Augustin Speyer

Filling the German vorfeld in written and spoken discourse’

The sentence-initial position (vorfeld) in Germariilled in accordance with
discourse structural consideration. Several typeslements compete for
this position. Their distribution can be modellgd®tochastic Optimality
Theory. It is filled in general by phrases that bat least one of the
following functions: scene-setting elements, catfrimpic. In conflict cases
the functions are ranked scene-setting >> contrastopic. In dialogic
discourse other considerations play a role, toahsas the explicit marking
of origo (deictic center) and rhetorical relatiomwo additional constraints,
DANN-VORFELDandSUBJECTPRONOUNVORFELD can be fit in; the ranking
including those would be dann, scene-setting >>ettipronoun, contrast
>> topic. After insertions, the re-introduction tife topic is sensitive to
which of the participants started the insertionpitts re-introduced by
another participant than the one starting the irger pattern rather with

contrastive elements.

1. I ntroduction



In the history of German linguistics, the field nebdbf German clause
structure has proven to offer a remarkably accudatgcription. The field
model in the form as it can be found in introdugtavorks such as

Grewendorf et al. (1987) is schematized in Figure 1

@@ Insert figure 1 here
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Figure 1: Field model

We are interested mostly in the vorfeld. Thererarayntactic constraints on
what can stand in the vorfeld (apart from the regyaent that it is normally
only one phrase), such that we can conclude tled#tision about what
ultimately stands in the vorfeld is due to disceustructural requirements. |
have argued elsewhere (Speyer 2008) that vorfelkement can be
modelled accurately as constraint interaction ia #ense of Optimality
Theory (OT; Prince & Smolensky 1993). Vorfeld-mowathin declarative

clauses rfota bene | do not refer to operator-driven wh-movement in



questions) is not necessarily a process that talee® in narrow syntax, as
the semantic effects on Logical Form (LF) are riggle! but seems to be a
surface-oriented phenomenon, possibly taking placthe early stages of
Phonetic Form (PF). If this is so, it is legitimdte use a surface-oriented
approach, such as Optimality Theory. Section 2flgrisummarizes the

vorfeld-facts in written discourse as exposed irey@&p (2008). Section 3
applies these findings to dialogical, spoken disseuthus investigating how
speaker interaction influences the question of eldrmovement. A short

summary ends the paper in section 4.

2. Written discour se

| report here on the ‘second corpus’ used for Sp€¥608). The corpus
consisted of 501 V2-declarative sentences of srhly prose (newspaper
articles, essays in concert programs, essays &alirrg on the radio). These
genres were chosen because they all representddensitylistic level (what

you might call ‘utility prose’, texts that are promkd for a special,
ephemeral occasion and are therefore unlikely ttvedento literary

refinement, but are at the same time aimed to ls#yeeseadable), and
because the texts are easily obtainable. The guestif concern for us are:

what can stand in the vorfeld in the first placed avhat are the preferences?



2.1 What do we find in the vorfeld?

Taking only sentences in which the vorfeld is tillwith a referential phrase
(405 tokens of 5013,82 per cent (364 tokens) have one of the following
three types of element in the vorfeld:

» topics (discourse-old entity; ‘what the sentenceal®ut (see e.g.
Strawson 1964; Reinhart 1982), basically coextensiwth Center
(see Walker, Joshi & Prince 1998; ex.(1)),

e contrastive elements, i.e. elements that standposat relationship
(that is, a partially ordered set relationship, lsws subset, but
trivially understood as mere set membership, sgeReince 1999) to
a set in the discourse universe that is evokeckrritty this first
mentioning of one of its members, or that have beearked earlier
(see ex. (2)). The set can also be referred toustivaly (e.g. first
sentence in ex. (2)),

* scene-setting elements, i.e. elements that sp#weytemporal and
local situation under which the proposition is exséd (ex. (3), see

Jacobs 2001).

(1) [topic Verteidigungsminister Peter Struck (SPbat gestern
defence-minister Peter Struck (SPD) has yedaye
sein Sparprogramrbekannt gegebefiqpic Er] sieht darin

his cut-expense-plan known given he seeseth



)

auch einen Schritt zur Reform der  Bundeswehr
also a step to-the reform of-the fedaraly
‘Minister of Defence Peter Struck (SPD) proposesd hi
program for cutting expenses yesterday. He sexdsdtas a
step towards a reform of the Federal Army.’

(StZ 1,1-2)

[contr. Bisherige sozialdemokratische Vorzeigeminjsiesllen
Former social-democrat present-ministeast

nicht mehr Gbesich verfugen lassggony. Clement
not more over themselves order  allow Clatme
verabschiedet sich, [conr. Struck lehnt den Posten
takes-leave  himself Struck declines fost

des AuBenministers ab(.eehr. SChrode} selbst hat

of-the foreign minister ptc. ~ Schréder mbelf has

eine andere ,Lebensplanungfconr. Manché werden
another life-plan. Some become

gar nicht mehr genannt

ptc. not more mentioned

Set M:M= Bisherige soz.dem. Vorzeigemin.; M ={...,
Clement, Struck, Schroder, ...}

‘Former social-democrat prominent ministers do want to

be available any more. Clement leaves. Struck tdown the



post of foreign minister. Schréder himself has haotlife-
plan. Some are not mentioned at all.’

(FAZ 1, 3-7)

(3) Erstmals haben am 11.September gesellsatiedtihkteure
first-time have at 11 September communal actors

internationalzugeschlagen.[scensAn diesem Tdgfand

internationally struck on this day took
der erste Angriff im Weltburgerkrieg statt
the first attack in-the world-civil-war e

‘On September 11 non-governmental agents haveksfouc
the first time internationally... On this day thestiattack in
the global civil war took place.’

(L2, 15-16)

We see in Table 1 that scene-setting elementsageoften moved to the
vorfeld, whereas contrastive elements are moveck themewhat less often
and topics, finally, comparatively rarely. The foeqcies have been derived
by counting all sentences which contained a topioritrastive element /
scene-setting elements and putting these numbgrsraétation which the
number of sentences in which these types of elesratually stand in the

vorfeld. Figure 2 illustrates Table 1.



@@Insert table 1 here

Table 1: Frequency of elements in the vorfeld, tenitdiscourse

Topic Contrast Scene-setting
Sentences with 360 102 77
element
of those with 90 73 69
element in VF
% 25 72 90

@@ Insert figure 2 here

Frequency of elements in vorfeld

O Topic
H Contrast
H Scene-setting

Topic Contrast Scene-setting

type of element

Figure 2: Frequency of elements in the vorfeldttam discourse




2.2  How do these elements compete?

What happens now if the sentence contains more dmenelement that
could be moved into the vorfeld? As, normally, oahe of them can move
to the vorfeld, these elements have to compete wdlch other for
movement-placement. Tables 2 through 5 show in whfaour the
competition is decided for each case. Table 2 giresnumbers of cases in
which a topic and a contrastive element occur ia fame sentence,
illustrated by ex. (4). We have 32 sentences whklubw this configuration.
In 20 of them, the contrastive element is the dra¢ dccupies the vorfeld,
whereas the topic stands later in the sentenc@.dhthem, the situation is
reversed and it is the topic that is in the vorfdldat means that in about
two third of the cases the contrastive elementwwas over’ the topic, and
we can interpret this in such a way that contraséiements are preferred
over topics as vorfeld-fillers. The remaining tab¥eork similarly, only with
different types of potential vorfeld-fillers. Tableshows the very infrequent
case that a sentence contains all three elemeatsatb potential vorfeld-
fillers. On the whole, we note that if a scenetsgtelement is involved, it is
this that is selected as a rule; if no scene-getlament is present, there is a

higher tendency for contrast cases to be selebtadfor topics.

@@Insert table 2 here

@@Insert table 3 here



@@Insert table 4 here

@@]Insert table 5 here

Table 2: Topic + Contrast (ex. 4)

total number Contrast in VF Topic in VF sth. elsé/F
numbers 32 20 9 3
percent 100 % 63 % 28 % 9%
Table 3: Topic + Scene-setting (ex. 5)

total number Sc.-setting in VF Topic in VF stisedah VF
numbers 29 25 4 0
percent 100 % 86 % 14 % 0%
Table 4: Contrast + Scene-setting (ex. 6)

total number Contrast in VF Sc-set. in VF sth. éiseéF
numbers 16 3 12 1
percent 100 % 19% 75 % 6 %
Table 5: Topic + Contrast + Scene-setting (ex. 7)

total number Contrastin VF Topicin VF  Sc.-settVF sth.else in VF

numbers 7 1 0 6 0
percent 100 % 14 % 0% 86 % 0%

(4)  Die [1opic Richtlinierkompetenzdes

the

Kanzlers gilt...

nicht...gegenlber deBundestag [...]

guideline-competence of-the chancédlaalid



()

(6)

10

not toward the parliament
[contr. Die Parteier) bestimmetfiopic die Richtlinier der

The parties determine the glines of-the
Politik [contr. der Reichskanzlér wurde als Vollzieher
politics the empire-chancellor becaméfa§ller
und Huter  der [wopic Koalitionsrichtlinier] bezeichnet.
and guardian of-the coalition-guidelinedradsed
‘The Chancellor has no competence how to interpinet
guidelines opposed to the parliament. The partetsrohine
the political guidelines, the chancellor was adskeds as
fulfiller and guardian of the coalition’s guidelimé

(FAZ 2, 18; 20-21)

[sceneAM Dienstag mittalgkénnerypic die deutschen Helfer
At Tuesday noon can the German drslp
... aufbrechen.
start
‘Tuesday at noon the German helpers can start’

(FAZ3, 46)

[sceneZU Bachs Zeitdrhatten[on. beide Feiertageeine
At Bach’s times had both holidays a

wichtige Stellung im Kirchenjahr*



(7)

11

important position in-the church-year
[conr. ZUM  Reformationstdgomponiertd;qpic Bach ...

To-the reformation day composed  Bach
[contr. die beiden heutgespielten Kantatén..
thetwo today played cantatas
[contr. ZU Michaeli$ komponiertdconir. BacH auRer BWV 19
To Michaelmass composed Bach beside¥ B®/
... noch BWV 50
... also BWV 50
‘At Bach’s time both holidays were prominent in tiestival
calendar of the <Lutheran> church. For ReformatoDay
Bach composed the two cantatas played tonight. For
Michaelmass Bach composed besides BWV 19 and k&0 al
BWV 50.’

(Ri1, 7-8; 10)

[scenelm Umkreis von drei  Kilometefndteten
In radius of three kilometres killed
[topic Si€]
they
samtliches Geflugge[cont. Mit Gas, per Stromstd3

all poultry by gas by electsitock
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‘In a 3-km-radius they (veterinary officers, memtal in prev.
sentence) killed all poultry, using gas and electhiocks’

(SZ1,43)

As has been worked out in more detail in Speyef&20we can interpret
this situation, in which several potential vorféiters are present and
compete for the vorfeld position, using an Optityaliheoretic model with

interacting constraints. The constraints are:

Constraint 1 (6rPIc-VF): The topic is moved to the vorfeld

Constraint 2 (ONTRAST-VF): The contrastive element is moved to the
vorfeld

Constraint 3 (BENESETTING-VF): The scene-setting element is moved to

the vorfeld

The observed data would be the outcome if thessticonts were ranked in

the following way:

SCENE-SETTING-VF >> CONTRAST-VF >> TorPICG-VF

Note that constraints in Optimality Theory are imgically violable.

Furthermore they are not assigned strict valuesrdiber should be viewed

as a kind of Gaussian curve with a specific deteafvlie value as the peak
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point (‘Stochastic Optimality Theory’, cf. Boersm& Hayes 2001).
Therefore it can occasionally be the case thatctmapetition is won by
candidates which would be ruled out if the consetsaigiven above were

inviolable and had strict values.

Topics are ranked low which means that they movthéovorfeld only as
kind of a last resort. Since, however, many sem®ncontain neither
contrastive elements nor scene-setting elemenssla$t resort still has to be

applied comparably often.

After having given this short overview over rankimigvorfeld-constraints in

written discourse, let us investigate how this apph fares in spoken

dialogue.

3. Spoken discoursel: Theranking

3.1 The corpus

The main topic of this paper is whether this ragkian be applied to spoken

data, and if so, whether the results are diverffemt the results we found

for written data. A further question, more direattyated to the overall topic
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of the present volume, is: in what ways does dialogganisation influence

the filling of the vorfeld?

The corpus used for this part of the study consitsanscripts of informal
conversations which were for the most part condlutadialectal (Swabian)
Germart, The conversations were no interviews, but simplgts that were
tape recorded; the students later used parts of cthreversation for
description, when they were sure that all convergiersons had got used to
the taping situation and behaved normally. Amorgyatailable transcripts |
chose those that recorded natural, face-to-faceversations. Unnatural
discourse situations such as e.g. TV talk showkeruiews, telephone
conversations (which were also among the transgripere left out. For
obvious reasons | took only complete verb-secomthdative sentences into
account. In the 10 transcripts that formed the wu®rpthe number of

complete verb-second declarative sentences was 596.

3.2  The role of origo

Now, is the ranking established for written disc®ualso valid for spoken
discourse? This question can be answered in themative, but with an
important proviso: as opposed to written discoutse, classes of elements
can be identified that have a preference for théelay which have to be fit

into the established ranking. These are:
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* subject personal pronouns (= SPP)

« dann‘then’

Both types of elements are typical of spoken aradodical discourse, as

opposed to written discourse.

SPPs serve to mark tleeigo of the utteranceOrigo is generally defined as
the ‘deictic center’ that is the reference poirmnfir which deictic elements
such as ‘here’, ‘over there’, ‘now’, ‘I', ‘you’ etdhave to be understood. It is
clear that different discourse participants havéernt origines then, as a
given participant normally takes him/herself asrefce point from which
to understand deictic expressions. Marking of dhigo in the discourse is
done by the ‘person’, in the form of person agresnaamd/or by the use of
subject personal pronouns. The marking ofdhgo is relevant only if there
are more than one potenti@rigines in the discourse. With written,
monological text, this tends not to be the casahWlialogically organized
discourse, it is the norm: each utterance has tonagked whether it is
spoken from the perspective of the speaker, fromnpbrspective of some
uninvolved person, or from the perspective of tddrassee. This makes
immediate sense if we look at it from the perspecof e.g. speech act
theory (see Searle 1969): A proposition can beedteith any illocutionary

point. In order to decode the illocutionary acimtst be clear where the

origo of the utterance is. A proposition like X is ggito mow the lawn’,
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where x =origo, can be associated with a directive illocutionfange (‘you

are going to mow the lawn’, or: ‘Mow the lawn!), aommissive
illocutionary force (‘I am going to mow the lawndr an assertive
illocutionary force (‘Uller is going to mow the laay. So the encoding of
the origo of each utterance is a precondition on the sutulesserpretation

of its illocution.

It is easy to see that the use of first, third aadond person encodes exactly
the origo. As in dialogueoriginestend to shift, it is important to point out

theorigo of each utterance.

We see thus a different ordering principle from wlogical text. In the
monological texts used for the study on vorfeltifg in written discourse,
the origo was uniformly third person. Thus the most impartamganization
principle there is the topic-comment principle, @hin spoken discourse is
superimposed by the organization accordingrigines This is not to say,
that the organization according to topics does play a role in spoken
discourse too (see section 3.2); topics are howewmgr as central an
organization principle as in written texts. SPPsilev being, of course,
frequent in monological discourse, have anothectfan there: they serve
foremost to indicate that the topic of the precgditterance continues to be
the topic (see also Grosz et al. 1995; Walker.et388). We have also seen

that topic-referring SPPs do not have a predilaecto the vorfeld, but tend
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to stay in the leftmost position of the mittelfdlérey 2004), as opposed to
origo-indicating SPPs. So we see a clear difference asitipning,

depending on function.

3.3  Narration in spoken discourse

The worddann ‘then’, on the other hand, is not intrinsicallyesfal for
dialogic, or even spoken discourse. Its main furmcis to mark the temporal
sequence of events, topics or ideas in a textSchiffrin 1987: 246ff.). In
the framework of Segmented Discourse Representdinmory (SDRT) in
the tradition of Asher & Lascarides (2008anncan be explicitly assigned a
clear function. It is used to mark the rhetoricglhation of Narration (Asher

& Lascarides 2003: 162f.) between two utterances.

If dannis not intrinsically connected to dialogic orgaatinn, why is it that
we do not find many examples of it in written, mtmgic discourse? After
all, monologic discourses like the newspaper asiend treatises that make
up the written corpus in section 1 tend to be s, and thus we should

expect that utterances in such a text normally lsaMarration-relationship.

Probably it is exactly this property that rendefann rare in written
discourse. Narration is the ‘unmarked’, i.e. staddeelation in written texts

and can therefore remain unmarked in the literanss. Note that children
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or persons that are not accustomed to writing da@en a lot in their
discourse. In elementary school excessive usagedawin is usually
suppressed for stylistic reasons. This is only iptssif dann does not
contribute crucially to the intelligibility of théext. Indeed, it does not, but
only because everybody expects a sequence of sesten a written

narrative to be in a narration relationship by défa

In spoken discourse, however, narration is far ftmeing the standard. In a
normal conversation, we find much more often thaipac is established and
the subsequent utterances add material to it. iShatost frequently we find
Explanation and Elaboration relations. This waso alee case in my
transcript, when short narrational passages wetwedded in explanation-

elaboration passages; in those passatg@s)was used.

To illustrate this, let us look at a randomly pidkeonversation fragment

from the corpus (8):

8) P: pli han en jetzt grad ausdriicklich saga wella dassnau
| have now just explicitly say wahat my wife
gerscht  sehr sefiirsorglich war
yesterday very very providing was

p2:und gsagt

and said
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p3:und des letscht Stiickle . des ischt flr deochier
and this last  piece-dim. this isfor your daughter
p4:weil ihan gerscht mindeschtens fintiStiessa
because | have yesterday at least five piece eaten
p5:Ach so jetzt wei3 iwo  der blieba isch
Ah, ha now know | where this remained is
p6:manche waren klein von dene
some were small of those
p7:hm also weniger als ah . ah zehn mal zehn
hm well less than eh ehten titees
p8:Em morgnets, noi vorgescht  z’obeds mon’enzga
At morning  no day-bef.yest. evening whertotally
frisch backa gwa ischund i hoimkomma bin da
fresh baked been is and | home-cometham
war mei Frau scho im Bett
was my wife already in bed
p9:grocha hot’s . so wie Ublich
smelled has-it so as usual
pl0:wie Ublich was heil3t denn des
as usual what means then this
pll:ha des ((laughs)) des gibt mir schwer zu denka
ha this this gives me heatal think

pl2:no bini in d’Kuche ganga.
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then am | in the kitchen gone
pl3:und han mir a Stiickle weggschnitta
and have me a piece off-cut
pl4:.und han des gessa . am nagschda Morga
and have this eaten at next ningr
pl5:abends oder was?
evening or what
pl6:abends naturlich
evening of course
pl7:solang’s frisch ischt . so schmeckt’'s am besten
as long it fresh is So tastes itat best
pl8:ubrigens  des war . aus oigenem Anbau . r de
by-the-way this was from own  cultiestthe
Rhabarber
rhubarb
p19:nee echt ham wir schon welchen?
no really have we already some
p20:ja
yes
p21li selber eigenhandig hab en gschnitta nach
| myself with-own-hands have it cut  following
Befehl meiner Frau

order of-my wife
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R: p22:drum drum well selber du warsch niauf
SO so because yourself you wereever on the
d’ldee komma dass mar deeagmacha muss

idea come that one it remove must

Relations:

Speaker P Speaker R Speaker L

Explanation (p1, p2)
Continuation (p2, p3)
Explanation (p3, p4)
*Explanation (p4, p5)
Elaboration (p4, p6)
Elaboration (p6, p7)
Explanation (p1, p8)
Elaboration (p8,p9)
Explanatiofn(p9, p10)
U (p9, p11)
Narration (p9, p12)
Narration (p12, p13)
Narration (p13, p14)
Elaboration(p14, p15)
QAP (p15, pl16)

Elaboration (p16, pl17)
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Elaboration (p17, p18)
Elaboration (p18, p19)
QAP (p19, p20)
Elaboration (p18, p21)

Explanation (p21, p22)

Translation :
P: pl: Just now | explicitly wanted to point ouatimy wife was very
providing
p2: and said

p3: and this last piece, this is for your daughter

p4: for | have eaten at least five pieces yesterda

R: p5: Ha, now | know what happened to it.

P: p6: Some of them were small

R: p7: well less than ten to ten

P: p8: In the morning, no, evening two days agoemih has come right

from the oven and | had come home, my wife aleeady asleep.
p9: It smelled as usual
L: pl10: as usual — what do you mean
R: pll: ha, this gives me food for thought
P: pl2: Then | went to the kitchen
pl3: and cut off a piece for myself

pl4: and ate it next morning
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L: pl5: in the evening or what?
P: pl16: in the evening of course
pl7: it tastes best when it comes right from theno

pl18: by the way, the rhubarb was grown by us

L: p19: no, really, do we have some already?

R: p20: yes

P: p21: | myself with my own hands cut it on comehah my wife

R: p22: yeah, for it would never have occurredda iy yourself that it

must be removed.

We see that only a small portion of the utterameehis typical sample from
a conversation are in a Narration relationship.eNbat the beginning of the

Narration section is marked loy [no:] in the vorfeld, which is the Swabian

equivalent of standard Germaann It is probable that, if a larger corpus
were used, we would find that markers of rhetorigdhtionships have a

tendency to stand in the vorfeld, but clearly nr@search on that is needed.

3.4 Recalibrating the ranking

The next question we have to ask is how these taditianal types of
preferred vorfeld-fillers, vizdannand subject pronoun, fit into the ranking
that we have established for written discourseaAsst approximation we

can count how often they are ever in the vorfelg. tBis we can judge
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whether our impression was right that they areeprefl vorfeld-elements.
The numbers are given in Table 6 and Figure 3hénfirst line of Table 6
the number of sentences that contain one of theesles is given. The
second line indicates the number of sentences iithwthe respective
element is in the vorfeld, from which the ratio dacalculated in the third

line. Figure 3 visualizes the ratios.

@@]Insert table 6 here

Table 6: Frequency of elements in the vorfeld, spatiscourse

Topic Contrast SPP dann Scene-setting
Sentences with 596 165 237 68 86
element
of those with 185 89 131 45 56
element in VF
% 31 54 55 66 63

@@ Insert figure 3 here
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Frequency of elements in vorfeld

Topic Contrast SPP dann' scene-setting
type of element

Figure 3: Frequency of elements in the vorfeldksm discourse

We see that SPPs are nearly as often in the voaldontrast elements,
whereas the frequency dannis more or less comparable to that of scene-
setting elements. Both types, contrastive elememtsl scene-setting
elements, have been established as preferred d«atieinents, so the
original intuition aboudannand SPPs was probably on the right track. So

we can provisionally say that the ranking will pabby look like this:

DANN-VF, SCENE-SETTING-VF >> SPP-VF, ONTRAST-VF >> TorIG-VF,

with two new constraints:
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DANN-VF: The worddannis put in the vorfeld,

SPP-VF: Subject personal pronouns are put in thiehdo

The second step would be to look at how these eltEme®mpete with each
other. In order to do that, we have to identify #smtences which contain
two or more elements that are preferred for vorfeldition, and look at
which of these elements actually are in the vorfélis is done in Tables 7
(for sentences that contain two potential vorfdilents) and 8 (for
sentences that contain three potential vorfeld-etgs). The tables are in
some way comparable to Tables 2 to 5, only a morepact format has
been chosen. Columns 1 to 5 show for each row efleatents are present
in the particular sentences. Col. 6 gives the nurobsentences, which have
one of those elements in the vorfeld. As we haveiteexpectations from
the ranking established for written discourse, @ of sentences that fit
the expectation is given in col. 7. The basis fis talculation is always the
sum of the two cases listed in col.6. In col. 8o is interpreted in terms

of constraints.

@@Insert table 7 here

@@Insert table 8 here

Table 7: Sentences with elements of 2 types (2-8emntences)
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# of sent. with  Percentage  resulting

either element of expected ranking

in vorfeld element
T(opic) P(oset) P =13 50 % P=T
T=13
T SPP SPP =37 82% SPP >>T
T=8
T Sc(ene) Sc=12 80 % Sc>>T
T=3
T D(@nn) D=12 100 % D>T
T=0
P SPP SPP =14 P (>>) SPP
P=20 59 %
P Sc Sc=3 60 % Sc(>>)P
P=2
P D D=4 50 % D=P
P=4
SPP  Sc Sc=9 64 % Sc (>>) SPP
SPP =5
SPP D D=17 85% D >> SPP
SPP =3
Sc D D=0 (Sc >> D)
Sc=1 (100 %)

Table 8: Sentences with elements of three typéa®(3-sentences)

# of sent. with Percentage of resulting
either elementin  expected ranking
vorfeld element

T P SPP SPP=1 (50 %) SPP.P(>)T
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SPP

SPP

SPP

SPP

SPP

Sc

Sc

Sc

Sc

Sc

Sc

(100 %)

(100 %)

67%

(50%)

(50 %)

67 %

(50%)

(100 %)

(Sc>>P, T)

DO>P, T)

Sc >> SPP >>T

D,SPP (>>) T

(D,Sc(>>)T)

Sc>>SPP >>P

SPP (>>)D, P

(Sc >> SPP, D)
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If an element does not appear at least twice &n @t its competitor, the
observed ranking might be due to chance; thisdecated by the sign (>>)
instead of >> which indicates relatively securekmag. Rankings that are
based on little data have to be viewed cautiously, they are put in

brackets.

Some of the observed ranking facts corresponde@xpectations, some do
not. One observations corresponding to what we @ggeas that the topic is

ranked relatively low as vorfeld-element. Anothgpected outcome is that
scene-setters are on the whole the most frequatéldelements. These
two results are in accordance with the ranking iitt&n discourse. A further

result is thatlannis preferred over SPPs as a vorfeld filler. Thisvhat we

would expect from the gross count in Table 6.

3.5  Modelling a non-strict ranking by Stochastigtihality Theory

The results that are not in accordance with thelte$or written discourse
are, first, that the ranking seems to be less oate in general than is the
case with written discourse. Topics especiallyracge often in the vorfeld
as expected. And contrastive elements are verysistnt, sometimes on a
par with topics, then again apparently ranked hinggpher than SPPs, and on

a par withdann
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A possible explanation for this is that the rankimg it stands, can be
overridden by requirements from other parts of ¢mammar or speech
production system. Note that the constraints ag dhe formulated here only
make reference to pragmatic properties. But othetofs play a role in (real
oral) speech production, prosody for instance. slt possible that the
pragmatic constraints as a whole can be overridyeprosodic constraints.
Contrastive elements tend to bear a focal acceoterted elements are
subject to a well-formedness constraint which lerefo as ‘Trochaic
Requirement’ (Speyer 2005). Its essence is thataweented elements must
be separated by at least one unaccented elementakes it pretty much a
variant of Liberman’s (1975) Principle of RhythmAdternation, but in the
domain of accent. If accented elements are puttirgworfeld, the danger of
violating the Trochaic Requirement is minimized,tlas element in the left
sentence bracket is wusually unaccented. Therefoee often find
(prosodically strong) contrast elements preferredviorfeld position over

(prosodically weak) SPPs (9):

(9) so Komodien gefallen mir so am beschten er,ah,[contrast
such comedies please me so at best but uhm
Actionfilmg mag ich nich so arg
action movies like I not so much

‘| like comedies best, but action movies | dorkeliso much.’
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Returning to Tables 7 and 8, we can extract théwvahg significant

rankings:
SPP >> T
Sc >> T
D > T
Sc >> SPP >> P
Sc >> SPP > T
D >> SPP
D=P
P=T

If we include what we know from written discourseainly that @NTRAST-

VF is higher ranked thanoPic-VF) we get the following ranking:

D,Sc>SPP>P>>T

From this we see that the rough method of detengithe ranking simply
from the frequencies of vorfeld-placement of thengnts in question can
serve as a reliable approximation in cases wheirittt®evidence exists to

establish the ranking by a real competition-check.
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The fact that the ranking is not categorical sutgytsat the ranking values
are relatively close together. In a system of ststih OT, such as the one
described by Boersma & Hayes (2001), each consisaassigned a ranking
value. The values however have to be imagined siikad numbers, but as
highpoints of a Gaussian curve. This means thatimgrvalues, if they are
sufficiently close to each other, have a certaieriap. Such a situation is
schematically shown in Figure 4. This means thdt @domes to the actual
assignment, the actually picked value for a coidgtrs, whose high-point is
actually higher than the high-point of constraintcn end up with a lower

assignment value than the assignment value of iGonisB.

@@ Insert figure 4 here

ToriC CONTRAST SPP Sc-s DANN

— = S

A
v

n n+2 n+4 n+6 n+8
Figure 4: Schematic view of constraint overlap
If we feed the numbers for the two-member casesprogram such as Praat

that uses Boersma & Hayes (2001)'s Gradual LeardAlggrithm, we in

fact arrive at numbers rather similar to what wpest (Table 9§:
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@@Insert table 9 here

Table 9: Ranking values of the vorfeld-constraiots (2)

Constraint Ranking value difference from next higher

constraint (rounded)

DANN-VF 100.016 -

SCENE-SETTING-VF 99.914 0.1
CONTRAST-VF 98.756 1.2
SPP-VF 98.510 0.2
TorPIG-VF 96.828 1.7

Note that 8ENESETTING and DANN are very close to each other, as are
CoNTRAST and SPP (the observed facts from the three-elematking
would probably put SPP slightly higher thanM3RAST, therefore it is this
order that is chosen throughout the papeoriT is ranked so low that it

virtually never can outdoCENESETTINGOr DANN.

Let us return tadannwhich is found as frequently in the vorfeld asrsze
setting elements from which we concluded thak® is ranked equally high
as SENESETTING. There are two possible explanations for that. @uee
have already mentioned, namely, that elementsdighe explicitly marking

a rhetorical relation, are preferred vorfeld-fiden general. | also mentioned
that more research is necessary to validate tlsigngstion (a first step in

this direction is Speyer submitted).
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Another possibility is thadlannshows a similar distribution as scene-setting
elements simply because it counts as a scenegetliement for the
purposes of the ranking. If we define scene-setiegnents as temporal or
local specifications of the situation in which thth value of a given
proposition is evaluated (see Schiffrin 1987: 228¢obs 2001: 656), the
word dannis covered by this definition. But it is not pddsi yet to decide
between these two alternatives, and, as we willatee, this explanation is

probably not correct.

On the whole we can conclude that the ranking éstedul for written
discourse is also valid for spoken discourse ingiple, but less categorical.
Elements specific for spoken discourse can eagiljitted into the ranking

for written discourse.

4. Spoken discoursell: Doturnsplay arole?

4.1  The influence of turn organization on ranking

A defining property of spoken dialogic discourseits organization into

turns. After we modified the ranking for spokencadisrse in general, we

need to examine whether turns influence the vobelsitioning. More

specifically, we have to look whether the positminan utterance, in the
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middle or at the beginning of a turn, makes a déffiee for which element is
preferably in the vorfeld. Table 10 and Figure Bwlhthe rates of vorfeld-
movement for the different types of elements. ‘Asroturns’ in the
following tables and figures is shorthand for thentinitial sentences,

‘within turns’ for all other sentences.

@@]Insert table 10 here

Table 10: Frequency of preferred vorfeld-fillersparated for position in the middle or at the

beginning of turn

Topic Contrast SPP Sc-setting ‘dann’

across sentences with 95 87 78 27 13
turns element

thereof elem. in 60 41 51 13 9

vorfeld

% 63.2 47.1 65.4 48.1 69.2
within ~ sentences with 213 98 159 59 55
turns element

thereof elem. in 115 48 80 43 36

vorfeld

% 54.0 49.0 50.3 72.9 65.5

@@ Insert figure 5 here
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Rate of elements in vorfeld; separated across and within turns

80

70

60

within turns, %

Pers. Pron. across turns, %

Scene-setting

dann

Figure 5: Frequency of preferred vorfeld-fillessparated for position in the middle or at the

beginning of turn

We see no effects in the case of contrastive elesva@mdann We see some
effect in the case of topics and SPPs, both of vhave a higher likelihood

to move into the vorfeld in utterances that arthatbeginning of a turn. This

IS not unexpected; it is exactly at the beginnifgtlme turn that the
establishment of therigo of the following turn plays a role, and the vodfel
seems to be the position of choice if attentiotoibe directed to therigo.
Likewise, if theorigo does not change in a passage, and the organization
into topics becomes more important as a consequehtieat, one might

want to emphasize the topic of the utterance tibvs.
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We see an adverse effect in the case of scenessetthich are more
frequently in the vorfeld in the middle of turngoBably they are driven out
by SPPs and topics in this special environment,atehe beginning of a
turn, as there the establishment of the scene mady plays a less

important role than the establishment of dinigo or the topic.

4.2  The ranking of topics

Let us have a closer look at topics. A special ¢agbe interaction of topic

structure with the global organization of the diss®, especially insertions.

Insertions are characterized as sub-discoursestdkatan element of the
surrounding discourse (not its topic) as their ¢ofihey elaborate on that
topic, before at the end of the insertion the speasturns to the level of the
main discourse and with it to the old topic (see<ar& Sidner 1986; Speyer

2007).

The organisation in main discourse and sub-disesyras indicated by the
topic structure, is orthogonal to the dialogicabaization in turns. If
insertions interact with a dialogic structure, vem distinguish two casés:

* The same participant that has started the inseréantroduces the

topic (case 1, within turn)



38

* Another participant B returns to the level of thaimdiscourse after

participant A, which is the participant that haartd the insertion,

ends his/her turn on the level of the inserted disbeurse (case 2,
across turns).

We can separate the cases in which an inserticend®d by the same

speaker within a turn from cases in which an inseris ended by another

speaker at the beginning of a turn. These two chags rather different

characteristics.

The topic in case 1, that is, the same speakesthded the insertion returns
to the level of the main discourse, is predominaintl the position at the
beginning of the mittelfeld that Frey (2004) id&etl as the archetypical
topic position. Moreover, it is preferably realizptbnominally (Table 11,
Figure 6). A typical example is under (£8)Thus we can say that here the
topic does not behave significantly differently rfrotopics in written
discourse, especially topic re-introduction aftegertions (see Speyer 2007).
This is not surprising, as the topic of the maiscdurse is still salient in the
discourse universe of the speaker that began thertion; the discourse-
structure with its different levels of embeddingoisvious for the speaker

that started the insertion.

(10) context: S2Wobei [opic mei Schwester], die hat mal n ganz

Whereas my sister this bade a totally
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tolls Projekt ket im Studium...
great project had in study
'Whereas my sister, she once had a really gregqiras part
of her courses’
(Here follows the description of the project; irig®r on
knitting men (see ex.11) by S1)
S2:Und dann harroepic Sig halt immer die Bilder
and then have they ptc. always thupes
zammezeigt
together-shown

‘And then they always showed the pictures togéthe

With case 2 (participant A leaves the level of th&n discourse by starting
an insertion and does not return to the main lelging his/her turn;
participant B then returns to the main level), tieeintroduced topic is
preferably in the vorfeld or at the end of the eli@ld, which by the way is
a position usually reserved for emphasized or ndwration. Only rarely
does it stand at the beginning of the mittelfetdtHese cases, the topic tends
to be realized as full noun phrase (see Table itjur& 7), which would also
be suitable rather for a discourse-new element. ebhar, if the re-
introduced topic is in the vorfeld, it is regulagyyeceded by a discourse
structuring particle in the vorvorfeld, such aser ‘but’, wobei ‘although’

(see Gunthner 2000). Such particles have in comtinainthey specify the
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connection of two speech acts, not only the conmedf two propositions.
Thus we can infer that in such situations the cees of the discourse is
somewhat disturbed and needs to be clarified byt owarking devices such

as discourse structuring particles. An examplavsrgunder (11):

(11) context: S2wvenn n Mann in ner typischen Frauesituation
if a man ina typical womsituation
isch oder re Frau in re typische
iIs or awomanina typical
Mannersituation.ifserion D€S War, ah, die
men-situation That was ah the
[topic FOtos] waret Gold wert,

photos were gold worth,
die waret echt Gold wert.]
they were really gold worth

‘If a man is in a situation typical for women owaman in a

situation typical for men. These pictures weregigss, really

priceless.’

S1:Wobei,[iopic Strickende Manngrgabs ja eigentlich
But knitting men @aN ptc. actually
beim Grine
at-the green

‘But there were knitting men in the Green Party’
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Table 11 gives the number of topics in the two sasentioned, case 1
corresponding to col. 2, case 2 to col.3. The lgige the numbers of topics
in different positions in the sentence, |. 2/3 vioefeld, I. 4/5 the left edge of
the mittelfeld, |. 6/7 any other position in thetteifeld. The second of those
blocks indicate how many of those topics are pranatized. Lines 8 to 10

give the ration of pronouns independently of thmsition. The numbers of

case 1 are visualized in Figure 6, the numbersasé @ in Figure 7.

@@]Insert table 11 here

Table 11: Reintroduced topics within and acrosssturaite of pronominal realization

topic re-introd. within  topic re-introd.

turn across turns

in VF 4 6

thereof pron 2 1
in MF 1 5 2

thereof pron 3 1
later in MF 2 5

thereof pron 1 2
sum 11 13

thereof pron 6 4

% pron 55 31

@@ Insert figure 6 here
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@@ Insert figure 7 here

Position of topic in 1st sentence after insertion; within turn

.
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Figure 6: Position of topic in first sentence aftesertion; within turns
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Position of topic in first sentence after insertion; across turns

Y
7
ALY,

s
z-
BN

7

in VF in MF 1 later in MF

‘I:Iacross turns, full NP B across turns, pron ‘

Figure 7: Position of topic in first sentence aftesertion; across turns

So we can say on the whole that the re-introdudddtapic in case 1

behaves much like a normal topic, in that it tetadse realized as a pronoun
and is positioned in the prosodically weak positairthe beginning of the
mittelfeld. From the point of view of the speakiee insertion here is like the
insertion into a monological text, as we deal wathl the same discourse

universe, namely that of the speaker.
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The re-introduced old topic in case 2 behaves rdike a piece of new
information or a contrastive element. It tends éorbalized as a full noun
phrase and stands in the prosodically strong positiat the end of the
mittelfeld or in the vorfeld. The vorfeld, as we vleaseen, can host
contrastive elements; it can also host severalstyffanew information. The
end of the mittelfeld is the archetypical positimm new information (see
e.g. Engel 1988: 73, 340). The reason for thatrésymably that the old
topic a is ‘new’ in the discourse universe of the parteip B that re-
establishes it. Note that was the topic only at the beginning of the
preceding utterance, made by participant A, antd Ahehanged the topic in
the course of leaving the level of the sub disoetosanother topif}, so that
the utterance of A ends with the toflicParticipant B, who re-establishes
as a topic, has a different discourse universehithvthe old topiax might
not figure as prominently as in the discourse usiweof participant A.
Anyway, a is not very salient in the discourse at this pdietmember that
the topic of the discourse gwhen A ends his/her turn) and therefore the
reference too by means of a pronoun or other devices that aeel us

situations of topic constancy might lead to misustéendings.

On the whole, we can answer the question whethestplay a role for
vorfeld-movement as follows: they do play a rolehat the critical part of

the turn, the beginning of the turn, is subjectomstraints different from
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those that play a role in the middle of a turnromonological discourse. At
the beginning of a turn, SPPs and topics are moeéeped for vorfeld-
movement than they are in the middle of a turnn8esetting elements, on
the other hand, are less preferred. If a sub-diseohas been inserted, the
topic of the main discourse is re-introduced likecamal topic, if the same
speaker that has begun the sub-discourse alsmsetiuithe main discourse
level. It is, however, treated like new informatibrthe speaker that returns
to the main discourse level and re-introduces ihas identical with the

speaker who has embarked for the sub-discourse.

5. Conclusion

On the whole it is thus probably fair to conclutiattsentences in spoken
discourse use the same ranking as sentences tawdiscourse do, but only

in the portions of the utterance that are roughbnaiogic, that is inside a
turn, which in itself constitutes a small coherembinological text. At the
beginning of turns, however, where the dialogicafamization really
matters, other factors play a higher role, nambl é¢stablishment of the
origo or, if no neworigo needs to be established, the establishment of the
topic of the following utterance; or rather, thgmalling that the topic is

taken over from the preceding utterance. We hage gt re-establishment
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of topics at the beginning of turns treats thenifdkey were new to the

discourse.

The establishment of the scene is of lower impasaat the beginning of a
turn, compared to the establishment of topic ango, and therefore stands
less frequently in the vorfeld than it would in nebwgical discourse. The
fact thatdanndoes not follow this trend indicates that it ig pest another
scene-setting element for purposes of the vorfatding, but is rather
treated separately, probably by virtue of its besny explicit rhetoric-
relation-marker. It would go beyond the aim of tp@per to investigate,
whether the DANN-VF’ constraint is in reality rather aHRTORICRELATION-
VF constraint, i.e. a constraint that aims to pudrkers of rhetorical

relations into the vorfeld (but see Speyer subihjite

We have seen that beginnings of turns are subypedifferent requirements
than the ‘body’ of turns. The body of turns is mareless comparable to
monological written texts, as the ones investigate8peyer (2008). We can
refer to the ranking established for written digsey extended by evidence
from spoken discourse (and its specific ‘constejrasDefault Ranking At
the beginning of turns, other considerations of taganisation play a role.
Thus it is clear that we have to identify a differeanking battery for the
beginning of turns. Because the relevant casesveme infrequent in the

transcripts (in the whole text corpus used thereevugst 13 instances of the
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relevant case, i.e. the beginning of a turn corateatith topic shift) the data
base is unfortunately very small. In future worwill hopefully be able to

establish a more precise ranking.

Default Ranking:

DANN-VF, SCENE-SETTINGVF >> SPP-VF>> CONTRAST-VF >> TopPIG-VF

Ranking at the beginning of turns:

DANN-VF, SPP-VF>>ToPICGVF >> CONTRAST-VF, SCENESETTING VF

Notes

" This paper is the extended version of a paperepted at the conference
Linguistic Evidence 2(February 2006, Tubingen, Germany) and the
conferenceOrganization in Discourse 3: The Interactional Paestive
(August 2006, Turku, Finland). | want to thank @ngédience members and
three anonymous reviewers for their extremely heglpgfomments, but
especially Keelan Evanini, Irene Rapp and Joel &vbkerg for their
invaluable help. All remaining errors are mine.

" The whole verbal complex is presumably generatedclause-final

position. If the left sentence bracket is alreadgcupied by a
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complementizer (which presumably is also gener#itece), no part of the
right sentence bracket can move. If the left sasgdmracket is empty, the
finite part of the verb form is moved there; if tkerb form is only one
word, the verb form as a whole moves there. The dehtence bracket
cannot be left empty. The left sentence brackeesponds to C, the vorfeld
corresponds to Spec,CP in generative terms (dete®&977; Vikner 1995).

! Preferred readings of scopally ambiguous sentemiss independently of
whether one quantified phrase is in the vorfeldhot. It is true thatAlle
Studenten haben ein Buch gelegahstudents read one book) is ambiguous
between an] > [J reading and anl > [J reading, whereaBin Buch haben
alle Studenten gelesé®ne book all students read) strongly encouralges t
0> 0 reading, but the same goes for the vorfeld-lessimedass ein Buch
alle Studenten gelesen habe®o the effects are independent of vorfeld-
movement.

% This equals 73 per cent of the total number ofséBtences (364 of 501).

% For technical reasons, for Table 1 and Figuren®y a part of the corpus
was used for the count, consisting of 360 sentendes numbers for topics
are reached under the assumption that all sentdraes a topic, though
sometimes not explicit; counting only sentenceshwavert topic the
numbers would be: 168 sentences; 90 thereof Tapu=i= 54 per cent

* Note that ,Bach’ appears for the first time in thext, thus is not to be

regarded as Topic in [Ril,7].
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> | want to thank Irene Rapp for giving me accessh®transcripts which
her students made in course of her seminars onecsatvon analysis, in the
summer terms 2004 and 2005.

® Read as: Ofh sentences containing a contrast element/ SPR1 per cent
of sentences have the contrast element/ SPP/ heindrfeld. Topics are a
special case, as the topic is not always overdyized (but still present in
the discourse; as opposed to the other types ofegits which play a role in
the discourse only if realized overtly. Frequenéyowert topics would be
56.8 per cent).

" ‘Expected element’ means the element that we wenjzect to beat the
other, given the ranking established for writterscdurse and the first
approximation above. If two elements are rankedakygdnigh in the ‘first
step’, the percentage of the more frequent elensegiven; these rates are
not bold-faced.

8 | want to express special thanks to Keelan Evaninihelping me with the
computational implementation.

® The relevant cases are rather infrequent, bedangthy insertions are rare
in spoken discourse. Let me define the relevare:CHse main discourse is
about topiad. In the main discourse a refer¢his mentioned. Then a sub-
discourse which elaborated on refer@rstarts, in whiclg is the topic. After
a while, the discourse turns backot@s a topic; the insertion is ended. Such

a hierarchical structure is not characteristicsfpoken discourse. Spoken
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discourse tends to be more ‘enumerative’: It isemm»mmon in spoken
discourse not to return to topacbut to go on elaborating on some referent
that is mentioned when talking abddjtand so on.

9 The insertions after which this example and ex) (dtand are rather

elaborate and long, therefore | do not reproduemthere.
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