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ABSTRACT. While informationstructurehastraditionally beenviewed asa single partition of
informationwithin anutterancethereareopposingviews thatidentify multiple suchpartitionsin
anutteranceThe existenceof alternatve proposalsaisesquestionsaboutthe notionof informa-
tion structureitself andalsoits relationto discoursestructure.This papersupportshetraditional
view by observingcontectual requirementsindlinguistic phenomenassociategvith information
structurefor eachalternatve.

1 Introduction

Traditionally informationstructure(lS) hasbeenviewedasnon-recursie, matrix-
level organizationof informationwithin an utterancge.g.,Mathesiusl975). Ac-
cordingto this approachevena comple utteranceéhasonly onelS partitionascan
beseenbelon (adaptedrom Lambrechtl994).

(1) Q: Whydidyou hit him?
A: [l hit him]rheme[becauséeinsultedmelrneme

Hereandthroughouthis paperthelS labels'theme’and'rheme’ (T andR, respec-
tively, in later examples)are usedinsteadof moreoverloadederms,e.g., ‘topic’
and‘focus’, mostcloselyfollowing Steedmarf2000). Althoughthenotionsassoci-
atedwith varioustermsmay differ in mary respectsye try to limit our discussion
to theessentiapropertief themeandrhemeinvolving binaryinformationalcon-
trastbetweerthem(cf. Communicatre Dynamismof Firbas1964).

In contrastto the traditional view, someresearchersbsere multiple IS par
titions within an utterance.For example, Kruijff-K orbaywa and Webber(2001)
proposehefollowing analysis.

(2) Although[Clyde married}[BERTHA]R, [helr[did notinherita PENNY]R.

SMALL CAPITALS areusedto indicatepitch accents.In addition, Partee(1996)
considersvenarecursve IS suchasthefollowing.
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(3) [Whatcorvinced Susarthat[our arrest} [wascausedy HARRY]g]t[wasa
rumorthat[someonej[hadwitnessedarry’s confessiorﬁ] R-

Naturally the existenceof threecompetingviews posesa challengeto the defini-
tion of 1S.} In addition, this issueis also relevant to the analysisof the relation
betweenS anddiscoursestructure(DS). To seethis point, let usfirst classifythe
abore-mentionedhreeapproachesy referringto the spanof atheme-rhemeair
as‘domainof IS’

(4) a Traditionalview: Domainof IS = utterance
b. Kruijff-Korbaywa andWebber:Domainof IS = clause
c. Partee:Domainof IS = utteranceandclause(recursve)

Wethenobsenre theideaof ‘thematicprogressionstudiedby Dane (1974),which
is schematicallyshavn below. T; andR; referto thethemeandrheme respectiely,
of theith utterancean a discourse.

6 T1 — Ry
!
To(=R) — Ro

1
T3(FR) — R

If we assumahatDS is the organizationof discourseunits correspondingo
clauses(e.g., Groszand Sidner1986), thematicprogressiorseemgo be ableto
characterizehe IS-DS relation quite well, especiallyif all sentencegare simple.
Dane&'s ideacanalsobeinterpretedn thefollowing way:

(6) TheDS of adiscoursecanbedeterminedy theDS prior to thecurrent(last)
utteranceandthelS of thecurrent(last) utterance.

I would like to seethis asthe primary contactpoint betweerthe notionsof IS and
DS. However, oncecomple sentencesre involved, the situationappearanore
complicated.For example,the analysisof Kruijff-K orbaywa andWebber(2001)
involving two 1S’s in asingleutterancemightberepresentedsfollows, wherethe
example(2) would correspondo thelower level:

7 71 — R
12 79
[ Toa — Rea Tap — Rap |
1S, 1S,
1As pointedout by oneof the reviewers, thesedifferentviews may reflectthe black-and-white
situationinvolving IS. But pursuingone positionagainstotherswithout acceptingthe mixed view

seemaessentiafor adeepemunderstandingf the subject.Althoughoneof thereviewer stateghatit
is “quite plausiblethatclause$ave 1S”, | donotthink such’'plausibility’ haseverbeendemonstrated.
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With multiple IS’s in a single utterance the description(6) would no longer
holdin its givenform. We mayneedto askquestionsuchasthefollowing. Would
the DS analysisproceedin two steps,i.e., IS; is usedto form the DS up to that
pointnotincludinglS,? Or, would someform of complec IS (IS; andIS;) beused
to formtheDS upto andincludinglS; all atonce?Theformeranalysisvouldraise
a questionaboutthe role of the subordinatoiat the beginning of the first clause),
which is supposedo connectthe two clauses. The latter analysiswould raisea
guestiorabouttherelationbetweerthetwo IS’sin connectiorto DS. Thesituation
would be evenmorecomplicatedwith the analysisof Partee.

Betweenthe threealternatves, this papersupportsthe traditional view of 1S
throughanequialentproposition:thereis exactly onelS partitionevenfor acom-
plex utterance.The presenfpositionis alsorelatedto the idea: linguistic marking
of information structureis a matrix-level phenomenorfKomagatal999,p. 37).
Oneof the consequencesf this positionis thatthe domainof IS is not fixed to
the unit of DS (i.e., clause). In otherwords,the IS domainwould appearentan-
gled aroundclauseboundaries However, this potentialcomplicationseemsgo be
inevitablefor developinga DS out of bothsimpleandcomple utterances away
consistentvith theview (6).

Theconstructionsve focusin this paperarecomple structuresnvolving sub-
ordinatorssuchasalthoughandbecause The (sentencefoordinatestructureis
not discussedn this paperasit is fundamentallydifferentfrom the subordinate
structure(e.g., Quirk et al. 1985, pp. 920). It canbe consideredasa sequence
of utteranceseachof which may containits own IS. Furthermorejf a multiple-
clausestructures considere@scoordinatestructure g.g.,nonrestrictie sentential
relative clausetherecanbeaseparatéS for eachutterance.

Thesecondqualificationis thatwe do not discussa specialcaseof IS partition
within anembeddedlausesuchasthefollowing.

(8) Q: Whatdid youthink Marcelproved?
A: [l thoughtMarcelprovedl[completenesg]

While this type of ‘non-traditional’ constituentsare fairly common (Steedman
2000),they donotappeain thetypeof comple structuresliscussedh this paper

Theorganizationof this paperis asfollows. Section2 discusseproblemswith
(2). Section3 pointsout problemswith (3). In Sectiord, we supportthetraditional
view of IS, mainly by discussingpotentialcountergamples.

2 |SPartition within the Subordinate Clause

2.1 Semantic Motivation

The main point of Kruijff-Korbaywa and Webber(2001)is that we canexplain
the semanticof althoughif we consideran|S partitionfor eachclauseasin (2).
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Roughly theirideais thatthe corventionalimplicaturesfor althoughcanbe spec-
ified in termsof thealternatve setsassociateavith thethemesandtherhemesfor
thetwo reading9f although i.e., denialof expectatiorandconcessie opposition.

Their approachadoptsthe frameavork of Steedmar{2000),which is basedon
alternatve semantic§Rooth1985),anddoesclarify theinterpretatiorof although
But thequestiorhereis whetherthe effectis dueto IS. To seethis point,let usnow
examinethefollowing example.

(9) Themarriageof Clydeto BERTHA did notlet him inherita PENNY.

This sentenceseemgo be substitutabldor (2) in virtually any contet. In particu-
lar, both sentencesontainthe samecontrastie situationinvolving Berthain rela-
tion to the propositionthat Clydeis marriedto Bertha.In (9), thesubject-predicate
relationis no longerbasedon although but dependn the contrastie semantics
associateavith Berthaasin (2), which occurswithin a nounphraseg(with no em-
beddedclauses)! donotknow of arny proposalfor anlS partitionwithin this type
of nounphrases Although onemay contestthis assumptionit seemghatsucha
move would leadto a majorrevision of the standardriew of 1S. Thus,the contrast
obseredin (9) and(2) mustberepresentedemanticallyegardlesof thepresence
of anlS.

Sucha semanticeffect canactuallybe accountedor by the analysisof Steed-
man (2000), which distinguisheswo levels betweenlS and focus-background.
Note that the notion of ‘focus’ hereis asin (Rooth 1985) andis not the same
as‘rheme’. While ‘rheme’is a componenbf IS, ‘focus’ is a notion tightly con-
nectedwith a phonologicalprominenceFurther afocuscanappeaiin athemeor
arhemeascanbeseernbelow.

(10) Q: I know thatMarcellikesthe manwho wrotethemusical.
But whodoeshe ADMIRE?

A: [Marcel ADMIRES]t[the womanwho DIRECTED themusicalk.
theme-focus rheme-focus
With appropriatesemantioperationsboth (2) and(9) couldbeanalyzedn asim-
ilar way in termsof the contrastie situation. This paperdoesnot shav how this
canbedoneasit is not our point. But it mustbe similar to the approactof Kruijff-
Korbaywéa and Webber(2001), replacingthe theme-rhemadistinction with the
focus-backgroundistinction.

2.2 Availability of Contexts

In their paper Kruijff-Korbaywa and Webber(2001) considera context for (2)
suchasa question“ls Clyde HAPPY?” (for the concessie-oppositbn interpre-
tation). But it is not clear whetherthis or other questionscan actually provide
the right contet for the proposed'S, which is assumedor both the denial-of-
expectatiorandconcessie-oppositio interpretationsBeforeproceedingywe need
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afew notes. The questiontestis usefulin mary cases.But it is alwayspossible
to respondo a questionindirectly In sucharesponsethe IS cannotnecessarily
be identifiedbasedon the question.For a more precisediscussiorof 1S, we may

needto considera moreformal approachsuchasthe onedevelopedby Steedman
(2000).But this paperremainsopenin this respect.

Onepointwe canstill make is thatanisolatedquestioncanbe usedin support
of anlSin adirectresponseo the questionasin (1). Thefollowing example(the
denial-of-epectatio interpretation),in conjunctionwith an additionalutterance
prior to thewh-questioncanshav acertainlS.2

(11) Q: I know Clyde marriedoneof thoserich women.But whathappenedo
him afterthewomandied?

A: [AlthoughClydemarriedBERTHA]T1, [helr2 [did notinherita PENNY]g.

Notethatit is not crucialthattherearetwo, discontiguoushemesabove.

However, it seemdifficult to demonstrat@n IS partition within the subordi-
nateclauseevenwith a directquestionintendedto singleout a rhemein suchan
ernvironment. As an attempt,let us considerJapanese which a wh-word canbe
placedin asubordinatelausefreely asin the following example(grammaticala-
bels: TOP: topic/thematic,NOM: nominatve, ACC. accusatie, COP: copula,Q:
question).

(12) Dare-ga  Ken-o tasuleta-kara Naomi-ga  koreta-no?
whoNoM  KenAcc helped-because NaomiNom  could.comes
“Naomiwasableto comebecaus&enis helpedby whom?”

An interestingpoint is that even this type of questioncannotgive rise to an IS
partition within the subordinateclause. To seethis, we usethe propertythat no
partof therhemecanbe omittedin aresponse.

(13) Aq: #Erika.

Ay:. Erika-ga tasuleta-kara.
Erikanom helped-because
“BecauseErika helped(him).”

It is not possibleto respondto sucha questiononly with the constituentcorre-
spondingto the wh-word; the entire subordinateclauseis neededn theresponse.

20neof thereviewerspointedout thatthe concessie-oppositiormay leadto separateitterances
with theirown 1S’s. Then,it would be analogougo thefollowing type of parallelstructurewith two
utterancesindtwo IS’s.

(1) Q: What'shappenedo JohnandMary?
A: [John}[wentto the zoo]grand[Mary]t[wentto the MUSEUM]R.

If this canbeshawn, the IS analysisof (2) may be possiblefor concessie opposition.However, we
notethat (Kruijff-K orbayowa andWebber)assumehe samelS analysisfor the bothinterpretations.
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Note thatit is perfectlyfine to respondto certainwh-questionswith just a noun.
While this demonstratiois not a proof, it appearsonsistentvith our position.

Next, welook atintonationin Englishasanadditionalsupportfor theargument
thatthe IS analysisin (2) is hardto comeby. As anon-natve speakr of English,
| cannotjudgethe appropriatenessf intonationin English? But | conjecturethat
theexamplesbelonv canbeusedin supportof the currentposition.

First, Steedmar{2000) presentsan examplewherethe responsdo a question
introducesanimplication.

(14) Q: DoesMarcellove opera?
As MarcelliKESMUSLE:ALS.

Ay: MarcellikesMusICALS.
L+H*

Here, (A;) is analyzedas a rheme(with the rhemetune), a completeutterance;
(A2) is analyzedasatheme(with thethemetune),with animplied rheme.For the
caseof (Ap), if the respondenthinks that the inquirer would not understander
implied rheme,shewould have uttereda moreexplicit responselependingn the
implication,asin thefollowing.

(15) Aza As MarcellikeSMULS|(H:A|_s, heloveSOPERA.
+ * *

Ao AlthoughMarcellikesm ULSI SALS, hedoesnt love OPHERA.
+ * *

Structurally (Azp) is parallelto (2). Now, let us supposeéhatsomecontet allows
thelSin (2). Theintonationpatternof (2) would beasfollows (applyingSteedman
2000):

(16) Although[Clyde married}[BEﬁ*THA]R, [he}r[did notinherita PEH*NY] R-

My conjectureis thatthis intonationpatternis inconsistenwith the hypothetical
contet (atleastfor denialof expectation). Ontheotherhand theintonationpattern
of (15Ap) seemgossiblefor (2) for somecontext suchas(11), but is inconsistent
with the proposedsS.

In summarylack of acorvincing contet for thelS analysisn (2) is aproblem
for Kruijff-Korbaywa and Webber(2001). In addition, the proposedsemantic
motivationis not suficient becauset is neededndependendf IS. Oneadditional
qguestionconcerningexample(2) is whetherthereis anothedevel of IS connecting
thetwo clausedeadingto arecursve IS, which is not discussedh their paper

3 RecursivelSand Tripartite Structure

This sectiondiscusseshe recursve analysisof Partee(1996)asseenin (3). Her
motivationfor this move is to mediatetwo analysesnvolving presuppositionThe

31t would be possibleto evaluatenative spealers’ intuition using synthesizedspeech/intonation
applyingtheideasdiscussedn Pre/ost(1995).
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first is an analysisof Hajicova (1984), who arguesthat the distinction between
presuppositiomnd‘allegation’ (potentialpresuppositionseebelow) is affectedby
IS. The secondis that of Heim (1982), who adopts'tripartite structure’,a type
of semanticstructurecloselyassociateavith quantifierscopesfor heranalysisof
presupposition.

In orderto discusgheissueat hand,let us obsere anexamplefrom HajiCova
(1984) (the possibility of the presuppositiorrelevant to the currentdiscussioris
alsoshawn to theright of eachsentence).

(17) a Thistime Johns COUSIN causedur victory. = We won.

Negation: This time Johns cousIN didn’t causeour victory. = We
won.

b. Thistime Johns cousincausedur VICTORY. = Wewon.

Negation: this time Johns cousindidn’t causeour VICTORY. % We
won.

The proposition“we won” is a presuppositiorof (a) but only an ‘allegation’ of
(b) becauséts negationcannotentail the proposition.HajiCova’s agumentis that
whenthe presupposition-trigeting materialis in the theme(rheme),it resultsin
a presuppositior(allegation). Partee(1996)attemptsto connectthis analysisto
Heim’s analysisof presuppositioralongthe recursve tripartite structure.Accord-
ing to Partee the presupposition/adation distinctioncanbe obseredrecursvely
justasthetripartite structureis.

But the presupposition/alggation distinction can be obsered within a noun
phraseaswell, asshavn below.

(18) a. therecoRD of ourarrest=- We werearrested.
Negation:no RECORD of our arrest= We werearrested.

b. therecordof our ARREST = We werearrested.
Negation:norecordof our ARREST # We werearrested.

Thus, the distinction mustbe analyzedindependenbf IS asin the previous sec-
tion. As pointedout by oneof the reviewers,this distinctioncanbe madein terms
of the notionsof CB (contextually-bound)vs. NB (non-bound)e.g.,Sgallet al.
1986). This situationseemgo correspondo the point thatthe analysisof Kruijff-
Korbaywa and Webber(2001) could be castwithin the foreground-backgrand
distinctionof Steedmar2000).

The samerecursve ideais discussedaven furtherin HajiCova et al. (1998).
Althoughthey statethatan|S canbe associatedvith eachembeddedtlause this
pointwasnever emphasizedh their earlierwork (e.g.,Sgalletal. 1986). In fact,
Parteewrites that she learnedthis point only after 1991 (HajiCova et al. 1998,
p. 95). In addition, anotherpaperof Hajicova et al. (1995)on a computational
analysisof IS completelyleavesout comple structures.This seemgo imply that
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the notion of recursve IS might not be asgeneralor essentiabsamguedin Partee
(1996)andHajicova etal. (1998)

Further the growing trendin ‘interpreting’ IS is to adoptan informal, pro-
ceduralview (Vallduv 1990)or a formal, dynamicview (Steedmar2000). The
recursve approacheso IS have not discussedhis aspectof IS analysisyet. The
samecommentalsoappliesto anotherecursve approachof Hoffman (1995).

As in the caseof (2), it hardly seemgossibleto comeup with a questiorthat
directly confirm suchan IS. Again, this doesnot rejectPartees proposal.But as
before,the motivation cannotbe the presupposition/allegatiodistinctionbecause
it is independenof IS. From the discussionin this and the previous sections,|
would like to presentwo conjecturesFirst, the semantic/pragmatieffect thatcan
be obsered entirely within a nounphrasecannotbe an IS effect. Second]S only
providesa boundon the domainof tripartite structure a muchwealer view of the
relationbetween S andtripartite structure.

4 Subordinatevs. Coordinate Structures

We begin this sectionwith potentialcountergamplesto the main point of this pa-
per Then,| will discussexamplesin Japanesesermanandin Englishin support
of our position.

4.1 Potential Counterexamples

Althoughthewritten form of Englishis notveryrich in markinglS, topicalization
andfocusmovementcanbe consideredo mark IS (Prince1984). Bonnie Weber
[p.c.] pointsoutthatthepresenc®f oneof theseconstructionsvithin analthough

clausecanbe a countergampleto the proposedoosition, and provided with the
following examplesfrom the British NationalCorpus(BNC).

(19) a. Theshapeseemedo be looking througha book, althoughwhat the
bookwasHenrycouldnottell. [ASS 676]

b. His motherwasalwaystelling him thatit wasimportantfor teacherso
give, althoughwhatthey were supposedo give shedid not say [HR
831]

¢. Althoughwhatthatcould possiblybe,| have noidea,Melissathought
to herselfassheputdown the phone.[GVP 1963]

First, | agreethattopicalization/foca movementis a weakform of IS mark-
ers(Komagatal 999),but will questionthe statusof thealthoughclausesbsered
in theseexamples. Next, in mostof the potentialcounter@amplesincluding (19
a, b), the althoughclausefollows the main clause.The only exceptionknown to
meis (19c). | would not provide a detailedexplanationfor this exampleat this
point exceptfor pointing out the following: the presenceof topicalization/focus
movementin the althoughclausesuggestghatthereis an IS division within the
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althoughclause,but thereis no further, direct evidenceof doublelS in this ex-
ample;l conjecturethatthe the main clausein (19¢) is an afterthought(andthus
a part of the theme). The positionthat sentence-initiahlthoughclausesare the-
maticis alsorelatedto thefollowing. While not catgyorical, the first components
in an utterancaendsto be thematic,asHalliday (1967)pointedout. In addition,
accordingto Quirk etal. (1985,p. 919), oneof the semanticcharacterizationsf
subordinatioris thatthe subordinatelausepresentsnformationasif it is presup-
posedasgivenratherthanasserteésnew. This descriptionseemdo applyto the
majority of althoughclausesgspeciallywhenthe subordinateclauseprecedeshe
mainclause(57%of all theinstancesnvolving analthoughclausein the ACLDCI
corpusfrom LDC). As a consequencehis paperwill still be left with onepoten-
tial counter@ample(but nota numberof countergamplesascommentedy are-
viewer). Theremainingwide rangeof potentialcounter&@ampleswill beaccounted
for in afairly systematiananneiin thefollowing subsectionsNotethattheabove
potentialcounter@amplesdo not directly supportthe particularlS analysisin (2).

Thereareotherrelatedconstructionswhich areoccasionallymisunderstooas
IS marlers.In particular bothit-cleftsandpseudocleftslo not necessarilynarkan
IS partition, esp.in embeddedtnvironments.Accordingto the findingsof Prince
(1978),Collins (1991),and Delin (1995), it-clefts sene heterogeneoufinctions
of markingIS, contrastvtenessandreferentialstatus. Also dueto Prince(1978)
and Collins (1991), the free relative part of a pseudocleftis either ‘evoked’ or
‘inferrable’, which is analogougo the referentialstatusof the definite expression.
As definiteexpressionsanappeatin themesandrhemesot markinginformation
structure pseudocleftannotbe a directlS marlker.

4.2 Morphology in Japanese

Next, we explore potentialcountergamplesin Japanese.This languagehasan
explicit thememarler, i.e., the particlewa (Kuno 1973),which is usefulfor ana-
lyzing informationstructure. A caveatis thatthe samemorphemealsosenesas
the contrastvenesanarker. However, the contrastie caserequiresthattherebe a
phonologicalprominencewithin thenounphrasehatis suffixedwith wa (summa-
rizedin Komagatal999). Thus,the instancesf wa sufiixed to a non-prominent
nounphrasecanbe consideredhematic.

Oneof thepropertieof thethematicwa obseredby several Japanesknguists
includingKuno (1973)is thatthematicwa cannotoccurin theembeddeerviron-
ment. This is in accordancevith our proposition. But Noda (1996) discusses
classificationof subordinateclausesnto the following cateyories,which include
potentialcountergamples.

(20)

Type Examples ga wa

Strong (re)ba“if”, toki “wheri, koto“that’” yes no
node(focal) “becausé

Weak node“sincé, ga“but’ yes yes
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AlthoughNodasaysthatthe thematicwa cannotbe usedin strongsubordinate
clauseshe alsolists several examplesthat he considersxceptional. But the wa-
marked subjectsin theseexamplesare either the subjectof the main clauseor
contraste. Thus,they arenotexceptionsatall.

In addition, Nodalists several examplesof weak subordinateclauseghatin-
volve a thematicwa. One caseinvolves the conjunctive particle ga “but” asthe
sentenceconnectar But theseexamplesare betterclassifiedas coordinatestruc-
tures. The othercaseinvolvesa ‘subordinator’particle, but lacksthe main clause
asfollows:

(21) memorii-wa ... mottomo anzen-na basyo-dakara-da.
memoryToP most safe place-becauseopr

“Becausahe memoryis the safesiplace(for virusesto stay)’

The subjectNP sufixedwith wais consideredsthethemeof this utterance Even
thoughthis sentenceontainsa subordinatctike particle, it is anindependentit-
terance.Then,it is no surprisethatthereis an IS partition within it, andthus, it
is not a counter@ampleto the currentposition. In this case the subordinatctike
particledakam “becausgis betterconsiderech discourseconnectar

4.3 Syntax in German

We next investigatethe obwohl“althoughi-clausein German,which is particu-
larly interestingbecaus®nly the matrix clauseexhibits the verb-seconqV2) phe-
nomenon.

While the obwholclausetypically hasthe verb-finalpattern(i.e., subordinate
clause),Gunthner(1996) obseresthe growing tendeng of the V2 configuration
in the obwhotclausein spolencolloquial Germanasshavn below.

(22) A: puich brauchenkleinensTiFT
“hey | needa smallpencil”

B: momentmal
“just asecond”

A:. obwholNE eigntlichweilRichsauchau swendigglaubich
“althoughno actuallyl do know it by heart”

Gunthneraguesthatthistype of obwhotclausegorm a coordinatestructurerather
thana subordinatestructure. Then,obwholcanbe consideredisa discoursecon-
nector Gunthneralsoanalyzeghe conditionfor usingsubordinat@bwholclauses
asfollows: the relation betweenthe main clauseand the obwholclauseis very
loose (or independentllocutionary force for the obwhotclause). According to
Gunthner,the availability of the two patternsandthe conditionfor the weil “be-
causé-clauseareanalogoudo the obwholclause.
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¢ Fromthe examplesin Japaneséprevious subsectionand German,we may
infer the following. First, subordinate(-lig) clausescanexist on their own (with-
out the main clause)or weakly connectedo the main clause. Second this type
of clausescanactuallybe consideredas utterancesandthusthey may containlS
partitions.

4.4 Although-clause as a Coordinate Structure

Theuseof subordinate(-lik) clausesasanindependentitterancecanbe obsered
in Englishaswell (Quirk etal. 1985,p. 564). For example theword becauséere
canbe analyzedas a discourseconnectorbecausat connectthe proposition“he
did it” with theresponseasthereasorfor the proposition.

(23) Q: Whydid hedoit?
A: Becausénewasangry

Similarly, thefollowing exampleseemsgossible.

(24) A: | heardthatyouwentto theparkyesterday
B: Althoughit wasraining.

This examplecanbe considereccompletelyin parallelto (23). Suchanexample
mightbefoundin spolencorporabut | have notbeenableto checkthis possibility
Theword althoughis aconcessie, discourseconnectarFor this type of utterance,
it is naturalto consideran|S thatis felicitousto the context. While thedistinction
betweencoordinateand subordinatestructuress not necessarilyclearin English
(e.g.,Quirk etal. 1985,p. 927), the analogoudistinctionis clearly seenin the
Germanexamplesbecausef the V2 phenomenonWhile 1S-markingtoo is not
necessarilelearin English,this aspecis obseredin the Japanesexample.

Let us now turn to the casewherethe subordinateclausefollows the main
clausewith particularplacement®f phonologicalprominencesuchasthe follow-
ing (Quirk etal. 1985,p. 1077).

(25) a. Ravendidn't leave thepartyearlybecaus€CAROL wasthere.
b. Ravendidn't leave the party EARLY, becaus€CAROL wasthere.

In fact, the samepatternseemgpossiblewith althoughaswell (replacingbecause
with althoughabove). While the scopeof the negationincludesthe subordinate
clausein (a), it is notthe casein (b). This suggestshatthereis a differencebe-
tween(a) and(b) with respecto the strengthof the connection.Analogousto the
obsenration of Glunthner(1996)in German we may considerthe entire sentence
(a) asasingleutterancebut thesentencéb) possiblyasacoordinatestructurecon-
sistingof two utterancesAlthoughthis analysisdepend®nthedegreeof connect-
ednesdetweerthetwo clausessuchananalysisvould bepossibleasin Gunthner
(1996).
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In summarythepresencef independentS in the subordinate(-lig) clausein
thepotentialcountergamplesis actuallynotinconsistentvith the currentposition,
andthusis not considerediscountergamples.l suggesthatthe analysisof com-
plex structuregproposecdhereis not specificto the althoughandbecauseclauses
but applicableto subordinatelauseseadedy varioussubordinatorsln addition,
we canmake arelatedpredictionbasedn the IS-relateddistinctionbetweersince
(only thematic)andbecaus€Quirk etal. 1985;Lambrechtl994):thesinceclause
would not give riseto anindependentitteranceasthe becauseclausedoes.

5 Conclusion

This papersupportghetraditionalview of IS asa non-recursie, matrix-level phe-
nomenonandarguesthatthe alternatve views arenot suficiently motivatedand
thatpotentialcountergamplesto thetraditionalview canbeanalyzedn a system-
atic manner

Structurally speaking,the domainof IS basedon the traditional view is not
fixed with respecto the DS unit (i.e., clause).As a consequencédSs appearen-
tangledaroundclauses.Neverthelessthis type of entanglemenseemsnevitable
to maintainthe simpleview of 1S-DS relation (6) in the spirit of Dane (1974).
Oneimplication of the currentpositionwith respectto NLP systemdesignis as
follows: dueto the entanglemenbf IS’s with clauseswe cannotarrangelS and
DS processingsequentially In orderto dealwith complex sentencesthe IS and
DS processingnustproceedn parallelat somepoint.

In this paper we discussexamplesin English, German,and Japanese Al-
thoughthe dataarefairly consistenin my view, examplesfrom otherlanguages
mayrevealmoreabouttheissueainderinvestigation.Thus,it would bevery inter
estingto comparealarger numberof languagesilongthe currentline.
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