in (24a) involves a so-called “V2 tietaclause”, which will be discussed at

length in subsection 3.1.3.

13 Dekker (2004) talks about “referential intentiongth indefinite demonstratives.
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discourse-finally — is illicit, as is the non-adsiseng of the DP in question.
Regard, e.g., the following contexts for (23):

(23" (What happened to you yesterday?)
a. Yesterday, | met this American womag
b. Yesterday, | met this American womaithen | went shopping.
c. Yesterday, | met this American wom&hShe was just breath-taking.

(23’a,b) are uttered felicitously only this womarns understood as a regular

demonstrative DP. The indefinite usetlot womanon the other hand, demands
further specification of this entity, i.e., its peBsing in the sense suggested
above. Therefore, the category of indefinite dertratises must be considered

the morphological encoding of an imported item amehce, is strong evidence

for the relevance of the categgmesentation

3.1.3*V2 Relative Clauses” in German

In German, relative clauses are always introdugegrbper relative pronouns,
which in many respects behave likdhphrases. Being subordinate clauses,
relative clauses display V-last at the surface. eloay, there is a clause type that
lately has caught increased linguistic attentionces it contains a fronted
pronoun that resembles the relative pronoun blisebws V2. V2, however, is

a characteristic of independent matrix clauses @énmn@n, which makes these
constructions somewhat irregufaiSome examples are given in (26):

(25) a. Es war einmal ein Konig, der hatte einedarschéne Tochter.
there was once a king he had a wonderful daugh
‘Once upon a time there was a king who had adednl daughter.’
b. Ich habe eine Frau getroffen, die konnte mmiBnsattel reiten.
| have a woman met she could in-the side sadidié
‘I met a woman who could ride side saddle.’
c. Es gibt Ansichten, die mdchte man am liebgtbieten.
there are opinions them would-like one the nhmddid
‘There are opinions that preferably one wouke lio forbid.’

14 Embedded V2 occurs after certain (“bridge”) verbse (Haider 1993), Vikner (1995),
Meinunger (2006) and many others. These clausege\ver, do not need to be introduced by
a pronoun, cf.:
() Peter sagt, Maria gehe bald nach Hause.

Peter says Maria goes soon to home

‘Peter says Mary will go home soon.’
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In his investigation of V2 relative clauses, Gartr{fg001) mentions some
necessary prerequisites for the grammaticalityuohsstructures. First of all, the
heads of these V2 relative clauses need to be iividefor quantified? *°
Second, the relative clauses obligatorily occuextraposition, i.e., in the field
after the right verbal sentence bracket. Hencepme cases (like in 25’b) they
must obligatorily be separated from their heads:

(25’) b. * Ich habe eine Frau, die konnte im Daswsdtel reiten, getroffen.
| have a woman who could in-the side saddle nnet

(25’b) is only acceptable if the relative clausemslerstood as a parenthesis.

Finally, Gartner (2001) mentions the following syttic properties of these
sentences, which make them unlike ordinary (rastey relative clauses in
German: V2 relative clauses are neither subjeét’td26) nor to A-movement
(27). Also, V2 relative clauses do not display rok@usal C-binding effects (28)
nor do they admit variable binding (29):

(26) a. Ich suche jemanden, den nennen sie Walfedli(Gartner 2001:99ff.)
| seek somebody  him call they Wolf-Jirgen
‘I am looking for somebody who they call Wolfrgén.’
b. *Jemanden, den nennen sie Wolf-Jurgen, swebhe
c. Jemanden, den sie Wolf-Jlirgen nennen, subhe ic

(27) a. Ich hore, dass jemand der Konigin vorgksteirde, der heil3t W.-J.
| hear that somebody the queen presented was is-daded W.-J.
‘| hear that somebody was introduced to the queeo is called W.-J.’
b. * Ich hore, dass jemand, der heil3t Wolf-Jurgksr Konigin vorgestellt
wurde.
c. lIch hore, dass jemand, der Wolf-Jirgen hei@t,Konigin vorgestellt
wurde.
(28) a. * In KdIn traf erLeute,  die haben Hansicht erkannt.
in Cologne met he people they have Hans nogrezed
‘In Cologne Hans met people that didn’t recogriiam.’
b.?’In Koln traf er Leute, die Hansicht erkannt haben.

15 Consider, though, the examples (24) above andd@@)w.
18 Thus the reading of quantified elements has ttsbeng” in the sense of Diesing (1992),
cf.:
()  Es gibt zwei Linguisten, die kann ich nichtragen.

there are two linguists them can | not stand

‘There are two linguists | cannot stand.’
Frey (2001) calls such a reading “partitive”, ithe sentence implies that a set of linguists is
given from which the two unbearable are chosen.
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(29) a. * Kein Fallschirmspringebeachtete ein Haus, das konntesehlecht

sehen.

b. Kein Fallschirmspringgbeachtete ein Haus, das; eschlecht sehen
konnte.
no skydiver noticed a house that he baddycerild

‘No skydiver noticed a house that he couldné skearly.’

(26b) and (27b) demonstrate the fact that V2 nedatlauses cannot be moved
along with their topicalized or passivized headlsereas regular relative clauses
can (26c, 27c). Co-reference between a pronouraand-expression seems to
be licit with V2 relative clauses (28a), but nottlwregular relative clauses
(28b). On the other hand, a variable within a atree clause cannot be bound
by a quantifier (29a), whereas this is not probieitih regular relative clauses
(29b).

Gartner (2001:103) points out another striking rhotpgical fact: With
locative adverbial heads, the regular relative pusrwo is banned. Instead the
weak demonstrativéa must be used:

(30) a. Ich war in einem Landda/*wo kostet das Bier ein Vermégen.
| was in a country there/where costdaber a fortune
‘l was in a country where beer costs a fortune.’
b. Ich war in einem Land, *d&iwo das Bier ein Vermégen kostet.

Gartner reaches the conclusion that there cannotabeesgular relative
dependency between the two clauses. Instead, lypestisghat the link between
the clauses is a phonetically empty coordinativad@rg, which projects a
coordination phrasa®):

(31) P
/\
CR U
Ich war in einem Land TCRrEL CR (= V2 relative
clause)

/\

da kostet das Bier ein Vermbgen

By introducing the relative conjunctionfrg. Géartner (2001:108ff.) underlines
his ambition to corroborate the similarity betwesmonical restrictive relative
clauses and V2 relative clauses. He employs a révsemantic tests to
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demonstrate the purported parallel behavior of &ative clauses and restrictive
relative clauses. One important test is that aal&tive clause does not seem to
trigger implicatures as do regular coordinations:

(32) a. Das Blatt hat eine Seite, die ist gateveecz (= Gartner 2001:112)
the sheet has a page it is completely black
‘The sheet has a page that is completely black.’
b. *Das Blatt hat eine Seite und die ist ganz schwarz.

According to Gartner, the reading (32b) implicatutieat the sheet has only one
page which is incompatible with world-knowledger{be®). On the other hand,
(32a), which in his theory is some sort of an amaigf a coordination and a
relative subordination, arguably does not triggechsa reading but rather the
appropriate one “one page of the sheet is compglbtatk”.

Gartner’s main problem, however, is that he caexptain why the heads of
V2 relative clauses cannot be marked as definitag@s. As a solution, he refers
to the semantic-pragmatic approach by Heim (198Bg V2 structure of these
clauses renders an assertive rather than a prestippal interpretation. On the
other hand, definite DPs containing restrictivatige clauses rather presuppose
than assert the proposition embedded in the relafi@use. Thus, according to
Gartner, the unacceptability of these constructioas be accounted for by
referring to semantic-pragmatic incompatibilities.

Endriss & Gartner (2005) basically agree with @&érs assumptions
regarding the coordinative character of constrmstionvolving V2 relative
clauses and the incompatibility of V2 relative das with presuppositionality.
Furthermore, Endriss & Gartner (2005) claim the¢ head of a V2 relative
clause is some sort of a topic (“Pra-Topik”, “popic”) which requires a
subsequent comment in the shape of a V2 clausethe V2 relative clause.
Den Dikken (2005), investigating V2 relative clasige Dutch, reaches a similar
conclusion:®

17 Another (morphological) test shows that it is flolesto onereplace a V2 relative clause in
conjunction. This is also possible with regulaatiefe clauses (cf. Gartner 2001:111):
() Hans kennt einen Philosophen, der mag Achtesab, und Maria kennt auch einen.
Hans knows a philosopher he likes Achternbuscil Maria knows also one
‘Hans knows a philosopher who likes Achternbuseid Maria knows one, too.’
18 As to the syntactic form of these constructiormyéver, den Dikken (2005: 702) takes a
somewhat different stand than Gartner (2001) ardfiEn & Gartner (2005). He suggests that
the matrix clause of these constructions moveshéospecifier position of a topic phrase
(TopP). The V2 relative clause on the other hamdeseas the complement of the empty topic
head Top®°. According to den Dikken (2005), thithis designated comment position, cf. (den
Dikken 2005:701):
(i) a. Er waren twee jongens op het strand die éadpten zwembroek aan.
there were two boys on the beach they hadwrosuit on
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Although | agree with Gartner (2001) in that V2atele clauses should not be
considered relative clauses in the canonical séasd that these constructions
involve some form of coordination, the introductioha “relative conjunction”
TCreL IS rather problematic. To my knowledge, thereasndependent evidence
for such a coordinating element. The fact that do@ative conjunctions with
more or less specified meanings exatidr ‘but’, denn‘because’ etc.) does not
provide sufficient motivation for an empty conjuioct with a “relative”
meaning® Moreover, the stipulation of such an element dugssolve one of
Gartner’'s main problems, i.e., the impossibility aéfinite “heads” for V2
relative clauses.

Lambrecht (1988) and Brandt (1990:49) suggest\{Ratelative clauses need
to be analyzed as presentational constructionse sthey introduce a new
element into the discourse. | would like to addyws view and claim that V2 are
used to import the head of the V2 relative claugbiwthe matrix clause and to
process it by way of the following V2 relative ctmu Moreover, since | will
make a distinction between (aboutness) topics anpbits, | will not assume
den Dikken’s (2005), and Endriss & Gartner ’'s (20pfagmatic analyses of
these structures as (pre-)topic-comment structures.

Given the assumption that imports carry a spetyfii@ature which requires
further specification, the “relative nature” (cf.afner 2001:122) of the V2
relative clause constructions follows naturallyeTimported item is looking for
an additional specification and finds it in the rapibsed V2 clause. The
“restrictiveness effect”, then, is a mere epipheaoam, since further
descriptions of indefinite, but specific DPs carydpe interpreted in that way.
Thus, if one assumes that the BiRe Seitan (34Db) is interpreted as specific —
some lexical material such asggewissor bestimmt (‘certain’) or
besonderg'particular) might be helpful for this purpose, -an overt
coordinative conjunction is finé:

‘There were two boys at the beach that had nmswits on.’
b. [ropp [s1 Er waren twee jongens op het strand}, [J [s. die hadden geen zwimbroek
aan]]].
Apart from the fact that a syntactic topic phrasekt independent evidence in Dutch, the
interpretation of such a structure — if possiblalat- would not be the appropriate one, i.e.,
the whole clauseer waren twee jongens op het straodnnot bet he topic of the whole
sentence since the obvious comment part corresporigso the DRwee jongenand not the
whole proposition in which it is embedded.
19 Nevertheless, | will adhere to the term “V2 ralaticlauses” throughout the remainder of
the paper.
20 Gartner (2001:106) entertains, though, the pdésiloif other semantically flavored empty
conjunctions (e.g.,1°concess), however without arguing for their existence.
2L In German the indefinite article and the numeoal I are identicalein). English makes a
clear distinction between these two iterasv§. ong. Thus the sentence is bound to trigger
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(32")b.%“Das Blatt hat eine (bestimmte) Seite, und digasiz schwarz.
the sheet has a certain page and thignpledely black
‘The sheet has a (certain) page and this pagampletely black.’

Note, too, that the meaning lodbenin this version is rather ‘to display’ than ‘to
have’ or ‘to consist of.” This reading is highlyropatible with a presentation.
Therefore, an implicature that the sheet has oné/mage is not triggered in this
case.

One further argument for the suggestion that caos8tms containing V2
relative clauses need to be regarded as preseraghtonstructions is provided
by Endriss & Gartner (2005) themselves. They rbé&t the few instances of
indefinite demonstratives in German allow for thestaictures. Reconsider
example (24a) again, here repeated for the sakermenience:

(24) a. Im Sommer gab es pl6tzlich diesen Moment, da klappte alles.
in-the summer was there suddenly this moment en Worked-out all
‘In the summer there was suddenly this moment waearything
came together.’

Diesen Momentmust be regarded as highly specific. It requiresthér
specification, which is delivered in the followiM2 relative clausé.

two readings, one of which is bad. The bad readargbe said to be the result of a semantic
incompatibility Seiteandl), and not of a illicit pragmatic implicature.
2 Note that Endriss & Gartner (2005) discuss soa®es where V2 relative clauses are not
compatible with “indefinite demonstratives” such(gs
(i) A: Und was ist noch in der Vorlesung passiert?

and what is also in the lecture happened

‘And what else happened during the lecture?’

B: *Tja, da waren noch diese Studenten, die sg@an links.

well there were also these students they saplataty left
Endriss & Gartner try to explain the ungrammatigabf the V2 relative clausdie sal3en
ganz linksby referring to their non-presuppositional stauproto-assertions”). This might
be correct. However, it seems to me that the angiwem by speaker B is semantically
incongruous with the question asked by speaker dteNhat a verb likgpassieren(‘to
happen’) only agrees with activity or process vedrsl not with stative verbs suchszen
(‘to sit’). Thus, a sentence like (ii), where theoposition has been replaced by the activity
verbschwatzerf'chatter’) is perfectly fine in this context:
(i) A: Undwas ist noch in der Vorlesung passiert?

B: °“Tja, da waren noch diese Studenten, die habedigtgaschwatzt.

well there were also these students they hauwagnently chattered
‘Well, there were also these students who cteattall the time.”’

On the other hand, if one chooses a different wethin the question part, the answer in (i) is
acceptable:
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As for the morphosyntactic structure, it is notethgr that the weak
demonstratives used in German V2 relative clausagspond to those used in
German left dislocations, cf.:

(33) a. Diese Seite, die ist ganz schwarz.

this page it is completely black
‘This page is completely black.’

b. In diesem Moment, da klappte alles.
in this moment then worked-out everything
‘In this moment, everything worked out.’

c. Indiesem Land, da kostet das Bier ein Verendg
in this country there costs the beer a fortune.
‘In this country, beer costs a fortune.’

Therefore | would like to suggest that V2 relatiglauses are remnants of
coordinated left dislocations with a definite omumnstrative head, according to
the rough sketch in (32”):

(32”") Das Blatt hat eine (besondere) Seite dieseSeite die ist schwarz.
the sheet hast one certain page and thisipagalack.

On PF, the stringind diese Seitean be deleted due to the highly specific and
salient status of the constituekeite Thus, there is no need for a new
conjunctionrtthat is hard to argue for in the first place.

3.1.4 “Syntactic Amalgams” in English

Lambrecht (1988) evaluates investigations by Lak@®74) and Fillmore

(1985), who address a construction type in Englishwhich one constituent
appears to be used simultaneously in two clauskis. type has traditionally
been called “syntactic amalgams” (for Scandinawannterparts see Engdahl
1997).2 Some examples are given in (34):

(i) A: Und was ist dir in der Vorlesung aufgefati?
and what is to-you in the lecture stuck-out
‘And what else did you notice throughout thetlee?’
B: Tja, da waren noch diese Studenten, die sg8en links.
well there were also these students they saplaiely left
Well there were also these students who wetiagsitar to the left.”
Das ist eigentlich nicht erlaubt.
that is actually not allowed
‘That is actually not allowed.’
23 Engdahl (1997) uses the label “contact clausestHis type of construction. They can be
found in Scandinavian languages and dialects:
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(34) a. There’s a lot of people don’t know that. (= Lambrecht 1988:319)
b. | have afriend in the Bay Area is a painter.

The first impression that comes to mind when regdirese sentences is that
they involve truncated relative clauses, i.e., thedaclauses whose relative
pronoun or relative complementizer have been phcallst deleted:

(34')a. There’s a lot of people-wheftldin’t know that.
b. 1 have a friend in the Bay Area-wheftigaa painter.

Note that in all these examples it is the subjbet has been deleted in the
relative clause. With objects, the phonologicaktleh is not only possible but
sometimes even required:

(35) a. There’s a lot of people (who/thatdon’t know.
b. | have a friend in the bay area (who/th&aven't visited for years.

Lambrecht (1988:335) reaches the conclusion thatamalgam character of
these sentences has to be captured syntacticdtl@ss:

(36) a. There was a farmer had a dog. (= LanmbrEa88:335)

(i) a. Der er et tog gar klokken seks. (Spokemiglg (= Engdahl 1997:61)
there is a train goes six
‘There is a train leaving at six o’clock.’
b. Jeg har to dgtre bor i Kgbenhavn. (North &ehsh)
I have two daughters live in Copenhagen.
‘I have to daughters who live in Copenhagen.’
24 One of the most convincing theoretical explanatiofh these facts is given by Platzack
(1998), who argues for a subject position withia @-domain. Once the C-domain is visible
(i.e., phonetically filled) at Spell Out by virtuef the overt subject there is no need for a
complementizer or any other C-element any more.
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b. Pac
T T
Sres Fel
M
NRoc V NP VP
T T
‘ A V NP
There was a farmer | had a dog

In accordance with Lakoff (1974), Lambrecht callsicls structures
“presentational,” which makes sense since an (indef item is introduced as a
new discourse participant by way of an existentiause or as the object of
have In a second step, i.e., in the relative clausg |Sthis item is established
by being processed. The morphosyntactic strategyamflgamating two
sentences into one is very interesting, particylsirice it underlines the fact that
the import part and the process part belong tigiotyether.

However, | concur with Engdahl (1997) in that thetsuses must contain a
phonologically deleted relative complementizer/mam i.e., the amalgam
structure emerges first at PF and is not the pioofug syntactic derivation. At a
minimum, a structure like (36b) would violate tiveta-criterion and should thus
render ungrammaticality. The PF analysis, on tierohand, is fairly plausible
since it relieves from the burden of modifying stard theoretical assumptions.
Thus, a more adequate tree structure would be (37):

(37) s

There was DP

/\

a farmer CP
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The deletion of the relative pronoun might be matid by the very
presentational character of the construction, coaipg to the one found in V2
relative clauses in German (see above, 3.1.3.).

3.2 Definites
3.2.1Simple Definites

Presenting an item by means of import and procassake place in at least two
different ways: Either a completely new elemenntsoduced into the ongoing

context or an element is presented that the speeaseimes to be known by the
hearer, although it might not be as salient asrajhen elements at the time of
the utterance. In this case, the speaker can cleoms@nport strategy. Note that
a re-imported item needs to be processed in a preag too. Some examples
of these re-presentations are given in (38).

(38) a. After a month | met [the Indian grogegain. [He seemed to be ten
years olderg]
b. | often think of [my foster daughter[She must be grown up by
now.Jp
c. All of a sudden, [Peter Millgr]— [he seemed very upset} entered
the room. We had to interrupt our meeting.

In Germanic languages, the morphological markingigén (noun) phrases is
usually achieved by using the definite article (3&aother definite determiner
(as e.g., the possessive in 38b), or inherentlynitefexpressions such as proper
names (38c). In the prototypical case, the defiaitiécle also indicates the
specificity of the definite DP. Thus, a definite D® compatible with the
specificity requirement for imports, as stated abhdvs for the morphosyntactic
make-up of the process part with definite impotkey basically follow the
same pattern as indefinites, i.e., we find two-sec¢ structures (38a),
continuative relative clauses (38b), and parenthgc).

Note that — pace Gartner (2001) and Endriss & @ar(@005) — | find an
asyndetic string of two V2 clauses with a definiteport (= constructions
containing V2 relative clauses with a definite heaat generally bad, cf.:

(39) (Was hast du gesehen?)
what have you seen
‘What did you see?’
a. Ins Zimmer kam ein Mann, der war total \AAUFegg.
into-the room came a man he was totally upset
‘A man entered the room who was totally upset.’
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b.Ins Zimmer kam Peter, (und) der war total \AUFgereg
into-the room came Peter and he was totallytupse
‘Peter entered the room and he was totallytipse

The parallelism between (39a) and (39b) is rattwkirsg. Note that sentence
(39Db) is not purely a punctuational variation obtaentences that actually are
independent of each other and therefore shouldlajisgeparate focus-
background structures. | agree with Gartner (2@91)at sentences such as (39)
can be all-focus. In this case, only the so-caffedus exponent” receives a
falling accent YAUFgereg}). Thus, the ban on mono-focal V2 strings must be
revisited.

3.2.2Appositive and Continuative Relative Clauses

Lambrecht (1988) and Brandt (1990) distinguish leenv restrictive, non-
restrictive/appositive and continuative relativaudes. Lambrecht (1988) makes
yet another distinction between continuative aresentational relative clauses.
The latter ones are restricted to presentationabtcoctions such as certain
existential constructions or presentational amalgamstructions (see above,
3.1.4.), but belongs to the group of continuatielative clauses. Examples for
the different types of relative clauses are give(D):

(40) a. _restrictive relative clauses (= Lambrecht 1988:323ff.)
The cockroach who lived in the paper bag wag &aogant.
b. _appositive relative clauses
The cockroach, who was very arrogant, was hayedll the neighbors.
C. _continuative relative clauses
The cockroach gave a breadcrumb to his wife, priomptly ate it.
d. presentational relative clauses
There was an old cockroach who lived in a greagper bag.

As for the semantic and pragmatic behavior of thesestructions, Lambrecht
(1988) and Brandt (1990) notice that restrictietative clauses presuppose the
information of the embedded proposition. Furthemmorestrictive relative
clauses are integrated in the focus-backgrouncttstel of the matrix clause
(41a). According to Brandt (1990), this is one lué major differences between
restrictive and appositive relative clauses: Apiesi relative clauses are
generally held to have a focus-background strustafeheir own, which can be
reflected by two separates accents (41b), cf.:

(41) a. The cockroach who lived in the paper bag wery \Arrogant.
b. The cockroach, who lived in the \PAper bagswery \ARrogant.
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There are some morphosyntactic tests that shovdigtmction between these
two types: The first is thenereplacement test, which works for restrictive, but
not for appositive relative clauses (42; cf. alsombrecht 1988, Gartner 2001),
and the insertion of appositiveness markers suchyafe wayon the other
hand or modal patrticles, which is possible in apposititbut not in restrictive
relative clauses (43):

(42) a. restrictive relative clause:
The one who lived in the paper bag was very G&fant.
b. appositive relative clause:
* The one, who lived in the \PAper bag, wasp\ARrogant.

(43) a. restrictive relative clause:
The one who (*by the way / on the other hand) livethe paper bag
was very \ARrogant.
b. appositive relative clause:
The one, who (by the way / on the other hand) livetthe \PAper bag,
was very \ARrogant.

According to Brandt (1990), not only appositivef lalso continuative relative
clauses display focus-background structures of th&n. Brandt further claims
that these relative clauses are pragmatically iedéent from their matrices.
Note that the head of such relatives clause caa b#, VP, PP, or even a
sentential category (IP/CP):

(44) a. DP: | met Peter again, who instantly stattetalk about Paul’s
accident.
b. VP: 1like to cook, which | pursue in my spérae.
c. PP:larrived in Rome, where | later shoulatmay future boyfriend.
d. IP/CP: | forgave her, which | wouldn't havendgounder different
circumstances.

Lambrecht (1988:325) argues for the similarity d¢fe tcontinuative and

presentational constructions (e.g., the syntaatialgams discussed in 3.1.4.)
and shows an important difference between the icégg and the

continuative/presentational use of relative claus®&ghin a coordination of

continuative relative clauses, a resumptive pronmuthe second conjunct is
possible, but not with coordinated restrictive tiglaclauses:

(45) a. _restrictive relative clause (= Lambrecht 1988:326)
| told you the story about the cockroach whedivin a paper bag
and who/*he was very poor.
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b. _continuative relative clause
| met the old cockroach again, who now liveéipaper bag
and who?*he was very poor.

In a semantic-pragmatic respect the attributivatrned clause presupposes and
the continuative/ presentational asserts the endmkgoposition. Lambrecht
(1988) and Brandt (1990) notice that the contirmgatelative clause type forms
a comment to a topic within the matrix clause,, itae head of the relative
clause or the entire first clause. In this vieveg Whole sentence structure has to
be analyzed as a coordinative rather than a sukairge structure.

The division between restrictive and appositivatreé clauses is legitimate
as is the division between restrictive and continearelative clauses. However,
as will be shown in the upcoming section, the andia continuative relative
clause cannot be regarded as a topic in the siitse but rather as an import
within a presentational strategy. The continuatelative clause, then, forms the
process part for the presented item. The notionts@m€ and import need to be
kept apart, mainly because topic is an intraselatiecategory, whereas import
refers to intersentential relations (see 4.2.).

The taxonomy presented in Lambrecht (1988) and dr&h990) is also
problematic from another perspective: It appeaas tihere is no clear semantic
and/or syntactic distinction between the apposifind the continuative relative
clause type, but merely a topological one. Thuy ttmild be of the same basic
type: Both seem to display independent focus-backgt structures and both
can be used as process parts with respect to ridtegt of (re-) presentation.
The only remaining difference is that continuatredative clauses obligatorily
occur in extraposition whereas appositive relatlaises are free to be placed
right-adjacent to their heads, cf.:

(46) a. continuative relative clause:
| invited [Max], to my birthday party [, who immediately started
talking about Paul’s accident]
b. appositive relative clause:
| invited [Max], [who immediately started talking about Paul's
accidentg to my birthday party.

Lambrecht’'s coordination test shows that the netafironoun within appositive
relative clause can be replaced by a resumptiveopal pronoun in the second
conjunct, too:

47) | invited [Max], [who immediately started talking about Paul’s
accident and wh8fhe doesn't seem to be too sympathetic with kim,]
to my birthday party.
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Finally, both continuative and appositive relatslauses equally assert rather
than presuppose the embedded proposition and theyave both a parenthetic
flavor to thent?

So far, continuative and appositive relative clauseem to display the same
formal and interpretative properties and there asneed to keep them as
separate categorié&sMaybe there are some divergences on a textud| lewel
will have to leave this question to further resbarc

4 Back to Theory: The Relevance of Import-Process

The definition of presentation provided in the lmegng of section 2 stated that
presentation is a two-step measure, in which an ige(re-) introduced in the
context and established in a second sentence. Widsabeen called “import”
throughout this paper is a category that seems ambfe to the one of
aboutness topic. Both den Dikken (2005) and Endigsartner (2005) argue
that the presented material should be considerete sort of (pre-) topic as
well. Also, the imported entity is arguably not iguas salient to the hearer as
truly given information. Thus, one could assumé timgported items necessarily
need to be new information, even though they migihtdefinite. Finally, it
seems that an import must be part of the focus doofahe sentence in which
it occurs, whereas the process part does not raxdgsbave to meet this
requirement.

The aim of this section is to address the theaktgstification of the
introduced layer of presentation. In particulawill show that the dichotomies
of topic-comment, theme-rheme, and background-faoust be distinguished
from the layer import-process.

We will start with the comparison of theme-rhemd anport-process.

4.1 Import-Process vs. Theme-Rheme

In section 2 it was argued that a presentationicaolve both indefinite and
definite DPs. The prototypical case might be arefimite and non-given, i.e.,
rhematic element, but also thematic elements occur:

(48) Yesterday, | met [an/the old mariiHe was very angry]

% There might, however, be a difference between dbetinuative/appositive and the
presentational type. It could be claimed that aesee like (40d) above displays one single
focus-background structure, i.e., that the relatlaise is integrated in the focus domain of
the matrix clause. See also 4.3. below.

%% This is mainly problematic for Lambrecht (1988havoffers strongly diverging syntactic
analyses for appositive and continuative relatieeise constructions.



On the theory of presentation 65

The claim made above was that in both cases thertegpDP was specific. The
purpose of the specification is to establish theduced DP as a new discourse
participant. Apparently, the term “introduction ah item into an ongoing
discourse” implies some sort of newness. Howewe(48) shows, the category
“import” does not have to contain (completely) navormation which the
speaker assumes not to be present in the heanadsatnall.

There have been various attempts to differentibmatic and rhematic
material (amongst others Gundel, Hedberg, & Za¢hd@93, Birner 1994). For
our purposes, a two layer model of (non-) givenmaggt suffice. Thus, one
could argue that indefinite imports are all-new,ewdas definite imports are
given, but not activated (in the sense of Gundeldib¢rg, & Zacharski 1993).
The following table shows the difference:

(49)
Given Non-given
Activated A B
Non- C D
activated

Given and activated material (A) can be considéndgl thematic, whereas non-
given and non-activated material (D) is truly rhémaln this sense, D can be
understood as the category of indefinite importsve®, but non-activated

material (C) is information that has been mentiopegliously but cannot be
assumed to be completely salient in the hearenslmat the very point of the
discourse. Therefore, it needs to be re-introdu@finite imports ought to

belong to this category. The residual category “gmen, but activated” (B),

might be information that is not evident from thentext, but from the cotext,

I.e., from the circumstances that surround thedps#uation, but have not been
verbally expressed.

As for the process part, | suggest that the inféionanvolved has to be non-
given. Although it might contain some elements mesly mentioned?" the
entireness of the proposition must be new. Othenwisvould be irrelevant in
the sense of Grice (1975). The very notion of fdayslefinition demands some
form of newness.

27 As Molnéar (1993) shows, focal material can consigiurely given material:
(i) Speaker A:  Apologize to Sandra. You insulted he

Speaker B:  No, [SHE insulted ME.]
None of the lexical material in the B-part is new ‘(hon-activated”), not even the verisult
Still, the semantic roles and thus the perspeativéhe elements involved are different.
Therefore, the utterance becomes relevant.
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4.2 Import-Process vs. Topic-Comment

The category “import” shares some interesting commperties with the one
of (aboutness) topics. Therefore, it does not ssepthat Brandt (1990), den
Dikken (2005), Endriss & Gartner (2005) label asgrged item a “(pre-) topic.”
However, it is essential that these two notionkdye apart.

Note first that both concepts can involve the dithimg of an anchor of the
ensuing pragmatic predication, i.e., the commertherprocess part. Hence, in
both cases we find a touch of aboutness. A phoredbgeflex of this aboutness
character is that both imports and topics can vecdistinct raising accents (=
“topic accents”, cf. Uhmann 1991), whereas the ceminor process section is
assigned a corresponding falling accent (“focusaticibid.). This is at least
true for certain constructions in German, cf.:

(50) a. [/Peter][fuhr gestern nach Mal\LORca.]
Peter went yesterday to Mallorca
‘Yesterday, Peter went to Mallorca.’
b. In meiner Stadt stehen [/HAUsg[tlie sind vollig \BAUfallig.}b
in my town stand houses they are completatyshackle
‘In my town there are houses that are totalijshackle.’

However, there are a row of differences betweeronspand topics. According
to the definition given in section 2, a presentatnecessarily has to be a two-
step strategy, i.e., import and process are relatiooncepts. In other words: If
there is no import, there can be no process arewacsa. Processing means that
an item that has been introduced is establishaddandiscourse. If there is no
such item, there is no need for a process. If tieer® process for an item that
has been imported, the utterance is infelicitoe®,(®.9., the examples in 23
above).

Some researchers have claimed the same for thestop., that there cannot
be a topic without a comment and vice versa (&llgich 1985). The general
understanding, however, is that a comment is angatioly part of each
utterance, whereas the division into topic and cemtms optional. Indeed,
sentences without topics have been discussed elyetisoughout the last years.
One specific topicless type are so-called “thesehtences (cf. Sasse 1987,
Rosengren 1996), in which an event is presentednas-split atomic entity:

(51) a. (What's the matter?) My father just died
b. (Why are screaming?) My house is on fire.
c. (What did you find out?) There are featherlesans in Macedonia.

Note that all of these examples are also all-fainse the embedded proposition
iIs conceived as entirely new and presented as igigl or relevant
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information?® These sentences, however, lack a topic. Regapliggentations,
a relational definition seems inevitable: There bamo presentations that lack
an import or a process part. Both elements arellgggssential due to the very
intersentential character of presentations.

A second, more important observation is the fadt tthe categories
import/topic and comment/process normally do nartap. Note again the case
of thetic sentences like those in (51): Althoughsth are all-comment and all-
focus — the introducing questions evoke such aimgad they still might present
a new element, which in a second phase could beegsed. For instance,
Gartner (2001) describes some German V2 relataesel constructions such as
(52) as “informational units”, i.e., all-focus sttures. In the theory presented in
this paper, these sentences have been taken torulee presentational
constructions:

(52) Es gibt natlrlich Philosophen, die kommes @udnland.
there are of-course philosophers they coma faveenland.
‘Of course, there are philosophers who come f@reenland.’

In section 3.1.1., it was argued that existentehtences can be used for
presentational purposes if the meaning of the duced DP is specific.
However, existentials seem to lack a topic sinpectoshould occur as far to the
left as possible, preferably within the C-domaino{ivar 1991, Platzack 1996,
Rizzi 1997, Frey 2004a and many others). The explesin (52) is not capable
of serving as a proper topic due to its lack oérefce. Likewise, the indefinite
DP Philosophencannot be regarded a topic either since it ocouthe object
position (presumably within VP¥? Thus, the sentence must be analyzed as
topicless.

Nevertheless, a presentation is initiated in (32 information structure of
(52) could be roughly sketched as follows:

(52" [Es gibt [Philosophep][die kommen aus Gronlangld
Thus, a import-process structure is possible wigimrall-comment sentence.

Next, consider cases in which there are overt alasst topics, while at the
same time a new element is introduced and establish

8 Note, again, that there might still be some gieéements within the focal propositions,
e.g.,my fatherin (51a) ormy housen (51b). See the preceding footnote.

29 Frey (2004a) claims that the sentence topic mosifin German) must be right below C°,
but above the position of sentence adverbials.ifip®rted itemPhilosophenin (52) occurs
lower than CP and lower than the purported topgitfmn since it is placed after the sentence
adverbialnattrlich (‘naturally’).
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(53) (Speaking of Paul, | have to tell you this:)
In 1996, Paul met this woman. She totally bewatthim.
(Later he even married her)

It was suggested in 3.1.2. that indefinite dematistes such athis womanin
(53) obligatorily require the presentation of thendted element. Hence, a
sentence without a process part would be infelisit(see 23’). However, in (53)
there is not only a proper aboutness topic in émence RPaul), but also a frame
topic (n 1996. It has been suggested that there might be detogrias within
one sentence (see e.g., Rizzi 1997) and they dsgualst all appear within
designated functional projections in the C-doma&irDP in an object position
such aghis womarcan hardly be argued to occupy such a projeclibarefore,
the imported itemthis womancannot be a topic. | suggest the following
information structure for (53):

(53) [In 1996} [Paullsty [met [this woman]]lc: [[Shelr, [totally
bewitched him{,]r

Note, too, that even a process itself can be dividdo a topic-comment
structure (AT — G). This data provide strong evidence that the k&yeport-
process and topic-comment must be kept apart.

If one agrees with Gartner (2001) in the assumptin@t sentences like (52)
must be considered coordinative rather than redatonstructions, there is yet
another interesting fact that corroborates the sgtgeof distinguishing between
these two layers of information structure. Topid @momment are notions that
are tied to one single sentence. Import and prooesthe other hand, pertain to
more ore less independent sentences. Thus, thetadini import-process is
rather text-linguistic in its nature whereas topccnment mainly applies on an
intrasentential level.

Summing up: It seems necessary to make a cleanadish between the layer
of topic-comment and the layer of import-procesesiite some intuitive
similarities between these categories, there iareay of crucial differences as
well. The most important fact is certainly that tweo dichotomies can occur
simultaneously in different positions of the sameatence(s). More generally
speaking, it appears that topics must be realimgtia beginning of a sentence
whereas imports tend to occur sentence-firallso, topic and comment are

30 One question that | have to leave to further neseis whether imports could ever occur in
the topic position and whether the categories @ictaand import could coincide. It is
relatively easy to construct examples with an ingmbritem in the first position, cf. the
following V2 relative clause construction with arfited head:
0] Sachen gibt’s, die gibt’s gar nicht (=r@eer 2001:97)
things are-there they are-there at all not
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intrasentential categories, while import and precesfer to intersentential

relations. In order to avoid terminological confusi | believe it is beneficial to

dispense with the notion “pre-topic” (Endriss & @er 2005) and to adhere to
the new term “import” instead.

4.3 Import-Process vs. Background-Focus

If there are intuitive parallels between the dimenof topic-comment and the
dimension of import-process, things become slightityre complicated when it
comes to the comparison of the layers import-pe@sl background-focus.

Note first that in the prototypical case an impdrtem seems to belong to the
focus domain of the sentence in which it occurse plocess part, on the other
hand, seems to be contained in a second sentetiteamwindependent focus-
background structure, cf. the focal structure 8)(5

(53”) [Paul]g; [met [this woman]k:. [[Shek, [totally bewitched himg]e

This fact alone is evidence enough to keep theotlichies background-focus
and import-process separated because they refatifferent informational
domains.

But there are more arguments for such a distinctias interesting to notice
that some of the V2 relative clause constructioissu$sed in 3.1.3. can be
uttered as single-focus structures, especiallyghiost Lambrecht (1988) labeled
“presentational relative clauses” (cf. ex. 40d a)o\A German example for
such a construction would be (52), which we haveaaly discussed above. The
background-focus analysis of (52) is given in (52’)

(52" [Es gibt natirlich [Philosophen]die kommen aus Gronlanglg

Given the assumption that this structure involviee toordination of two
syntactically independent V2 clauses we find that maximum focus domain
includes both clauses. However, within this siffgleus domain a presentation,
I.e., a division into an import and a process paam take place.

‘There are things that are just unbelievable.’
Likewise, one might argue that the specific subjpé& some peoplen (i) seems to be
processed by the following sentence and hence gygpesented:
(i) Some people can't just be helped. They wanhake careers,

but they don’t want to work.
Note, though, that even if one allows for a dedimipof the fronted DPs in (i) and (ii) as
topics and imports in one, the corresponding contsnand processes differ from each other
(intra- vs. intersentential realizations, see apove
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Thus, the categories of import and process cafolned within one or two
focus-background structures, which, in turn, dertratss the importance of
assuming separate information-structural levels.

5 Conclusion

The theoretical claim put forward in this paper Iha@en that an independent,
intersentential layer of information structure miumst assumed in order to
capture the idea of introducing an item into thegmng context. Thus,
presentationwas defined as a method of (i) mentioning the m@wnactive
discourse participantiport) and (ii) delivering enough additional specificati
to establish it as a constituent in the contprb¢es$. Not only were there a row
of morphosyntactic patterns that confirmed the sgitg of such an information-
structural layer, but also theoretical considerstionade the distinction of this
layer from the traditional oneshéme-rheme, topic-comment, background-
focug inevitable. It was first and foremost due to tlaet that import and
process parts could be found independently fromother categories that their
relevance became evident.

As a summary | would like to offer the following ternded version of
Molnar's (1991, 1993) model of information stru&urSince | assume that
presentation involves textual progression (i.d@grsententiality), | will call this
layercontext

(54)
Sentence 1 Sentence 2 +
(Sentential) Message | Topic —
Comment
Hearer Theme —  Rheme
Speaker Background -  Focus
Context Import — Process

Further differentiations might be necessary. Thoifferentiations, as well as a
more thorough investigation of the four layers’ gdex interdependencies, will
hopefully be provided by future research.
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