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ABSTRACT. Wehave beeninvestigatingvhetherandhow theinterpretatiorof discourseonnec-
tivesis sensitve to theInformationStructure(lS) of theclauser sentencethey relate.Herewe
focusontheanaphoriconnectie “otherwise”andshav how thelS of its antecedenaffectswhat
conditionit canbe“otherwise”to. Thiswork is partof alargerenterpriseaimedatunderstanding
whatrole(s)sentence-leel IS playsin theinterpretatiorof larger unitsof discourse.

1 Intr oduction

It is well-known thatInformation Sructure (IS) influencegheinterpretatiorof in-
dividual sentencesOf thefamoussignin theLondonUndeground,“Dogs mustbe
carried”, Halliday (1970)obseresthatthis text canbe pronounceadwith different
intonationpatternse.g., (1) vs. (2) reflectingdifferentlS. Thereby differentin-
structions(here, paraphraseih italics) arecorveyedto passengerfOnesupposes
that(2) wasnottheintentionof the LondonTransportAuthority.

(1) DogsmustbeCARRIED. (2) DoGs mustbecarried.
H* LL% H* LL%
If thereisadog, carryit. Carry a dog.

In English,IS is mostoften corveyed by intonation. In languagewwith freer
word order differencesn IS aremostoftencornveyed by differentword ordering.
Forexample theCzechcounterpartsf (1) and(2), conveying thesamanstructions
tothehearerare(3) and(4), respectiely:
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(3) Psi se mud NEST. (4) Musi se nést Psl.
DogSsiom refl musty carryne Mustzy refl carryins dogsom

Over the pastdecade the understandingf IS within the sentencehasbeen
enrichedby intensive researchin formal semantics. It is now widely accepted
that|S affectsbothinterpretatiorandrealization,eventhoughthereis no uniform
accountHowever, muchlessis known aboutwhat,if any, useis madeof IS beyond
clauseandsentencéoundariegndhow IS interactswith otheraspect®f discourse
structureandsemanticsOurwork extendstherepertoireof IS-sensitie accountsn
thisdirection.In this papeywe concentrat®n how thelS of aprevioussentencer
clausecanaffectthemeaningorojectedhroughthesubsequerddwerbialdiscourse
connectie “otherwise” (Yjinak”, in Czech). We shawv that an 1S-basedaccount
of its meaningprovidesaccesgo contetually appropriateénterpretationghatare
unavailableto accountghatignorelS.

Webberet al. (1999)have aguedthat“otherwise” contritutesmeaningto the
discoursen partthroughstructurejn partthroughanaphoraroughly they saythat
the complement of the anaphorically-devied argumentof “otherwise” senesasa
condition underwhich the interpretatiorof its structuralmatrix holds? As might
be expected differentwaysof resolvingthe anaphoricagumentleadto different
interpretationsasin (5a)vs. (5b):

(5) If youhave broughtadog,you mustpay50p.
a. Otherwiseyouwill notbeallowedto enter
b. Otherwiseyoucancomein for free.

which canbe paraphrasetly resolvingthe anaphorandmakingtheanaphorically-
derived conditionexplicit:

(6) a. If you have brought a dog and you do not pay 50p, you will not be
allowed to enter.

b. If you have not brought a dog, you can comein for free.

Here,the antecedentisedin (6a)is the precedingmain clause while thatfor (6b)
is the preceding/if "-clause?

1(Webberet al. 2001) presentas evidencefor this, inter alia, the fact that the first agument
of “otherwise” may not be explicit, but ratherhave to be derived by inferencefrom the previous
discourseandthefactthatit canbehae like a‘donkey’ pronoun,deriing its first agumentfrom a
relative clause— e.g.,"Farmerswho beattheir donkeys would otherwise be beatingtheir wives”

2As with anaphorigronounsanautomategprocedureor resolvinganaphoric‘otherwise” must
beableto rejectcontetually inappropriatevaysof resolvingit asin

(6d) If you have not brought a dog, you will not be allowed to enter.
(60') If you have brought a dog and you do not pay 50p, you can come in for free.

But we do not considerthis aspecf the problemary furtherin this paper
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ThatIS canaffect what conditionscanbe derived canbe seenby considering
“otherwise” in the context of two differentsingle-clausautteranceswhich differ
onlyin theirIS — here(7) vs. (8) in bothEnglishandCzech?

(7)  YoumustCcARRY adog. OtherwiseyoumightgetHURT.
H* LL% H*LL%

Psa mudte NEST. Jinak bystemohli prijit k Urazu.
DOgacc mushy carry Otherwisebey, couldy cometo injuryga.

(8) YoumustcarryaboG. Otherwiseyou mightgetHURT.
H*LL% H*LL%

Musite nést psa. Jinak bystemohli prijit k Grazu.
Musby carrydogy. Otherwisebey, couldy cometo injuryga.

The“otherwise” clausein (7) will beinterpretedaswarningthe hearer(H) thatH
mightgethurtif s/hehasadogbutisn’t carryingit (e.g.,H mightgettangledupin
thedog’s lead). On theotherhand,the“otherwise”clausein (8) warnsH thats/he
mightgethurtif notcarryingadog,period(e.g.,H mightbewalking pastfanatical
memberf the Royal KennelClub).

If thelS of onesentencer clausecanaffect how anotheris interpretedthen
IS mustbeincorporatednto anaccountof discoursdnterpretatioranddiscourse
updating.Thiswe doin termsof Rooths notionof analternative set (Rooth1985;
Rooth1992)andthe alternatve-setsemantic®f informationstructureworked out
in (Steedmark000a; Steedmar2000b),and refining our earlier presentationgn
(Kruijff-Korbayawa andWebber2000a;Kruijf f-K orbaywa andWebber2000b).

The paperis organizedasfollows: In Section2 we presenthe approacho IS
and|S-sensitie contet updatingwe areemploying. In Section3 we describeour
IS-sensitve analysiof a otherwise  wherea is asimplesentenceln Sectiord we
describeour IS-sensitie analysiof a otherwise 3 wherea is acomplex sentence,
makingmore optionsavailable. Section5 concludeghe paperanddelineateghe
future directionsof this work.

2 Information Structur e and Context Updating

The notion of IS we are emplging originatesin the work of Mathesius(1975),
andhasbeenelaboratedn subsequentork within the PragueSchool(Sgalletal.
1986)andby others e.g.,(Firbas1992,Halliday 1985,Steedmar2000b).Specifi-
cally, we adopttheformal accountpresentedh (Steedmari996;Steedmar2000a;
Steedmar2000b)which (1) providesa well worked out compositionalsemantics
of Englishintonationin IS terms;(2) interpretsthe elementf IS in termsof al-
ternatve sets,and(3) assumes generallS-sentenceanotion of discoursecontext
update. Leaving terminologicaldifferencesaside,Steedmars accountis by and

3Throughoutthe paper SMALL CAPITALS indicateintonationcenters(pitch accents) thereby
distinguishingFocuss from Backgroung, within both Themegs andRheme.
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large straight-forvardly compatiblewith the PragueSchoolapproach,and thus
whenanalyzingCzechexampleswe cancombineSteedmars accountwith Sgall
andHajiCova’s ideasrelating|S andword order (HajiCova and Sgall 1987; Sgall
etal. 1986).

Building onthefindingsoriginatingin the PragueSchool(Firbas1992;Mathe-
sius1975;Sgalletal. 1986),Steedmamecognizeswo dimensionf IS: Thefirst
definesa partitioningat the sentence-kel into Themes andRhemgs; the seconds
afurther partitioningof bothinto Background;s andFocuss.* The latter partition-
ing is relatedto Halliday’s Given-New dichotomy(Halliday 1970;Halliday 1985)
andconcerndistinguishingthe Themes andthe Rhemg; from otheralternatves
thatthe context malkesavailable.

In English, Czechand mary otherlanguages|S is establishedis a resultof
aninterplayof intonation,word orderandgrammaticalktructure.Below we give
threeof the possiblelS partitionsinto Themes-Rheme; that Steedmars approach
providesfor the string“Y ou shouldcarrythedog”> Thesituationis onein which
thefirst author(IKK) is transportinga dog,alarge bagandatrolley by the Under
ground,andasksthe secondauthor(BW) a questionwhich helpsto fix the IS of
thereply.

(9) Q:How shouldl transporthe boG?

A: Youshould CARRY theDoG.
H* L+H*
Theme Rheme Theme

i. 0(9): AQ. Q(h,*dog1) p(9): AX.Ay. *carry(X,y)
ii. 6-AS(9): {3Q. Q(h,dogy), 3Q. Q(h,bags), 3Q. Q(h,trolleys)}
p-AS(9): {lead(h,dog; ), carry(h,dog; ), wheel (h,dog; ) }

(10) Q:WhoshouldcarrythepoG?

A: You shouldcarrythe DoG.
H* L LH%
Rheme Theme

i. 8(10): Ax. carry(x,*dogs) p(10): AQ. Q(*h)
ii. 8-AS(10):{3Q. Q(dog;), 3Q. Q(bags), 3Q. Q(trolleys) }
p-AS(10): {carry(h,dog; ), carry(s,dog; ), carry(of ficers,dog; ) }

4Alternative termsusedfor similar (but notidentical)|S partitionsin otherworksare,e.g., Topic-
Focus(Sgallet al. 1986),Background(=Link+ail)-Focus(Vallduvi 1992). We adoptSteedmars
terms,but addthe subscriptdin Themes, Rhemeg; andBackgroung, Focuss in orderto avoid con-
fusionwith someotherusesof the sameterms.

SFor thetime being,weignorethemodalityintroducedby “should” andary aspect®f thespeech-
actbeyondsimpleassertion.
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(11) Q:Whatshouldl CARRY?

A: YoushouldCARRY thepoa.
L+H* LH% H*LL%
Theme Rheme

i. B(11): Ax. *carry(h,x) p(11): AQ. Q(*dog;)
ii. 8-AS(11):{3x. wheel(h,x), 3x. push(h,x), 3x. carry(h,x)}
p-AS(11): {carry(h,bags),carry(h,dog; ) }

For eachsentence(i) provides a simplified |S-partitioned logical form, where
0 and p are operatorswhich ‘wrap’ Themes and Rheme,, respectrely. Within
Themes andRheme, asteriskon terms(e.g.,xcarry) indicateelementghatbe-
long to the respectie Focugs. TheselS-partitionedlogical forms representhe
linguistic meaningof thesentencesandsene asinputfor adiscoursgcontet) up-
date function describedelaw. (ii) indicateshe Theme; alternatve set(8-AS) and
Rheme; alternatve set(p-AS), which are explainedbelon. Becauseeachexam-
ple containsFocusgs within Theme; (indicatedby a *-term),which entailscontrast
with a previous Themes (andhencealternatvesto contrastwith), eachB-AS con-
tainsmorethanoneelement.(Without pitch accentsn Themes, andthuswithout
contrastthe 8-AS would bea singletonset.)

2.1 Alter native SetSemanticsfor IS

Elaboratingon Rooths alternatve semantic§Rooth 1992), Steedmarassignghe
following semanticgo IS (cf. Steedmar2000a):

e Theme; presupposea Rhemes-alternative set (p-AS).

Focuss within Rheme, restrictsthe p-AS to the singletonsetcorresponding
to theassertegbroposition.

Theme; alsopresupposea Theme-alternative set (6-AS).

Focuss within Theme; restrictsthe 8-AS to the singletonsetcorresponding
to Themss.

p-AS correspondso whatRoothcallsthe contextual alternative set (Rooth1985;
Rooth1992).6-AS is a setof alternatve themeswith respecto the contet, corre-
spondingo whatRoothcallsthe question alter native set. Thenotionof alternatve
setis also closelyrelatedto the notion of secondary denotation (Karttunenand
Petersl979).

Following (Steedmar2000a) we take p-AS to be a subsebf the propositions
supportedy the context, whosecharacteristidunctionis obtainedsystematically
from thelS-partitionedogical form. As notedin (Steedmar2000a,p.10),alterna-
tive setsmaynotbeexhaustvely known to hearersandin practiceonewould want
to computewith amoreabstracform.
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Figure10.1:1S-sensitve updateof context ¢; with W: ¢;[6(W)]c2[p(Ww)]cs

2.2 IS-sensitive Context Updating

Wefollow (Krifka 1993;Kruijff-Korbaywa 1998;Steedmar2000a)n definingthe
updatingof aninput contect ¢; with anIS-partitionedlogical form p ascompris-
ing two phasesa Themes update phase (c1[6(W)]c2) anda Rhemes update phase
(c2[p(W)]cs3), wherec, andcs areresultingcontets. (SeeFigure2.2).

In the Themes update phase, the input context ¢, is checled asto whetherit
supportor canaccommodatéhe presuppositionsf thethemed(y) —namely the
Themes-alternatve set6-AS andthe Rhemes-alternatve setp-AS. Thisyieldsa
restrictedcontext ¢, whereB(y) holds. In the Rheme;s update phase, onealterna-
tive accordingto the p-AS is selectedyhich yieldsthefinal context c;. Updating
failsif eitherupdatephasedoes.

3 IS and “otherwise”: single-clauseantecedents

As notedearlief Webberet al. (1999)have aguedthat“otherwise” hasoneargu-
mentestablishednaphoricallyand one provided structurally It is the anaphoric
argumentthat provides the conditionthat “otherwise” appealsto and whoselsS,
we arearguing, the interpretationof “otherwise” mustbe sensitve to. This does
not mean,however, thatthe antecedentf “otherwise”is limited to 1S-partitioned
utterancesjust that|S-partitioningprovidesrelevantpossibilities.

Becauseexample(5), given earlier containstwo differentclausegmain and
subordinate)hatcansene asantecedent®or “otherwise” thereareatleastthetwo
possibleconditions— shavn in (6a) and (6b) — that otherwise 3 canderive and
applyto theinterpretationof . Examplessuchasthis arediscussedn Section4.
Here we focus on caseswvherethe conditionthat “otherwise” appealgo derives
from asingleclauseantecedent.

Evenhere,theanalysisn (Webberetal. 1999)mustberefinedin two waysto
take accounif IS:

1. TheantecedenfA) of “otherwise” shouldnot be treatedasan atomicunit:
rather “otherwise” canappealto a condition“C” derving from either A’s
Themes or its Rheme,.

2. The contet that 3 is assertedvith respectto is not strictly worlds consis-
tentwith therealworld or the currentdiscoursecontext otherthanthose*C”
worlds: rather it may or may not be consistenwith the Theme; of its an-
teceden® aswell.
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(In thefollowing examples,‘Otherwisef” itself hasan IS-partitioning. However,
we do not explicitly indicateit, becausat is not relevant to the points we are
adwancing. We will make a point aboutthe IS-statusof “otherwise” itself at the
endof this section.)

The examplesbelov addresghe first point, shaving that the condition that
“otherwise”appealdo mayderive eitherfrom the Theme of its antecedent— we
call thisthefull Themes-complement condition— asin (12i), or from its Rheme, —
we call this the full Rhemegs-complement condition— asin (12ii). (Thecorrespond-
ing paraphrasesf the“otherwisef3” areshawvn in italics.)

(12) Q.Whatshouldl doataRED LIGHT?

i. Ataredlight, STOP. Otherwiseyou cango straighton.
H*LL%
Theme Rheme

NaCenenouzastate. Jinak mlizetejet rovné.
At redec  Stopmpep Otherwisecarp, Qo Straight.
If thelight is not red, you can go straight on.

i. Ataredlight, STOP. Otherwiseyouwill getaticket.
H*LL%
Th‘éme Rh‘erme

Nacenenouzastate. Jinak dostanetg@okutu.
At redcc  Stopmpzp Otherwisegeby finesec
If (thelight isred and) you do not stop, you will get a ticket.

Thefull Themegs-complementonditionin (12i) correspond$o “not beingatared
light” (or, “the light not beingred”). The full Rhemes-complementonditionin
(12ii) correspond#o “not stopping”.

As to our secondpoint, the contect in which 3 is assertedat issueis the
Theme; of the antecedenof “otherwise”. When*“otherwise” appealdo the full
Themes-complementondition,thereis only onecontet with respecto which 3
canbeassertedpamelytheinitial context beforeassertingy. The context updated
with a’s Theme is irrelevant, becauset is incompatiblewith the full Themes-
complementondition: example(12i) cannotbe interpretedas|f the light is red
and if the light is not red, you can go straight on.

Ontheotherhand,when“otherwise” appealdo thefull Rhemeg;-complement
condition, it appearghat the 1S-partitioning makes two contects available with
respecto which 3 canbeassertedtheinitial context beforeassertingx’s Themey
(asin (13i)), andthe context updatedwith a’s Themes (asin (13ii)).

(13) Q.Whenshouldl sTopP?

i. Stop ataredLIGHT. Otherwiseyoucango straighton.
H* LL%

—_—— -~ _
Theme Rheme
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Zastate nacerenou.Jinak mlzZetejet rovné.

Stopmpopl at redec.  Otherwisecarpy gops straight.

If thelightisnot red (i.e., in other conditions than being at a red light),
you can go straight on.

ii. Stop ataredLIGHT. Otherwiseyoumightgetrearended.

H* LL%
N — \ ~ -
Theme Rheme
Zastate nacenenou.Jinak by do vas
Stopmpzpl at rechec.  Otherwisebe-auxsy iNto Yougen
nékdo mohl narazit.

somebodyom Mightsyy bump
If you stop and the light is not red, you might get rear-ended.

Thesenseahat(13ii) corveysbothin Englishandin Czechthatoneshouldonly stop
at aredlight, comesfrom this interpretationof “otherwise”in termsof stopping
underall conditionsotherthanthelight beingred.

Thereis onefurther point to make beforepresentingour analysisof this phe-
nomenonandreview of theseexamplesin more detail. Thatis that “otherwise”
itself is a contrastve (part of the) Theme;, andwhat we have seenhereare dif-
ferentwaysin which it relatesto theinput contet: in example(12i), “otherwise”
contrastswith the precedingThemes (and thereforepicks up the full Themes-
complementondition),while in exampleg12ii), (13i) and(13ii), it contrastwith
the precedingRheme, (andthereforepicks up the full Rheme;-complementon-
dition). Example(12f') below illustratesthis Themes contrasteven morevividly,
in thatthe pitchaccenton “red” asFocusgs within the Theme of thefirst sentence
indicateghe spealer’s avarenessf alternatvesthatthe“otherwise”sentencéhen
explicates.

(12f) At aRED light, STOP. Otherwiseyou cancontinue.
L+H* LH% H*LL%
Theme Rheme
3.1 Analysis

We proposehe following IS-sensitve refinemenbf theanalysisof “otherwise”in
(Webberetal. 1999):Let usassumehata is theantecedemf otherwise 3, andcy
is the contet prior to updatingwith a (ratherthantherealworld). ThelS-sensitie
updateenablesisto distinguishbetweerthe following subset®of cy:

e thesubsetwherea’s Themeg; andalternatvesto a’s Rheme; hold (i.e., ex-
cludinga itself);

o thesubsetwherealternatvesto a’s Themes hold;

e thesubsetvherealternatvesto a’s Rheme, hold (irrespectie of Theme).
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Figure10.2:1S-sensitve updatingwith “a. Otherwisef3”.
The dottedarcsindicatethe two possibleways of resolving“otherwise” with re-
spectto thesimplestiS-partitioningof theantecedentandthedashedarcsindicate
thetransitionsto the correspondingontexts.

In (Webberetal. 1999),[ is assertedolely with respecto ¢y — ¢y, the subsebf
Co wherealternatvesto a hold. Herewe refinethis with respecto theabove three
subsetsgefininghow aninput contet is updatedwith thesequencéa. Otherwise
3" for asingleclauseq:

1. ¢y is updatedwnith a asdescribedn Section2.2: co[6(a)]ci[p(a)]c;
2. Updatingwith “otherwisef” involveseither:

e C; beingupdatedwith “otherwisef3”, whichinvolvesconstructingcon-
text c; asthe Rhemg-complemenbf c; with respectto ¢; andthen
updatingthis context with B: ¢;[p(a)]cs[8(B)]ca[p(B)]cs

e Cy beingupdatedwith “otherwisef” in oneof two ways:

— Contet c3' is constructedasthe Themes-complemenbf ¢; with
respecto ¢y andthencs’ is updatedwith 3:
Co[B(an)]c5[B(PB)]calp(B)]cs

— Contet c3” is constructedasthe Rhemes-complemenbf ¢; with
respecto ¢y andthencs” is updatedwith 3:
Colp(a)]c5[B(B)]c4[p(B)]C’s

Thesecontet-updatingpossibilitiesareshavn schematicallyn Figure10.2.

3.2 Examples

We now demonstratéhis detailed S-sensitve updatinganalysidor exampledrom
the introductionto this section. Example(12i) repreatedn (14) shavs how the
analysisappliesto the casewherea full Themes-complementonditionis derived
from the Theme; of theantecedendf “otherwise”andp is assertedvith respecto
theinitial context, cy. (Recallthatthisis the only context-updatingpossibility)

75



(14)

At aredlight, STOP. Otherwiseyou cango straighton.
H*LL%
Theme Rheme
co[AP.at(h,red_light) A P]ci[stop(h)]c,
cofat(h, red_Tight) c5[AQ.Q(h)]c4[go-straight (h)]cs

If you are not at a red light, you can go straight on.

Example(13i) repeatedn (15) shavs how the analysisappliesto the case
wherea full Rheme,-complementconditionis derved from the Rheme; of the
antecedentAs shavn above, therearetwo possiblecontets againstwhich 3 can
beassertedln (15),3 is assertedvith respecto theinitial contet, i.e. Cp.

(15)

Stop ataredLIGHT. Otherwiseyou cango straighton.
H* LL%

N N - _

Theme Rheme

Co[AP.P A stop(h)]cy[at(h, red_light)]c;

colat (h, red_Tight)]cs[AQ.Q(h)]ca[go.straight (h)]cs

If thelight isnot red (in other conditionsthan being at a red light), you can
go straight on.

In contrastwith (13i) is example(13ii), repeatedn (16). While it appealdo

the full Rheme-complementondition, 3 is assertedvith respecto the context
updatedwith a’s Theme, i.e. contet c;.

(16)

Stop  ataredLIGHT. Otherwiseyou mightgetrearended.
H* LL%
N ~~ ~
Theme Rheme

Co[AP.P A stop(h)]cs[at(h, red_light)]co
cifat(h,red_light)]c3[AQ.Q(h)]cs[get _rear_ended(h)]cs
If you stop and the light is not red, you might get rear-ended.

The examplesin this sectiondemonstrate rangeof possibleantecedentfor
“otherwise”thatarenot availablewithout taking IS into account.

4

IS and “otherwise”: complex-clauseantecedents

We now turn to examplesof the form consideredn (Webberet al. 1999),where
the conditionusedfor interpreting‘otherwise” comesfrom a complex sentencef

theform If @, then Y. Herewe shawv thatthe sameanalysisholdsasbefore,with
oneaddition:
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e Whenboththesubordinatelauseandsomeelement(sfrom themainclause
areincludedin the Theme, a third possibility for derving the conditionto
which “otherwise” appealds madeavailable: the conditioncanbe derived
from a partof the Themes of theantecedent.

Therearesomavhatmoreexamplesio review, becausén bothEnglishandCzech,
the main clausecan belongentirely to the Themes or to the Rheme; (i.e., the
boundarybetweenTheme; and Rheme; can coincidewith the clauseboundary
betweeng and ), or the main clausecan be divided over the Themegs andthe

Rhemg (i.e., the boundarybetweenTheme; and Rhemeg; splits ). Thefirst of

thesepossibilitiesis discussedn Sectiond4.1,thesecondn Section4.2.

4.1 1S-boundary coinciding with clauseboundary

Whenthe IS-boundarybetweenThemegs and Rhemeg; coincideswith the clause
boundarybetweenp andy, the Theme; (Rheme,)) consistf ¢, andthe Rheme,
(Themes) of Y. Theexamplesbelow shav that,aswith simpleclauseantecedents,
the conditionthat “otherwise” appeals¢o may derie eitherfrom the Theme; of
its antecedentthe full Themes-complement condition, asin (17i)), or from its
Rheme; (the full Rhemes-complement condition, asin (17ii)).

(17) Q.Whatshouldl doif thelight is RED?

A. If thelightis RED, stopatthe CORNER.
L+H*LH% H*LL%
Th‘e;me Rhéne
A’.  Stopatthe CORNER if thelight is RED.
H*LL% L+H*LH%
Rheme Theme

i. Otherwiseyou cango straighton.
If thelight is not red, go straight on.
ii. Otherwiseyouwill getaticket.
If thelight isred and you do not stop at the corner, you will get a ticket.

Thefull Themegs-complementonditionin (17i) correspondso “the light not be-
ing red”, andthefull Rhemg,-complementonditionin (17ii) correspondso “not
stopping”(aswith the simpleantecedengxamplesn (12i) and(12ii)).
When*otherwise” appealdo thefull Themegs-complementondition,thereis
only onecontet with respecto which 3 canbeassertedpamelytheinitial context
beforeassertingn. The context updatedwith a’s Theme is irrelevant, becauset
is incompatiblewith thefull Themes-complementondition:example(17i) cannot
beinterpretedaslf thelight isred and if the light is not red, you can go straight on.
Ontheotherhand,when“otherwise” appealdo thefull Rheme-complement
condition, it appearghat the I1S-partitioning makes two contets available with
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respecto which 3 canbeassertedtheinitial context beforeassertingy’s Themes
(asin (18i)), andthe context updatedwith a’s Themes (asin (18ii)).

(18) Q.When(i.e.,underwhatconditions)shouldl stopatthe CORNER?

A. Stopatthe CORNER if thelight is RED.
L+H*LH% H*LL%
Th‘erme Rh‘elr'ne
A’.  If thelightis RED stopatthe CORNER.
H*LL% L+H*LH%
Rheme Theme

i. Otherwiseyou cango straighton.
If thelight is not red, (you needn’t stop) and you can go straight
ii. Otherwiseyoumightgetrearended.

If you stop at the corner and the light is not red, you might get rear-
ended.

Again,the sensedhat(18ii) corveys thatoneshouldonly stopataredlight, comes
from this interpretationof “otherwise” in termsof stoppingunderall conditions
otherthanthelight beingred. It appearwverydifficult to getthevariantof (18) with
thepreposedhematic'if "-clause.Wethink thatthisis becausehis 1S-partitioning
requiresa markedintonationpatternthatmay be difficult in English.

4.2 1S-boundary splitting the main clause

When the IS-boundarybetweenThemes and Rheme, “splits” ), the Theme;
(Rheme) consistof @ anda partof Y, while therestof ¢ belongsto the Rheme,
(Themes). As before,“otherwise” canappealo the full Themes-complement con-
dition andthe full Rhemes-complement condition, but anotherpossibility is that
the condition derives from just that part of the Themes in the matrix clause,as
illustratedbelaw. This we call the partial Theme;s-complement condition.

(19) Q.Wheredoyou buy wineif it's SUNDAY ?

A. IfitsSUNDAY , webuywine overthe STATE LINE.
L+H*LH% H*LL%
) ) Th‘éme Rh‘a"ne
Otherwisewe justbuy beer

a. If wedon’t buy wine, we buy beer.
b. Ifitis Sunday and we don’'t buy wine, we buy beer.

The partial Themes-complementonditionin (19) correspondso “we do not buy
wine”. The reasonwe give two possibleparaphrasesf “otherwisewe just buy
beer” (otherwise B) is that the initial contex ¢y can be updatedwith this par
tial Themegs-complement(y) in eitherof two ways (shavn schematicallyin Fig-
ure10.3):
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Figure 10.3: IS-sensitte updatingwith “a. Otherwise3” involving a partial
Themes-complementondition.

e |t canbeupdatedustwith y, asserting3 with respecto theresult,asin (19a);

¢ It canbejustupdatedvith thatpartof a’s Theme; in the“if-clause” andthen
y, asserting3 with respecto theresult,asin (19b).

Co cannotbe updatedwith respecto theentireThemeg; andtheny becaus¢hetwo
areincompatible.

Finally, we considerthe casewherethe “if-clause” belongsto the Rheme; of
a, asin example(20a). Of concernis the possibility that“otherwise” appealdo a
conditionderived from thatpartof the Rheme; in the matrix clause whatwe call
the partial Rheme;s-complement condition.

(20) Q.Whatshouldl doAFTER 5PM?

A. After 5pm take aBREAK, if youareTIRED.
LH% H* H*LL%
Theme Rheme

a. Otherwiseyou’ll startmakingmistales.
If it is after 5pm, and if you are tired, and you do not take a break,
you' |l start making mistakes.

b. Otherwisecarryonuntil thejobis done.
If it isafter 5pm, and if you are not tired (and you do not take a break),
carry on until the job is done.

In example(20a),the partial Rhemg-complementonditioncorresponds$o “you
do not take a break”. Here, the only context in which it makes senseto assert
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Figure 10.4: 1S-sensitve updatingwith “a. Otherwise3” involving a partial
Rheme,-complementondition.

@H@
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“Otherwisep” (with “otherwise”appealingo this condition)is the context result-
ing from updatingtheinitial contet ¢y with a’s Theme; andwith thatpartof a’s
Rheme; constitutedoy the“if-clause”. Thisis shavn schematicallyn Figure10.4.
We noteexample(20b) becausave areuncertainvhether‘otherwise” appeals
to just the complemenif the “if-clause” (i.e., partof a’s Rheme) or the com-
plementof the entire Rhemg, of a. Herewe feel that more researchs needed
concerningthe statusof (postposedyubordinatectlauseswith respecto the IS-
partitioning,in particular whetherthey shouldbetreatedwithin the matrix clause,
or asseparataitterancegwith their own 1S-partitioning)(cf. (Guinthner1996)for
adiscussiorbaseddn spolendata;cf. alsoKomagatas paperat this workshop).

5 Conclusionsand Further Reseach

While we must still completeour discussionof “otherwise” with complex an-
tecedentsywe hopethat we have corvinced the readerthat that IS is crucial to
ary accountof the semanticof “otherwise”. We recognizethat several problems
remainunaddressed:

e As alreadynoted,we have not identifiedthe rangeof thingsthat cansene
asantecedent§.e., provide conditions)for “otherwise” nor identifiedfrom
wherein the discoursethey cancome,otherthenthe previous clauseor an
embeddedelative clause. More importantly we have not said why they
provide conditionsfor “otherwise”. Thatis, we havent addressedhe ba-
sic problemof what (alternatve) conditionsa speaker mayhave in mind and
whatfeaturesof languagegive evidencefor them.

Herewe have claimedthatthe alternative sets of InformationStructuregive
suchevidence.But they areclearly not the only evidence(e.g.,multi-clause
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antecedentseenpossibldor “otherwise”,asdoaccommodatedntecedents,
both of which would be outsidethe realmof IS). And a more parsimonious
analysisof the datawe have presentednay not involve IS at all: For exam-
ple, Matthev Stone(personalcommunication)aspointedout thatall our
examplesnvolve genericswhich canbeanalysedasinvolving a setof cases
under discussion. We mustunderstandvhetherandif so, how, thesetwo
conceptsarerelated.

e Thereare casesf postposedif "-clausesthat are bestanalysedas having
theirown IS —asin:

(21) Q.Whenshouldl stop?

Al. Stop ataredlight — thatis, if it'saweelend.
H*LL% H*LL%
N—— . ~ - ~ - ~ /
Theme Rheme Theme Rheme
A2. Stop ataredlight
H*LL%
N—— ~ -
Theme Rheme
— thatis, if you dont wantto getaticket.
H*LL%
N o ~~ o
Theme Theme Rheme

In the caseof (21:A2), the“if ” clauseis playingarole similar to an “other
wise” clause sothataddingan“otherwise” clauseappearsedundantin the
caseof (21:Al), it may be that “otherwise” caneithercombinethe rhemes
into asingleconditionor considerthe lateroneasa conditionof its own.

e Therole thatthe“otherwise” clauseplayswith respecto the precedingdis-
courseis clearly tied, at leastpartially, with the conditionit is taken to be
otherwiseto: In the comple “if "-clauseantecedents/e have discussedbe-
ing otherwiseto the Rheme; (in main or subordinateclause)provides an
explanation, while beingotherwiseto the Theme; providesa elaboration of
whatholdsin othercircumstancesWhile this may call into questionthe no-
tion in RhetoricalStructureTheory(MannandThompsoril987)thatthereis
an“otherwise”rhetoricalrelationsignalledby the useof “otherwise”, it still
goesonly asmallway towardscharacterizingvhatis happening.

e Finally, we alludedearlierto waysin which the themesof subsequenttter
ancesmay be relatedandhow “otherwise” was a prime exampleof a con-
trastive relationbetweerthemesor betweerthemeandpreviousrheme.Dis-
covering and enumeratinghesepossibilitieswould do muchto clarify the
relationshipdetweerdiscoursestructureandinformationStructure.
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