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‘post-verbal NP's,

: R
ABSTRACT

B
1

It is argued that the 1linguistic notion. of sentence
. a R . . » .

theme has 'nc formal or psyéhological motivation, and that

~
the only viable notion of focus is that of informatjon

oggé. An analysis of Engiish cleft. and dative sentences in
terms of the distributipﬂ _of Given and New information
suggests that (5) ﬁhe syufactic properties and\‘funétional
interpretation of cleft‘ structures vary according to the
information diétribhiion of the discourse in which they
appear, and (g) daﬁive positiaon in,English is not optional,
as has been traditionally‘assuméd, but;is prediétabie on’fhe

E]

basis o0of the " informational status ° (Given or New) of the

s - . . : . Y
’ - - ’ .

These anélyses are supported by the results of two
recognition-memory 'expériments using Sachs' (19671 1974)

procedure. 1Imn Experineht 1, it is shown that -subjects are

-more successful at detecting changes from cleft subject to

S

. cleft object and vice versa when the clefted NP is: New and

the rest of _tﬁé‘sentence is Given than when both NP's are

New. Clefts having the New-New distribution .are said to

fulfill a discourse-indepeﬂdent "jdentifying"” function. -

Exper iment 2 demonstrates ‘that speakers find - the
relative ordering of - posf—verbal “NP's in dative

conStrucgions'fo be significant when one NP is Given and the
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other is.ﬁey. With this information distribution, £he order

is obligatorily Given-New, and_reuersals are easily detected

bi,subjects in a delayed recogni%ioﬁ task. However, if both

NP's are either - Given or New, the relative orderihg is

.uncénstrained, and Ichanges in NP posit.on are | poo%ly
reéognized. | 4

 Sehtence-bound theories - are shown to be'incapabfe of

- expressing these regularities, éane _ipformation “focys .is

not. always mapked by phonologiéain pgomineﬁce. ~ The

Information Structure approach, which élldvs tﬁe\maéping of

contextual information onto the ordéring of elements, 1is

shown to provide a suitable descriptive'framework.-

vi
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CHAPTER ONE

Q -
INTRODUCTION

1.1 L;ggui§§;gv9ackaqinq Phenomena

This study. is an experimental investigation of some
specific effects of linguistic context on the communicative

functions of sentencé,types. The general area of inquiry 1s

that of grammatical *"focus*, a term whose many uses have in -~

common a notion of "semantic prominence" or "importance"

(¢e.g. Andrew, 1974; Chafe, 197(C; Chomsky, 1971; Hornby, Héss
and Feldman, 1970; Millar, 1976). ;Ihus,a focused element 1s
one which is mére "important®, in éome 'usﬁglly unspecified
sense, to the meaning tﬁan the ofher elements of the

sentence. .

One purposc of tie presentnstudy'is to sh.w that the

various notions - seiantic prominence advanced i)} linguists
N . - . . N - ‘. ) ‘
and psycholinguisis have different empirical consequences,

and that they can and should be investigated. separately-.

In an attempt to standardize the terminology in this

rapidly-expanding area of research (see Clark and Clark,

-~
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1977, for a rgview of recent work}, Chafe (1576). has
introducéd‘k£hé term "packaging" as a generic term for the
range of phenomena which,

"have tc¢ do primarily with ho; r}he

message 1s sent and only secondarily

with the message 1tself (p28). '
Included under this general rubric-are a variety of tecms
for phehoﬁeng which have all at bne time cr ahoﬁher been
claimed to afféct ‘the forr” sentencés: givenness,
contrastivehess, definiteness, topicalisation, thematiqity,
emphasis, focus of att%ption, 'figuke-ground relations,

hi3

conceptual .focus, psychological subject, and so on.

Tﬁe aim of‘ the present study 1is to show that in
establishing a taxohcmy of psychologically viable packaging’
phe%?mena, and especially ;f_“an attempt dis made to#

~incorporate one's findings into a descriptive system, it is
essential to note that the relevant data are not to be found
within individual sentehces. Rdther, the notioms of
givenness, .contrastiveness, etc.,” kgke sense dnlyv with
respeét tb other elements in a surréunding discourse,vénd
often with respect to the extra-linguistic environment.

‘Consequently, packaging effects cannot be ascribed to

sentence "types" . per se, but only to types-in-context.



1.2 Contextual Motivation

The most important cbncept to be developed ’in this
_‘ghesis 1s that of contextual motivation. A packaging device
will Séid to be contextuals, unmotivated when the choice of
,which elementl 1s to be semantically prominént is not based

on the fulfillment. of eXpectations developed by a context.

Contextually motivated focus will be distinguished by the

~_ -\

fact that the choice of the elemenf which 1s to be
semantically prominent 1is largely determined by the
precedidg context, ana the choice of a particular device fo;
that context is resﬁricted to . a small fange of roughly

equivalent options.

. For example, it will be clainmed in the following
chapters that the position of .direct and indirect .object
NP'S_ 1s free iﬁ English dative sentences/_only if both
"provide either Given or New information:

(1) ...I'd brought some wine, and opened it
by pushing the cork 1inside with a twig.

(a) Then I passed the bottle to Joey.
(b) Then I passed Joey the bottle.

In 1(a), both the fact that 'a bottle was passed (rather than

something else), and the fact that the recipient was Joey

(rather than someone else) are: 'presented as New

information. The semantic, stylistic, or rhytamic features
o ' ’ . . .

wvhich might determine the speaker's choice of dative

position 1in such instances are poorly understood. However,

if omne the two NP's contaihs New information, and the
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other 1s Given by the preceding context, the New NP must
v 7
appear in final position, assuming that the sentence\ is 0
be pronounced with falling intonation and non-contrystife
sentence stress on the last wo:d:
(2) ... (concerning a valuable book) He was .
undecided. as to whether it should go to
his daughter Margaret, or to young Steve
Bancroft, the grandson of his first mate
on that trip.
(a) #Finally, he left Margaret the
book. _ ,
(b) Finally, he left the book to
Marqgaret. : -
{Throughout this work, the # will indicate an <contextually
inappropriaté- utterance, and underlining will indicate non-
contrastive sentence stress. ) Alternativeiy, the order of

elements in 2(a) may be maintained if the new element

receives the heaviest stress:

Similarly, cleft sentences can indicate New information
by clefting an NP, although the ©process 1is somewhat wmore

complicated:

(3) (C) "I don't know what's wrong with
Jane," said Mr. Pield. "She's still
acting strangely. And we don't know
what caused the fire. It could have

- . ‘been lightning, faulty wiring, vandals,

- . who kiWlows. And I guess wef®ll never -

know." :

“"Mr, Field," I said,

(a) "it was Jane that set the fire.n"

(b) # "It was the fire that Jane set."
(c) "it's the fire that's affecting
Jane. Do you .know why? Because she set
it."



. —
Sentence (b) 1s 1inappropriate becausefgggg, which 1s Given,

is «clefted, while Jane , which 1s the most importan£ New
information, is not. Moreover, the idcutirication of Jane
as the culprit in contrast to other possibilities
(lightning, f&ulty wiring, vandals) is an important function
or the cleft structhre, uhile clefting of g;;g is
contextually unmotivated: Oﬁ the.other hand, sentenée (C) .
which clefts fire, is appropﬁiate because the identification

of the fire (as affecting Jane), 1is neﬁly relevant, .and
pro;ides aﬁ implicit contrast to other possible cadses of
her st:ange’behaviour. "Thus (a) is ‘strohgly motivated by
thé expectation 6f- a contrast, while (b) is inapérqpriate
because it focuses.on Given infofmation; and.(c)“treats as
New an element thch was GiQén - and thus not a éandidate
for clefting - {n (b). Obviously,'then, any analysis of the

: g
semantics of cleft and dative sentences nust take at “least

these primary observations about context into account.

‘

‘The semantic hasis of appropriateness conditions has
recently sparked a new interest in' ﬁunctionai’ studies by
American iinguists, 'while both Prague and London School
fheorists havexbeen working in this area for many years.
Chapter Two ié_dgvoted to aAsu;vey of lirquistic treatments
of these and other‘packagingy phenomena, and - develops  the

notion of contextual motivation in greater detail.



Chapter - Three reviews experimental approaches to these
probless and raises objectidns to the practice of using

isolated sentences as stimulus materials in such research.

Justification is offered” for wusing a recognition-memory -

procedure to investigate  experimentally the vrtole of’

contextual motivation in the intérpretation of English cleft
aﬁd dative séntences. Thé hypothesis is advanced thit it
linguistic context influences the packaging properties of
clefts and détives, then Systematic‘changes in the degree to
.uhich a cbntéxt motivates a syntactic pa¥tern should resurt
.in predictable cbangest in the memorial "salience" of that
device. In a recognition-memory task, fherefore, one' would
predict that focus-changing alterations of stiamulus

sentences should be more readily recognized than focus-

preserving changes (cf. Horaby, 1972), and that'this effect

should be stronger when the original sentences are
contextually motivated. Both‘ekpectations are fulfilled by

the experiments reported in Chapter Four.

Chaptef Five is a7discussioﬂ of the relevance of these
reSultg to linguistic descfipfions of the ééhtence types
under Considerétion, and to prévious experimental work ‘whose
findings are not éompatible with 'thosé repotted here.
Refinements in the experimentai teéhnique and further

avenues of research are also discussed.



- CHAPTER TWO

LINGUISTIC ACCOUNTS OF PACKAGING PHFNOMENA

2.1 A Return to Functionalism = . o

. If American - Structuralism ‘was rej‘cted by European
, “ .
linguists as a "meaningles;" pursuit, the .advent of
transformational-generative gramﬁar’v (TGGf " and the .
preoccupation with formalizing syntactic regquritiés nust

have appeared to be another’step in the wrong direction.
While American workers such as Fi;lmore, (1965); Kuroda
(1968), aﬂd Jacopé and Rosenbaunm (1968) Wwere grappling  with
the 'technicai problem of 'fofmulating Passive apd Dative

rules which would 1interact:  to ‘allow -the generation of

sentences such as (1) and (2), o

N A love seat ua;‘qiven'to\Alb; byﬂChris;

(2) A love seatlwasjgiven by Chris té\hlbi.
‘Hallida- "7 by 1968) was attempting to explair how
variatior= zemarctic ' context, clause structure,
informatic - bution, stress, and intonation affect the
Eeaning ard <. . -.2T2ness cc: .tions for such sentendgs.
i;\ the sam=s and fér-maJ_ vears previously, Prague

School 1i-guis:. “hes’ -, 1939; Sgall, 1967;



vSvoboda, 1963) had been de¢eloping a theory of "Functional
Sentence Perspective" based on the role of Topic-Comment
Articulation (TCA) in sentence production and

comprehension.

/

American linguists have only recently begun to +take

°

these prbblems 'seriously. Langacker (1974), speaking of the
resurgence of interest in functional matters, observes that

-.«Syntactic. questicns per se have

largely been overshadowed. Indeed, it

is difficult tc conceive of any further
substantial progress in syntactic theory ,
“and description being made in isolation

from these other domains.  (p. 630)

The functional type of approach to linguistic
description is an attempt to discover correlatiqns bet ween

conditions of wuse on the .one hand, - and the_syntactic,

lexical and prosodic organization of Sentences . on. the

other. This represents a broadening of the rangé of
. ' ' Sy

' : b
regularities which linguistic theory must account for, and

the . correlations thus identified may allow one to infer

pSYCbological strategies used by speakers-and listeners in

actual language use. Four functional approaches will be:

e o , . A
described in the following sections, providing the basis for .

a functional analysis of English dative and cleft sentences.
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2.2 The Prague Schoo;:;zgg

* Firbas (1967) has stated that the goal of Qragﬁe School
theory is "to make it possibie to ﬁnderstand "how the.
semantic and grammatical struétyres function in the.very act
of communication" (p- 137).. The most exhaustive account of
recent Czech thought is fhatvof'Sgall, Hajicqva and Beneséva
. (1973), whose gramqaticai system generates semantic
repreéentations directly; Ah essential part of each is its
Toéic—Comment‘Afticulation (heréaféer, TCA) . The topic-
comment distinétién is sihply the difference betﬁeen what 1is
being télked about (the'"tbeme"), and vwhat 1s said about it
(the "rheme"). Mathesius:(1928) noted that in Czech, whichv
has “relatively free wor&\_gzé&r, TCA determines thé
sequencing of sehtehtial’elemepts: the 'nepfrall order 1is
tdpic-comeent, and the marked cfder, comment—gopic,vis‘foqnd
in "embtive; sentences. Thus,.‘inv§zech at least, lineé:
Qraer is not sufficient for thematic analysis, but. must be.
suppleﬁéﬁted '~ by intuitive judgements (Tfl and Eirbaé,
197i). Each'sqﬁantic unit is said to have a value on the
séale of "communicative dynamisn" (éD), which rqflects its
importancé relative tc the rest of ~the sgnténce. This
intuiﬁive "notion detérminés ‘which element. is to be

7

thematic.’

TCA is also claimed "to have syntactic effects in‘
languages vith relatively fixed vord order. English, for

example, does not exploit simple constituentﬁmovement as -a
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thematic device; fhe lack of surface case markings would
render many sentences ambiguous.f Thus (3) and (4) . |
(3) Gary broke the guitar.
(4) " The guitarAbroke Gary.
are not thematic variants. However, devices such | as
'passivizqtion are claimed .to function in the Same way as
word order-in Czech; in (5), the quitar is thé thepe and
the sentence expresses the same semantic relatiopn$ as (3) .
(S) The guitar was br&keﬁ by Gary.
" This analysis glaimsvthat in'}3), fo: example,. G2ty has lown
Cch, and:is topicalized, appearing in the initiaj] "thepatic®

position.

’
N

The definition of theme 1in terms ’of CcD 'risks
._cirCUlarity. As a ﬁheoreticdl prime, CD does have the
advantage of triggering movement rules such as Pissive and
,Datiﬁe (cf. alsé Chafe,"1970g Chémbers, 1970), but the
_exteht to which considetations of CD infLuenCe the speagker's
choice or the listeﬁer{s' interpretation -of syntactic oré
phonological patterns is' unknown. Judgements of what a
sentence is "about" are ﬂﬁf from consistent, 4s- Horhby
(1972) has shoﬁn in a study designed to reyeal_.how” people
~use theme in. s —-ence comprehension. The clain that'an
. element i$ fhematic because it has l;ﬁ CD,‘.and‘that 1y ’hés
low CD because it is thematic does. notf exPlaip the‘

conditions under which sentential elements are assigned

varying degrees of importance by language . users.
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Praque ‘Schoo} theery aistinguishes between the "first
level"_ef TCA,‘which accounts for theme and rhenme, and a
"secend levei", which alloms an imdependent<analysis-of what'
is currently called the "Given-New" dichetomy (Clark &
Haviland, (1974, 1977). By "Given" is meant "points of the
imformation stored in the heater's .memory", while New
information serves ih the "modifiéation of these points
attempted . by the‘speaker" (Sgall'et al., 1973, pJ 25). In
PraguetSchool-theory, Given 1information is considered to
have 1low CD and usually constitues the theme, although this
is not always the case. Consxder the following:

(6) Oon Christmas Eve we expected Uncle Fred

-and Aunt Bertha.
(N Uncle Fred cameg first.

-(8) . First came Un-le Fred.

(9) 4 Aunt Bertha came flrst.u |
Sgall et al. 'assert that in (7F:"one'speaks about Uncle fred
and states when he came", while in (8), "one speaks about
" the one who came flrst, and states who he was®" (p. 18).  1In
the sequence (6)—(7), the €existence of Uncle Fred is
presumably in the addrescee s memory when (7) is mttered,
“and is the theme; in (8), the fact that he came first is,iew

ihformation, and is the rheme. Thus thematic information is

not necessarily Given accgrding to this analysis.

a

' TCA theory does n%t express the similarity between the
. functions of the thematic information of {7) and (9). It

seems clear that although Uncle Fred is in the listener! s

memory'uhen (7) is uttered, his identity as the one who came

pA : ‘ :'\\\
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first is the newly asserted information; (9) could as easily
have been the sequel to (6). It seems that both pieces of
‘information - the 1dentification and the order of arrival -

are New, and the assertion that the 1ipnitial element 1is

thematic can only be taken as an érbitrary analysis.

TCA theory 1is mdstr concerned with- describing the .
effects of CD_on.éyntactic form and does not provide a full
‘énaiysis of ' the 'relationship between theme, Givenness and
'prosodic effects. Sgall et al., for example,\restrict their
‘aiscussion almost entirely to sentehcesn with majoer stress
falling on the last uofd, mérk no otﬁer dégreeé of stress,
and diéregard intdhation contours. That 'there may be a
pérrequndence betueeh New vinformatibn énd, prosody Vis
suggegted only in tﬂ%s footnote:

ea.it ‘is’ natural that (the  ngw
information) may be - das it is in the
European languages - marked by bearing
the intonation centre of the sentence.
(p. 288, fn. 14) *

‘The Prague S¢hool principles will nqw bé applied to an
analysis of English dative and cleft*sentences.v Sgalliet
al. state that indirect objects have a higher inhereht;_CD
than direct objects, since sentences such as |

({0)1‘1 gave a boy an épple.
can bé completely”"unbound" - they can be used ialcontexts
where all the informafion,gonﬁaihed in the sentence is'New.
Dative-ﬁbved sentences, it is claimed, are contextually

bound. . For example, (11)  1is said'to}présuppose that an
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apple was given to someoné:

(11) & gave an apple to a boy.
This arqument is refuted by contexts such as (1) in Chapter
One, repeated here as (12):

(12)  ...I'd brouc'* some wine, and opened it
‘ by pushing tiL. cork inside with a twig.

(a) Then I passed the bottle to Joey.
{b) Then I passed Joey the bottle.

Sentence 12(a) may presuppose tﬁat the wine was in a bottle
rather than some other container (as indicated by the Qse of
the definite article), but it certainly does ﬁot presuppose
that a bottle was passed. Rather, this ‘is stated as New

N
information. The' basis for the suggestion that indirect

objects have higher CD is thus unclear.

The second level of TCA predicts lthat if' either the
direct or the indirect object is New, fhe order will be
Given-New, so long as no other el wap- in the sentence has
higher ¢D fhan the ﬁew element. This may be verified by
applyin,; *he Quéstion Test (Hatcher, 1956), in whiqh one NP
1s mentioned in the'quesfion and the other is the requested
new information.

(13) Who did you sell the potatoes to?

(8) I scld the potatoes to polly.

(b) #I sold Dolly the potatoes.

This ‘analysis is adequate for sentences with so-called

"normal" intonation, but the order Given-New is not

~

obligatory, pr&vided the intonation centre falls on the new
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NP:

(13) Hho\gid you sell the potatoes t37?

(c) #I sold the potatoes to Dolly.
(d) I sold Dolly the potatoes.

Tt is important tor later discussion to note that there
exists a fairly common intonation contour 1n which the ﬁitch
falls in steps and no element at;ains Eitch prominence.
This contour séems tc convey a "matter-ot-fact'", and perhqp§

somewhat impatient attitude on the part of the speaker:

{14) So who did you finally sell the potatoes
to?

a) 1T 3s0ld the po?tatoes to tDolly.
{b) # 11 3sold 2Dolly the poltatoes.

In this representation, the superscripts 1-3 indicate low to
mgdium bitch, aﬁd“no'element can be said to be more pitch-
prominent +than any other. This contour is used for the
dative sentences in the present study in order to allow the
invest;gation of the relative importance of pitch and word
order in the assignment of focus to elements in ¢ clause.

This should not be viewed as an unnaturai manipulation,
although many linguists have limited their studies to. so-
called "normal"rintonation, such . 1ét of (13a-b) above.

As Schmerling (1971) has observed,’ there is nothing
"special™ about the many alternative stress and intopation
patterns of English, and in fact the "normal" str%ss so
often .referggd to in the literature is actually a rather
uncommon citation pronunciation. The contour used 1in the

present study will provide a wmeans of evaluating the
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adequacy of the various theories 1in accounting for both
stress and linear order as determinants §f focus in dative
sentences. For example, Prague School"theory would predict
the position of the object NP's for this‘contour on the
basis of the higher CD for New information, without mention

"of stress.

Firbas (1970) suggests that cleft sentences exhibit the
"nparked" comment-tofpic order, since the clefted element iS_
"singled out for particular attention, bringing 1t into
relief" (p. 127).  This wouid presumably also hold for
£everse pseudocleft (RPC) sentences. Thus both .k15)_ and

{16) have marked TCA: ‘ o

N

(15) It was Tracey who lost an eye. (cleft
subject)

(16) <Tracey was the one who lost an eye. (RPC

' subject) '

Sgall et al. state that the clefted element .is contextually
free (New). This is the case in (17), where noise is Nevw,
and requestad by the rreceding question. However, such

sentences may also occur 1in contexts where the clerfted

PEaN

element has been recently mentioned:

(17) "Is something = bothering Ellen?" asked
the Marquis. "yYyes," Ethel replied.
'"It's the noise.that's bothering her.
-Can't you do something about those
cries..." : P

{18) (My brother and I have had a lot of good
times together...}) It was my brother
that introduced me to the Marquis. We
were at a party in Versailles... '

A more precise statement, accounting for both cases,
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would be that the clefted element must be informationally

3

New in a way which is not dépendent on prior- mention. In
identified as the one who introduced the speaker to the
Marquié. Notice .also that the preamble in parentheses 1s
not necessary to the discdurse. ‘That is, my Qgggggg' could
bé New - not previously mentioned - and not invitéd bf the
context. The clefted element in (17) also serves 'toy
identify, but 1in éddition it provides infbrmatioﬁ thatvis
invited by the p:e&eding context. The theory ﬁould treat
both -cleftéd elemen£s as haviné high. CD, but wou.d not

specify the difference in contextual motivation between the

two types.

In éumna;y} TCA theory.Suffefs in some réspects from @

lack of explicitneés. Although the syntactic form _of a
sentence can be explained in part by its CD, the theory doéé
not describe the various circumstances ﬁnder which arcontext
can 1leng ‘importance to a qonstituent. The CD is assigned
ntditively in a post-hoc anaiys}s, aﬂd se;\es as a cover

term for a  variety of contextual factors having similar

syntactic effects.
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2.3 Halliday's Themg_gxg;gg

Halliday (1967a,b; 1968) treats packaging phenomena as
one of threé semantic subsystems func£ioning within the
sentence. The 3£Qg§13£!;§1 system describes the syntactic
options évailable in "the representation of processes and

relatioﬁs/ and of objécts, persons, etc. as participants in
them" {(1967b, p. 199); it 1is roughly comparable to
" Fillmore's (1968, 1971) notion of deep case. " Under this
 analysis, (19) and (20) |

(19) She washed the Qiothes.

(20) The clothes; vere washed.
are .Qggracterized és invclving directed action, action on a
goal, and one or bhoth participants, the actor and the goal.

The differences in surface form are considered to reflect

deeper semantic distinctions.

The mood system provides options in terms ofxgye

speaker's role:
...the speaker may inform, question, or
command; he may cenfiram, request
confirmation, contradict or display any
one of a wide range of postures defined
by the potentialities of linguistic
interaction. (1967b, p.~199)

Some basic syntactic reflexes of mood are the declaragive,

interrogative, and imperative sentence forms.

The theme system specifies six sets of structural
options, of which three are relevant here: *"information" is

realized as prosodic features in a clause; "thematization"
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determines the linear | order of elements, and .
"identification" is a semantic function associated with

certain constructional’ types.

Halliday claims that the distribution of "tone group"
boundafies in a diécourse blocks out information uni&s;'
which reveal "what the speaker chooses to .encode as a unit
of discourseée" (19675, p. 202). ) Iﬁr the unﬁarked casé,
information units correspond to single clauses, buﬁ they may
also extend across clause boundaries, énd a single clause

can contajn two or more tone groups. Tone groups consist of

v

én oblidztory "tonic segmént", which may be simple or
compouﬁd (i;e, haviné level tone throughout or a change in
tone soméuhere within), and an optional fpretonic ségment.
Witﬁih. each tone gfoup, the- "information' facus" is
identified as_the p;onologically prominént elemeng.

Tﬁere are ‘some broblems' with the identification of
information focis, First, 1t is questionable uhether tone
g;oupé' can be consis£ently‘ identified; 'Hélliday himself
qoncedes that |

Fach information unit is realized as one
tone group, in the sense that
information structure specifies the
boundaries of the tcne group to within
certain limits, its exact location being

determined - by "considerations of
phonological  structure. (p. 202,

.emphasis added)

There- is no explanation of what specific phonological

structﬁres are relevant, and Halliday. adds that the tone
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gyroup

ve.ls co-extensive, Within certain
limits determined by the rhythm with
the ‘information unit. (p. 2 e 1

added)

, » ~ L 4
The empirical status of Halliday's claim that tone groups

reflect the ‘speaker'é- choice Agf encoding units is also
upcertain.‘A There exists no conciusive‘l evidencé that
.Speakers purposefufly arfange chunks of inforﬁatién into
ihese“groups tor the' benefit of the .hearer, nor is it
obvious fhat such drganization is subject to choice, On the
other hand, thgse difficqltiés,are“not insurméuhtable, since
intonation peaks can be'identigied without the constraint

that tone groﬁps correspond to purposefully organized chunks

’

of informatioan.

Problems of this sort arise only .because of Haliiday's
desire to fic. a strict correspondence befween pﬁonological
phenomena and the information subsystem. This implies that.
intonation is .a  necessary cue téf the._information
distribution of the ClauSe, and "1is used by' speakers to
sifnal points of New information. Halliday_states that the
.point of pitch'pfominence in a.'tone group ‘is aivays New
infprmation, and that the rest of the tone group is Giyen.‘
New information is defined as that which théispeaker ;g;g§g§
to’be informétive, whether or not# it has been. mentionéa
previously. This is a‘useful exfension of the Prague School

notion of New information, but poses a problem for the

distinction between focus ‘and theme: is thematic information
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also intended to be informative? If so, 'hou can the two
fypes of information be distinguished? And what evidence is
there that listeners interpret theme as part 6f the éemantic
répresentation ~of every sentence? If it is not intended to
iﬁform, in what sense should it be treated as a sgemantic

phenomenon?

Halliday approaches these - questions . by stating that

Given and thematic information are independent variables
'within the clause:

...while ‘'given' wmeans ‘'what you were
-talking about (or *'what I was talking

about before?), 'theme' means 'what I anm

talking. about? (or ‘'what I am talking

about now'). {1967b, p. 212)
That 'given' and 'theme' do not always coincide. is

.shown by sentences such as

(21) So who's the captain? .
Lauretta is the captain.

Here it is given that someone is .the captain, and the Néu
- information is the theme because of its initial ’position,
Houeﬁer, it would appear Athat the définition of theme in
térms of linear order is not always satisfacfory. 'Aithouéh
mbét _uorkens' seer to aéceptA that thematic and ' focus*

"information" are ¢ontained in single lexical items (such as

Lauretta in- (21)), judgements cf what a sentence 1is about

are difficult to make. -For 'example, (21) -may. be about
Lauretta, or about who the capéain is, or about the

speaker's opinion concenning who the captain is, and so on.

i
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Since Halliday's definition cf theme 1is presumably based on

intuitive judgements of what a sentence 1is '"about", it

should - but c¢annot - account for all such intuitions.’

Givenness 1s not always . a matter of limgujistic context,

and may simply. be a presupp051t10n on the part of the

speaker:

~..the given i1s offered. as recoverable
anaphorically or situationally...what is
new 1s 1in the last resort what the
speaker chooses to present as new, and
predictions from the discourse have only
a high ©probability of being fulfilled.
(1967b, p. 211)

Halliday states that since there is a tendency for
Given to precede New, and since in English the tonic most
often falls on the last syllable in a “"tone group", there is

~a kind of "unmarked focus":

31 . . . N
(22) (a) We baked some cookies for Joyce.

(b) We baked. Joyce scme cookies.

- e - —
-~

in;these séntences, the stress falls on the final 4eleﬁegt,,
and this 1is partially independent of whether cookies is

Given or New. Thus 22(a) would be an appropriate answer to

either "Who did you Ltake some’'cookies for?" (with cookies as

[aY
lC-n
3
o

Given) or *"Wwhat did you do?" (with both g k__ an as

New,; 22(b) would be anfapprppriate:responsé to‘ﬁﬂhat did
you bake for Joyce?",,"ihat did you do for Joyce?", . and
"fFhat did you doz?". The information focus is either the
laSt QP, the 1last ‘tvo NP's, or the entire sentencen

depending on the context.
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Halllday s - third thematic - function 'is taat of
"identification" and is characterlstlc of clauses 1in .ﬁhich
none of the participants 1is definable’ by participation in
the process"” (P- 224). fhe participant 1is called £be
widentifier", -and the clause functions to show corefeLence,.
between the -identifier Jand an "identified". ﬁquatiogal
seotences exhibit the identif;;ng function:

(23) That man is the'presideht. | #

hat man 1is the identifier, and the Q;e51dent is-the

=3

identified. This. semantic function is similar to . the
theme/fheme .distinction, ’and in fact Hallidayvstates that

" the first element, the identifier, is always the theme.

e -
. o

We can review Halliday's treagment of packaging effects

by applying it to an analysis of English dative and cleft

sentences. The only aspect of this theory'which is relevant
to dative position is the Given-New distinction. " Consider
the following:

(24) Who did you sell the potatoes to?
(a) I 'sold the potatoes to Dolly.

(b) #I sold Dolly the potatoes.

(c) I sold Dolly the potatoes.

(d) #I sold the potatges to Dolly.

'FHalllday s theory accounts for 24¢¢a) and (b) on fhe basis of
the orderlng of Given and New information. Thejinformation
focus is in _flnalv position, 1nd1cot;ng that _the final
" element must be the new information, 29;;1: According.to_'
‘ﬁalliday's analysis, the New informétionvin séntencés such

[

as ™ 24(c) and (d) ~must Dbe ctressed if it is nct in fimnal

N
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position. 'Haliiday's phonoclogically-based theéry predicts
correctly that stress is the more important facfor, since

the last NP is not interpreted as focal (New) if it is not

the intonation centre. .However, the theory fails in the
analysis of sentences vhich ° have no  pitch-prominent
element. Although the Given-New order is the determining

faqtor in this case (e.g. (14) above), a phonologically—based
system cannot identify the information fccu for such

sentences.

Bé;h cleft and RPC sentences  have main su ~ss =nd
information foqus on ﬁhevcléfted NP. The information' S-cls
for’ the clefted }element is always New and‘thématic, o
"virtue of 1its lidentifying function.  This | contradicts
Firbas' (1970) claim that the Elefted element is the rheme,
to the extént that the notions. of "uhati§£he Jsentence' is’

about" are comparable in the two theories.

Halliday does not consider contextual ~motivation,
although the specification of a separate ~ identifying
function gives a good basis for discussion. All cleft and
RPC sentences bhave the identification function, but there is
a differenceﬂbétueen contextually unmotivatéd identification

(25) Grandpa's farm was -a great place to

spend a weekend... It was the children
-who loved the swamp above all. They
couldn't understand why visitors never

bothered...

and clefting where the "New" function is determined . by the:

context, as in (26):



A Y | 24
(26) I wish I krew who set the fire.
It was Jane who set it.
In contexts 1like (25), the Newness of the clefted element
derives from its contekt—independent identification
function. The relative semantic weakness of this type of
operatidn is shown by sentences in which another element
might be clefted without being contexthally inappfopriate:
{27y Grandpa's farn was a great place to .
. spend the weekend... It was the "~ swamp
that the children loved above all. They
couldn't understand why visitors never
‘bothered...
Here theicléfting does not fulfill a discourse function, but

merely identifies the clefted element as a focus of

interest.

This is never the case for_ contéxtuhllyvmotivatéd
cleftihg:‘ |
(28) I wish I knew who set the fire.
#I1t was the fire that Jane set.
Herg the clefted element supplies inormation which 1is
in%ited by tﬁ?ycontext,_and‘clefting-£he'civen infofmatioﬂ,

fire, is inappropriate..

=

Hélliday states that bthev copular be. of _clefts
,identifiés_'the élefted NP with vggg one 1in the case of
pseudoclefts {e.g. 29(c)), and with the full pnominpal in thé
caéé o£ simple cléfts: : ' - ) . |

- 129) (a) ggigg is the ggé who likes pastelst

(RPC) _ - e
“(b) It 1is Peter who likes pastels.”
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(cleft) ,
(c) The one who likes pastels is Peter. ’

{pseudocleft)

Akmajian (1970), a generative grammarian, has propdSed that

since clefts and pseudoclefts '"are synonymous, share the
same presuppositions, and in general...can be used
interchangeably" they snculd bave the same deep structure,

He argues that the pseudocleft should be taken' as basic,
with simple clefts derived thropgh independently motivated
Ext;aposition‘ and It-replacepment rules. The syntactic
aggument su;porting his ahalysis is that ve;bal agreement
pdtterne for thevsimple clefts are identical to .those ef
pSeudociefts: uhi;e the main verb agréee with the surface
"iaehtified" ﬁoun'iggg one in the case of 'pseudoclefts' and
the full nominal for clefts), it agrees in person only with
the identified noun of the cleft structure. Thus:

30) (a) I am the one who likes tahini. L,

(b) *It is me who like tahini.
since the deep structure of‘clef; senteeces_ identifies the
cleffed NP _iith eggg one, the-emﬁedded sentence Se.é. "Uho
likeg tahini™) is part of the identified. |
'.' \ .

These formal observationsk/may,, depending on 'one's
theoreticel 'leanihgs, _Béﬁ £aken as'support for Halliday's
claim that the identifier is thematic (although it is not
clear from Halliday's discussion whether the same applies to
'pseudoclefts such. ae 29(6); where the full nominal is in

final position and the or is .im initial ’position).
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However,. Firbas* (1970) claim fhat the clefted element“is
rhematic is al;o 'justifiable on the basis of its
identification function: the ciefted element is not only
wvhat the sentence is dbout ;if in fact lihéar order can
predict .hov such semantiq-jhdgémentg are ﬁade), but it 1is
also a comment by virtue of its' idéntification function.

Thié " is an interesting 'dilemma, since the acceptance of
formal and functional criteria lead to different conclug;oné

concering sentence thene.

To further <complicate matters, the theme Of any
,sentence can be: construed as implicitly identifying the
thematic element as what the sentence is about. 'Horse“ yet,

~ in contexts where the speaker exgii;}fT?‘Etates what the
sentence is about, that information is not alwvays thematic,
since it is not necessarily in initial position. Thus in

31, (c) is an appropriate sequel to either (@) or (b):.

- (31) (a) ., Let me tell you about Arnold. :

(by Let me tell you about what Arnold
killed. '

(c) -He killed the pig.

-

" In the context of b)), he is assigned thematic status
because of its position, despite the fact that the sente ‘e
is "about" what Arnold killed. It therefore appéars that the

"intuitive" notion of theme is not always attributable to

the initial element of a sentence.

/(

A more satifactory analysis of '(31) is in terms of

C e

information distribution. In the'conteXt of 31(a), sentence

—



(C) might contain tqd pieces . of /Neu iﬁformation: both
"killed the éig" and the identification of Arnold as the
killer. On the other hand, (a)-(c) might occﬁr in a larger
context, where the féct thaf scmebody killed a big 1s Given;
in that case, the only New information is the identifiéétidn
of Anﬁold as the killer. The pronoun he may or may not be

.. .
in the intonation centre. Sentence (c) has unmarked focus,

such that either killed the pig or the pig may be the New
information, and this explains why it is also appropriate in
- I : .
the context of (b).
Clefting also functions to supply contextually relevant
New information. In (31a'), it is presupposed that someone

s

kiiled the pig, ~and the clefting serves to identify the
culpr}t.
(31) (a'y It Qas Arnold thatvkilied the pig.
It 1is iméortant to note tﬁét the mreshpposition would bé
.Giveﬂ »information in a full confext - that is, the sequence
(ajl(cz mﬁéé occur in a context Hhére'fhe fact that somebne

killed ‘the pig has been mentioned or is otherwise obvious.

‘In (31b') it is given that Arnold killed. something, and
the clefting identifies igg pig as thé}victim:
(bf)- It.was the pigqg that Arnold killed.
The simplé declarative (c) is thus seen to function in many
differenf uays,‘depending on the context, and the notidq of
theme is unnecessary for a ‘deségiption,of its differen£

functions.
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The thematic explanation, although unsatistactory on
‘other grounds; happens to predict which element 1s clefted

in 31(a')y and (b*'), but again an analysis in terms ot

identification as Dnew information 1is adequate. Sentence -

31(a') has Arnold as nthematic", since the preceding contd&t
is "Let me tell you about Arnoldnm. This c¢lefting 1s
informationally wunambiguous: it ﬁay be wused only 1n a
context where it is given that someone killed the pig and
only the identification of arnold is New. The clefting
indicates this informational prbminence without recourse to

theme. The cleftiﬁg of igg pig in (b') 1is also contextually

motivated, providing information invited by the preamble.

-

It therefore appears that cleft sentences are most
profixably'analyzed as information focus phenomena, and that
the notion of theme 1s poorly motivated and ‘unnecessary to-

their -description. . P

2.4 Focus and Presupposition in TGG

Chomsky (1971)  has def?ned focus as the "phrase
containing the intonation center of the seﬁtence" (pQ 203) .
Notice tha£ thisldefinition dces not describe the semantic
properties of focused elements in any useful way - any other
arbitrary term could have been used for the g&res§ed phrase

in a sentence. However, Chomsky does state that the mon-

focal ©p. of a sentence is Qgesupgosed, and this does have
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implications for the semantic interpretatior of non-focal
inforndtion. Although it seems clear that information which
is not bresupposed by the speaker must be informationally
New, ’Chomsky uses the less Specific term  "focused",
presumably 'because New: =3 is a context-dependent.term, and

context cannot be accounted for in a sentence grammar.

The abundance of research on the: nature of
presuppositions (€.G. Garner,. 1971; Hutchinson, 1971;
Jackendoff,m 1972, Keenan, 1971) is an interesting

AN

consequence’ of attempting to force a sentence;based theory
to account for ccntextual restrictionsn on sentence form.
One Claim advanced in these studies is ?hat a sentence can
have a number of possible sets cf prsuppositions. St-ictly
speaking, this meaQ§,that isolated sentences are ambiguous,
since a fql; qﬂdl}Sis. of the meaning of ‘a sentence 1s
claimedvté fequire a representationlof its presuppositions.
In reality, of course, what 1is "presupposed" 1is Given
information (in Halliday's Sense),_énd the conteXt serves to

determine which items of information are npresupposed" by

the speaker.

Chomsky's rediscovery of Halliday's notion of unmarked
focus illustrates the difficulties with this point of view.
He suggests that since the focus is an entire phrase, any
_constitdént of that phrase is also a focu; if”it contains
the stressed word. Thus, an isolated sentence such as (32)

"has" @), (b), (), and (d) as foci, with (at'), (b*), (c")
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‘and (d') as the corresponding Eresuppositions:
(32[ Was 1t a man with a red shirt that he

shot? T

.

(a) a man with a red shirt
(a') he 10t someone

(b) with a red shirt
(b') he shot a man

(c) a red shirt g -
(c') he shot a man who was wearing
something ' ’

(d) shirt o
(d*) he shot a man wearing something red

However, given the .preamble "That fellow over there Jjust
shot somebody", (32) presupposes (at') but not (b')-(d?). It
should be clear that in actual speech situations, the focus-

presupposition dichotomy 1is identical to Halliday's Given-

New distinction.

Although he does not ackncwledge it, Chomsky'sﬁanalysis~
of the focus properties of da%iQe sentences 1s Based
entirely on argueents for cases wherg one object NP is Given
and - the other is ;;y. He!cléims tﬂat (33) and (34) differ
in meaning becaé;e their apprcpriate answers are (35) andg

(36) respectively.

(33) Did John give the book to Bill?
(34) Did John give Bill the book?

(35) . No, to someone else.
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(35) No, something else.
Although this 1is true when Qgg;iand Bill are Given in (33)
and‘(3u) respectively, these sentences ao not differ 1in
presupposition uhep botH object NP's are New. Under these
conditions, (37) and (38) are appropriate replies to - both

«

questions:
(37) No, he gave it to Fred.

(38) No, he gave him the files. ()

m 3

Since Chomsky's mechanical method of dete;iining focus
N

"depends on pitch prominence, it cannot explain the

constraints on the order of direct and indirect~objects in
sentences with falling intonation and no pitch- prominence.
In order toc éxplain these constraints, Chomsky would have to

further state either that "Given"™ and "Neoy!" are surface’

structure phenomena - an unlikely analysis, since they .are

determined by the semantic .context and the intent of the
2N ) . .

i
L

speaker - or that they are marked in deep structure and

/

trigger the apptoPriate movement rules.

Chambers (1970) followed the latter coursé; ~and
attempted to revive the Standard Theory by proposing that
the featﬁrés { POCUS] and [TOPIC] be inserted by thegrules of
tﬁe base  component. | The  former wvould | trigéer

transformations such ,as Dative Movement, which postpdse

constituents to .the intonation centre (assuming "normal"
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intonation), and the latter would. trigger rules such . as as

Passive and Cleft, which prerose constituents,.

This treatment is inadequate for at least' four reasons.
First, when thb object NP's are New, they should be
unmarked for focus. This would require that "the rule be
optional only when both object NP's are New.’ However, the
grammar doés not provwvide ah "unmarked"® featuré value, and
assigning the same .value to both NP's as an ad hoc
adjustment would éot generate the necessary sentences. If
both are marked ( +tFOCUS ], the postposing rule will always
apply " and the wunderlying order will never - surface.
Conversely, if both NP's are marked [ -FOCUS ], the Dative
rule will never apply and ;ll unmarked sentences y;ill have
the wunderlying order. If ‘it is claimed that even in the
NeQ-New case one of the elements is more prominent than the
other féf more subtle reasons &b.gL Andrew, 1974), then the
obvious differences in infornﬁteon structure befueen the two
types of contexts cannot be expressed. SecOnd, even in the
md;ke caée, the feature (+FOCUS]‘is assigned agbitrarily by
the ba‘e~ componeﬁ%, since it is optional. This means that
althoquSJéll sentences with an informatidn‘ focus are
generated correctly, the' knéwn conditions under which
‘(+FOCUS]V is assigned are not made explicit. Third,
differences in ‘contextual motivation vhich'vgovern the .-

‘ N . . : 4'/
function of +the <clefted element, -hether conte{gually

motivated or simply identifying, are lost. Ig/éddition,

& I
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Chambers" analysis, like Chomsky's, cannot locate the focus
. 14
in sentences which do not give pitch prominence to new

information.

Jackendoff (1972) incorporated Chomsky's surface

structure notions of focus and presupposition directly into

the semantic component of -his revised TGG. Possibly his
most important - contribution concerns the relationship
between focus, stress, and intonation contours - a

relationéhip .which 1is more complicated than'previous work
'suggests. He demonstrates that a sentence with two focused
=§leménts can fulfill two different ,"presupposigion"
functions, and that this is marked by differences 1in
intonation. Thus:
(39) What about Fred? What did he eat? Fred
: -ate the beans. '
.(40) What about the beans ? Who ate them ? '
Fred ate the beans. ‘ .
The terminal contour on beans is falling in (39), which
presupposes, that. Pred' ate something and that Fred was nét
v
the only person who ate. In (40), the terminal contour is
rising, and even out of context the answer presupposes that
beans were not all that was eaten and that someone ate the
‘b€ans. Although the loeatipn . of foci can (sometimes) be
détermihed through surface features, an adequéte theory of

focus would also have to specify the effects of

presupposition and focus (or Given and New).on intonation.
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In a' similar vein, Lakoff (1971) proposed that an
adequate grammar must sbecify £he presuppositions,vtopic,
aﬁd focus of each semantic structure. His argument 'agéinst
Chomsky's surface treatment cf focﬁs is based on sentence§
such as |

(41) The tall girl left.

Lakoff suggests that Choméky is ufong in asseqting that
focused information is not presupposed, since in in this

case .

“

~

the semantic content of the foéus is an
assertion of coreferentiality...the new
information is that the "~ girl who was
presupposed to . have left is
coreferential with the girl who was
presupposed to be tall (p. 261)

Although this 1is «correct, it is Simply & restatement of

Hélliday's global definition «cf New, since "contrastive"

stress can fulfill the identifying function.

Because they limit théir atfention to sentences as’
‘abstract, contéxtless enfities, TGG accounts. of focus angd
présupposition are - less informative than éither the Prague
School or the rondoﬁ School accounts. Analysis.of the role,
of cohteitual motivation in information focus is thus beyond

the range‘of these theories.

¢
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It 1is natural that a 1linguist such aé Chafe, who
rejected the transfcrmationalists® belief in the primacy of
synﬁax, should become the most vocal American proponent of
coﬁtextually—based studies. His .model of language is

comparable .to those of Halliday and Fillmore, in that it

attempts to show how semantic phenomena determine both the

syntactic and the phonological forms of sentences.

In Meaning and the structere of language, Chafe devetes
a- separate ehapter “to Jthe eubject of New and 01d
information, sfating fhat it is mof unusual importance to
Ou: understanding of how language works". (p. 210) . - Here,
end throughout his later uerks, he takes a ’particularly
strong stand on  the semanfic function of the phonological
salience of New infofuation: "higher pi;ch and - amplitude
quite evidently are. ,relaﬁed to an increase ‘in the
effectiveness of communication" (p. 213). Like ’'Halliday,
Chafe speaks of a "least markedh‘distribution of New and 01d
vipfqrmation, ih' which - sentencelfinal nouﬁs reeeiveuhigher
»pitch,»:egardless ©of how much of the'end of the sen£ence is
New. Again, the generality of such a staﬁement is limited
>by phe existence of sentenees having the ;falling _contour

discussed above.

Chafe's attempt .to place the notiopsrof New and . 0ld

X

into psycholog%cai perspective (Chafe, 1972; 1974) led him

v
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to an analysis of the role of "consciousness" in real-time
language precessing. ﬁe states that the distinction between
0ld (later renamed Given) and New is gased' on - a speaker's
assumptions és to "what is in his addressee's censciousnese
at thevtime of speech" (1974: p. 111). That the speaker's
assumptions impose "transitory constraints" on his
utterances is demonstrated by pronomlnallzatlon- a pronoun
~is used approprlately only when it 1is reasonable to assume
that the listener has the referent in his consciousness, and
that it is clear to him which of the grammatically possible

referents is inteﬁded. &

chafe has alsdé suggested that New and contrastive
" information have different semantic properties. He clainms

that sentences such as

' (42) David emptied the box. ™

imply a context in which there were

. several people who wmight have emptied
the boX...What is new, therefore, is not’
co .much the semantic unit David, as the’
fact that the speaker selected David
rather that some other possibility (p.
224) ‘ . A .

" In a_lete: article (Chafe, 1976), he offers three <criteria
for deterﬁining yhether. a sentence._is intéhded . to be
contrastive, ' ?irst, the Speaker must. assume fhat his
addressee shares an awareness of the nGiven" (for example,
that someone epptied the box). 'Seeoﬁdly, the ,speaker'\must

assume that the set of possible candidates for the contrast

is limited, since an unlimited range of possibilities wvould
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render the information simply New. Third, the element
bearing the heaviest stress must be asserted to be 'the
corréct choicé. Chafe suggests an opérational test for
contrastiveness: it must be poss;blc to insert the ©phrase
“rather than" (and an appropriate alternative known to the
listaner) after the New element, which he calls the "focus

of contrast"

Both cleft and dative Sentences can mark a contrast in

a discourse. Consider (43):

(43) I couldn't decide whéther to pour the
last drink for Howard or. for Bev.

(a) . #Finally I handed Bev the bottle.
(rather than Howard)

(b) Finally I handed the bo .le to Bev.
(rather than Howard) Eﬁ\'

\

(44) I wonder if it was one of Hermann's nmen’
that tied Roger to the stop sign.
Yes, it was pPeter who did it. (rather
than one of the other gangster's men)
#hen the, New element is contrastive, it must appear in the
cleft position for cleft and RPC sentences, and either in
sentence-final position or in the intonation centre for

dative sentences.
o

Chafe's ' observations make well-motivated claims about
the role of,.psycholcgical constructs such as givenness,
newness fand contraét in languago performance. They do not“'
rely on the questionable ﬁotionrof theme, nor do they depend

solely on intonational prominence or linear order as cues to
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the lqcus of information focesﬂ Rather, both linear order
and phonoligical prominence -are considered to signal the
location of New informafion in a seq;ence.'vSuch claims are
‘amenable to empirical test, and will provide the b351s for

the experlmental hypotheses advauced in Chapter Four.

2.6 Datives and Clefts in Context

The preceding analyses have  Suggesteéd a functlonal view

of datives. and clefts which will now be reviewed briefly.

Dative Sentences. have either a marked o;' unmarked
infermation dlstrlbutlon, depending on their 1ntonat10n and
) stress;patterns. In the unmarked case, the stress'falls' on
the final NP, reg’ardless of _its‘syntactic function, and the
sentence can have either New-New or Given-New as‘ the
information distribution for the two object NP's. In the
former case, the order of the Né'é is confextually
enmotivated. If a preferred order ex1sts, its semantlc,
rhythmlc or. "styllstlc" basis is poorly understood,' and a
change in the order of the NP's does not affect the
preseppositional stéfus of the sentence. This'seems to be
the basis of thelconventional treatment of Dative Movemenf
as an optional rule (e.g. Akmaiian and Heny, 1975). This ie
1llu§trated in (45):

(45) Patty just arrived last Qeek.
(2) She sent a card to Gilles e day
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she left. <
(b) She sent Gilles a card the day she
left. :

wWhen one of the NP's is Given and the other is New, the
New Né'may appear either in sentence-final ©position, or
before +the other ~Object, so long as it is the 1ntonatlon
~centre. In sentences without pltCh promlnence, linear order

dalone signals which NP is New, and the New NP must occur in

final position.

C;eft sentences can have two infOrmation’functions, one
dependent oh context and the other ' contextually
unmotivated. If the sentence provides New information which
1s invited by the preceding discourse, that information must

appear in the cleft position, and the rest of the sentence

repeats the Given information.

Contrast is only one -means by uhich‘a contexf can
influence sentence form. As we have already seen, ihe
" Question .est is predicated on the faqtathat.ﬁﬁ—questions
‘idvite an answer containing some informafién given in the
question ds well as the New iﬁ}ormation requestedlby theTHH
word. Thus any context which[requeéts,infor$atioh about'the
relevanf‘NP's, whéthe; directly or implig;tly, will festricél

the form of both cleft and dative sentences. This was the

case with (2) in Chapter One:

(2) "§e don't know how the fire started..."
-..It was Jane that set the fire. v

..-#It was the fire that Jane set.



‘40
A context may also request confirmation:

(46) There are rumours that you set the
fire. Is that true?
Yes, I was the one who set it.

(47) I guess Mickey has alrgady sold her
property. S
Yes, she sold her house to a developer.
‘'or contradict:
(48) I really 1like +the turtle soup that

Arlene made. -
It was Lois that made the soup.

(49) Dpid you send Jill the opium?

No, I sent her the he.voin.

If a cleft sentence simply’identifies one element as a
focus. of ’intetest within the .sentence uithout:supplying
invited information, then - the clefting is said to be
contextuaily dnmotivated. The cleftéd ?element is New by
virtue of its identification function, and the gest of the
sentence 'must élso be New. Unmotivated clefting may be

-

viewed as an "emphatic" variation of the simple declarative, .
+ - .
" having no discourse function.

One consequence of this_analyéis is that contexfually
motivated clefts should be capable of undergoing reduction
and deletion processes, since the Given information is

contextually‘ redundant. However,  the New~New information

distribution of motivated clefts should not be susceptible
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to such processes. This prediction is berne out by the
reduction in 50(b), and the impossibility of 'reducing or
deleting that iptroduced me tc the Marquis in (51):
(50) (a) “He don't know how the fire
started..." .
(b) It was Jane that - did it. (started

the fire)
(51) It was my brother that introduced me to

-SSR —Y

the Marquis. We were at a party in
Versailles...

'The same constraints hold for dative sentences. While (47&{
allows the ;eduction shown 1n (52), neither 46 (a) nor 46 (b)
can be further reduced.

{(51) I guess Mickey ~has alréadyu sold her
property. Yes, to a developer.

The next chapter reviews previous experimental research
in the area o¢f packaging vrphenomena and leads to the
development of ekperiméntal hypotheses concerning’ the

influence of stext on the functions of dative and cleft

‘sentences.
-~

e



CHAPTER THREE

EXPERIMENTAL APPROACHES TO THEME AND FOCUS

All formal treatments of 'packaging phenoamera agree that
theme and focus are independent semantic functions that can
be assigned'to an NP (as well as fo Other constituents),;anﬁ
“that they are.signalled by linear order and/or phonological
prominence. Although the theme-focus distinction has thus
far been based only on linguistsf intuitions concerning what
a sentence is about and which information is New, it is
worthwhile to verify whether speake;s in genéral can‘or do
make such distinctions, either implicitly or éxplicitly in
ordinary lgnguage use, The bresent chapter reviews a number
of psycholinguistic experiments  which explore the

psychological viability of the notions of theme and focus.

'I£ was seen in Chapter Two that the communicative
functiqn of sentence theme ‘is not derivable from post hoc
linghistic analysis.. Suppose, for example, tha§ a speaker
utters  the follouing'isentence, \integding .ail of its

information to be New:
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(1) Alistailr introduced the lecturer.

Introspective analysis cannot reveal whether +the . speaker

mentioned Alistair first because that ccncept arrived in his

and was theretfore processed ~and output mare qu%qkly, or
whether his choice of theme fulfills an ‘infdrqafional
function - one which might be’ characterized by ~ the
proposition "The following 1s a comment about Alistair." In
the létter “cése, processing ease might be overidden by
consideratiéns of'whaf tﬁé‘;peaker intends his addressee >
také as thematic. The inclusion of thematic information in

the semantic components of formal grammars suggests that’ the

propositional interpretation is favoured by linguists.

Three kinds of methodolcgies have been adopted in
attempts to resolve this indeterminacy. To study the
problem . from the‘ speaker's po}nt of view, one might
ranipulate the apparent topic of a diScogrse, and ask-
subjects to sqpély additional senternces in order to discover
whether they place the ‘topical ‘informéfion in thematic
position., This could helb establish the importance of theﬁe
in sedtence‘production. From the listenmer's point of view,
one might ask whether thematic information is decoded and.
stored along with the rest of the propositional content of
the utterance, whéther it ﬁarks the place in memory' wvhere

the information is stored, or whether it fades quickly from
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memory as do most details about'the‘specific syntactic and -
lexical form of an utterance (e.g. Sachs, 1967; 1974) .

4 Paradigms which are neutral between the roles of speaker and
3 s

-

“®yoarer involve eliciting fairly direct judgements frof

sub’2cts concerning what a sentence is about.

The same kinds of gquestions may be asked'about focus
informafion, and similar methodplogies can be used to answver
" them. Oone would 1like to know whether' the speaker's
linguistic ability includes rules governiyg the syntactic
and prosodic realizations of Given and New information, as
shown by performance on a production task; whether the
listener's sensitivity fo contextual information 1S
‘sufficient to' allow him to reconstruct test sentences
containing the appropriate focus informatioﬁ Ain a memogy
task; or whether both speakers . and :listeners can make
consistent direct judgements about whiéh kinds of Sentenc?s
are focus alte;nates, and : ghich differ in - focus.

information.

Since ;he terﬁg "theme", “focus", wtopic", etc. have
been used in different ways by different'experiyenters, the
studies selecteﬂ for discussion yave been orgénized by
methodological type. The significahce ogjeach experir ~ tb

notions of theme and focus as discussed in the .. .ent

- 1 : <11 be specified in each section.



3.2 Production Tasks

Carroll (1958) reports that when subjects were asked

wvhat an actor-subject had done in a staged event that they
had just witnessed, they were likely to respond with active
sentences using the actor as surface subject. However, when

questioned about the acted-upon patient, there was an

increase in the frequency of passive sentences with the
batient as surface subject. cCarroll suggests tentatively

"than "sentence-subject® (theme) wmight \corfespond to the .

tfigural component of a figure-ground relation; that is, that
the thematic element should be construed as tha£ wvhich is
most salient to fhé speaker in the»encoding situation. This
interpretation is Ccmpatible with the eése—of-processing

hypothesis.

In a related study, Tannenbaum and Williams g1968)
considered the efféct of "conceptual focus" - roughly, the
topic of discussion in a discourée - on their subjects!' ase
of active or passive sentences to describe line-drawings of

simple actor-action-patient situations, such .as a train

9

hitting a car. The subjects first read a ‘six-sentence
.preamble ihich wvas either (a) about thevactor (e.g. the
train), (b) about thejpatient (é.g. the car), or .(c) néutral
(about neither the train nor the caf). The sentences - in
each preamble were either all active or all péssiv%; with
the nounbof interest either always surface subject or always

surface object. The experimental subjects vere pre-trained
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4
on the active-passive distinction, and were told to describe
the situations by using either active or passive sentences,
depending on whether an Qéor a P appeared in the upper left-

-

hand corner of the drawing. .

Response  latencies for active"sgntences were found to
be shortest when veach sentence of the preamble supplied
information about the actor, énd longest whep each préamble
sentence was about . the patientf the reverse was true for
(passive sentences. ,This suggests that wl=»n speakers attempt
to produce a senté;6e vith a specific theme'-ip mind, théy
are disposed to chooée a sentence frame which piacés the
thematic e€lement in initial position, and, in accord with
the ease-oﬁ-pfoceSsing hypothesis, find it more difficult to

describe the situation by means.-of a sentence which has the

thematic element in final position.

However, this experiment displays aﬁ interesting
anomaly upich has.not been éccounted for in the literature.
Alfbough Tannenbaum and Williams were careful to balance the
effecté pf preamblé voice by including passages in wvhidh the

"conceptual., focus" was ‘developed by =~ .. of passive

Rl e LT

senfences (e.9g. Ag efﬁiciént - means of trarspcctation is
:leggg by ggg;ég), this means that a pas: . about trains
can be—ecomposed eﬁtirely of sentencés<in'upich‘§£g;g§ is in
non-thematic position. Therdifficulty cannot be resolved by

a post-hoc decision that passive sentences have the surface

object as theme, since one of the conditions under which
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passive sentences with the '"rfocused" element.as surface
subject were likely to be produced involved preanmbles
corposed entirely of passive sentences having the patient as
surface subject. Clearly"these observations pose serious
difficulties for those linguistic theories which claim that

thematicl elements can always be identified on the basis of

linear order.

An alternative explanation for $annenbaum and Williams!
results rests on the <fact that the repetition of the
“conceptual focus" would render it Given, whether it
occurred in surface subject or objectApositipn. The results

can'then be'réadily explained by the tendency for speakers
to place Given énfofmation before New., Since both active
aﬁd passive sentenéés (wvhich have similar intonation
contours) were used, tﬁisJ reinterpretation in terms of
informatf@n distribution (focus) is independent of
phonological phenomena, and stands * as evidence that, at
least in fhis highly stfuctured - experimental ‘situation,
speakers tend to choose aétive and passive sentences on the
bésis of information fodus. In retrospect, Carroll!s (19538)
results caﬁ be interpreted..in the same Qay._,By’;asking his
subjects questidns such” as "What happened,tdl;he blocks?",

Carroll motivated answers in which blocks was Given

"information. The tendency tovard Given-New order predicts

“ithat sentences with blocks as subject (e.g. The blocks were

dropped by the Qrgfessorj should be more,?requently used as
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responses 1in the case cited that when the question is "What
happened with the professor?" Sequences such 2(a)-(b)
(2) What happened with the professor?

(a) #The blocks were dropped by ‘the

show how contextual motivation of information focus can

affect the appropriateness of active and Fassive sentences.

lMofe0ver, passives can occur in'non—mOtivating contexts, in

rwhich case the speaker may choose fréely between the active

and the passive, énd the semantic effect of this choiceiisv

,as poorly understpod as tbé -lcu-ievel _semantic effect of:
' 7

dative position in non-motivating contexts. Consider:

(3) Do you have anything interesting to tell
us? ,

(@) Columbus discovered America in 1492.

(b) America ‘was discovered by Columbus
in 1492.

!

In (3), néithef the active nor the passive form approaches”
the inappropriatgnéss of.2(a). The notion of theme is thus
unnecessary for tﬁe .description of active and paséive
séntences, ‘and an explanation ;iﬂ terms of contextual

motivation, information focus, and intonation would provide

a more édequéte - and testable - account of their use.,,

3.3 Memory Experiments

The fact that a large nuﬁber_of expériments on theme

and focus employ memory paradigms merits a discussion of
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some general theoretical iscues surrounding the use of
memorial techniques in psycholinguistic researéh. vFirst, it
must be récognized that reseérchers ¥hco adopt memorial
techniqueg.uork under the tacit assumption that the semantic
effects of theme and focus are powerful enough to survive
decay'and interference. Thus Fillenbaum (1970; 1973} has

argued that memorial tasks «can be insensitive to certain

o~
i

aspects of speakers' linzuistic abilities, and data from

such studies must be interp:eted'uith caution.

\

For example, Fillenbaum (1970) criticizes clifton angd

Odonm's (1966) s5tudy in which recognition confusions between

affirmative and‘ negative 'questions'(e.g. "pid you buy the
papet?" vs. "Didn't you buy the papér?") vere interpreted as
supporting Katz and Postal's (1964) linguistic analysis,
which assigns the ~ same deep structure (and be~ﬂe t he same
meaning) to both types of sentences. Fillenbaum devised
three  "direct" tasks for his subjects, eliciting

paraphrases, equivalence judgements, "and predictions - of

speaker expectations for the two types of sentences, and

found a complex pattern of reéponses that could be accounted
for by neither Katz and Postal's,Anor Clifton and Odom's

work.

Clifton and Odom's technique was cértainly inadequate

for drawing conclusions about "the depth and breadth of
speakers' intuitions about the meaning and use of sentence

types. Like other researchers of that period, (e.9 Koplin
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and Dﬁvis, 1966; Marks and Miller, 1964; Mehler, 1963;
Miller & McKean, 1964) Clifton and Odon ﬁsed isolated
sentences with overlapping semantic content as stimulus
items; certainly such materials promote an undue amouﬁt of
interference which would not occur 1in normal language
processing, and the resulté‘should not have been interpreted
as revealing the most detailed semantic prépefties;'of suca
sentences. /It 1s quite reasonable to suppose thét under
more hatural conditipns, pérticularly when the use of
affifmative Oor negative questions is contextually motivated,
a4 more sophisticated memorial technique should find reliable

discrimination between the two sentence types. -

Fillenbaum (1973) also points out a more insidious

problem with memorial techniques: in any experiment desighed

to test hypotheses  about linguistic processing, the

experimental effect may be’  confounded "with uanknown

properties of the memory systenm. This point was brohght
. . Al

home ‘Soundly to psycholinguists‘ when James (1972)
demonstrated that the results of  several experiments. (see
1beloii)'which fgund a téndencf L0r surface sub jects (ﬁtheﬁe")
to be recalled better than surface objects were due to a.
\\d//zﬁacx of control for the imagery ~value of subject nouns:
surface sﬁbject nouns are more likely to be concrete,‘and
.concrete néuﬁs show a recall _a@vantage in many kinds of

memory  tasks; therefore, in any random sample of sentences,

subject'nquns should be "expected to show a recall advantage



51

over object nouns. Fillenbaum warns that other unknown
memory effects might in pPrinciple be found in any such
experiment, and that memorial techniques are therefore to be

avoided.

On . the other hand, the fact that memory is a
,semantibally-based System 1is toc important to be overlooked
by those interested in linguistic semantics. For example,
if the‘ notions of theme and focus are psychologlcally
- relevant, it is 1mportant to kﬁow whether incoming thematlc
or focal information is reqgularly processed and stored, or
‘whether, for example, the llstener discards ill‘information

about llnear order and intonation features as quickly as he

discards -other semantically non-significant syntactic and

‘lexical_information. Memory tasks provide a practical test
for seﬁantic significance: 7 if a hypothetlcal lIHQUlSth
phenomenon such as theme is never reliably remembered then
it is dlfflcult to see in uhat sense it can be termed
“semantic". Memorial techniques can help solve interesting
psychblinguisric problems, So long as they are carefully
chosen so as to }be appropriate to the .phenomeDOn under

investigation. Their use involves no more risk than any

experimental technique in which unexpected confounding

variables ‘(e.g. artifactual Tesponse strategies) might be at

work.

Research by Sachs = (1967; 1974), which was not

-specifically designed to investigate theme and focus, will

l.—/—c"\\
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be described bhere in séme detail, both because her
experinental.paradigm is fthat used in 'the experiments of
Chaptet Four, and because her'results do have implications
for the interpretation of the notions of theme, focus, and

contextual motivation.

Sachs (1974) was interested in the - retention of
syntactié and lexical ("surfaée"),information, compared to /
memory for meaning. In one part of the study, the sutjects
;listened to recorded pgSsagés, each of which contained a
target sentence which was tested in a'recognition'task after
either 0, 20, 40 or 80 syllables of interpolated text.. The
test sentence vas elther identical to the target Oor altered
in one  of four ways. lexically changed through substitution
of a Asynonym for .one of the content words, semantically
changed (e.q. through reversal of actor and patient roles);.
transformed from active to‘pa551ve or vice versa;.or altered
syntactically in a way which would not change the Beaning
{e.g. throqgh’particle movement‘0ridat}§e movement).' In all
Cases,. both the target and test sentences could have
appeared in the passagé;uithout disturbing the coherence of
the text, The subjects jadged each _sentence as either
"ctanged", or "identical" to the dtiginal, and rated their
confidence on a 1-5 scale; correct responses . we-eo assigned
the positive value of the confidence score and incorrect

responses received the negative value.

Sachs found that semantic changes were well recognized
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at all delay .leveis,‘ wvhile the non-semantic changes were
poorly recognized when the delay waé 20 syliableS' ar
greater. The poor recognition 6f active—é;;sive and détive
position changes at first seems  to suégest’ that neither

thematic nor focus information is Ssemantically significant

to the listener er, the fact that either version of

‘each test sentgf
Y

>

«> ) - .
that the syntat re QontgxtuaLly unmotivated, and

poor  fecogniwii 26uld gbe  predicted under those
o e = ‘ oy

conditions. It remdils to be seen whether changes which
alter contextually motivated theme and focus would be better

recognized.

Sachs‘ results do not shpport‘the linguistié analysis--
" of fheme as a semantic feature of all sentences, since in
the case of actives vs. passives, thematic inforn##ion was
not interpreted and stored by. the .subjects, andq was
forgotten ds quickly as other surface information. The fact-
“that this is true for contextually unamotivated éentences
leads one to conclude that such sentencés cannot Be "about" .
the initial NP iﬁ any useful sense. For exampie,'the
sentence John ate mny pizza informé the'addreséee about Joﬁn{

‘but it also informs him about the fate of the pizza. Only
if John is already the topic of discussion in the wider
discourse context does it become clear that the sentence 1is

about hinm. But this "topic of ‘discussion" corresponds in

part to Chafe's (1976) notion of. Given information, and a

-



separate definition of theme 1s unnecessary.

Similar reasoning can be applfed to ‘the results for
dative sentences. Since Sachs did ngt report that changes
in dative position were better recognlzed than other formal
syntactlc changes, one may conclude that the contextually
unm&tlvated linear order of the object NP's had little
- semantic significance. tIt\felains to be seen whether Given-
New information distribution is remembered; if sc,_ and if
~subjects choose dative positign on that basis, then changes

in object position should be well recognized under those

circumstances.
/

Although . Sachs! analysis of the recognition confidence
scores gives valuable information concerning the relative
recognition accuracy‘ ‘for the varlous kinds of changes, the
conclusions she draws on the ba51s- of per cent cortect'
responses are unfounded. Sachs subtracted the false alarm
rate ("changed" responsss to unchanged sentences) from _the
hit rate ("changed" responses to changed sentences) for each
type of change. 'Fdr example, at the ao—syllable delay,
there was 87% correct recogniticn of semantic ch.nges.
‘Rather than suggest that semantic information is reliably

stored 87% of the time, Sachs subtracted the - false alarm

rate of -46%, to obtain the "amount above chance": 41%.

Despite the fact that one would like to correct for’

guessing, Sachs? procedure does not represent a suitable
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mnodel of - the recognition process. Subtracting the false
alarm rate from’the hit rate assumes that ;hatéver‘ caused
the subject to respond ‘“changed" to ID sentences (e.qg.
differences in intonation or rhythm; confusion as to the
nature of the_ task when no 'change exists) is not oply
operative, but also more salient  than fhe actual semantic

change in 46% of those sentences.
KN

The difficulty 1lies in the fact that the ;ecognition
task is in fact -qualitatively Adiffefent for ID and for
semanﬁically ‘altered’” sentences. - Alt@ough guessihg mright
accouét for somevof'the cofreét responses, this would imply
é@at the 'subject had no othef inform¥tion on which to base
his judgemént. Thd: there is  nc appropriaté method for
detecting guessing behaviour becomes particularly bothersome
when correct recognition is near 50%, which iﬁ the figure
that one would eipect if  all subjects responded randomly
(e.g. 1if they 'filled out the fesponse sheets' without

blistening‘to the stimﬁlus tapes). Unfortupately, the same
figuré would be expecféd,if the subjects reSponded'cbrrectly
to hglf the sentences on the basis of memory for the surface
form of the sentences, and were deceived by the other gO%
because they had the same meaning as the target. Obviously,
there are'an inﬁﬁh@ge nunber of poséibilities in between,
e.é. 30% correct, 30% urbng due tb semantic similarity, and
40%tguessing, of which éOZ would be correci. What Sachs did

not take into account is the "semantic. integration" effect
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v

ke.g. Bransford & Franks, ﬁ§72), which predicts that for
non-semantié chdnges and sufficient interference or decay,
all responses should be njdentical”. In order to completely
represent the composition of any'one score in a recognition
task, one needs to specify three variab;es: per cent correct
due to residual "surface" memory, per cent w«rong éue to the
 semantic integration effect, and per cent guesses, of which
one half would be hits aﬁ@ one half would be misses. Siqge
‘ there 1is Llittle reason to expect that a large number of
responses should be based on tﬁg,subject's‘nof having heard
the sti¢ulgskvsentence, it/ig'unlikelf that the false algrm
- rate 1is a'géédlestimate of guessing behaviour. Rather, a
score of 50% is Aikéely fo p@ a f?ir reflection of'the amount

/

of "surface" mﬁmbry leﬁ;/ét the time of testing. It follows
. / .

- that if “Saché\vhéafﬁsed_much longer-delays, she would have
found‘muéé .lbwer, scofes. However, the instructions to
attend to wording probably place a lower limit on the
recognition . scores. On the cther baﬁd, the gglative- scores

for the wvarious kinds of changes.-4® have' theoretical
d ) / /

significance, for they suggest that the retention functions

for semantic and non-semantic information are different.

As noted in.the general d:iscuss.on of memory paradigms,

b)) :
several ;experimenters have reported a recall advantage for
surface subjects of 1isolated sentences. Coleman  (1965)

preseuted sets of six sentences on slides; then gave his

subjects 90 seconds to write down as much 'as:,they could
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recall. Recall accuracy was found to .decrease in the order:
surface subject - surface object - verb, for both active and
passive sentences. C(lark (1566)ﬁhad his>subjects write down
-as much as they could'recal& after reading éroups of 10

. ,
active sentences of the form the ADJ NOUN VERBed the NOQUN;

his results confirmed those of Coleman - (1966) . Similarly,
Héfbuitz and Prytulak (1965) collected pro£ocois from one
group of subjects who were: asked to sqpply all but the
subject noun, the verb, or tﬁe ijecér noun of simple
declarative active sentences; another group was given a
— visudl-presentation recall task using the sentences produced
\by the firstAgrdup, and the usual order of reqall.rpcurady
- was ob;ained.v Clérk and-Card (1969), “n a study of thé.
recall of comparative sentences, unc hat surface~subjects

were recalled best, claiming‘that

¥y

Although the theme wigr- : rememb:red
well becatse it occurs first in these
sentences, there is an excellent
alternative explanation. Semantically, o
the theme 1is the focus of attention in : a
~ the sentence - what the sentence is
, about - whereas the other terd is not.
(p. 552) ' )

In spite of such éeemingly strong éxperimental evidence
for the semantic significance of thene, James (1972) has

demonstrated that the recallyaanntage for subjects® in all

N R

"w* .iithe above experiments is due to a lack of control for
kY 5 — . .

"wihhe:enf“récall differences between ‘subject and object

o nouns.v;HaIl,(1965) has noted that transitive verbs are more
R ¢ - - . -

likel&’to_take‘an animate subject thai an animate object,

N

{
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and Clark (1965) reported that 82% of the sentences provided
by subjects in a productibn task similar to that of Horowitz
and Prytulak (1969) had animate su. jects, coﬁbafed to only
27% animate objects. Since animate nodns are concrete, and
since concrete nouns are superior to abstract noﬁns in many
memory tasks (Paivio, 1969); James predicted th* the recall
advantage for subject nouns wculd vanish 1f \ubjéét and
object 'nouns were eq%ated for concreteness in each stimu

Ly

sentence. His recall experiments sflowed: no reli e

dirfference ‘between the recall of surface subjects and

objebts'under such control conditions. "~ Thus, linguistic

"analyses ,to the contrary, "theéatic" elements are not viewed

: . 4 : :
by speakers as semantically salient, at least in isolated

sentences. The amnimacy effect suggests that in the absence

of an informationally motivating context, speakers choose

active or passive sentences soO as to preserve thev'favouikd_

animate-inanimate order, and this hypothesis might be testeéd
by means of a pro. ion task.

o

In a combined memory and production task, Turner and

Rommetveit (1968) attempted to influence the voice in. which

presenting pictures of the actor, ‘the patient, or the total

sentence content, both at the time of storage and at

recall. They suggested that their procedure would vary the
child's "focus of attention", and pregictedﬁthat whep either

storage or retrieval pictures depicted just one eiement, the

children recalled active and passive test 'sentences by'

I
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seetences should tend to be recalled with that element as
- surface subject, whether or not tﬂ)s involved a change in
voice. That hypothesis was supported, though the effect was
mich stronger for retrieval pictures than for those

presented at storage.
6
. ‘5 ‘»’.‘«
Turner and Rommet: O not dlscuss t he 1mpllQ%ﬁ??
of their work for formal llngu1st1c theory. However, thelr.
results may be interpreted in the same ‘way as those of
Carroll (1958) or Tanmenbaum and Williaums (1968) . First, it
Should be recalled that Sachs® (1974) study showed that the
structural features of active and passive sentences are

quickly lost from memory, and only ?Ee basic prop051tlonalﬂf

centent is reta;ned Whenever ‘2 51ngle element of - the

\L

original Vsente;ce is presented plctorlally at recall, that

element should be 1n;erpreted as leen, and the subjects‘
should reconstruct a sentence having the Temenmbcired semantic
content, but with the Given element in 1n1t1al p051tlon.

L

Thi xplalns the powetrful effect of “¥ocus of attentlon"

" The Sllght effect of the presentation of a partxal scene at

stofage is less easily explained, but pieSentatipn of a

lefcture at the same time as the sentence might be viewed asg

a repetltlon of that 1nformat10n.j‘It is thus not surprising

that the effect of the storage:pictu:e should be so much

‘weaker. Moreover, the idea that 'the theme functlons as a

focus of .attention is contradicted by Hormby's (1974) -

finding that subjects tend to ignorevmjsrepresentations of
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Given . (initial, thematic) information more often than

misrepresentations of New information.

Perfetti and Goldman (1974) have added greatly to the

understanding of :

. Y
sentence-theme in their discussion of the discourse function
of themarization, In their study, they fifst replicated the
finding that theme has np  aemorial salience in 1isolated
sentences by conducfing affree recail and a prompted recall
experiment using isolated‘sentences as stimuli. In a third
experiment, the came stimuli c¢ccurred as final sentences in
short narrative discourses. Each sentence was presenred to
different  subjects in one of two different conbexts,
depeﬁding on whether the surface subject or 6bject jéf the
target sentence was also the "theme" vf the g;sggurse in
which it appeared. "Thematlzatlon" in th;s "study was
accomplished nor fhrough frequent mention>;f the word of
interest (as was the case with the rather unnatural stlmulus
passages used by Tannenbaum § Hllllams, 1968), but simply by
having the paragraph prpvide moré‘informatiqn about either
fhe subject or‘vthe object ﬁP, using either the full wp,
'alternative designations,\gr pronouns. For example, for the

target sentence zhe serfs rebelled agalnst the baron, the

subject-theme passage gives several details about the lives
of the serfs, mentions once that they suffered under the
rule of a baron, and concludes with the target“sentence,

which was underlined on the subjec“s' 'stimulus “booklets.



61

The object-theme paragraph\ gives biographical informa tion

~about the baron, and mentions once that he had problems with .

his serts, Each subject read 12 such passages, and was then
asked to write as much of the underlined target sentences as
he could recall( given the subject or object as a prompt
word, It waé found that the subject noun was equaily
effective as a prompt whether it or the object noun had been
"thematized". However, the ob]ect noun was 'substantlally

Vot
Ny

less effective a prompt whhn it had not been the theme .of

the paragraph. . ’ .

~Perfetti and Goldman's 1n£erpretat10n of these results
has several 1nterest1ng consequences for the notion of
theme. First, contrary to linguistic hypotheses, it seens
that not every sentence has a themaiic elemént. Isolated
sentences. were shown in the first two experlments to exhibit
no free or prompted recall advantage for subject NP's,"and
Sachs! (1974) finding of poor recognltlon of actlve-pa551ve
changes in njL-motlvatlng contexts still stqnds. Perfetti
and Goldman's results are relevahtﬁonly for sentences which

centain an element which is also'the "theme" of the entire

'discourse, They state that the better prompt effectiveness

~

for subjects under the§s conditions is related to the fact

that <~
, It is €he normal state of affalrs that
"~ fthe first,nmoun of a sentence is the
"topic® of a gigggggse. (p. 78, emphasis -
added) C _
Notice, however, thit ~ this is not an accurate

-

- e
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characterization of previous analyses, which all state that

the theme is what the individual sentence is about, and make

no reference to discourse effects. The authors go on to

& f
explain the consistent prompt effectiveness of subject nouns

(vhether or not they contain discourse-thematic information) .

as reflecting the fact that "the syntactic subject is

normally the theme of a sentence " (p. 78, emphasis added),
while "only special discourse ‘features thematize the
object", , A

. 4

Despite their valuable insight concerning the sentence-
and discourse-level functions of thematic information,
Perfetti and Goldman use the term ambiguously. Their

q}planation implicitly invokes a frequency model of thenme

assignment: speakers recall subjects better that objects

because they rely on analogy tqh sentences which. have a -

discourse—independent sentence-leve?i@heme. But since the
authors themsélves show 1that in 1isolated sentences éhe
notion of theme hag no psychological validity for the
listener, this 1line of argument is fruitléss. Although no
alternative explanation can be offered here, it shouldi be
noted that the discourse-thematization effect is an iistance
~ of .contextual motivation. and bears fﬂrther infestigation

s

under various kinds of contextual manipulations.

Hornby (1971) présented subjects with 16 pictures

depicting agent-action-patient situations (e.gq. a woman

painfing a fence), aﬁa‘ simultaneously ‘ préseﬁted tape
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recorded sentences deséribipg “the pictures. Half the
_sentencés vere pseudoclefts, inclﬁdiné four pseugocleft
subjects and four pseuc.cleft objects, and the other half
were clefts, half clefting the subject and half clefting the

object. Sixty seconds after all pictures vere presented,

o

the subjects performed an oral recall task, cued by the
original pictures. It was found that " errors in syntactic
form most often preserved information focus; for example, a
cleft-subject seﬁtence was more Ii;ely to be miStakenly
/
recalled witﬁ a psepdocléft subﬁect than with a cleft or
pseudocleft object. Purther, when simple active or passive
sentencgs were giQen~ in place of the drigina;; théy'were“
more likely' to havevfﬁﬁgﬁforigiaally focuséd element as
surfaée subject than as surface fbbject. Evidently, the
" memorial salience of cleft positibn is wmuch stronger than
”théf of sentence fheme, andﬁinformation focus.does Seem to

qualify as a semantic phenonenon.

3.4 Direct Procedu;es

Hornby (1972) iﬂvestigatedA speakers" concepts of
su#face subject, logical subject, theme, and "psychological
subjéct" in an experimentéi procedure vhich required direct
judgements of what vgrious sentences were "aboutf. &he
subjects were shown paits of line drawvwings, eaCh depicting a_

human actor perforwing an action on an inanimate patient.

In each pair, the actors and patients differed, but the
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~action was identical.. At the same time, the subjects heard

4 sentence which described that action, but used the,agent
from one picture énd the patient from the other. Fdr
example,. if one ricture showed an’Eskimo building an igloo,
aﬁg gpe gtheszhowed an Indian building a teepee, the test
sggtence would deﬁcribe an Indian building an igloo or an
Eskimo building a teepee. Each group received a different
syntactic variant of each sentencé: active, passi&e, cleft
agent, cleft object, pseudocleft agent, pseudocleft object,
or 'stressed agent, - The response measure was‘the frequency

with which the picture containing the agent or the patient

NP Was selected for each sentence type.

Hornby found that neither the surface subject nor the
logical . subject was consisfently chosen, and that the

picture depicting the initial NP was most often chosen in

only four of the seven sentence types: active,” passive,

pseudocleft agent, and. pseudocleft object.. Hornby.explains

the ancmalous :esults for initial cleft and stressed NP's as
revealing the subjects' tendency to interpret elements with
those specialF structural ior intonational 'markers";s
conveying New information. The fact that the subjects were
able to méke such judgements without the aid ofva context is
consonant with fhe analysis of cleft sentences provided in
Chapter One, ;hich specifies that even when no context ié
provided, the information in initial position is treated as

L

New.
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in a later study, Hornby (1974) hypothesized that
subjects would be more likely to overlook discrepancies in
Given information than in New information. ‘In the
experiment most relevant to the present wdrk, subjects heard
a cleft or pseudocleft sentence, followed immediately by
very brief (50 msec) presentation éf a picture which

misrepresented either the focused (New) or non-focused

"(Given) information. For example, the sentence It was th:

girl that was betting the cat might be followed by a'picture

of a’ boy petting a cat, or of a girl petfing a dog. The

task was to respond "true" or "false", depending on +~hether
or not the picture matched the information contéined .n the
test sentence. The subjects made fewer errors when the
clefted information was misrepresented, which supports the

hypothesis that speakers tend to accept the #alidity of

'Jipguistically marked “presupposed" (Given) information, and

to attend nore carefully to the "focused" (New)

7

information. Again, the notion of theme is unnecessary in

~accounting for these .reSults, since cleft and pseudocleft

sentences have the focused élemént in initial and final
position réspectively. Tak en together‘aith the findings of
the 1972 study,‘these'results strongiy favour the view that
a sentence ﬁili ~be judged to be "about" whatever the
listener assumes is Given, andvthe iinear-order definition
of thgme is not  only érroneous, Ybut.éuperfluous to any

theory which contains a notion of information focus.
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In a study of linguistic paraphrase, Fletcher (1973)
notes that the criteria for defining meaning equivalence
have become increasingly stringent in :ecent years. He
proposes a three-way partition of Semantics, to include (a)
the semantics c¢r content (Sc), comprising the meanings of
individual lexical itenms and their functional relations
within the sentence; (b) the eemantics of mode (renamed
"semantics of type" (Sf)v by Baker, Prideaux & Derwing,
1973), which accounts for the semantic izport of syntactic

Patterns’ such as declarative, 1nterrogat1ve,'or imperative

sentences; and (c) the semantlcs of dlscourse - (sd), which
involves the semantic properties of a (linguistic) discourse
context ' which might restrict the range, ot possible surface

realizations of a particular cenjunction of Sc and St.

Fletcher used the Question Test to study the effects of
5S4 on approprlateness judgements for members of the cleft
sentence family. HlS Eubjects were presented with pairs OE’

'sen{ences, one a WH-queF ‘on, and the other an answer
providing the requested iuformation in either focal or non-
focal position., The Subjects were asked to judge whether or

not the answer was a suitable response to the question.

bl
e

Fletcher fourd significant subject variation in this
task, and used a hierarchical groups analysis to isolate
three‘subjeCW;zsrategles. The 1largest group of subjects

consistently ' chose as appfopriate ansvwers the cleft,
c 7 . keg

‘,f‘y’
25
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pseddocleft, Or reverse pseudocleft Sentences which focused
the ‘New informetion regquested by the WH word in each
question., A swmaller groué resronded in‘the predicted manner
cnly to the cleft and Leverse Fseudocleft sedtences, vhile a

third group did not dttempt to preserv: focus at all. ”/;>

- The finding of such variation in speakers! 1ntu1tlons
is an embarrassment to any formal linguist who claims that

his rules have deneral psychological validity. . Thus, one

Y

cannot rely on’ linguistic analyses to prov1de a comfortably
'SOlld basis for choosing stlmulus B-te ials in stu é:h\ﬁlch
test generq@ Properties of 1nformatlon focus (e.yg. fbtention
interval, comprehen51on tlme;q etc.), since over half of
Fletcher's subjects did not view tfhe pseudocleft senteunce as

a focusing device.

N

Millar (1976) had his subiects supply similarity
lratings for cleft, pseddocleft, and. reverse pseudocleft
¢
sentences which were paired uith sentences hav;ng
contrastive stress on one constituent. It was expected that
pairs which, stressed and clefted the'beme NP would be Jjudged
more similar than those which stressed and clefted different
NP's, Like Fletcher, Millar foudd that the largest group of
subjects treated ail verietieS' of cleft sentences. as
focusing devices, as evidenced by.their rated similarity to
the corresponding contrastively stressed Sentences, and that

one subgroup did not consistently treat pseudocleft

sentences as focusing devices. Furthermore, the former
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group did not appear to treat the psendccleft ~construction
as what Millar terns an "emphasis" device; that is they
Judged pairs of sentences thCh stressed and pseudoclefted
the"same e€lement to be Jjust as similar as pairs consisting
of a pseudocleft and an unstressed, unclefted sentence.  The
~third group was distinguished by the fact that the subjects

did not consider any of the cleft sentences tn~ meet the

"e€mphasis".criterion,

Although such results appear to cor. "Tate  hose of
Fletcher, Millar cautions that bot’ his. and Fletcher's
subjects may _nave adopted artifactual Strategies in
performing tnese tasks; One source of dlfflculty that might
be investigatedv is that Mlllar s subjects dld not have a
_.discourse context in which to judge 4the cleft sentences.
Since cleftlng may Or may not be contextually motlvated the
subjectsv would have been able to choose either -the
~identifying function, wvhich is an 1ndependent St Phenomeron
‘fhat do€s not . mark a spec1f1c ccntrast, or the information
focus fnnctlon, in which case a suitable (Contrastive)
con;ext wouLd be assumed. This would explain the fact that
che third group found all wmembers 'of the cleff sentence’
fanily' to be similar to unstressed sentences, which do not
overtly mark a confrast. Further; since one group did nof
view 'pseudocleft sentences as focu51ng devices in both

Fletcher's and Millar's experlments, it is conceivable that

speakers prefer sentences of the form X ¥as the one ¥ho...



for the identification functio

—_

n:\~7These‘ hypotheses are

speculative, and as Millar suggests, further study 1is

needed.
Andrew (1974) has suggested that sinc sentence theme
and information’ focus are both matters of semantic

prominence, a useful‘direct experimental procedure is to ask
subjects to rank words according to th=ir importance to the
meaning of the Sentenéeﬁ (p. 163). The basic sﬁimuius
materials in her experiment ueré simple dative. sentences of.
‘the form human agént - action - inanimate patient ‘4 human
%%ﬁeéipieﬁt ~(i.e., subject - verb - direct object - indirect
object). These ‘sénﬁences were varied systematically by
voiCe,‘ dative . position, and stress (either "normal", or
contrastiiely stressed on the subject noun, the verb, the
direct object,-or the indirect object), yielding 20 distinct
types ranging over four different semantic contents. The
subjects ranked the "importance to the meaning" ot the four
m?jor lexical items, first individually, then in pairs, and-
"fipnally in trip;es. ‘As expected, both linear order and
cént:astive, stress were found to be significanﬁ factors in
the judgehénts of importance, Ih general, rated importarce
decreased as a function of leff¥to-right‘brdep: Howvwev_.r,
this was complicated by the fact that cogﬁrastive Stress on
an "element increased its rated importance, although the
effect decreased in magnitude jin the ‘same manner as - the

linear order. effect. For example, stressing the surface
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subject of an active sentence resulted in higher |

importarce relative to the unstressed tase, while stressing
v ‘ .

the last NP resulted in a split in the ratings, such that.

the initial and the final stressed elements vere assigned

rank 1 by nearly equal numbers of subjects. Essentially the

Same pattern of responses was observed for the rank ordering

of pairs and triples,.

Andrew claims that her findings have important
implications for both ligguistic and psycholinguistic
theories of theme and focus. First, the linear order effeét
is‘interﬁ%eted as "a .semantically significant ;specf of
éassivigasiqn" (P. 137), since in active séatenéesvthe adgent
and patientj received  the :highest and lowest ranks

'respectively, while interchanging their positions ~through

passivization resulted in a reversal of -§ rating. This’

is seen to conflict with the information intétpretation of

linear order proposéd by Chafe (1970, in vhich sentence-

initial position in Simple declarativaes is reserved for

Given information, vhile New information is féund in
'sentehce-fihal position. On the other ~~hand, thé "results
seem to supéort Tannenbaum and Williams? y!968)?study of
"focus of attention™, which was interpreted in the present

study (3.2 above) as evidénce for the Given~Newﬁhypothesis;N

The results for dative position are equally surprising,

since the éiven-Newl*sfrategy predicts higher "importance®
ratings for the final NP, if the subjects assumed a

(@,'

hgﬁ?
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s

motivating context, or no difference in importance, if both
TN .

were assumed to be either Given or New. Andrew therefore
criticizes Chafe's (1970) suggestion that dative position 1is
semantically signifi-cant only when an object NP 'is front-

shifted through passivization. She does not consider his

3
R

later article on language and conscioﬁsness {(Chafe, 1972),

: 4
whose general orientation implies, contrary to Andrew's **
results, that the Given-New o;der should“hold for dative

position in both active and passive sentences.

Andrew concludes that "Halli"ay's type of focus theory

is the most promising"™ (p. 152), but that his information
o ’ s :

focus system must be revised so that onlv contrastively
stressed -~ elements are treated as . fc -ather than
predlctlng sentence final focus' under no. intonation),

'and the notion of theme should “be extended to a"ount'for

A

the‘reéular decrease in 1mportance as a functlon linear
order. - T
R e _,-,3 . V . Y '
AAndrew's'thecry of £5e qs cqgstltutes a challenge to all

oghers discﬁssed thusépfar, and espe01ally to the p051t10n
adopted in‘lhe Ereéent . studyy that the ;gllyvdocumented
notion of semantic salience as a packaging phenomenon is the
(?21ven New distinction.’ But if iAndrew!g claims are to be
refuted, how can one account for her experimental rTesults?
One plausible eiplanatiod is that the pouerful linear order.

effect reveals nothing about ™how the message is sent"

(Chafe, 1976, p; 28),'but only about the way in which the



) ‘\* < R ol
‘ : | 72
s » - \ @ ,

-~

subjects viewed the actdél situations described in the test
sentences while performing the task. Since the subjeefs
were asked neither what the sentence was ébdut, nor which
information was Newrfihey may have adopted an image-buiiding

strg}egy vin e&@luating the "imgortance te the meaning” of
each iten. e uld follo# from this that the first word in
=y senteece££;E;§1d be judged most important, since it
- +

prov1dec t he flist piece of 1nformat10n used 1n constructlng

the 1maq$f} and that each additional lex1cal 1tem should be
viewed as providing additional inforhation to help‘ complete

the 1image. Therconcreteness of the%nouns and 1mageab111ty

of the verbs used as stimuli uould eucoﬁfage the adoptlon of

: #3
thlS strategy. Under “thls '1nterpretatlon& rthe .plit in

' responses for contrastlvelyvctqgésed sente;ce final nouns
g"can‘be aftribufed to the fact.th t«eccepfihgrétgeﬁ.ed, words
as important- constitutes 'a:hcienﬁe' in strategy away from

‘ ‘ R s : ..
L imageieonstructien - and toiards__ respoﬁdiqg» to

& ] .o = LSk
-, contrastiveness. The surprising;
o s oo : ‘ NSy : :
subjects considered sentence-fipdl contrastiV¥e NP's as most

. P . K ) L

k&portant can thus be accounted for withﬁut;¢0ntradicting

that only-half the

<

[

the‘Given-New hypexhesis.
The image-construction hypothésis could.. be tested by

having a very large nunber of subjects'perform the tesk vith
a small number of sentences and a short response interval,
so that the data vould be more 1likely +to reflect natural

*

processing, before art1factua1 ‘response’ strategies are
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developed. A post-experimental questionnaire designed to
reveal sibject strategies would have been a useful addition

to Andrew's study.

3.5 Summary and Qotheses

In this chapter it has been argued that there gs

ev1dence supporting thg assumptlon that every sentéence has a

¥ . . :
.psychologically,_salient "themeg, identifiable on the basis

of linear order (ééptence-indtigg position) and iqdicating

what- the sentence is "apoutr, ﬁﬁannﬁﬁxpé?iments (e.g. Sachs,
o ; _ &»43&&
1967, 1974; Jamesy,” 1972; Perfetti & Goﬁﬁman” 1974) show that
: . s ‘#vf
listeners. do not store thematic informatioﬁ, since they mo{
not. noti®e -changes in sentelfce form' which  move'  the.
.“ ,{'Jl £ -

“"thematic" ‘NP from 1n1t1al p051t10n.\JStud1es purpoﬁtlug to

’demonstrate the usézof theme by - subjects ind pioductlon tasks

(e,g. Carroll 1958ﬁ Tannenbaum & Hllllams, 1968; Turner 5
- s ’ p:" <+

‘Rommetveit,v ‘1968) ’%ere relnterpreted as evidence that ~

it

_lon at the. beglnnlng of

Speakers tend to place leen infg

the sentengééfnd New” 1nformat10n et ke end; qnless special

kY -

syntactic . or prosodic markers of New infofrmation are used.

a

Finally, Hornby's (19?1, 1972, 1974)° studies.show not ‘only
¥

fad

that native speakers do not -alvays consider sentence-initial
NP's " to be vhat a  sentence is about, but also that the

distribution. of leen and New 1nformat10n in .all types of

_cleft sentence€® is remembered better than semantically non-

significant features of surface structure.

- &
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Chapter F 'ur describes two experiments based on the

Given-New strategy and thélnotion cf,cpntextual motivation.

Experiment was designed to discover whether the memorial
‘salience cleft focus :.i Y as a funqﬁ@on;,of
manipula S 1in the «context in whkich they occur. On the

+basis o1 he Iinguistic analysis o1 Cha’pter Tio, it s was

hypothesized that élthough contextually unmotivated clefts
. b
do convey New information by virtue of their identification

function, the semantic prominence of clefted elements should
be even greater when contextual motivation is introduced.

Since it is . possible to change the foecus of ah "identifying"
cleft sentence without destroying ,tﬁg; coherence of the’
,::1 . M ok : A ;.;*) (
discourse, recognition of such changes should ‘be poorer than
for focus changes which place Given information in the focus
_ “ < ) , - . :
pos;flon. - , - . . | .

o

4:;In Experiment 2, the data base for Sachs' (1967, 1974)

L

report that dative movement is not memd}ially - salient was

exténdeq by testing dative sentences in both motivating' &nd
- ) 4 * - . N
nor-motivating-#-contexts, * It was ;{hypothesized that,

unmotivated dati@e:fposition ‘should not be remembered, but

. 4 T - P -
that g%qngeﬁaﬁn the linear order, of the surface objects
shduld” be recégmizgtw’bn the basis ' of demory for which

e . . ; . D> N
. . l’ A -
information was Given, and’which was New.

P -



CHAPTER FOUR

v

5\

THE EXPERIMENTS

Subjects. The sub]ectgruere 5¢° Student volunteers, 12

o
and 42 femal%}(mean age 25 8 years). Thirty-six were

EN

G : .
enrolled in an 1ntroductory llngulstlcs' course at,

University of Alberta, and 18, were bummer bursary students

R
studylng French at College Unlver51ta1re St. Jean. All were-

8

native speakers of English and none had formal tfaining in-

syntax. Six subjects vere  assigned.at random to each of
~p L % ) '

JBine test groups.

- T ’ B \

Stimulus Rassages.. The 28 stimuluﬁ'passages were based‘_

0q\newspaper reports, novels, and - factual essays. There

vere two ‘qarmﬁp péssages, eight flller passages, and 18

"experimental" passages . contalnlng sentences relevant to the

resear ﬁ ﬁypotheSES. L SR

.-

Three versions of each experimental passage were

27 awe
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prepared, with 20, 40, or 80 syllables of intervening
material following the target sentence. The target
‘sentences were all simple declarative clefts or reverse

pseudoclefts (RPC's) with transitive verbs and clefting
v iy

performed on either “the subjec% Qr the object NP.

: A EAN

Pseudoclefts were not used, since there ' is evidence

(Fletcher,‘ 1973; Mill;r, 1976{ that many-spea§ers do not
treat them as focusi&é devices. The %ubject'igné objecf,'
‘nouns were equated for concreteness, %i;her both high (over
6.00), or both low (under 2.67) -6; Paivio, Yuille ' and

Nadigan'sﬁ3(1968)?”list. ffAll:‘éére precéded~by a definite

v P S

article or by’ a demonstrqtive 0or possessive -adjective.

Ot her modifiers.,uergwkampided vhere. possiblé, although

context sometimes -.Ie ‘ed the addition ¢f- a sentence

L . -
) : ) ' . o ' ﬁyﬁzfy
adverbial or a conjunction. aL
The experimental passag . were further structured

according to whether the semantic context motivated clefting

one NP rather than the other; Nine of the pasgaggs had
. ¢ . T;\ .

motivating contexts (CHM), such that altering'the'sentencé so

.- 2 . . .
as to place the Given NP in ¢left position and the New N® in

pon-cleft position would be inappropriate. The other nine
. ¢ : . . ) ] |
passages had non-motivating contexts (CN), and were

contrived - to allow clefting of either NP. In these

>ntences, clefting served to "identify", in  the context-

iﬂdepeﬂdént ‘manner described® 'in" Chapter Two. The
appropriateness judgements wvere .chéckedi -against the
. . :

£

-

5 . .
L 3 R
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‘intuitions of two linguists and-two naive speakers. Sample

pPassages are presente’ i Appendix A,

Three test sepLtep o were prepared for each
experimental passage, one. subject to experimental control,

and two distractore.‘% The - first test sentence; whose

dygxance from the targét was 'controlled by varying the'

amount of 1nterven1ng text,,wae then wrltten 1n three forms,
elther 1dent1cal to the orlglnal (ID), focus changlng (FC),

or rfocus- presepv1ng (FP). The FC sentenCeS”were of the same

/ o -

\, J Y

iject focus or v1qe versa._.The resultlng sentence was

RSN B
~

‘always grammatlcal ‘ hut ‘1nappr6priate accordlng o' the -

[

1nformat10n dlstrlbutlou of, the dlscourse. The FP sentences

I

‘involved a change in the cl eft type. only. e. g.,cleft-subject
targets were changed to RPC ~subject for the test. ‘The‘ID
sentences were included’to provide exempléns' of uneﬁanged

@
' sentences for the recognition task, but .were not analyzed,

 for the reasons .outlined .in S@ctlon 3.3. } The two distractor

¢ 5

senteqces for each passage were either unchanged, " br
arbitrarily altered either lexically, syntactically, or

semantically.' .y ‘
P j '

¢ The filier passages were similar in content to the
practice . passages; but’ all three ‘test questions were

distractors. Several contained cleft or RPC sentences which

?

were, not tested.

—

left type as the target, but 1nvolved a change from subject,

’
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A different swt of stimulus wmaterials was pré}ared for

each ' of the ning}groups, with each passage occurring once
. - -t

per group-in pne of its nine test forms '(three levels of

post-target delay, D, crossed with.ghree recognition test

types, T). The presentation order of the experimental

passages was vrandomized for each group, with the filler

passages appearing in every third position.

esponse gggklg”§Z The three-page response booklets
had passage numbers down the left-hand margin. For each

passage, the test sentence number@{i-3'uere:followed by the

words IDENTICAL and CH;!GED, fcllowed by the numbers 1-5 for
: N L : . T

. . a7 e c ' ' ,
confidence ratings:i¥g 8, columns of ratings. were labelled
el ¥ .

"low confidence" on fhéﬁiéft and "high confidence" on the
right. The warmup passages were ldbelled A and ‘B, and two

o . .
‘extra passage numbers were included to prevent an ‘"epd-

i

.spurt" effect.

o s oy e e

Procedure Since live oral presentation was used, the

expe;imenter,rehearsed the‘pa§§ag£§ﬁbefdre testing in order
to a¢hieve a consistent ‘pfeseng%tion style. The target

sentences ﬁgge\pronounced with ' neytral ‘falling intonation

and non-contrastive sentence stress on the focused NP.

. . L
o lSubjecfs Iuete teéted in groups pf éix in ué-minute
sessions. Théy were instrﬁ;ted to-iisteu caréfully to the
passages 1in order to be-ablé to reéoéhizé all changes in
wordihg; everr when this did not affect the meéning,v" They
P A
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L

were also instructed not to circle CHANGED if that response

was based only on perception of changes in rhythm or

N

intonation, (Complete ' ®nstructions are reproduced in

o

Appendix B). A
. ) ,\@ ‘

After hearing the "instructions, the aubjects Qorked
through the practice passages. The passage number ‘was read
before each test segment, and the test phase was marked byégy
hrlef pause folloued by the number "one" to 51gnal thedstart
of the first test sentence. Subjects _were allowed seven
seconds. to respond to €dch sentence by circling the words

p

"IDENTICAL or CHANGED and a confidence rating on the response
A N 3 .

sheet. The correct responses for the warmup. passages were
‘discussed in detail in order to esiablishlfh%;fact that many
kinds of changes would be encountered .. and that some changeo

did not affect the meaning of the sentences.

Post-test interview. After completing the task, the

Subjects wére asked'whether they could guess the pufpdsé of
‘the experiment, ané whether they thought that any par cular
kind of sentence stood out as belng unnatural or remarkable
in ‘any . way. The experlmentepj then read - six of" the
expér;mental target éséhtences}anc asked whethcr anyonc had

noti.ea dvring the .course of the expergment that they

coastitut=2c¢ a class of wrecurring types.
~.

ioovang. The  score for each response was based on
. - *

correctness and the confidence rating.  Correct responses
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%grle assigned the positive value ygtihe confidence rating,

N

bt . ,
and incorrect responses received the negative value. Thus

scores ranged from +1 to +5 for correct responses, and from

-1 to -5 for incorrect responses, ' o .
9

Results

—— e S -
-

kM

Post-test interview. ~. Only one of the 54 subjects
~claimed to have noticed the simple clefts ("the sentences
with it"). Her results were discarded fbr that reason, and

also because ' despite the SCreen;;;TEFBE?ﬁure, she reported

o8
SR

that her native language was not Egisb. One additional
subject from the sanme s§§§g9t po
R UL

¥as run individually to

C oy Yy

. &4
i B

replate the missing data.

In all groups,‘tﬁe majority df’ svbjects thought that
the . experiment . was testing retention of dates or wuqbers,
and many others suggested that the changes in stYle from

‘”‘_narratﬁxg‘ to factﬁal vere probabiyﬁ%§pgriqg?tal/variables.

It seems reasonable to conclude that the fillers -and

——

distractors were @fféctive.4 »
: \

:Aggizglé. After the éxpéfiment  795 ‘run, it Afas
, %isco;ered that oﬂs}oé,the passaQes had beép judged to be
| &N; buﬁ was misf%kenly 1ab§lied Cﬂg This meanf that thére
were'in fact feﬁ CN vpassages and only eight CcCH. That

passdge was therefore counted as: a CN, and tuobculpaSSages

- were discarded at random, leaving eight passages per level
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The data were analyéed by analysis of variance. The
design was a three-way factoriai with each combination of
qg?text (C), post*terget delay @D)( and test sentence type
(T, assigned to a different.levei of the dumnmy variable 0
(observations);\ and groups Of subjects (S) nested under the
other factors. Each group was tested under 18 conditions:
two levels of C (mot;vatind and npnéeotivating contexts) x
three levels of D (20, 40, of 80 syllables) j three levels
of T (FP, FC, and ID). However, since the Iﬁysentences were
treated as drstractors, onlyﬁ]2_cond1t10ns ggrn submltﬂ.ﬁ to
analy51s. Each group recelvedﬁeach comblnatlem %w €Ly y, and
T in a different stlmulee passage. Slnce-neither subject
variation nor differences among individual passages at each,
level of cC igere ef immediate. theoretlcal 1nt%§§$t, the,
analysis was simplified' by treatlng each combination of
subjects - and péssages. as . a discrete obs;ivatlon, and the
error term for. the compeéksons of ihtEreet' contains both

' : » o s }
sources &f variation. This may‘ reeegé§ in cogservati;e

criteria for some of the 51gn1f1cance tests. The S and. O

factors were treated as random, while C, D, and T were

fixed.

Table 1 gives the percentage of correct responses and
the mean - recognition coﬁfidence score for each type of -

change at each level of IM. Table 2 presents the results of

the analysis .of variance.’
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The "observations" effect was significant
'4%(84,u80) = 2.05, p < .01, Since individual differences
between’passages and betveen subjects were expected and not
of immediate theoretical intetest, this factor was not
furtner analysed. However,.this decision is discussed in
detail in  Chapter Five. The main effect of T - was
significant (F(1,84) = 33.00, p < .501). Overall, focus~-
preserving changes were less. Hell.tecegnized than focus-
changing aiterations of the'target sennences. This ‘nay be
”taken as further support for Hornby s {1971) flndlng that

cleftr structures function to hlghllght New llnformatlon.

Changes -in which element was clefted are:mcre salient than

w

changes in the device used to cleft -that‘:eiement;“ This\

cannot be attrlbuted to memory for the surface form of the

'sentences, since the FP changes 1nvolved a @reater number of

surface differences (cleft -te .RPC), but were poorly

recognized. Nor can the effect be. due to the change in the
¢
linear order of the subject and object NP*s in the FC -

-

sentences, since Sachs (1974) has shown that’ unmotlvated
s .

changes from actlve fo pa551ve, whlch‘;esult in a 51m11ar
s L] -

re-ordering of those NP's, are also poorly recognlzed.

The main effect of Cc was also significant
'(F(1,84) = 6.55, p < .02). As predlcted by the contextual
'motlvatlon hypothe51s, cleft structures do mnot have ‘the same

memorlal (semantic) salience in all contexts. fy//*\
6 : . - , . o .
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The significant eT interaction (F(1,84) = 6.74,
p < .02), presented‘graphically in Figure I, shows that FP
changes had hearly identical recognition(%}ores under both
context conditions as one would expect under the assumption
that a meanlng preserV1ng change should not be affected byv
changes in context. This guy also be taken as evidevnce that
'manlpulatkgas of context do not result in unexplained
response biases, Thé'interaction effect is due toO the fact

‘th"‘*a.t ‘the difference . bétween EP and FC is greater in the
\)T? .. . /v = . . B .

o s

&wotlvatlng contexts. ’ _ e
: , N

-

-

hifferences between “means were evaluated with ‘ the

test ‘for‘ordered means (e.g. Kirk, 1968): In

thls proc:dure,othe crltlcal Kalue that a difference must .
exceed in 77 order Qe«acon51dered significant : varies.

accordlng to how manywsteps apast the rélevant ‘means are

. when placed “on a scale ranglng from smallest to largest

R ’ g 3 3 ’\
-.jThls is done because if several means are computed by

“*Fiampllng from the &ame populatlog, the largest and smallest
h sample means may appear to differ simply because they lie at
oppoéite ends' of the same-distributioa. With the 'Neuman—
Keuls proCedure, t he crltlcal value Hr is largest for the
most wldely separated means, and smaller for those Uthh lle'

closer together.

The four differences of interest are shown in Table 3.

£

In fon-motivating contexts, FC alteratlons were recognized

better than FP changes (p = .05). This was also true for
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84

v )

the motivating contexts (p < .01). Tne erfect of contextual
motivation is seen by comparing recognition scores tor the
two context types. The scores for the FP changeS'yere
virtually identical under the two conditions, while the FC
changes were reliably better recognized when contextually
motivated (p < .01). The non-signifiCance of the D factor

and its interactions suggests that the recognition accuracy

"for FC and Fﬁ ch@mges under both contexts-’ was fairiy

constant for J‘he three @deiays examined. This 1is in
accordance with Sachs' (1974) finding, using the same delay

intervals; that the greatest amount of ;ﬁorgetting ‘had

occurred after 20 syllabies. This meuns that the. semantic

v

effect of contextual motivation remains strong for delays ap

to 80 syllables, just as semantic changes had a recognition

2

,advantage in Sachs"study for all ievels of D.

2

o

. ‘ S '
. .
. o

'Subjects. Twelve female subject% from an‘ 1ntroductory,
linguistics cOurse at the Univer51ty of Alberta (mean age
31.7 years) volunteered for the ‘experiment. All were pative

speakers of English, and had. Just begun 'Stu&ying English:

.
o



ot it
AN

RIS

Syntax. Four subjects were assigned .t random to each of

three test groups.

A total of 24 narrative passajes

(185}
as
{4
1=
[+
[~
1=
37}
=]
v
-+
o)
s
-
fu
[
4]
*

were preparbd,‘ tollowing procedures similar to those of

Experiment 1. The 16 experimental passages all had <simple
dative sentences as targets, with . a human subject,
transitive verb, inanimate patient and human recipient (e.g.

letty the left-overs). These are the

restrictions wused .y Andrew (1974) in her study of focus in

dative sentences. Sixteen different verbs were employed:

deal, hand,” write bring, rent, show, send, leave,
I R
dive, sell, offer throw, and teach. Pronouns
\ % 5 N < T
were used as the A : when <convenient,® but. the

passages wer ritten such pronominalization otf the

direct - an -indirgg}\objeCts was never necessary. Half the

experimefital” passages had contexts in which +the direct

Ject was informationally New and the indirect objéct was

& 8 - ’1\

Given or vice versa. The ‘othe: eight passages contained
target dative sentences in whicﬁ both object NP's wer

either (iven or Néw; Since the experimental hypothesis
depe;EEd on the prediction that subjects would find £he New-
Given order to be semantically ancmalous as long as they
recalled the information disﬁributibn, of the context in
which the' dative sentence appeared, ali the passages uz2d

the order Given=-New. This decision w..s reached on the basis

of an informal pilot study, ,in which the Question test was

b
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dpplied to dative sentences. In each test question, either
the direct or the iﬁdirect object was replaced by a WH word,
and answers using both dative positions were read with
talling, non-cbnttastive intonation, Six . subjects weie
asked to write either the number of the nmore appropriate
answer, or "equal'" if both were appropriate. After sever&i
practice gquestions, a total of 60 jﬁdgements were cqllected
{(si1> hsubjects X ten questions). Of these, only 10 were

reéponses of "equal" (six from a single subject). 0Of the 590

responses expressing a pre ... . 48 were in the predicted
direction (Given-New ¢ fer :rdless ' of the syntactic
category of the NP). It vaz - luded that speakers are

>

sensitive to the Given-New sciategy, and that the use of the
opposite order 1in the experimental passages would be

perceived as unnatural.

In Experiment 1, the FP change - cleft to KPC an ice

oA - - T - M‘ - :
. .- .. -, YN
versa - was used as a basis fcﬂ.pomparléonfwlth FC ch~»n 3,
€ o - . .
Since there 1is no meaning-preserving syntactic variant of

‘?at{;é position, the filler passagés in the ©presert - study
wer= uscd as fhe contrgl. ‘ The fillers contained taggét
sentences-representing four syntactic Eypes that are capable
ot undergoing meaning-preserving traﬁsfprmations:

complement deletion, WH-be déletion, parficle movement, and
adverb movement. These sentences had no fufther controls;

they were considerably .longer than the target dative

sentences (mean length = 19.7 and 6.8 words respectively),

~
a

s,
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and most dld not involve movement of major constituents.,

The expectation ot no «itference in the recognition ot
changes 1n unmotivated datives and 1in filler targets 1s
therefore a very Strcnd statement orf the hypothesis ‘that
dative movemeht 15 meaﬁlng-pfeserving wvhen contextually

unmotivated.

-~ .,

All 24 passages were written in three forms, with 20;
40, or 80 syl;ables §f post—tafget material. Only one test
sentenée was of 'interest, involving eltuer the <change in
dative position, or the minor . syntactic <change for the
fillers. Fach passage was therefore administeféd 1n only

three foris, defined by the levels of D.. There were also
. | SN

\

two éistractor test sehtences for each passage, and.mgny; éf

xthese were 1dentical to original sentences. Sample pa;sages

are presented 1in Apfendix D. The order of'the,bassages was

féndomized fpr' eacggygroup. The .response bg lets were
o : el T ’

identical to thfég used in Experiment 1.

Procedure. Subjects Lere fested in . -oups of fogf with
live oral‘presentation, The instruétions, warmup passages,
\ .
administration procedures, post-test interview, and scoring
précedure were 1ldentical to those of prerimént 1. The
dative sentences were read with falling intéhation, and the

New element could not be identified cn the basis of pitch

prominence.



Fesulte
hous  of  the subjects reported noticing that Jdative
senterces had  been frequently wused, and the majority

believe. ttat tne experiment was intended to test memory for
. »
factual .atovimaticr when the narrative style was varied.

hEN

[y

The <=3 were submitted to analysis of variance, with
two fixed ®facr~rs, D (<0,.40, or 80 syllables), and T, which
Wis o COvVer Sy L€r the three kinds of test sentences:
détivé mov;ment in notivating and ncn-motiéating contexts,
’and cyntactic chgnges in * ~» filler passages. All Subjects
heard all 24 passages, but under difﬁérent levels orf D. The‘
desf@n was not completely balanéed across subjects; due to
an efrdr in  assigning 'sﬁbjécts to groups,..sdme groups
received more levels of a given delay'than Oothers. Howéver,
the data were again analyzed by aséigning unique
,co:uinationsvdf subjects, passages, and delaxs éo the-fandom
factor O, which was nes€ed under D and T. Thé factor.AS
(groups of.subjects)_was treated as random, and nested under
the other faé&orsi Thus the error term for significance

tests contains both subject and passage variability, and

significance tests mdy be conservative.

Table 4 gives the wmean percentage of correct responses
and the mean recogrition confidence score for each type of
change at each delay. Table 5 presents the results of the

anralysis of variance. Only the main effect of T was
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frgnificant (F(2,063) = 24,87, p < .0C1). Again, the
nonsigniticance of D and its interactions Suggests that
recognition accuracy did not decrease Signiticantly with

increeses in retention interval.

~

The thain erfect of 7 is shewn  in Figure II.
, .
Drfferences between means Were evaluated with the Newman-
Keuls test, and thg results are given in Table o. As

predicted, changes in dative positicn were re(ognlzed mu-h
Petter under contextual motivation ,(p < .C1y, as well, as
being aore salient than the chénges in the tarcets of -the
§filler passages. Furthermore, recognition ‘accuracy for
changes 1in unmotivated dative postion was not significantly
better than recdgnition‘of minor gyntactic ,changes in the

filler targets.
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CHAPTER FIVE

an

DISCS=sTION

5.1 Introduction

The . resulte of tne expetiments desctibed in the
preceding chabter‘fuily support the notion that contextual
motivation has an important effect on the manner in which
clOtt and dative sentences ate\:interpteted. The evidence
for  this conclusion will first be ’disoussediin greatet

detail, and .the lmplicaticns  for linguistic . and

psytholinquistic theory will tnen be taken up.

\, e

__——______ — m,—-  m =

It ®as suggested( in Chapter Two that cleft sentences
can have t wo information functions, one dependent on context
and the other contextually unmotivated ‘If a cleft sentence
provides New information invited by the preceding discourse,
that element isg Clefted, and the rest, of the sentenoe 1s
Given. Contextually unmotivated clefts have a New-New

information distribution and the clefting is a context-
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independent Semantlc feature ot the sentence. In Baker et
al.'s (1973) terminology, the interpretation of -intormastion
tocus . in motivated clefts requires sensitivity to both sd

and St infprmation, while focus 1n unmotivated clefts bis 4

matter of St only.

In  Experiment 1, the finding that focus-preserving
changes were pobr;y recognized suggests that recognition can
be médellcg 4s a matching process, in which the /Farget
sentence 1s first proéessed and ,stdfed 1n memory as an
abstract semantic schema (e.g. Bransford ang Franké, 1972y,
and false recogritions occur as a function of the similarity
ot fhe schemata for focus-preéerving variants qQf the target
sentence, The bet}er reccgnition of focus-changing
~alterations is then Seen to result from mismatches at the
semantic level. Since focus-éhanging test sentences were of
the same syntactic type (simple cleft orVRPC) as the target,

cne would expect greater confusion for that kind of change

if recognition were based on memory for "surface™ structural

configurations. The obtained results are therefore taken as

evidence , that the subjecté were résponding at least to the

St information ,of cleft sentences,

The better recognition cf focus-changing alterations in
contextually-mctivated clefts can be explained in terms of
reconstructive processes 1in memory (e.g. Bueliler, 1908;
Bartlett, 1932; Cofer, 1973). »If.subjectS'remember not only

sfntaéticalLy;s;gpalled focus, but also the 'constraints

e
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lmposed on sentences by the information distribution at the
point in the discourse where the target senteqnce occurreé,
one sﬁould predict that correct recognition would be
tacilitated when the New-Given distribution of contextually-
motivated cleft andg /RPC éentences 1s changed toz tne

8

inappropriate Given-New order. For unmotivated clefts, the

” A

focus changes had no Ssemantic effects beyond the
Adentification function within the-individual sentence, and
resulted in sentences wnich were to be equally plausible in

that context.

»

It is a coamon observa@ion that memory 1s not only
abstractive, but reccnstructive, as evidenced by the fact

that 1in recognition tasks similar +o those described jin the

present study, subjects claim to recognizety sentences “which

rresent explicitly information which is conveyed only

through presupposition, implication, or .inference in the

experimental stimuli (¢.g. Bransford & Franks, 1971; Harris,
1974 a, b; Johnson, Bransford S_Eolombn, 1973: Kevin,‘1971;
Offir, 1973). Since the 'identificafion‘ function of
unmotivated clefting has (by definition ct "unmofivated") no

effect on ‘the interpretation of the rest of the discourse,

it is natural Ehat this kind of information should_ be -

particuiarly Susceptible to inte%ference " and false -

recognition, as observed in Experiment 1.

" In fact, the finding that the unmotivated clefts wyere

remegberéd as well as they were raises somé¢ prob(gms of

&l
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’1nterpr¢tatlop It will be recalled that 1in order to allow
the use of standard "fatistics, the effects of subject -and
f&ssage variabilgty “ere collapsed .rto 4 single randonm

tactor 0, which ser#ed a8 the ér:or term for-all other tests

a . o ) ’ '
O = significance. This coutouniing wmeant that the main
effects of 'those "two. 'variatles, - as yéll as " thelr
’1nteractions, could. not be tested. Twc earlier studies

(Fletcher, 1973; Millar, 1976) suggest ed that there  may o

significant variability" in Sreakers? interpretation 'of the

focus characteristics of.cleft and RPC &t,uctures. That
: i . . . . Pel

possibility wds not of immediate interest fcr the present

~study, and the significant effect for contextual motivation,

in spite of such between-subject variaticn, suggests that

N4

the effect is robust. However,‘it is .also possible that
o ‘ o . A
Y unknown features of the stimulus passages-could have caused
o 3

-significant variation between passages and even across_&be
e . w

two context conditidns.  For éxamplg; the alterétigns_of the

I3

'tdrget sentences may‘not'have, always resulted in eQuaLLy'

natural test sén¢ences.* If +this were =so, it night be
’ g : T T

expeéted that presentation of the less natural sentence 1in

the test phase., would «cause 'sﬁbjects to reject it 6a/tb9

- 1

+basis of unnaturalness alonpe. ‘ : . -~

- Inspection of the means for each passage' showed that

while the focusg= hanging Alterations>ue:e recognized better

than - focus—ﬁr serving alterations in over » 90% of the .
observations for  motivated cleﬁts, this vas true in only



dbout 65%% Ot the u;motlvated cletts. Despite :hw tact that
these figqures are bacsed cn difterent groups of sul ,-cts, the
possibility remains .fhat thb unmotivated passages did not
' cons¥itut0 2 unitorw set of\u%fimull, and mére strlngenf
controls might cauce}.thlgﬂ\\¥\¥ct to disappear: for t..
unmotivated Cle 5;’ Ho&éééér the validity ot the contextual
motivat;on tactoxfﬁs not ‘abfected by +nese speculations,
since lower\>scoreé for the unmotivited clefts would simply

1

make the contextual motivation effect larqger.

The results ‘cf Experiment 2 can be inté&preted in the

same general fashibn. Changes 1in dative position were
kypothesized to be Seméntically non-significant in non-
motivating contexts, and the lack of sianificant difference
_between recogniéion,cf such changes and the recognition of
tne four meaning-preserving tfansforms of fbe_targets of the
filler passages supports the hypothesis. ‘Again, an
abstraction-matching model describes the results. In view
of’ this, And;ei's (1974) finding that the.left-most object
NP 1in isolated/dative sentences is judged to be the more
"important" must be viewed as irrelevant to theories of
foéus,wand the image-construction cqhnterproposal presented
in -Chapter Three is éffered as an explanation of Aﬁdreu's

linear order effect.

The better recognition of changes in motivated dative

position iS taken . as further evidence that speakers keep

.

track of the information distribution of discourses, and
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thdat 1 a 1eocoynition task they are able to reconstruct the

¢

correct order o: the object NP': on the basis of DEBOT Y tor
whilch intormation we Given and which was New at the time
they heard the target sentence. This further impll@sb that
the choice o1 dqtive position 1is rule-governed, and 1s hased
on the genetdl. principle that Given informa‘ion precedes

New. Notice 1n particular that all target sentence- wete

N

read with steadily talling intonation. This means that tne

subjects could not have interpreted the NP's is focal on the
basis of pitch prominence, as both Chomsky (1971) and

Halliday (1967b) suggest. -

)

5.3 Implications for Linguistic Apalysis

In the expecliments zfscussed above, syntactic and

semantic "restrictions were\\{}aced on cleft and dative
J _ T '

sentences through manipulations/ of context, and the focus

properties ot those sentences were found to vary as a

)

fu- _ of the informational status (Given or Newj of the

€ "1+ NP's. These findings have 1important consequences

for sentence-bound linguij}dc theories of focus.

First, Hallida: s {196.c) an< Chomsky's (1971) claims
that information focus 1s , always associated with piltch
;prominence are no longer tenable. Ex;erimént 2 demodstrated
that "New" status is not always identifable on th b%§is of

features of surface structure, but can be inferred frca the
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Semantic context alone. This 1 0ot intende’ +0 - pnrradice

(hate's (1970) cliim  that the 1-.quent correspondence
bet ween high pi1tch and tocus  allows  tor tective
cammunlcation. Eather, the pdrtlculdr intonation contour

used 1n  the Jdative study was chosen to demonstrdate that
SUrtace structur= accounts f focus Aare€ nei*ther csufticient
nor hecCessary, s1ince (a) they cannot ds.519n tocus to New
-
lntormation which 15 not pirtch-rrominen® (b) they ~cannot
dlsting&ish between 1dentical surface foras hav1ng‘d1ffer@nt
lniormation dilstributions; and (C} only knowledge of the
intormational status of the eclements ét a4 sentence 1n
context 1s necessary for determining which element 1s
focal. Sentence-tound theories are theretore obliged to
,adopt ad hoc solutions to” the Froblex of describing the
syﬂtactic reflexes cf tocus. Thus Chambers! (197€) account
of focus, which allows - randoa assignment of arbitrary

features tc formatives, turns cut to be more descriptively

adequate than Chomsky's (1971) surface-structure account.

The effect of the Given-New principle or dative
posit:on suggests an interestiné dbproach to rule
optionality in TGG. The Dative Movement rule, traditionally
considered to be optional (because either crder for the
Object NP's yields a "possible"™ sentehce of English), 1is now
seen to be obligatory ino contexts where one object NP 1is
Given and the other is New. However, the rule cannot be

written in terms of syntactic categories, since 1t 1is the
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SvLteRces 10 equally insu:mountdhl; th 1 fLJn:ryxn;rAdnal
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moielilin 1s beycnd the scope of foraal iinguietice,
< b}

terhaps best left to workers in artificial

istrlxibutiorn. Taken 11 1ts cstrictest sence,

thils

xinl St
A0 1¢

crtellrgence,

~» Clearly, what ic required 1s a descriptive Systea wn.cn

allows a  direct BaFpP1Lg  of contex+*ual

A

intorma

(*
b
O
]
—

Al

‘particuliar, Given ar? Vew Status) onto syntactic foram.  Jne

vould then be able to trovide ruies of

Ivne
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tormedness tor - each 1ntormation distribution, and the
grammar would be truly sensitive to contextual factors. The
ntormation Structure (IS) approach to syntactic description

(Prideaux, 1975; 1976) meets these requirements.

Reacting aygainst the psedo-psychological claims of
TGG, Prideaux shuns all formal devices which are not
amenable 'to ilnterpretation as cognitive states or
processes: abstract underlying syntactic structures,
ordered tran ‘ormations which move-constituents, and rules
which relate different kinds of sentences are ‘all rejectedl
as psychologically unintérpretable notational conveniences

tor making distriputiohal‘ statements about the form of

sentences,

Prideaux adopts a functional aébroach to syntax, in

which :
the grammar of a language 1is a
specitrication, first, of the kinds of
information to be conveyed and second,
of the linguistic devices ilised to convey
such information (1975, p. 8)

The general procedure consists in specifying the kinds of
information (contextual; sentential, relational, anad

denotational) that can be conveyed by' an " utterance, and

stea T "linearization rulest wvhich pair dinformation
st.uctur - with surface constituent ~derings, as well as
"s 7o structure redundancy ru.. .", which state surface
struc - constfaints that are nbt affected by the

g
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intcrmation structure. Since surface structﬁres are
directly available to speakers, the surface sfructure
generalizations are bresented as hypotheses concerning the
generalizations that speakers actuallY\\make about their

N

langquage.

Pridequx‘ (1975) argues that fhe surface generalization
ror non-WH direct and indirect'object NP pLacement‘ can be
statgd simply as a rule which plaées both NP*'s after the
verhb, but leaves the relative ‘ordgr of the +two NP's

o . . _ g - .
unspecified. This is formalized as follows:

(1) FI: NP={DO,I0} -3 (X VP Y NP Z]
- NP#WH - : S

The two-headed arrow indicates that when the information
structure on the left occurs, the linearization on the right

is well-formed.

- Notice that Prideaux's formulation is incomplete:  the
only aspect - of informafion structure treated 1is the
relational informa.ion (RI), that tbe\ﬁb's are direct and
indirect objects. Obvioﬁsly, the rules must be altered in
crder to account for the effect of contextual information on

the position of the post-verbal NP's.

It appears fhat two descriptive statements must be
provided,‘ one relating tb'the case where onetNP is [+NEW]
and the other is (-NEW], and a second for cases in which
both NP's have the same marking for the feature (NEW]. The

twvo statements are:
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(aj It two NP's are the DO b L) of a
sentence, with one NP markeq (+NEW] and
the other wmarked [-NEW], the relative
surface order is [ -NEW ] [+NEW], unless
the [(+NEW] NP is under contrastive or
sentence stress, in which case the order
can also be { +NEW ] ( -NEW].

(b) If the two NP's are the DO and 710

of a sentence, ang both are (+NEW] or

(TNEW], then either Np Bay precede the
her.

Adopting Prideaux's notation, and adding the contextdal-

inrormatiqn (CI), ‘the surface generalizations are theé
following:
(3) Dative Position

(@) RI: (NPa,NPb} = (D0,I0)
(NPa,NPb} # WH -
€--=3 (X NPa Y NPj]

CI: NPa
- NPb

[-NEW ]
[ +NEW]

1l

(b)  RI: {NPa,NPb} = (Do, 10} ' _ :

{NPa,NPb} +WH ,
€--3 (X JNPa Y NPb)]
- NPb Y NPa

CI: (NPa,NPb} = [ANEW ]

These rules are surface generalizations, iuvolving a
mapping of possible information distributions onto ‘Possible

orders of elements. On  the basis of the results of

C
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Experiment 2, they are proposed here ’as representing' the
generalizations used by English speakers in producing and
comprehending dative sentences. They are not "movemernft"
rules. Rather, they constitute an'dutput condition on the
wvell-formedness of dative Sentences 1in confext, and they
claim both that speakefs order the NP's accOfding to the

Given-New distiuction, and that hearers interpret such

orders’accordingly.

The positioning of New infbrmgtion iq Sentence-final
Position (in the absence of contrasti?e stress) may not 5e
limited to‘thé Placement of direct and indirect objects. In
'simple sentences of thé form NP ég NP.suchtas‘ggggz was
€rook, it is precisely the [ +NEW] informa+ion which comes
the end of the sentence, with ;he same order of Given-New.
Of course, with stress on the first NP,“and with the change
Of the indefinite article 4 to the definite article the, the
relative order of New-Given can also be accomplisped. The

Question Test may be.applied in order to show the effect of

context on the order of NP's and the application of sentence

Sstress: ’ -

(4) .‘Who was a crook?
- Jerry &&s a crook.

(5) What was Jerry?

-

Jerry was a Crook.
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Thus, 1t- appears that the general congition on (3} ﬁhat the
two NP's are DO and 10 is unneéeésary. Such informatian is
hecessary for (1), where fhe general placement of the two
object NP's in post-verbal positién 1s required, but in (3
the rule is guite gen%ral and extends over a domain gréate:
than that or the direct and indirect objects., It ui;l also
be reéalled tfrom Chaptér Three that the Choice~of active or
passive sentences can ' be influénced by :the>informatidn
distribution. Thss, one might argque. that the 'ru#e (3)
shoﬁld‘ be reformulated in wmore -general form as a rule of

Given-New distribution:

(6) Given-Xew Distribution:

(2) {NPa} = [ +NEW] NPa Y NPb
‘ {NPb} = [-NEW] <€---» (X T Yz
; NPb Y NPa
il /(r
(b) {NPa,NPb} = [cK NEW ] €---> - NPa Y NPb
o (X ' 2]
NPb Y NPa

4

5.4 Sugqgestions for Further Resgggég
g 4

.The experiments in this study may be taken as further

evidence that language  users adapt the. production and
interpretation of their- utterances to the "transitory
constraints" (Chafe, 1970) that context imposes on them.

Y E .

The notion of contextual motivation might ‘therefore be

usefully applied t6 other sentence types 1in order to
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discover whet her information distribution affects their

syntax ard semantics ., A broader goal would be to look for

Other specific Semantic factors which govern sentence
organization. For example, Clark's {1965) discovery,
¢oncerning the Preponderance of animate Subjects and

N

lnanimate objects may be indicative of a favoured animate-
inanimate order which could account for +he chOice of active

or paSSive sentences in 1nformationally neutral Contexts.

Another Useful step would be a conparison of retention
tunctions tfor tocus and other Semantic information.,
Although the p factor was not significa:t in >the present
‘study, this could be  qdue to the relatively short delays
used. The transitory nature of contextual constraints and
the need to recall the information distribution at the time
of_ the utterance, suggest that focus information 'is
Teconstructed 'through' episcdic rather than long-term
semantic-memory. This hypothesis could = be tested Jin an

experiment using both focus and Semantic changes, and both

short and long post- target delays.

One final observagion,'uhich -may or may. not .be of
significance, is that in both experiments reported here, as
well as in Sachs Studies, the recognition.confidence scores
'for semantic changes were considerably higher afterr 40-
syllable delays than after 20-syllable delays, although this
effect did not attain =1gnificance in any of the

experiments. However, none of the eéxperiments was designed
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with 'such an effect in mind, and exploratory work would be
hecessary in order tc discover whether or not this result

reflects a processing or integration effect.

8,
L]

ln

ltn

ummary

‘In this thesis, the empirical “justification for
including the terms theme and gggg§ in linguistic " and

psygho%inguistic theOrhﬁs were examined.,‘l was concluded
that argﬁments for paéiting a separaﬁe notion of theme are
insufficient, and that the two térms éan be subsumed, with
no loss of generality,. under the more specific ‘ﬁgtion of
‘information focus. The rotions of Given and New information
‘were applied to an analysis of'the "focus® propefties of
English cleft and dative sentences. It' was hypéthesized
that the functional (semant;c) ‘interpretation of cléft
structures depends on the in}ormation distributiqn " of the
discourse in which they 'appeér, and a reéognition?meﬁory
experiment supported fﬁis hypothesis bylreveéling that the
"ideﬁtification" functibn is less s;lient than the
"informationp® function, when salience is measured as .the

degree of succeés. attained_ by subjects who are asked to

“fy changes in the element clefted.

Was also hypothesized that dative position in
oo S not opti-nal, as has. been traditionally assumed,

but ~ 17 predi-“zble on the basis of information

)
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distriblition. ‘This too was supported by the results of a

memory task, where changes in dative position wvere

recognized when only one of the object NP's was New. It was

concluded that stress analyses of information focus are not

sufficient, since at ledst one .intonation contour has been
demonstra+*ed to allow New information . to be more
’ v

Semantically prodinent in Spite of the fact that it -is  not

iven itch rominence. Furthermore, even under "normal"
g Y

stress, a sentence token can be either marked or unmarked.

for ftocus, and the 1nformat10nal status of the word in the
intonation centre cannot be. determined fronm the " "surface

structure©w,

It was concluded that an adequc,ellaccouut ef
1nformat10n rocus at the sentence level requ1res statements
of the effects of 1nformat10n uletrlbutlon on sfntactlc and
phonological patterning, and that the Information Structure

approach offers a framework within which theseyeffects can

be described.
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APPENDIX A
SAMPLE STIMULUS PASSAGES: ,.EXPERIMENT 1

Note: For each bpassage, the target Sentence is - underlined,
and the breaks at 20; 40, and 80 syllables of intervening
haterial are shown in Parentheses. The concreteness of the

subject and object nouns orf each target _Sentence is
indicated as ejither ‘high® or 'low', ang the clefting is
labelled as ejther ‘motivated' or ‘unmotivated'. In each

Ccase, question 1(a) is Fp, 1(b) is Fc, (C) 1is ID, and 2 and
3 are distractor questions. :

———————

Passage #2: high, motivated

Mrs. Bucknell wvas. an old lady or decidedly Conservative
nature, and she frankly admitted that she had "not been
particularly keen" to associate with her bartender brother-
in-law or even her Sister after their marriage. She vishegd
that her sister had. married a Foet, painter, sculptor, or at
least an architect. She did.not Say outright .that she foung

Chester too low-class: she expressed it hegatively: "not
~refined enough." It ¥3s the galcohol that this w¥oman
Objected to. - Her lbng—standing membership in the Free

Women's Temperapce League prevented her from (20)'accepting
into the family a relative wvho dispensed liquor for '3 (40y
living. When asked about. her sister, she would utter not
more than two ljittle ¥ords: "Oh, well," ang on being’' urged
to say more about ‘her, she stuck to her "oh, well," and (80)

1. - (a) The alcohol  was What this womany
objected to. : _ .
(b) It vas this woman that objected to
the alcohol.
(c) It was the alcohol that this woman
objected to. : B

2. She wished her sister had married a poet, painter,
sculptor, or at least an architect. ‘ '

3. She did not say outright that she found Chester too

’
~
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low-class; she expressed 'it npqatively: "not refined
enough", ‘

- ~

Passage #14: high, motivated

There is much speculation. about tne history of the game
of backgammon. An old Egyptian folk tale seems to confirm
the existence of the game in the Nile Valley around 1500
B.C. " The eccentric Queen Hatshepsut is said to have been so

envious of a marvellously decorated backgammon board
belonging to Enkowmi of Cypress, that she challenged him to a
single game with incredible stakes: the 1loser was to

exchange his kingdom for the winner's board. It should be
boted that Hatshepsut ' was well known for her lack of
interest in_ politics. it was the board that interested the
-¥oman. According to the tale, she purposely lost the ganme,
as well - as her control of (20) Egypt. It is said that she
.moved to Cypress where she lived as a peasant until (40) her
death. Backgammon boards dating fron Queen Hatshepsut's
time have been found in Kind Tutankhaman's tomb, as well as
on Cypress. One board contains Queen Hatshepsut's name, and
(80) -

Ta. (a) The ‘board was what interested the '
woman.
(b}. It was the woffan that the board

interested. » A
(c) It was the board that interested

the woman.

%. There is much speculétion about the history of
backgammon. : ' : ‘

3. An old Egyptian folk tale seems to confirm the
existence of the game in the Nile Valley arbund_?SOO_B.C.

b

Passage #8: RPC subject, low, motivated

i , When introducing a servant to the household, all

members of the family, even the batby, have the newcomer
intraoduced to them - never the other,way around. - Children
below their teens are «called by their - first names by
servants, unless they are titled. In their teens, they may
be called "Master James" or "Miss Ellen", except by older
family servants who have known them from infancy. They may
retain the first-nanme privilege until the children -reach
majority. It 1s a rare servant who arrives in your
- household perfectly trained. BHis ability is what got him
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that position. But even if he or she was by far the best
suited for the job, it will still (20) be .necessary to train
him or her to the customs of .your house. And you can't
. ©xpect (40) the Jjob to run itself without direction - and

of ten some aid - from you. The nagging employer -who 1is

never pleased with the ccok's work, but who cannot cook (80)

1. (@) It is his ability that got him that
position. , : ,
) It 1is that position that his

ability got him. o
(c) His ability is what got him that .
/ position.

T 2. They may retain the first-name privilege until the
servants reach majority.

3. Servants rarely arrive in your household perfectly
trained. '

—_——_= —

Passage#18: . cleft object, low, motivat

Down here at the power plant they've ign-2d out a new
way to watch all these valves and gauges by c-mputer. I
don't «claim to understand how a machine can ~» .- old job,
but that's the way a lot of jobs are going thess . 's - new
machines, new methods. . Not that 1I'm going t«~ = out of
work. TIt's just that things will be a lot different for. nme
- a Iot less to do. Some 'guys have had their pay cut
because of the machines, but I've been lugky. It's my
duties that their methods bhave changed My  pay-isn't
affected. Now I'm more of a security guard than anything,
(20) I gquess. I have to check the doors every hour, and
call up Security if (40) there's any funny business going
on, Not - that I've ever known anything very unusual to
happen here - no sabotage on the day shift. We're hot at
wvar, you know. (80)

1. @) My duties are what their methods
have changed. A '
(b) - It*s their methods that have

changed my duties. : =
(C) - It's my duties that their methods
have changed. . ‘ I

2. It won't affect my pay.

3.; Now I'm going to be cut of work.

»

Passaqe #3: cleft subject, high, u%potivatedv
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'

It's surprising the number of myths that have grown up
around what wve eat, Some claim that garlic has magic .
healing qualities, while others maintain unswerving loyalty
to wvitamin and protein supplements Such single-mindedness
is 'silly. We need all nutrientg - the vitamins, minerals,
proteins, sugars =- all of them, in balance, every day. He
should be careful not to spoil our appetites with unhealthy
food products., It's the sugars that the doctors are
studying thece days. We should all be concerned about Jjunk
foods. . .

0of all the nutrients, mlnerals such (20) as iron and
-calcium are the most neglected. Even less prominent in (40)
the nutrition lore is guidance about trace ‘minerals. They
are needed by our bodies in very minute amounts, but are

available qulte readily in (80) . f

1. (a) The sugars are what the doctors are
studying these days. _
.(b) It's the doctors that are . studying
the sugars these days.
() It's the sugars that the doctors‘

are studying these days.

-2. The number of myths that have grown up around .what
we eat is surprising. :

3. We should be careful not to stlmulate our appetites
with unhealthy food products.. ! o

Filler passage gg

_ An. Edmonton woman asked city police Thursday to find
two bogus fortune tellers who duped her out of about two
-thousand dollars last month. ' The middleaged woman went to
the pair to ‘{Et rid of a curse on her family. The curse
made it impossible for her to sell her property, .among "a
lot of other troubles™, "It has been on us for at least
twenty years," she told The Journal. But the angry -woman
says -the fortune t&ll&fs failed to 1lift the curse. "Itve
been robbed.. There's nc¢ doubt about that. And I'm sufe I'm
not the only one these two have duped. It's really
upsetting, this robbery in broad daylight. . Police said she |
‘vent to a . residence on 97th Street and 122nd Avenue...

1. The curse made it 1mp0551ble to sell her propegty,
among "a lot of other troubles", -

2. And I'm sure that I'm not the only one that these tvo
have duped. .



3. The pair went to the middle-agéd woman to get rid of
a curse on their family. '

I

Recent research into the social impact of the mass
wedia has turned toward the effects of violence on
.audiences. A Trepong to the Cntario Royal Commission on
Violence in the Communications Industry says the rock musi
industry has become so big that ﬁusicians,are'increasingli\\\\\
able. to manijulate their audiences. It is this manipulation
that represcats the true violence in popular music, says the

report, prepared by Peter Goddard, wmusic critic for the

Toronto Star. The report, which examined violence 1in
popular music and in POp music culture, is the 26th of 28
cCommissioned. "Frequently, the image created by the makers

of pop music today is deliberately .designed to portray the
world as a violent, chaotic place...
a 4 ' ’ . ol
1. The report, which examined violence in popular music
"and in pop music culture, is the 26th of 28 that have been

commissioned.

: 2. Frequently, the image created by the makers of pop
music today is deliberately designed to portray the world as
a violent, chaotic place. -

3. Recent research into the impact of the mass media on
society has turned toward . the effects of violence on
audiences. ' '
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APPENDIX B: INSTRUCTIONS AND WARMUP PASSAGES

fhis experiment is designed to discovér how mﬁch you
are able to remember about sentences that you hear. I will
read you a series of passages on various topiés anq in
different styles. . At a certain point in eaéh:pa5§age, T
will‘stob reading - perhaps in the middle of a sentence -
and“ then I will read three test sentences. Yyour task is to
deéide uhether'tﬁese sentences are identical ‘to §ghtences
‘yYou heard in the passage, or whether they have been changed
in somre way;' For each test sentence},yéﬁ should circle the
correct vord' - "identiéal" or "changed" - on your answer -
éheet.'wThen Yyou must express your confidencgiin your‘ansuer
by circling“oné of the numbers from 1 (very 1low confidence
'o; -aﬁ guess) to 5 (very high confidence). Some bf Eﬁe tg%t
sentences are harder than others, so please feel free‘kgfése
the entire range of the scale during thé ekpériment. On the
other hand, don'£ be concerned if you find thét you are

using some numbers more than others, so 1long "as that

reflects your true feelings about the answers you give.

Before we try Eye practice_passaées, do you have any

questions?

< '
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Listen to the ‘first passage,_marked A on your answer
sheet. As I'give each test sentence, circle your answer -
"identical"™ or “*“changed" - as well as the appropriate
confidénce rating. I will pause for only seven seconds
between test sentences, so mark your answers as quickiy as

possible. I will go on immediately to Passage B, then pause
L Y .
to discuss these passages. Are you ready?

1

Practice passage A: Police today searched for the "why" of
a muitiple shooting Thursday that left eight people,
including a heavily armed suspect who ran amuck near a nmall
crowded with nighttime shoppers, wounded on city streets.
"We keep asking ourselves why it happened and wWe just don't
kpow,"™ police. inspector Mel Bestwick said today. Police
said a man walked out of a house near the Westbrook Shopping.
Mall Thursday night, and then ™all hell broke 1loose",
Shoppers in the - quiet southwestern section of the city,
scattered when the shooting began. Little  more than ten
minutes later, eight peorle, including two police
constables, lay wounded on the streets and on the mall. Two
of the wounded were reported...

1. Little more than twenty minutes later, eight people,
including two police constables, lay dead on the streets and

" in the mall. 4 , v :

2.. Shoppers in the quiet southwestern section of the
city Scattered when “the gunman began shooting.

3. "We keep ésking ourselves why it happened, and we
just don't know",

y R . ;

Practice passage B: 1If your thumb isn't green or you don't
have the time, patience Oor space to grow _your own fruit, you
can lease your very own orange tree. Citrus dgrower Jacque-
./ Giddens, who farms 40 acres of naval oranges near t
Central califc +ia ccmmunity of Orange Cove, will lease yo
one of his treer for 12 dollars a year. :

The tree will produce approximately. 160 pounds of
oranges, That's enough to keep the average family in good
supply fcr most of the jyear. Actually, depending, on where
you live, it will cost you somewhat more 'than twelve dollars



¢ year. Giddens insists that you pay treight costs to have

the oranges shipped to you by truck. "For the 1. Jdoliars
plus shipping costs T will farm each tree, pick the crop and
ship it to the lessee," he said. "It will be like having

your own one-tree farm with a hired hand to take care ot
1t."™ Even with shipping costs...

1. That's enough to keép the average family in good

supply for most of the winter.

v

2. The tree will produce approximately 160 pounds « of
oranges. '

3. Giddens 1nsists that you pay freight costs for
having the oranges shipped tc you by truck.

Xk koo ok ek e ok oo o 3k ok ko ok ok Xk

Iﬁ Passage A, about the shootings, sentence number 1 was
changed by substituting the word "dead" for "wounded".
Listen to the pair of sentences (...) Sentence number 2 had
this change: "when the shootiné began" became "when thel
gunman began shooting". Even though the @meaning was the

same, the correct answer was "identical", because different

words were used. (...) : ,

You should see now that some changes will be nmore
obvious than others, and tha* sometimes there is no ~hange
at all. Did ‘'you rnotice differences in your confidence

ratings?

If you have any questions, please ask them now. Once
the experiment is under way, I cannot stop for any reason.

Are you ready to begin?
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Mean 1
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Analysis of Variance, Experiment 1.

126



FP, ON
FP, CN -
FP, cM .
FC, CN -

Table 3:

Newman-Keuls test, FExperiment 1.
-Preserving and focus—changing
CM and CM refer
non-motivating contexts,

refer to_ focus
alterations,
to motivating ard

il

1.20 (p = .
1.51 (p.

i
=)
Pt

~

respectively,

respectively,

. . N

FP, CM FC, CN
.01 1.20*
-- 1.19%

1.63 (p

it

i
o
—

N

FP and FC

Motivated Dative

Delay %.corr.
20 syll, 68.75
_40 syll, 78.12
80 syll. 78.12
Table 4.

Per cent correct and mean reco
score for each t
(Experiment 2) .

Unmotivat ec? 'D.:-ftive
—— - vered Yative
Meag 7. corr, Mean -
1.66 46.87 - —0.47
2.59 34,37 - ~0.97
.97 43.75 -0.69

Filler

75 corr . Mean
56.25  0.16
21.87 _~2.28
25.00 -1.91

gnition confidence
ype of change at each delay level-



128

Source dat Sum of Squafcs " Mean Square ¥
Mean . 1 0.00 " 0.00 0.00
T 2 634 .01 317.00 24,87
D 2 28.01 14,00 1.10
/
TD 4 100,85 25.21 1.98
. o
0(TD) 63 803,11 12,75~ 1.13
2 31 &
S (TDO) 216 244195 11.31 ~
Total 288 . 4007.93 N

Table 5: Analysis of Variance, Experiment 2,

g:,'w
Filler . Unmotivated Dativé Motivated Dative
Filler -- ) 0. 64 3,41 %%
Unmot . R ' - 2, 77%*
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w2"= 1.03 (p =.05) . : ) W3 =1.24 (p = .05)
= = .01)

1.37 (p= .01) - =1.56 (p

A

Table 6: Newman-Keuls test, Experimgnt 2.



APPENDIX D

SAMPLE PASSAGES, EXPERIMENT 2

Note: The target dative or filler sentences are underlined,
and the breaks at 20, 40, and 80 syllables of intervening
material are shown in parentheses. The positions of the .
direct and indirect objects (DO) and (I0) are indicated in
the title, as is the motivation (*motivatedr, '‘unmotivated?,
or 'rfiller?').

Passage #3: I0 final.\motivateg

Carla couldn®t stop talking about the great deal she'd
got on the '65 cadillac, and she had good reason to boast.
It was the envy of all her car-loving friends - a maroon
monster that «came to be known as the Batmobile. So of
course, when she decided to sell everything she owned and
take .off for Mexico, she was flooded with offers. That put
her in the difficult position of having to choose the lucky -
new owner from among her friends, and that boiled down to
choosing between Mike and Howie, both of whom shared a
liking for her, and a dislike for one another. 5She sold the
c€ar to Howie. Not for any special reason; things just turned
out that way. He and Mike were over- (20) one afternoon,
‘both having dropped by without calling ahead, and neither
willing (40) to leave the other alone with her for the rest
or the day. Eventually the conversation got around to the
"Batmobile problem and Howie mentioned that (80) ... o

1. She sold Howie the car.

2 Not for any special reason; it just turned out that.
way. _ p

3. It was the'envy of her car-loving frienmds - a maroon
monster that came to be known as the Batmobile. -

Passage #16: DO-final, motivated o

The weather turned wvery cold; Christmas came and went,
Hetty's cough came back, and she spent most .of "her tinme
under a pile of blankets and old clothes, dozing. Arleéne
now resented her staying there. She really couldn*'t -agford
to feed her, but - she couldn't turn her away, eitb¢r, at-
least not until shé recuperated. In the ei?nings the
clatter of dishes and pans would drift up the sta rwell, and
the steamy cooking smells seemed to promise a hearty meal.

b . «

129
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But Arlene always bfought Hetty the leftovers. 1In the week
Hetty. turned seventy years old, Arlene told her that she
should move to (20) a Home run by the Council out in the
northern suburbs. Hetty enjoyed lively (40) London, but she
had no alternative. The last two winters had set her bones
aching badly, and a cough was never far avay. And while

perhaps‘she might still find (80 )

1. But Arlene always brought the left-overs to Hetty.
2. Arlene was now resentfui of her for staying there.

3. The weather turned very warm; Easter came and went.

Passage #24: 10-final, unmotivated

The employees, still wearing their uniforms, filed out
of the building - machinists in gray smocks, technicians  in
jeans and T-shirts, engineers in ties and shirt-sleeves.
The air was fresh, the slight breeze conveyed a gentle
warmth from the spring sun. Cowan and Taylor emerged from
the building and made their way through the crowd of workegs
to a makeshift stage that had been prepared for the
ceremony. Taylor said a few words of introduction, and
announced the change in the programme. Then he handed the
-Bicrophone to Cowan. '

"Gentlemen, Governor Rockefeller has sent the following
telegramme, which (20) I'd like to read. !'To the employees
Of Dower Aeronautics: The award of (40) this contract, =so
vital to the security of our naticn, to a firm located in
~this state and employing local help, represents a great and
sacred (80) ... . . ' ‘

1. Then he handed COuan'fhe‘microphone.

2. Taylor said a few words of introduction, and
announced that the programme would be changed. '

3. The air was fresh, the slight breeze ., nveyed a
gentle warmth from the summer sun. o M

Passage #24: DO-final, unmotivated

, .It was about ten o'clock in the morning and Sylvia and

1 were sitting alongside the. machine on a cool, -shady
curbstone in Smiths _PFPalls, Ontario.: Geoff was at the
Laundromat doing the laundry for all of us. “Gord  was off
looking for a visor to put on his helmet. And I was about
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to sharpen up the engine a little.  Just as I-was setting up
the tools, the local street evangelist came up to us and
pulled out his Bible.  He read Sylvia a couple of verses.
I'm not sure what they were, not having much Blble-‘t:alnlng

self, and I guess I (20). really wasn't listening. On this

chine 1I've done the tuning sc many times (40) it's become
a ritual. I don't have to think much about how to do it
anymore; I mainly look for anything unusual. The engine has
picked .up (80)

1. - He read a couple of verses to Sylvia. -

2. Geoff had gone to the laundromat to do the laundry
for all of us.

) 3. Just as I was sétting up the tools, the local street
evangelist came up to us and pulled his Bible Jdut.

Filler #7: Particle movement

o

She sat in the middle of the back .seat with John Wesley
and June Star on either side- of her. Bailey and the
children's 'mother " and the baby sat in front and they left
Atlanta at eight forty-five with the mileage on the <car at
55890. The grandmother wrote this down because she thought -
it uoulh be interesting tc say how many miles they had been
~when they got back. It took them twenty mlnutes to reach
the outskirts of the city. .. : :

The old lady settled herself comfortably, removing her
-white <cotton gloves and putting them up with her purse on
the shelf in front of the back windovw. The children's

. mother still had on slacks, and still had her head tled up

in a dJreen kerchlef The grandmother was wearing a mnavy:
blue straw sailor hat with a kunch of white violets (20) on
the brim and a navy blue dress with a small white dot in the
print. Her (40) collars and cuffs were white organdy
trimmed with lace and at ‘her neckline she had pinned a
purple spray of cloth violets containing a sachet. In case
of accident, (890) : v -

1. The children's mother still had slacks on dnd still
- had her head tied up in a green kerchief.

2. They took twenty minutes to reach. the outskirts of
the city.

3. She sat in the middle of the front seat with John
Wesley and June Star on either side of her..
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Figure 1: Context by type interaction, Experiment |,
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