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ABSTRACT - This paper addresses the gap between the reseach on D[iscourse] Structure] T[opics] (cf. Chafe
2001, Fraser 1988) and I[nformation] Structure] T[opics] (cf. Jambs 2001, Biring 1999 Lambrecht 1994,
Valldwi 1992). This paper takes a uniform approac to topics where ISTs and DSTs are treated as ontologically
identical. We propose a hierarchica modd of T(opic)-trees, which are wnstructed dynamically in the course of
discourse. The nodes of a T-tree consist of sets of semantic objects (e.g. entities, propositions, predicates, etc.;
contrasting with Dik's 1989 D-topics). The higher a T-tree node is in the treg the bigger is the linguistic form unit
that it corresponds to (e.g. the whole text, a paragraph, a sentence). The highest topic in a T-tree is dways the
global DST, the lowest topics are the I STs.

Based on T-trees, we show how the (topic-)coherence of texts could be modelled. The T-trees are motivated by
two case studies, one on the 'as for' construction in English and one on multiple topic constructions in Japanese.
The proposed model allows us to formalize the constraints which those constructions put on the cntext in which
they appea. The remainder of the paper, discusses the interadion of the proposed model with the notion d focus
and kontrast (cf. Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998) making referenceto such various constructions as left-dis ocation, it-
clefts, and topicdizationin English, as well as, Multiple Nominative Constructions in Japanese.

1 I ntroduction

In recant yeas sveral attempts have been made to formalize the discourse-related notions such astopic
and focus (Jambs 2001, Biring to appear, Portner and Y abushita 1998, Roberts 1996, Engdahl and
Valldwi 1996, Valduvi 1992). In this paper, we will show that, drawing on data from English and
Japanese, a proper model of topic-marking should be able to captureits global and dynamic nature, and
we propose atentative model of topic marking that satisfies this desideratum. The organization of the
paper is as follows. In section 2, we will set up basic terminology and ontology. In section 3, we will
sketch aut a hierarchicd/dynamic model of topic-marking, which we will call “T(opic)-tree model”,
and demonstrate empirical data that motivates it. In section 4, we discuss bearing of our model on the
theory of focus and information padkaging in genera; in particular, we ague that the ancept of topic
developed in this paper subsumes some subtypes of (what is called) contrastive focus (the anount of
text does not stand in relation to the other sedions). Finally, sedion 5 contains our conclusion.

Parts of our discussion will remain at a highly conceptual level, partly due to the shortness of
this paper. We will however, provide data taken from corpora to provide afoundational basis for our
most important claims (cf. section 3.2 and 33).

2  Wherewe comefrom: Terminological Clarifications

Many of the terms used in this paper such as, among others, topic, focus, information structure,
discourse structure and information packaging have receved a plethora of different definitions in the
literature. We therefore think that it is necessary to make dea where we come from and what we
subscribe to. We use the term information packaging to refer to the group of phenomena that figure in
the structuring of information in the course of communication in a very general sense. By information
we mean the propositions expressed in a text, as well as the nwersational implicatures, and
presuppositions that go along with those propasitions. Our use of the term information padkaging
impli es that we do not restrict the study of such phenomenato the sentence or clause level (cf. Vallduvi
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1992 and in some sense Lambrecht 1994) but also include structuring of information above that level
also known as discourse structure.

In the last 40 yeas there has been great variety of approaches to the notion of what has been
cdled topic, link, or subjed from different schools of linguistics. Most current theories of information
structure go badk to the foundational works in the 1970s and 1980s, such as the Prague School of the
Functional Sentence Perspective (cf. Firbas 1971, 1974; Sgall 1969, 1975, 1978; Benesova ¢ al. 1973;
for an introductory summary to the work of the Prague Schods, see Sgall 1993), the influential articles
in Li's (1976) "Subjed and Topic" (cf. Li & Thompson 1976, Chafe 1976, Givon 1976) or the first
generative goproaches (cf. Chomsky 1971, Jadkendoff 1972). Most of those first writings have in
common that they were primarily concerned with the linguisticdly overt effeds of information
structural concepts. Further, al of those approaches hare that the object of their study was the sentence
or the clause. Other early approaches provided the foundation of what has become known as the study
of discourse structure (cf. Halliday 1970, 1974).

In section 2.1, we discuss the development of the research on topics which focused in the
sentences level (i.e. IS Topics;, henceforth IST). In section 2.2, we provide some background on the
research on discourse structure topics, by which we mean the study of topics on the level abowe the
sentence (i.e. DS-Topics; henceforth DST). Throughout this paper, we will use the term topic
exXpression when we mean an expression which refersto atopic, which itself is a semantic dement. We
dlightly modify Lambrecht's (1994: 131) definition d topic expresson to capture expressions which
refer to ISTs aswell as expressons which refer to DSTs.

Definition of topic expression (general)

(1) A constituent is at opic expressioni fft he message®' conveyed by the
linguisticfo rmunit( e.g. asentenceor aparagraph) withwhichi t is
associ atedi s pragmati callyc onstr uedasbe ingaboutt he denotation of
(aparto f) this constituent.

2.1 Information Structure Topics

Broadly spe&king, varieties of the definitions of the term (sentencelevel) topic can be clasdfied into
two groups, namely, thase based on givenness (famili arity) and those based on aboutness Below we
will briefly review some leading approaches, to clarify our terminology and standpaint.

The givennessbased approac defines the topic in terms of the givennessand its varieties [+/-
mentioned] (originally [+/- vorerwahnt], cf. Fries 1971), [+/-new] (cf. Choi 1999, [+/- contextually
bound (cf. Sgal 1975), [+/- onstage] (cf. Chafe 1976 who ultimately means [+/- activated] in a
psychological sense), [+/- recmverable] (cf. Halliday 1967/8, 1970), and the grade of communicdive
dynamism (cf. Firbas 1974). In her well-known article "Toward a Taxonomy of Given-New", Prince
(1981) shows that the subvarieties of givenness can be summarized into three types: i.e. Givenness,
which corresponds to predictability and recoverability (cf. Prince 1981: 226), Givenness, which
corresponds to saliency (ibid.: 228), and Givenness, which corresponds to the shared knowledge of the
speaker and the listeners (ibid.: 230). Those three types of Givenness are shown to be not mutually
independent. Since, each of the threetypes of Givennessturns out to be insufficient alone, Prince then
defines a taxonomy of Assumed Familiarity, which is supposed to cover those information structural
phenomena which turn out to be relevant for linguistic form (ibid: 233).

Sgall (1975: 303), Dik (1978, 1980: 42, 1989: 266), Vallduvi (1992), Lambredit (1994) and E.
Kiss(1995), on the other hand, all consider topic to be "what the sentence is about".> An elaboration of

! By message we mean a mmmunicative function o utterances. Note that we use the term message to
refer to alevel of representation which isricher than the purely truth-conditional form (i.e. propasitions).

% Note that Dik (1989) does not limit "aboutness' to the sentence level (cf. section 3.1). In some sense,
other framework that distinguish between, for example, topic with commnent (cf. Gundd 1974, Dahl 1974, Kuno



the notion of aboutness is given in Vallduvi (1992). Utilizing the ideaof File Change Semantics (Heim
1992), he dcharacterizes the topic (link, in his terminology) as the phrase that denotes the discourse
entity on whose file card the sentence’s information is entered (see also Engdahl and Vallduvi 1996,
Portner and Y abushita 1998).

Anocther line that divides existing approadhes to topic is the one between relational and non-
relational views. In the relational view, taken by Gundel, Halliday and Vallduvi among athers, the topic
isdefined only in contrast to aher notions, such as “comment” and “rheme”. Chafe and Dik, in contrast,
adopts an extrinsic definition of topic. In this paper, we take the aboutnessbased/non-relational view?,
although we do not limit our interest in the phenomenon at sentential levels, nor consider topic as solely
sentence/clause-internal phenomenon. We aopt the following, tentative definition of what we refer to
as Information Structure Topic (IST) expresson based on Lambrect (1994: 118):

Definition of Information Structure Topic

(2) Ther eferento fa constituentXi san InformationStr ucture T opic iff
X denotes the thing the nessage conveyedb y thes entence orc lausei s
ABQUT.

2.2 Discour se Structure Topics

As mentioned abowe, there has been another reseach tradition which arose from the ealy seminal
works on "topics', namely the study of discourse structure (cf. Schiffrin 1994: 23-40). Here, we ae not
interested in the whole aea of discourse analysis (e.g. Hopper 1979, Labov 1997), but in the study of
topics abowve the sentence level (cf. Chafe 2001, Brown and Yule 1983, Fraser 1988). A definition of
discourse topic is given by Chafe (2001), as the following:

(3) A coherent a ggregate o ft houghtsin troduced by s ome partici panti n a
conversation, d eveloped either by t hat p articipant or by s everal
partic i pantsjo intly,an d theneither explicit |y closedor allowedt o
peter out.(i bid: 674)

Since we will arrive & a hierarchicd model of DST (cf. section 3), we need a more refined
definition of DSTs here. We use the term DST to refer to any kind of topic which is defined above the
sentence level (e.g. discourse topics, i.e. paragraph level topics, or supertopics, as mentioned in Chafe
2001 674). Parald to ou definition o I1STs, we use the aboutness relation to provide adescriptive
definition of DSTs::

Discourse Structure Topic definition
(4) The t opic of a d is course ¢ hunk is the th ing which t he messages
conveyedb y that discoursec hunka reaBaut.

A marker of any kind of DST will be referred to as discourse structure topic marker (henceforth
DST-marker). In the foll owing sedion we propose ahierarchical model of topics, which we motivate in
sedion 3.2 and 33.

1980, Reinhart 1982) and theme vs. rheme (Firbas 1966, 1971 Halliday 1967/8) aso used aboutness to define the
term topic.

% In this respect, our stanceis the closest to authors gich as Sgall (1975), Dik (1978, 1989), Lambrecht
(199%).



3  Hierarchical Modéd of Discourse Structure Topics

In many previous approaches mentioned in the last sedion, authors explicitly limit their attention to the
level above/below sentences, implicitly assuming that the nations of IST/DST could nd be treged in a
homogeneous way (Chafe 2001:673-5, Lambrecht 1994). Of course, if one takes all information
packaging phenomena with syntactic correlates to be ISTs (cf. Lambrecit 1994: 118), the distinction
between ISTs and DSTs is &lf-fulfilling. However, to the best of our knowledge, there has been no
attempt to argue for the ontologicd/interpretative distinction of thase two types of topics.

The position againgt this division, which we call the “uniform view of topic”, is taken by Dik
(1989). He tries to base the notion of topic* on D(iscourse)-topics, which he defines to be the entities
which a discourse’ (i.e. a coherent text, cf. ibid: 266-7) is about. Here, we follow the uniform view in
that we, unless proven otherwise, asaume that al topics are ontologically homogeneous. In the next
sedion, we sketch out a model which describes hierarchicdly organized sets of topics (both DSTs and
ISTs). While our model shares certain conceptual properties with Dik's (1989) and Blring's (to appear)
work, it differsin important aspeds, which we clarify along the way.

3.1 T-trees

A discourse may have different DSTs, and DSTs may be hierarchically and/or sequentially organized.
Thus, the notion of topic should be interpreted relative to the relevant stretch of discourse (e.g. book,
chapter, section, paragraph, and ultimately the individual clause; cf. Dik 1989, Chafe 2001). We
propcse that the topics are better understood as an ordered set, which typicdly has a structure of
(algebraic) tree

“ For Dik (1989) topic is one of the clause-internal pragmatic functions along with focus. Pragmatic
functions “concern the informational status of constituents of the clause in relation to the wider communicative
setting”, where “’ communicative setting’ can be understood in terms of the Spedker’ s estimate of the Addresseés
pragmatic information at the moment of speeking” (ibid: 265).

® The term discourse is used to refer to at least threedifferent things, namely roughly (a) language @ove
the sentence, (b) language in use, and (c) utterances (cf. Schiffrin 1994: 23-40). Also, there is a fourth use of
discourse in the term DISCOURSE FUNCTION used in literature on LFG (Lexicd Functional Grammar, cf. Bresnan
2001), which refers to a part of the F(unctional)-structure and, at the end, is quasi equivalent to an information
structural role. Here, we use the term discourse structure to refer to the structure of language eove the level of
the sentence
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Figure 1 — Schema of a T-tree

Let us cal this conceptua entity, T(opic)-tree.® The root of the T-tree @rresponds to the global
discourse topic (supertopic in Chafe 2001), whereas “leaves’ (at the moment of each utterance), which
are introduced or picked up at the sentence level, correspondto ISTs (cf. Dik 1989: 266-77). We depart
from Dik (1989) in assuming that the members of the T-tree aie l[imited to entitiesi.e. objects of type e
or group o entities. In the following examples, the sentence level topic can be of higher type like <g, t>
(property, propasition abstrad) and <t, t>.”

(5) Taro-ga ta beta-no-wa nane da.
Tar o- NOM at e- COMP- TOP beans be
What Taro ate was beans.

(6) Qokii-koto-wa ii kotoda .
bi g- COVP- TOP good fact be
Being bigisgoad. (lit.) / the size matters.

(7) Heya- no naka- de-wa Taro-ga hon-o0 yondei r u.
room GEN i nsid e- LOC- TOP Tar o- NOM book- ACC be readin g
Intheroom, Tarois reading abook.

® Although our topic-tree might look reminiscent of “ question-based” models of discourse structure, such
as Roberts' (1996) “push-down store”' model, and Biring's D(iscourse)-tree, our model differs from them in
esential respects. In question-based analysis, the members of the tree are either a question or propasition, andin
McNally (1998), Buring (1997), for example, the nation of topic is derived from that of focus. In our model,
topics are treated as primitives that form the T-tree, and their semantic type is typicadly (but not necessarily) an
entity or group d entities. SeePortner and Y abushita (1998), who argue for “topic-as-entity” view over “topic-as-
question” view. Moreover, what McNally (1997) and Biring (1997) term as topic is a rather different from our
notion d topic, but is what is commonly called "contrastive topic" (cf. Blring to appear, Lee 1999, Oshima 2002
argues that contrastive topic is not a topic a al, but a type of focus associated with presupposition about
alternative propasitions).

"In this respect, our position resembles Chafe (2001) who assumes that discourse topics can be any
“aggregate of thought”.



The Topic-tree expands (or grows “down”) in course of the discourse, as new entities,
introduced as topics, get dynamicdly “adjoined” to it. In ather words each utterance in the discourse
could either maintain the topic of the previous utterance or “shift” it to another topic in either the same
or alower level of the T-tree Figure 2 ill ustrates the different choices to expand a T-tree a a given
moment in discourse.
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maintained

topic

Figure 2 — Representation o Topic maintenance

new current

topic

new current topic

Figure 3 — Representation d Topic shifts

At any given point of discourse (i.e. a utterance u,) we define the discourse status of a T-treeto
be the set of the most current ISTs:

Discourse Status

(8) <T, n, {t;...t }>isad iscoursestatus when Ti sa T-tree and{ t;...
thareas ubseto fT -treewhose menbersarel STs oft he n'" utterance
ina discourse(i. e.u p).



The adoption of the uniform view of topic is not only a matter of conceptual parsimony or
ontologicd aestheticism. In the following, we demonstrate two phenomena that suggest syntadic,
morphadogicd or lexical devices, which are ammmonly believed to be IST markers, should be able to
“look up” to the global topic structurei.e. T-tree

3.2 Argument from English 'asfor' construction

The 'as for' construction in English (henceforth AFC) has been assumed to mark an IST (e.g. Lambrecht
1994: 149, Gundel 1974, Givon 1992: 308), asin (9), or contrastiveness(e.g. Chafe 1976: 49, 199), as
in (10). The AFC therefore seems to be commonly considered to be a grammatic correlate on the
sentencelevel (cf. Lambrecht 19%: 117).

(9) Asf orR osa, John didn't reall yl ove her (cf.L ambrechtl 994:1 49)
(10) Asf ort hePLAY, hesaw itY ESTERDAY.( cf. Chafe 1976: 49)

However, the pragmatic AFC's constraints cannot be fully ceptured at the level of individua
sentences. One of the authors (Jagger 202, in preparation) has argued that what the AFC marks is a
shift of a discourse structure subtopic (henceforth DSST), which has to be compatible with a higher
DST in the T-tree. DSST roughly corresponds to a DST below the paragraph level in terms of the
model proposed above. The foll owing examples ill ustrate the AFC's function. The paragraphlevel DST
(cf. the term "discourse topic" as used in Chafe 2001: 674, referring to Brown and Yule 1983: 71) in
(11) is (something like) |catering alarge number of peoplel.? The DSST immediately preceding the AFC
is |choice of food|. The DSST introduced by the AFC is |quantities|. Even though there are no directly
coreferential phrases in the following sentence, the introduced DSST is picked up by the numbersin
"six canapés [..]", "eight to ten [..]" in the immediately following sentence. Furthermore the DSST
|quantities| is maintained in the following sentence and picked up by the expresson "six glases [..]",

"25 measures|[..]", "four glasses', and "six mixers[..]".°

(11) It's not easy cateri ng fora large nunbero fp eople, ast he chances
aret heywon't fitr oundy ourd iningt able.Af wun solutioni stot reat
themtof inger food. P rovideaw ide selection, making s ure there are
lotsof dif ferent colours,f lavoursandt extures. As for quantities,
allow four to six canapés and ni bbles per p erson as a pr e-dinner
appeti ser,an deightt 010fo ral ongerp arty. A cohola ndso ftd rin ks
aremuchh ardert oestinate.A sagu ide,th erearer oughlys ixg |asses
toab ottl eofwine, 25measurest o a70c Ib ottleofs piritsandf our
gl asses,o0 r enoughfo rs ix mixersi na 500n/ 18flozb ott leof tonic.

As already mentioned, the new DSST introduced by an AFC has to be a subtopic (which is,
typicdly, part, member or aspect) of an aready established "higher" DST. In (12), the speaker/writer
talks/writes about his house, which islocated in the middle of nowhere. One problem with this house is
related to water. This |water problem| is the paragraph level DST. The DSST immediately preceding the
AFCin (12) is Jlaundry|. The DSST introduces a new DSST, namely [toil et fadlities]. Intuitively, both
DSSTsare ampatible (i.e. coherent) with the paragraph level DST |water problem|.

(12) But it s afairdistance towalkt hereandi t is,|I suppose, a lot
handiert opopdownt ot here servoir.l canhavet hewashing done a nd

® We use the notation |expresson| when we mean the denotation o alinguistic expresson.
° All of the following examplesin this section have been coll eded in the British National Corpus.



back honeagainbyt het inelg ett oRichard's place.T obehonest |
never g et much washing done during thewinter months. Usually iti s
doneduringt hes ummer,c ertainly formy bettercl othes. As for toilet
facilities, | have an earth closet so the lack of water do es not
affectt hat side oft hings.

Below, we will discuss the two common claims abou the AFC mentioned above: (i) it indicates
contrastivenessand (ii) it marksan IST.

While the AFC can correlate with contrastiveness if the AFC's argument NP receives an emphatic
acent, e.g. 'PLAY " in (10), contrastiveness is not required. Consider (13), where it is by no means clear
what the referent of 'Dennis’ (i.e. [Dennig]) is contrasted with. To be precise, there ae (at least) two
different posdble readings of (13). In the first, "HIM" receives contrastive accent. In the second (group
of) readings, "KILLing" or, considering the context, more likely "KINDness" receives focus accent (i.e.
new information aacent) and "him" does not get assgned any spedal stress. The first reading contrasts
|Dennis| with other candidates for "killing X is a kindness'. Here, we are especially interested in the
second reading.™

(13) Neverha ppyunlesss heh asso nmethingi n hermouth,"h e confidedt ome.
“Youwoul dn'tt hinkitt ol ookathe r,wouldyou?"” Ch,Id on't know."
Karengiggledhysteri cally,s plutteringwatera Ilo vert hec ounter. |
knewt hent hat wewereb ound togo all the way,wh ereveri tmi ghtl ead,
whet her we wanted too rn ot. As for Dennis, well,a fter thatk illing
hi mwoul dh aveb eenak indness,w ouldn't it?

We do not deny that the referent of the AFC's argument is part of a partially ordered set
(henceforth "poset”, cf. Hirschberg 1985) in both readings and therefore in some sense @ntrastive.
However, the members of the posets which go with the two above-mentioned readings are of a very
different type.

For the first reading o (13), |Dennis|is a member of a poset that contains the possble instances
of the variable x in the proposition [BE(killing(x), a-kindnesg)]. Note that this meaning is available for
the last sentence of (13) even if it is nat preceded by an AFC, as long as "HIM" is realized with
contrastive stress. Similar kinds of readings are available for the case that other constituents in the
sentencereceve mrtrastive acent. We call this prosody-driven contrastivenessKontrastp;opasition -

Now consider (13) with no contrastive stress on either the agument expression of the AFC (i.e.
"Dennis") or the referentiad expression in the sentence (i.e. "him"). In this case, [Dennig| is dill
involved in some kind of contrast.™ This cortrast exists between the following two formulas
DSST=|Dennis| and DSST=a & a#|Dennis|. In other words that the new DSST is |Dennis| could be said
to contrast with passible other DSSTs a the point of discourse before the AFC. We call this
contrastiveness between possble DSST (or more generaly different kinds of topics) Kontrastrgpiq-
Kontrasty is found in al examples in our corpus containing an AFC, whereas Kontrastr is independent
of (though highly compatible with) the AFC and, in English, always indicated by prosody. Although it
is a subtle difference we &k the reader to pause a seawnd and convince herself of the qualitative

%\We used the following mark-up conventions: the AFC as well the sentence which is left-detached to
are underlined. In addition, the AFC isgiven in italic type-setting.

! Some informants (including linguists) have problems seeing any contrastiveness related to |Dennis| in
(13). This can be understood if we take Schwenter (1999) into consideration. He agued that contrastiveness and
additiveness are two extremes of the same scale. Although this may be surprising at the first glance the AFC
illustrates Schwenter's point. Below, we show that the AFC adds a new DSST to the T-tree. Also, the AFC, in
some sense, contrasts the introduced topic with other referents which would have been valid DSSTs at that point
of discourse.



difference between the two types of contrast just discussed.*? Another example, which shows that the
AFC does not mark Kontrastp is givenin (11) above.

Now that we have discussed the hypothesis that the AFC marks contrastiveness we turn to
discuss the seaond common claim about the AFC that can be found in the literature. According to
Lambredt (1994:149) and Gundel (1974), among athers, the AFC marks ISTs. Thisis in some sense
true. However, there ae a ouple of points to be mentioned abot this claim.

First, we have shown above that the AFC also marks a shift of DSSTs. Lambrecht (1994: 188)
points to this when he mentions that the AFC is rather a topic annauncing expression than a topic
expression. Thisisjust another way to capture the intuition which can has already been addressed under
such dfferent labels as DSST shift, introduction of a new DSST or contrast between posshle other
DSST.

Second, for many examples the intuitions what "the sentence is about" diverge aucialy.
Consider the foll owing example, where — probably primarily depending on one owns intuitions could
argue that either or all of "justice and peace”, "the Zuwaya' and "judges” are ISTs. For now it remains
an open question whether the topic marked by the AFC has diff erent properties than the topic within the
sentence.*® In any case, the AFC introduces a new topic and is subject to certain constraints, which will
be spelled-out below.

(14) But that w as general |y the practice of s ett | ed people: Zuwa ya were
scattered overavas t territory, and although they owned land they
werenotp ermanently residento n it.Mosts hrineswere the property of
peoplew hoc ouldvisitt hemeasily ,a nd whomightf ind ite xpedi ent to
assemd et heret o showt heirs trengthi ft hey hadl and di sputes with
their neighbours. As for justice and peace,t he Zuwaya had noj udges.

To sum up, we have shown that the AFC adds a new DSST to the list of DSTs, which often is
maintained for a cuple of sentences. In that sense, the AFC is what we informally can refer to as
forward-sensitive. Furthermore, the new DST has to be different as the immediately precaling DSST.
More carefully formulated, the AFC cannot introduce a topic which is identicd to an IST of the
immediately precaling sentence. Consider (14), where the AFC's argument would be "shrines’, or, (11),
where the AFC's argument would be "washing'. All informants we asked agree that those examples
sound really awkward. In this snse, the AFC is backward-sensitive. Finally, the new DSST has to be
compatible with the current paragraph level DST (maybe ageneral well-formedness condition in order
to guarantee cohesion). We will refer to this property of the AFC as being hierarchy-sensitive. Note that
the claimed hierarchy-sensiti veness correctly predicts that the AFC cannot occur text-initial, since there
is no already established "higher" topic available & this point.** This contrasts with, for example, the
Japanese thematic wa-construction (cf. Portner and Y abushita 1998, and sedion 3.3).

The model proposed in section 3.1, enables us to formali ze the AFC's backward-, forward- and
hierarchy-sensiti vity. Formal descriptions of the AFC's constraints are given below, where adiscourse
statusis defined asin (8). The wnstraint in (15) captures the AFC's backward-sensiti vity; the cnstraint

2T0 be precise we ae not talking about two kinds of contrast but about the same kind of contrast
(relation) over ontologicadly different kinds of formal objeds.

'3 Preliminary test were not conclusive. Tested hypotheses included "The topic marked by the AFC is
[+FRAME-SETTING] in Jacob's (2001: 654)" and " The topic marked by the AFC is less concrete in a semantic type
hierarchy" — both so far with unclea resuilts.

 There ae some gparent exceptions to this generalization. Imagine a ¢assroom situation, where the
teader comes in and starts the discourse with "2#As for last weeks homework, you can find it in front of my
office”. While we think that this example sounds really awkward, it could be explained by the fact that the
discourse provides such a salient "higher" topic (in this case asupertopic, cf. Chafe 2001: 675; also global DST)
that it can be asumed to be acceshble to everyone in the audience



in (16) captures the hierarchy-sensitivity. Finally, (17) is a first attempt to describe the forward-
sensitive preference of the AFC to maintain the newly introduced DSST for a couple of utterances.

Constraints on the AFC

(15) Gven adiscourse status<T, n-1, {t; ...t > u, of thef orm|[s[as
for X],. ..]i sf elicitousonlyi f the referento f Xi sn ot identical
to anyof {t; ... tp3 and nor to a menber of T-tree that donin ates
{t:...t .

(16) In a T-tree T, u, of [s[as for X], .. ] is felicit ous only if the
referento f Xi s noti denticalt o ROOI(T).

(17) Ina T-tree T, u, of [s[as for X], ...] prefers ther eferento fXt o
bean I ST inuna .., Un.

3.3 Argument from Multiple Topic Sentences

Sentences involving “multiple topics’ pose another problem to the non-uniform view of topic. Some
people have implicitly or explicitly assumed that a sentence has at most one topic (e.g. Kuno 1973).
Consider the foll owing examples from Japanese (taken from Kuno 1973: 48) and English.

(18) *Asfo rJ ohn,a s forMary,h e marriedh er.

(19) Watakushi-wat abako-was ui masu.
| -TOP cigarette snoke

‘Speaking of myself, | DO smoke’

The second wa in (19) should be construed as contrastive, rather than thematic (cf. Kuno 1973
48; see dso Oshima 2002). However, there are exceptions to this rule. Consider the foll owing examples
taken from a Japanese corpus: *°

[CONTEXT: the preceding paragraph talks about the atoms-for-peace program of the United
States in the 1950's, and its connection with the United Nations Second International
Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy held in 1958.]

(20) N hon-np,so noy okunen-ni "gensir yoku-ki hon-hoo"-0j yootees imasita .

Ni hon-wa gensiryoku-ni-kansite-wa wari ai hayai

Japan- TOP at omic- ener gy- TOP rel ati velypr ogressive

Japan put the “ Atomic Energy Act” onthe agendain the nex year, too. About atomic power, Japan has
been relativdy pioneaing.

[CONTEXT: none (the beginning sentence of an essay)]
(21) Zinrui hazimee-not uki-e-no choosenkeekaku- ni - kansi t e- wa

mankin d first-CGEN nmoon- TOMRD attemp -project-TOP

sekaij yuu-no SF- sakka- ni - wa soozik ohi han
entire-world-CGEN sci-fi-authors-DAT-TOP entire-self-criticism

si nakut ewa- naranai ten-ga aru.

do- must poi nt - NOMexi st

Speaking of thefirst attempt to land the moon in the human history, the sci-fi authorsin the world have
to criticize themselves in one point

® The example sentencesin (13) and (14) are taken from text #1226 and #512 in K omatsu Sakyo Corpus,
which can be accessed online via http://castelj.soken.acjp/groups/komatsu




The above examples have two topics, one marked by the particle -wa and one by an adpositional
expression ni-kansiteewa, which roughly translates as “as for' or 'regarding.'® There are even cases,
where more than one dement is wa-marked and neither occurrence of the wa-marked elements has to
be interpreted as contrastive. Those examples diredly contradict Kuno's generali zation:

(22) Kono kuni-de-wa kare-wa itunp k imyoo-na taiken-o sur u.
this countr y-LOC-TOP he-TOP alwaysb izarre experience do
In this country, he always has grange exeriences.
(23) Sono situnmon-ni -wa wata si-wa kot aerarenasen.
that q uestio n-DAT-TCP | -TOP answer - can- not
| cannat answer that question. *’

What cortrols the possibility of multiple topics within a single sentence? The generalization
seans to be that one of the topics must be “higher” than the other onein the T-tree. In (20), for example,
“atomic energy” and “Japan”’ stand in the relation o a supertopic/subtopic. In this concrete cae,
"atomic energy" corresponds to the paragraph-level DST and "Japan" to the section-level DST). The
sentence in (21), appearing at the beginning d discourse, gives a hint at the author’s information
packaging strategy, which could roughly be described as “I’m going to talk about moon landing, quite a
big issue which everyone is talking about these days. On this occasion, | particularly want to talk about
its impact on the sci-fi authors” '8

In the model proposed here, the constraint on sentences with multiple topics in Japanese (and
perhaps in other languages, t00'%) can be captured as follows:

Constraint on Multiple Topic Construction(s)

(24) Gvena T-treeT, theu tt eranceof[ S ....[ TOPX] ...[ TOPY]. .. ]is
felicitousonlyi ft her eferent of X dom natest here ferento fY ,or
there ferent ofY dominatesth er eferent ofXi n T.

This constraint seems to hold for both types of multiple topic constructions mentioned above (i.e.
the cnstruction where bath topics are marked by —wa and the construction where one topic is marked
by ni-kansite-wa).

To sum up, we have shown how the model sketched out in section 3.1, is able to describe the
discussed data from English and Japanese. The proposed model provides a platform for formali zations
of topic-related phenomena. Applying the model to the AFC and multiple topic sentences, we have
shown in sedion 3.2 and 3.3 how our formalizations (15), (16) and (24) make dtestable predictions.

4  Kontrast, C-construability and Topic

In this ®dion, we briefly examine some beaing o our “T-tre€’ model on the theory of focus: namely,
we will argue there is possible overlapping between those antities which can be atopic (a member of T-
treg and those which can be focdized.

It has been widely argued that there exist (at least) two kinds of foci, which are alled
contrastive (or identificational) focus and presentational (or completive, information etc.) focus.
Although the terminology varies among scholars (e.g. CONTRASTIVE vS. COMPLETIVE focus in Choi

'® Although less apparent (due to the ladk of morphologica marking) the same seems to hald in English.
Consider, for example, (14) where one @muld argue that both "Peace ad justice' and "the Zuwaya" are topics.
1 Compare example (23) with Noda (1996: 213): 'Watasi-wa sono situmon-ni-wa kotaeraremasen.' which
correspords to 'Asfor that question, | cannot answer.'
'8 The author of this essay, incidentally, is a sci-fi author.
19 Bulgarian multiple topic constructions may be one exceptions to the mnstraint stated in (24).



1999, Dik et al. 1981; CONTRASTIVE VS. PRESENTATIONAL in Herring 1990, Rochemont 1986;
IDENTIFICATIONAL VS. INFORMATIONAL in E.Kiss 1998), the basic ideas and insights are shared.
Characteristics that distinguish the ntrastive focus from the completive ae & follows: (i) contrastive
focus is implicitly or explicitly opposed to some other piece of information, while completive focus
simply fillsin a gap in the pragmatic information d the aldressee (Dik et a. 1981); contrastive focus
induces a set of alternatives (possible andidates) (Chafe, 1976. 36), (ii) contrastive focus (unlike
presentational focus), can be c(ontext)-construable i.e. be ‘under discussion’ or ‘have a semantic or
discourse antecedent in the discourse’ (Rochemont 1986 47); contrastively focused arguments are
aready explicitly or implicitly present in the discourse antext (Herring 1990:164), and (iii) the
contrastive focus implicates ‘exhaustiveness, while the completive focus does not (E. Kiss 1998,
Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998).%° Althouch in English the contrastive and completive foci are not always
formally differentiated (though the former has been mentioned to be often accompanied by an extra
heavy accet), there are morpho-syntactic means to single out the mntrastive focus e.g. it-cleft
construction:**

(25) It'spotatoesl like(, not tomatoes).
(26) It'sMaryll ike(,no tJ ohn).

Valdwi and Vilkuna (1998) distinguish the notion of “kontrast” from “rhematicity”,
demonstrating syntadic evidence from languages like Finnish and Hungarian. The @ncept of
rhematicity belongs to the domain of information packaging, and indicates the new information (update
potential) of the sentence. Kontrast, on the other hand, is an “operator-like” element, that generates a
membership set M (which corresponds to C-sets in Rooth 192) which serves as me sort of
guantificational domain for semantic computation (involving, for example, operators like only and wh-
words) It, thus, captures the semantic import of “focus’ in aternative semantics.

Within Vallduvi and Vilkuna's model, what has been cdled contrastive focus, identificational
focus, exhaustive focus etc. refers to e ements which are bath rhemes and kontrastive (i.e. [K:+, Rh:+]).
Utterances like (27) are interpreted to be identificaional kortrast, as defined in (28).

(27) John introducedBl LLt o Sue.

Identificational Kontrast
(28) IfM={ab,c} andP(x OM,t henP (a)w here P= Ax.J ohni ntroduced x to
Sue.

Property (ii) of contrastive foci (i.e. the ‘not entirely new’ property) seams to partially overlap
with the nation of topichood.?” As mentioned in Section 2.1, topics often have been argued to stand in
an correlation with Assumed Familiarity (cf. Prince 1981).We asume that the T-tree of our model
largely overlaps or is subsumed by the set of c-construable objects (cf. Rochemont 1986: 47).
Furthermore, some subtypes of contrastive foci seem to be topics as well. The “major subject” (the first
nomi nati\zlae NP in the sentence) of Japanese multiple nominative construction (henceforth MNC) is one
example:

% \Whereas E. Kiss (1998) claims that the exhaustiveness induced by identificational focus is semantic
(truth-conditional), Valduvi and Vilkuna (1998) assume that it is a conversationa implicaure of the
identificational effed.

1 Example (25) and (26) are taken from Givén (1992: 309).

2 1n this conrection, Chai (1999) proposes to postul ate the discourse feature [+prominent] to grouptopic
and contrastive focus as a natural class. One flaw of her feature setting is that it cannot differentiate subtypes of
contrastive focus (seebelow).

% For discussion about syntadic aspeds of the MNC, see Heycock (1993), Takahashi (1994) among
others.



(29) Kono nichi-ga jidoosha-ga jiko-o0 okosi yasui .

this street car acci dent - ACC ca use-1i kely

Itison this gred that car acddents often break out.

(cf. Jidoosha-ga kono michi-de jiko-o okoshi yasui .)
car this street-at accident-ACC ca use-be-Iikely

Car accidents often break out on this dresd.
(30) Zo-ga hana- ga nagai .
el ephantt runk | ong
Itisthe dephart whose trunkislong
(cf. Zo-no hana-ga nagai.)
el ephantt runk | ong
Thetrunk of elephant islong.

The major subjed of MNC has all the characteristics of contrastive focus given above (cf. Mihara
1994, Gunji 1987, Sugimoto 1995). In addition, it has been argued that, there are additional
semantic/pragmatic conditions required to license the MNC construction: Mihara (1994: 110), for
example, proposes that the relation between the major subject and the foll owing sentence (that denotes
some property) is licensed by the “aboutness’ relation. Masuoka (1982) and Amano (1990) make
similar remarks using the terms “charaderizaion” and “seesitu jyojyutu” (property description)
respectively. Given this, it seems reasonable to assume that the MNC promotes an element marked
{[+topic], [+focus], [+kontrast]} to the major subject.?* The topic marked by the thematic “wa’, in
contrast, cannot be [+focus] (cf. Kuno 1973, Noda 1996, Oshima 2002). The discourse function
asociated with the major subject of MNC and wa-marked consituent in thematic-wa cnstruction can
be summarized as foll ows:

(31) MC. {[+topic],[+ focus],[ +kontrast] }
(32) Thematic -wa:{ [+topic], [-focus]}

Next, consider the two types of English "topicdization™" as displayed in (33) and (34).

(33) John she CALLED.
(34) JOHN shec all ed.

We propcse that their shared characteristics, too, could be adequately captured utilizing the
notion of kontrast. It is well known that the preposed ("topicdized") element can be either focdized or
not (Gundel 1974 14350, Prince 1981, 1999, Choi 1999 87-8). Although we have neither clear
intuition nor evidenceto explicate the exad informational import of the prepased NPs in (33) and (34),
previous gudies argue that (i) the preposed element, when focdized, is interpreted as a ntrastive
focus (Choi 1999), and (ii) the preposed element, even having atonic accet onit (i.e. being focdized)
has the status of a topic (i.e. it is what the the sentence is about; cf. Givon 1992: 309, Gregory and
Michadis 2001) (iii) when the pitch accent does not fall on the preposed element, an inference is
induced that the entity represented by the preposed element stands in a salient partially ordered set
(‘poset’) relation to some entity or entities already evoked in the discourse (cf. Prince 1999: 7ff.). This
suggests that the topicdization construction in English is licensed by the feaures {[+topic],
[+kontrast]}, and is underspedfied for the [+/-focus] feaure.

! Note that this feaure pattern in impossible in the model of Vallduvi and Vilkuna (1998), where
topicality is defined as [-Rheme]. In this regard (too), our position is more similar to Dik (19893 Ch. 13) who
asaumes that the dimensions of topicdity and focdity may overlap (i.e. a“new topic” ispossble).



(35) Englis hTopic alization: {[+topic],[+ kontr ast]}

It is not the case, however, that al occurrences of contrastive focus are topics. For instance,
we have no particular reason to believe that the focus of it-cleft construction should be atopic (but see
Givén 1992: 308-9).

(36) it-cleft:{ [+focus], [+kontr ast]}

In summary, the T-tree and a given membership set M (which is generated by kontrastive
operators, contrastive focus etc.), may and may not overlap, and languages have phonologicd / morpho-
syntactic means to spedfy (a subset of) possble combinations of the orthogonal features [+topic],

[+kontrast], and [+focus].

5 Conclusion and Outlook

In this paper, we agued that the global structure of DSTs may affed the topic-marking at the sentence
level, which lead us to adopt the “uniform” approach to topic. In this approach discourse structure
topics (DSTs) and information structure topics (ISTs) are situated on a single plane, which we
formalized by means of T-trees. The proposed model provides a tod for first steps towards the
formalization of both DST and IST-related phenomena such as the ‘as for' construction in English or
multiple topics in Japanese. Among aher things T-trees allow for the formalization of hierarchy-
sensitive constraints.

It should in genera be possble to examine the well -formedness conditions for T-treegrowth (i.e.
the general constraints on the aherence of DST and I ST shiftmaintenance). By providing a notion of
T-trees on which posdble treegrowth can be formali zed, we move one step closer to a dynamic model
of the construction d discourse (topics). At this paint, it would be interesting to investigate the
compatibility of the model proposed here with other discourse models such as Centering Theory (cf.
Grosz, Joshi and Weinstein 1995).

We dso proposed that our notion of topic participates in the inventory of information packaging
strategy along with the focdity/rhematicity and the “kontrast” discussed by Vallduvi and Vilkuna
(1998), and that it subsumes ome subtypes of so-cdled contrastive focus. We leare daboration of the
propacsed (and informally presented) model to future research. Preliminary application of our model in
interaction with focus and kontrast allowed us to sketch an analysis of a variety of discourse sensitive
constructions, such as the Engdlish topicalization construction(s), it-clefts, and Japanese multiple
nominative constructions.
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