Topic, scrambling, and aktionsart

Topic, scrambling, and aktionsart

Gerhard Jiger

The systematic ambiguity of certain German verbs like lesen ‘read’ in the present perfed w.r.t.
the perfedive/imperfedive-distinction may be resolved by means of prosody a scrambling. This
paper has two pupaoses. In thefirst part, | argue that both word order and prosody are influenced
by the syntadic feaures [Topic] and [Focus]. In fad, scrambling is anaysed as a
last-resort-mechanism to derive awell-formed prosodic structure. In the second fart it is srown
how a very general pragmatic felicity condtion for the interpretation d focus acours for the
different aspedual interpretations.

1. Preliminary remarks

It is afrequently recognized fad that the surfacepaosition o dired objeds in German influences
interpretation. Thisis easily shown in the cae of indefinite objeds.

Q) a Peter liest oft Biicher
Peter reads often bools
'Peter often reads abook'’
b. Peter liest Biicher oft
Peter reads books often
'‘Asfor books, Peter reads them many times
(2 a Peter hat oft ein Buch gelesen
Peter has often abookreal
'Peter often read abook'
b. Peter hat ein Buch oft gelesen
Peter has abook dten real (past participle)
'Peter read a (certain) bookmany times

The objea DP Biicher (‘books) in (1a) is interpreted existentially (There ae some books such
that ...), while the same DP in (1b) gets a generic reading (For nealy every book,if Peter reads
it, he reads it many times). Many authors (cf. Biiring (1993, Diesing (1992, de Hoop (1992,
Kratzer (1989, Meinunger (1993 among dhers) assume that there is a dired link between the
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different syntadic positions and the respedive interpretations of the objeds. Usually the paosition
of the alverb oft (‘'often’) is taken to be fixed. Whatever this pasition may be (AdjVP, AdjInfl’,
...), it marks the VP-boundry. As g/ntadic structure of (1) and (2) we therefore have

3 a Peter oft [y, p Biicher liest]
Peter often bools reads
b. Peter Biicher; oft [\/pt; liest]
Peter books often reads
4) a Peter oft [y,p ein Buch gelesen hat]
Peter often abookrea has
b. Peter ein Buch; oft [\/p t; gelesen hat]
Peter abook dten read has

For smplicity, | reconstruct the verb to its clause-final base position, since V2-effeds do nd
matter for our purpose here. In the (a)-examples, the objed isin its VP-internal base position and
gets an urspedfic existential reading. This reading is usually cdled the 'we&' realing. In the
(b)-examples, the objed is srambled to some VP-externa pasition. The generic reading d (3b)
and the spedfic realing d (4b) are subsumed under the nation d a 'strong'reading. It is unclea
how the nation d 'strongress of a DP can be defined in semantic terms. In Diesings theory, the
strong DP corresponds to the restrictive dause of some operator. Therefore it shoud be
presuppdasitional. Meinunger propases ‘referentiality’ and Biiring familiarity' (in a Heimian
sense) as tertium comparationis. The mentioned authors agree that the strong and the weak
readings are immediately a property of the VP-internal and -external position respedively,
thoughtedhnicd detail svary.

In this paper, | want to show that the mentioned propasals bath uncergenerate and
fail to predict certain semantic/pragmatic contrasts correlated to oljea scrambling. To avoid
these shortcomings, | propose that there is no such dred link between syntax and semantics like
Diesings's Mapping Hypathesis but scrambling is rather an epiphenomenal consequence of more
fundamental information structure phenomena.

2. Theproblem

If it is corred that the VP-internal objed pasitionis conneded to an existential interpretation and
the VP-externa position to a strong (i.e. presuppdasitiona or familiar or referential) reading, we
exped that definite objeds sramble obligatorily, since they fit into the definition d strongress
in eat version. At the first glance, this prediction seamsto be mnfirmed bythe fads.
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(5) a ?"Peter hat oft das Buch oelesen
Peter has often the bookread
b. Peter hat das Buch oft gelesen
Peter has the book dten read
'Peter often read the book’

(5a), with the definite objed das Buch (‘the book) in base position, sounds rather odd if the
sentence is uttered ou of the blue. The unmarked word order is (5b), where the objed is
scrambled. The only way to make (5a) grammaticd isto pu a narrow focus on the unscrambled
objed.

(6) Peter hat oft [ das Buch] gelesen (undmanchmal die Zeitung)
Peter has often the bookread (and sometimes the newspaper)
'Peter often read the book (and sometimes the newspaper)'

Asi it turns out, narrow focus on an oljed blocks srambling!. Biiring therefore assumes covert
focus-movement of the objed to ensurethat definite DPs canna occaur inside VP at LF.

But there is a more striking counterexample to the generaization that definites
have to escgpe VP. Name-like definites like die Bibel (‘the Bible) are amitted bah in the
VP-internal and the VP-external position.

(7) a Peter hat oft [ die Bibel gelesen], (aber selten [ gebetet])
Peter has often the Bible read, (but seldom prayed)
'Peter often read the Bible (but seldom prayed)'
b. Peter hat die Bibel; oft [\/pt; gelesen]
Peter has the Bible often read
'Peter rea the Bible many times

»  [tis worth mentioning that even subjects of individual-level predicates are

VP-internal if they are focused:
(i Peter sagt, das anscheinend [, FEUERWEHRMANNERI
intelligent sind

Peter says that apparently firemen intelligent are

‘Peter says that apparently FIREMEN are Intelligent’
This indicates that - contrary to Kratzer's and Diesing's claim - subjects of
individual-level predicates are hasegenerated VP-internally but scramble
obligatorily except they are in focus.
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In (7a), the definite objed remains in its base paosition although urequivocdly the whade VP isin
focus, as the subsequent clause in brackets $ows.

Both in (7a) and (7b), the interpretation d die Bibel (‘the Bibl€) is 'strong'in any
useful sense of the word, i.e. it refers to a cetain oljed which must be in some sense familiar,
since the DP is definite. But nevertheless the sentences are not synonymous. In the first place
(7a), with the objed in situ, is imperfective, at least in its preferred reading. It says that Peter
often real in the Bible, no matter whether he read the whae book a only a few pages. (7b),
where the objed is rambled, in contrast means that Peter read the Bible through many times.
Besides this clea cut truth-condtional difference thereis some pragmatic contrast. To utter (7b)
felicitoudly, ‘the Bible' arealy has to be under debate. To pu it ancther way round, the dired
objed is srambled just if it is atopic. | suppcse that this generalizaion extends to the caes
mentioned in the previous edion. The 'strongress of an indefinite DP is just a cnsequence of
its topichood.

The strategy of the remaining paper is as foll ows. In the next sedion a framework
for the treament of information structure is presented. In sedion four, | give a minimalist
acoun for scrambling which is based on gneralizaions concerning prosody. Sedion five tries
to explain the observed semantic/pragmatic contrasts.

3. Information structure

In the last sedion, | used the nations of 'topic’ and Tfocus. Some reseachers use these oncepts as
an immediate oppdasition. In the way this term is used here, such a binary distinction is not
sufficient, aswe will see Take the next example.

(8) (weil) [+Top Peter] oft [ das Buch] gelesen hat.
(since) Peter often thebook read  fas
'Peter often read the book'

If my analysis that scrambling indicaes topichoodis corred, the subjed Peter is atopic in (8).
As | argued abowe, the objed das Buch isin narrow focus in this construction. But there is a lot
of material which is neither topic nor focus, namely __ oft _ gelesen hat . Asit turns out, topic
and focus are not complementary but to some degree independent from ead ather. Nothing
prevents us from cdling the complement of the topic ‘comment’ and the complement of the
focus 'badkground'.

Up to this point, we treaed topic/comment and focus/badkground as orthogoral
dichotomies. But this can't be the whaole story.
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©) a [+Top John| [ hes[,pa[,pfamous [, g father]]]]
b. [+F[+TopJohn] has afamous father]

(9) (with nuclea stresson father, asit isindicated by cepital letters) is four-way ambiguows. The
noun, the NP, the DP or Infl' may be in focus. This phenomenon is usualy cdled focus
projedion’. But the focus canna projed to a constituent which includes the subjed John which is
a topic here. This observation is easily acouned for if we asume that focus assgnment is
restricted to the comment, such that the topic canna be integrated into the focused constituent. In
other words, we split the dause into topic and comment and the comment into focus and
badground. This leads us to a kind d tripartite structure, similar to Valduv's (1992
link-focus-tail. But there ae aguments that a focus-badground dstinction d the topic is
posshble too.

(20 [+TopThe [+F oldest] sister] married the [ p youngest] brother

This is exadly Krifka's (1992 propasal: We have an optional splitti ng into topic and comment.
These parts are both split into focus and badground. Krifka leaves the question whether focus
assgnment is optional or not open. | suppase focus assgnment is obligatory, sinceit is easier to
formulate the stress assgnment rules under that assumption. If the whole focus domain (topic
and comment respedively) is in focus and the badgroundis empty, we have so-cdled 'neutral
stress.

Information structure has consequences both in semantics and in phondogy. In
the minimalist framework (which | adopt here), there is no conredion ketween LF and PF
besides g/ntax. Therefore information structure has to be represented there. | assume that there
are two syntadic feaures, [+Topic] and [+Focus], which are fredy asdgned in the syntax.
‘Comment’ and 'badkground'are purely descriptive terms for the materia in the relevant domain
which is not dominated by the respedive fedure.

It is reasonable to asume that the condtions on the nesting d topic and focus are
L F-condtions. Other than Krifka, | assume that there may be more than ore topic per clause. To
be more technicdly, we have the following L F-condti ons:

I At least one @nstituent per clause beas the feaure [+Topic]

I Every [+Topic]-constituent contains one [+Focus]

[l One[+Focus] iscontained in VP

IV [+Focus] must not dominate [+Focus] except thereisa CP-nodein between.

The third clause presuppcses the quite reasonable aumption that the VP is identicd to the
comment at least in German. This is, so | susped, the rational behind Diesing's Mapping
hypahesis.
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4. The syntax/phonology interface

Before answering the question why topics have to scramble in German, we have to charaderize
the target position d that movement. In the minimali st framework, we have to assume two oljea
paositions anyway: the VP-internal base pasition and SpecAgrO. Hence the minima assumption
isthat scramblingisjust ealy movement to the latter paosition. As an immediate mnsequence of
that assumption, scrambling must be motivated by an PFcondtion, since movement to
SpecAgrO isobligatory at LF. Thisresultsin the structures (11) for (7):

(11 a Peter hat [\,p die Bibel gelesen] (imperfedive reading)
Peter has  theBiblerea
'Peter read the Bible
b. Peter hat [AgrOP die Bibel; AgrO [yp tj gelesen]] (perfedive
reading)
Peter has the Bible read
'Peter read the Bible

| leave the alverb ou here since it only indicaes the position d the objed. The syntadic
structure is correlated to a cetain prosodic phrasing.

(12 a H*+L
Peter hat [¢ die Bibd gelesen] (imperfedive realing)
b. L+H* H*+L
Peter hat [d> die Bibel] [d> gelesen] (perfedive reading)

The bradets indicate phondogicd phrase boundiries and the bold typed syll ables the locaion o
pitch acceits. The ontour of the accets is indicated in the line @owve; the nuclea accent is
aways a faling ore (H*+L in Pierrehumbert's (1980 notational convention), while the
prenuclea accent in (12b) isredized asarise. As adescriptive generalizaion, ore might say that
both the VP and the material in SpecAgrO form a phondogicd phrase by its own. This is
straightforwardly cgptured by the foll owing rules, which are thougtt to be part of the 'spell-out’
operation:

Phonological Phrasing:

I Every V°,N°,A° recaves the feaure [+].
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I If X is[+d], Y immediately dominates X and Y does not dominate segmental material
except the material in X then 'Y is[+¢d].

I If Xis[+d] andY ®@-marks or seleds X, then every node  ehaustively dominating [X,Y]
or [Y,X] is[+d].

IV Every [+¢]-constituent not dominated by [+¢] isaPhondogicd Phrase.

'[+¢]' is a purely auxiliary fedure here; it means omething like 'is a potential phondogicd
phrase. The ideais smply that every lexicd heal together with its adjacent arguments and the
functional heads it is sleded by form a phondogicd phrase. Thisis very close to the nation o
‘integration’in Jambs (1992. Let us seehow these ruleswork in ou examples.

(13 H*+L
Peter hat [ 4, die Bibel gelesen] (imperfedive reading)

™~
AgrOP [+¢]
AN
AgrO' [+¢]
AgrO VP [Focus] [+¢]
/DQ@] V [+¢]
|
D NP[ ] gelesen
L
die
N [+&]
Bibel
H*+L

According to rule |, [+d] is assgned to N (Bibel). It percolates to NP (rule Il). D seleds NP,
therefore DP is [+d]. Since V ©-marks DP, VP is [+¢] too. In the same manner, the feaure
percolates further to AgrOP. The treament of the auxili ary verb and the subjed partially depends
onthe particular syntadic analysis of V2; sincethese questions do nd matter for our purposes, |
stop here. The aucial point is that the objed and the verb are integrated into the same
phondogicd domain. Now let us examine (12b).

(14) L+H* H*+L
Peter hat [d> die Bibel] [d> gelesen] (perfedive reading)
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N
AgrOP [+4]
AN
AgrO' [+¢]
AgrO VP [Focus] [+¢]
DP[+¢] V [+4]
|
]?/\NP[H)] gelesen
die ‘
N [+l
Bibel
H*+L

[+¢] percolates from N to DP in the same way as above. But since AgrO' neither ®-marks nor
seleds DP, percolationto AgrOP is blocked. Hence DP forms a phondogicd phrase. Similarly,
[+¢] percolates from V to VP and further to Agro’, bu not to AgrOP. Hence AgrO' forms a
second phontogicd phrase.

The next step is to fix the locaions of the pitch accents. Taking up @rtially an
ideafrom Cinque (1993, | assume the foll owing rules:

Pitch Accent Assignment:

I The most degoly embedded phoreticdly filled head daminated by [+Focus] recaves a
pitch accent.

I The rightmost pitch accet in an intonational phrase is redized as H*+L, precalding gtch
accetsareredized asL*+H.

This gives us the observed prosodic structures for (13) and (14). In (13), the nounBibel is the
most deeply embedded head daminated by [+Focus] if N, NP, DP or VP are [+Focus]. This
ambiguity is usually cgptured with the notion d ‘focus projedion'. In ou setup, there is no
necessty for such an percolation mecdhanism. In the rest of the paper, we will only be cncerned
with focus on the VP, asit is indicaed in the diagram. In (14), we have two focus feaures and
hencetwo pitch accents. V isthe only head daminated by [+Focus] and gets the accet. Sinceit
is the rightmost accent, it isredized as afall. The accet of the second focus on the nounBibel
is, acordingtoll, arise.

How is the relation d pitch acceits and phondogicd phrases? | take it to be
governed by avery simple well-formednesscondtion:

(15 Thereis exactly one pitch accent in every phonological phrase.
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There ae two ways how these condtions can be violated. What happens if thereis nofocusin a
¢-phrase?One exampleisthe auxili ary verb in (14):

(16) [Peter] [, hat] [, die Bibel] [, geleser]

Until now | only examined the behaviour of the objed and the main verb, bu acwording to the
Phondogicd Phrasing Rules, the subjed Peter and the auxili ar hat (‘has) are ¢-phrases too. The
subjed is a topic and therefore mntains a focus fedure, bu the ¢-phrase wntaining oy the
auxili ar violates (15). To avoid this consequence, | assume arule gplying after the computation
of ¢-phrases and ptch accents:

(17 ¢-phrases which do not contain a pitch accent are phonologically
cliticized to
the following ¢-phrase.

Applyingthisruleto (16) yields
(18) [d> Peter] [d> hat die Bibel] [d> gelesen|
which fulfil s the requirement of (15).
On the other hand, two pitch acceats may happen to end upin the same phondogicd phrase,

which creaes an violation d the principle in (15) as well. This is the cae for instance if an
objed isatopic but staysin situ.

(29 *Peter hat (oft) [T, die Bibel] gelesen
~
AgrOP [+¢]
AN
AgrO' [+¢]
AgtO VP [Focus] [+¢]
/DP\MJ V [+6]
|
]L) NP[, 4 gelesen
die ‘
N [+d]
Bibel

H*+L
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The nounBibel ('Bibl€e) is [+d]. This feaure percolates to NP. NP is sleded by
D, hence DP is [+d]. The objed DP is ®-marked by the verb, therefore the feaure percolates
further to VP and to the Agr-projedions. Crucialy, the objed and the verb belong to the same
phondogicd phrase. The objed contains a focus fedure sinceit is atopic. But there is another
focus in the same ¢-phrase, sincethe cndtions on awell-formed information structure require a
VP-internal focus not dominated by topic. Its only passble locaion here is on the verb. Since a
syntadic focus fedure is always elled ou as a pitch acceit, we have two acceits in ore
phondogicd phrase.

Thereis no phondogicd medanism to rescue that derivation. Hence aPFcrash
results. According to the minimalist philosophy, if the dhegest derivation in a comparison set
does nat converge, the dhegoest derivation remaining in the comparison set which daes converge
bewmmes grammaticd. In German, owert movement to SpecAgrO is more expensive than covert
movement sincethe relevant fedures are week. But if a derivation with late movement crashes at
PF, asin ou example, and ealy movement results in a wnvergent derivation, Procrastinate is
overwritten and owert movement, i.e. scramblingislegitimate.

There is one exception to the generalization that topic-objeds aways have to
leave the VP to avoid a pitch accent clash. It is possble to assgn the VP-internal comment-focus
to the obed itself.

(20) a Peter hat (oft) [\/p [+Top[+F das Buch]] gelesen] (spell-out)
gelesen]] (LF)
'Peter read the book.'

Since the objed tracein (20b) is a wpy (acording to Chomsky (1992), nahing is wrong with
the asumption that the obligatory VP-focus is assgned to this trace & LF. At the spell-out
configuration (20a), the objed DP beas the topic-focus and the ammment-focus smultaneously.
In this case, there is no reed for an additional focus on the verb. Hence there is only one
VP-internal focus and only one VP-internal pitch accent, hence there is no motivation for ealy
movement to SpecAgrO. This medanism gives us the prediction that narrow focus on an ojed
blocks srambling, nomatter whether the objed isatopic or nat. Having sketched the
phondogicd interpretation d information structure, | am now going to examine the semantic
eff eds of topic and focus.

5. Semantics
5.1. Definite topics and definite comments
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| have stated above that definite objeds have to scramble unlessthey are name-like in nature,
like 'the Bibl€' in the example. To say it in terms of information structure, definite DPs have to
be topics with the exception d name-like expressons. That is not entirely corred. Let us look
again at the example (5a) (repeaed here):

(21) ?%eter hat (oft) [y/p das Buch gelesen]
Peter has (often) the bookread
'Peter (often) read the book'

If the whale VP is in focus, this sntence sounds rather odd. But it may be felicitous if it is
uttered in a situation where there is a unique entity the DP das Buch (‘the book) may refer to.
This can be ensured if the meaning d 'book’is difted to the most important book’, the Koran' or
something like that. The important point here is that the requirement for definites to scramble
(i.e. to be atopic) is not a matter of grammar or lingustic semantics in the narrow sense but it
heavily depends on extralinguistic pragmatic information.

To dedde under what condtions a definite has to scramble or not we have to have
a doser look at the problem what it means for a DP to be atopic semanticdly. For reasons of
gpacel can dothis here only in a very informa way. | start with examining the meaning o
definites which are nat topics, like 'the Bibl€e' in the previous examples and the book'above. As
far as | can see the Russdian treament of the definite aticle is more or lesscorred here. The
book'’ as part of the cmmment is felicitous in (21) just in case the eistential and the uniqueness
condtion is met2. | assume that this meaning d the definite determiner is the basic one, and it
would be completely ad hoc to stipulate a cucialy different meaning for definite topics. | think,
what is going on lereisthat 'the N' always has the meaning thereis one and orly ore N in the
domain such that ...". The diff erence between definitesin dff erent positionsis just a diff erence of
the quantificational domains. The domain for expressons occurring in the comment is just the
universe of the model. Hence it does not come & a surprise that definite DPs with a
NP-complement which denates a singleton set under normal circumstances like 'the Bibl€, ‘the
sun', the pope, the president of the United States' etc. are mmpletely felicitous as part of the
comment. But usually, nours have patentialy infinite extensions and therefore the use of a
'normal’ definite DP as part of the comment is highly marked.

The syntadic feaure [+Topic], onthe other hand, is ssmanticdly interpreted as a
restriction d the quantificaional domain to the set of entities 'salient’ in the adual stage of
conversation, whatever this means. So

? The question whether these conditions are assertions or rather

presuppositions does
not matter here.
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(22 Peter read [+Top the booK

means roughy 'Peter real the one and orly booksalient in the context'.

It is worth mentioning that the domain the interpretation d topics is restricted to
isnat identicd with the so-cdled 'unverse of discourse' in the sense of Discourse Representation
Theory or File Change Semantics.

(23 Johnwent by air. {[+T0pThe arplane/*1t]} wasajumbo jet.

Thoughit is possble to refer to the arplane John went by with a definite topic, ore caana do
that with a pronoun.There is no 'dd dscourse referent’ to be picked up bythe pronoun.Maybe
we need a notion d 'degrees of salienceé or something like that. | dont want to pusue this
question here any further.

5.2 Information structure and aktionsart

| have stated abowe that objed scrambling also influences aspedual interpretation. | repea the
data here.

(29 a Peter hat [\, p die Bibel gelesen]
b. Peter hat [+Top die Bibel] [\/p gelesen]
'Peter read the Bible

(24a) is ambiguows between a imperfedive reading (‘Peter was reading in the Bible) and a
perfedive one ('Peter real the Bible through). (24b) only allows the latter interpretation. Let us
start analysing (24a). My claim is that both reading, thoughidenticd at the surface exhibit
different information structures. A rule of thumb to determine the topics of a sentenceis to chedk
to what questions the sentence may be an answer.

(25 a Was hat Peter gestern gemadt?
'‘What did Peter do yesterday?
b. Was fiir Qualifikationen hat Peter?
'‘What qualifications does Peter have?
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As an answer to (25d), besides the subjed also the referential time shoud court as a topic of
(24a). The imperfedive realing results. Contrary, only the subjed is a topic if the sentenceis
uttered as an answer to (25b). Here we have the perfedive reading. In a semiformal

(26) a IX[x = peter A % Topic1
ft=t, A % Topic 2
read(x, vy(bible(y)), 1)]] % Comment
b. IX[x = peter A % Topic
read(x, vy(bible(y)), t,)]] % Comment

where 't,' is 'referential time'. (26a) represents the imperfedive and (26b) the perfedive reading.
Remember that every topic contains afocus feaure. What is the semantic impad of focus? Most
reseacher agree that focus generates a set of aternatives to the standard interpretation o the
focused item (with the same logicd type and sort). This st may ad as argument for certain
focus-sensitive operators. But what is the function d that aternative set if the focus happens to
be free @ in ou example?l think the wegkest assumption to be made aou thisis that there ae
nortrivia salient aternatives in the cntext of utterance ‘Nontrivia' here smply means that the
propasition youget by repladng the interpretation d the focused item with the dternative results
in a propasition which is neither inferable from the ordinary meaning o the sentence nor
contradictory to it in the context of utterance If we model the mntext of utterance & a
propasition (the cnjunction d the assumptions dhared by the speaker and the heaer), we have:

(27) A propasition p'isanortrivia aternative to a propasition pin a
context ct iff:
ctnlpl nipl =@ =ctnpl

Alternatives to (26a) with resped to the focus on Topic 2' have the form:
(29 Ax[x = peter A 3t[t =t A read(x, vy(bible(y)), D]] (witht, = t,)

Acoording to (27), for (28) to be anortrivia aternative to (26a) rougHy means. Peter was
reaing the Bible & t, and there ae timest,' different from t. such that it is gill open whether
Peter read the Bible & t." or nat. If t, would refer to the entire interval of time it took Peter to read
the Bible from Genesis to Apocaypses, there would be no aternative time remaining to fulfill
this condtion. Hence only the imperfedive realing is in acordance with the
information-structural requirements. No such requirements are to be fulfilled in (26b) where the
referential time is part of the comment. Therefore the sentence is interpreted in its most
informative variant, i.e. perfedive.
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Why is an interpretation parallel to (25a)/(26a) excluded if the objed is a topic

too?

(29 IX[x = peter A % Topic1
ft=t, A % Topic 2
Aly[bible(y)] A % Topic 3
read(x, y, t)]] % Comment

As far as | can see the reason is a purely pragmatic one again. Since the comment aways
contains afocus, there have to be salient nortrivial aternatives. The ammment here only contains
the 'bare’ predicde 'rea’, and it is smply very difficult to acoommodate a ©ntext where there
are salient processpredicates different from 'read’ which could be dtributed to the triple <Peter,
the Bible, referential time> equally well. But it is possble to trigger the imperfedive realing
with an appropriate question like 'Did Peter read the Bible or did he lean it by heat yesterday?.
On the other hand, if the referential timeis not atopic, the momment is the state predicae 'having
read’, which is attributed to the pair <Peter, the Bible>, and there is no dfficulty to imagine an
dternative relation between Peter and the Bible.

To conclude, | tried to show that previous approadies to olged scrambling in
German make wrong pedictions acording to the distribution d definite objeds and fail to
predict certain semantic/pragmatic efeds of objed-scrambling concerning the interpretation o
definites and aktionsart. Besides this the gproaches auffer from their ignaing phondogy.
Instead, | proposed a minimalist acount to scrambling which explains this type of movement as
a a@nsequence of the interadion d information structure and a phondogicd well-formedness
condtion. In the last sedion, | argued that these daims abou information structure form a
reasonabl e basis to explain the observed semantic phenomena.
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