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1. Introduction

In this paper we deal with the interpretation afiteaces that contain indefinite DPs marked as
topics. It has often been observed that topicaéfindes can be interpreted in either of the
following ways: 1. they receive widest scope (insedic sentences) (cf. Cresti 1995 and Jager
1996), 2. they are interpreted generically (in seoés with generic tense) (cf. Kuno 1972 and
Kuroda 1972), 3. they induce so-call@diantificational Variability Effectgin the presence of
adverbial quantifiers), i.e. the respective sergendnterpreted as if the quantificational forde o
the indefinite depended on the quantificationalcéoof the Q-adverb (cf. Partee 1991 and
Chierchia 1995). However, so far, these three eoasens have not been related to each other
systematically. Our contribution in this paper & gshow that the three readings that are in
principle available to topical indefinites can based on one underlying principle, which is
responsible for the interpretive effect of topitalin the context of adverbial quantifiers and
generic operators as well as in combination witteeiner quantifiers. In other words, topicality
has a truth conditional effect, which can be seih tepical indefinites. This effect has different
shapes dependent on where the topical indefinipeans. However, all these shapes are just
instances of the same underlying principle thagmheines the interpretation of topical items. The
paper is structured as follows: in section 2, weegsome background on determiner and
adverbial quantifiers. In section 3, we lay out tiasic facts we want to account for. In section 4,
our analysis is presented in detail, and in sed@iare take up the issue of why there is a prosodic
difference between topical indefinites that takelest scope and ones that are interpreted in the

restrictor of an adverbial quantifier or the covggheric operator. Section 6 concludes the paper.

2. Background: Determiner Quantifiersand Adverbial Quantifiers

It is well-known that languages like English and ri@an have two different types of
guantificational elements: on the one hand, theeeitems likeevery no, mostanda, which

syntactically behave like determiners insofar &y ttombine with NPs, forming DPs that occupy
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argument positions at the surface. They are thexefalled quantificational determinersor
determiner quantifierdD-quantifiers). On the other hand, there are #tdike always never
usuallyandsometimeswhich syntactically behave like adverbs insofatleey appear in VP- (or
vP-) as well as in TP-adjoined position. We willerefto them asadverbial quantifiers(A-
guantifiers).

Concerning the semantics of D-quantifiers, the bwrstandard view is that they take two
expressions which denote sets of individuals asraemts and map them onto a proposition that
is true if the respective sets stand in a certaxichlly specified relation to each other (see
Barwise and Cooper 1981). The first argument (whitoften called theestrictor) is the
denotation of the NP-complement of the D-quantifier the case of quantificational DPs in
subject position, the second argument (which isroftalled thewuclear scopkis the denotation
of the syntactic sister of the entire DP. Since shbject quantificational DP is the highest
argument of the respective verbal predicate, g#esiis guaranteed to be of the right type —
namely a one-place predicate, i.e. (the charatitefisnction of) a set of individuals. Consider

the examples in (1a, c):

(1) a. fp[prEvery [wedolphin]] [+ is smart]].
b. {x: dolphin(x)} O {y: smart(y)}
C. [rr[pp A [npdog]] [+ bit my sister]].
d. {x: dog(x)} n {y: bit-my-sister(y)}# [

In the case of (1a), the proposition is true if e of dolphins is a subset of the set of smart
entities (as shown in (1b)), while in the case Iof)( the proposition is true if the intersection
between the set of dogs and the set of entitigdbthmy sister is non-empty (as shown in (1d)).
With quantificational DPs in object position, the/ntax-semantics mapping is less
straightforward, since in these cases the sistéhetespective DP is a transitive verb, i.e. (the
characteristic function of) a set of pairs of indivals. One very popular solution to this problem
is to assume that quantificational DPs can be maweay from their base position at LF and
adjoin to the TP-node vi®Quantifier Raising(QR) (cf. May 1985). Under the additional
assumptions that the trace left behind by the gfizational DP is interpreted as a variable of
type e, and that a lambda-operator binding this variablenserted directly beneath the moved



DP, the sister of this DP is again of the rightetypr it to function as the second argument of the

D-quantifier (cf. Heim and Kratzer 1998 for disdosg, as shown below:

(2) a. Paul owns every book by John Updike.
b. LF: [rp[Every book by John Updikelrp Ai [Tp Paul ownsii]]
c. {x: book-by-John-Updike(x)H {y: owns(y)(Paul)}

The important point for our current purposes ig tha arguments of D-quantifiers are strictly
determined by (LF-)syntax. While prosodic as wedl @ontextual information might have an
influence on the truth conditions of sentences aoig two or more D-quantifiers (see below),
there is no way for this kind of information toalthe order in which a D-quantifier is combined
with its two arguments: the NP-complement of a difiaational determiner can never be
interpreted as its nuclear scope, while the sisiténe entire DP is interpreted as the restrittor.
Concerning A-quantifiers, matters are differentréjesyntax does not entirely determine which
part of the clause is to be interpreted as theicest, and which part is to be interpreted as the
nuclear scope. Furthermore, the domain of quaatiba is different in this case. It is by now
standard to assume that Q-adverbs quantify oveatgins or events. Controversies arise solely
concerning the question of whether Q-adverbs cditiadally quantify over individuals, at least
in some cases (see below) (cf. de Swart 1993, viatelF1994 and Herburger 2000 for
discussion).

Consider example (3a): depending on where the awiant (indicated by capital letters) falls,

the sentence gets a different interpretation, as/shn (3b-d).

(3) a.John always goes to the beach with Mary.
b. John always goes to the beach with MARY =

! with the possible exception of weak quantifieleelmany for which precisely this claim has been made (cf.
Herburger 2000) in order to explain the fact theattences like (i) can be interpreted as paraphriasgijt

() Many SCANDINAVIANS won the Nobel Prize in literatr

(ii) There is a large number Nobel Prize winneréterature who are Scandinavians.
But see Cohen (2001) for the claim that this effext also be explained as a consequence of theeimtheagueness

of many



‘All situations where John goes to the beach witmsone are situations where
he goes to the beach with Mary’.

c. John always goes to the BEACH with Mary =
‘All situations where John goes somewhere with Mary situations where he
goes to the beach with Mary’.

d. JOHN always goes to the beach with Mary =
‘All situations where Mary is accompanied to theatle by someone are

situations where she is accompanied by John'.

It is therefore reasonable to assume that intongilays a decisive role in the interpretation of
sentences with A-quantifiers. Rooth (1985, 19985) has developed a formally precise theory
that accounts for these intuitions: he assumesthigentire sentence (minus the quantifier) is
interpreted as the nuclear scope of an A-quantifuaile the restrictor is determined on the basis
of an algorithm which is sensitive to focus-markirgwhere focus-marking is indicated by
intonational prominence. Simplifying somewhat, Ro@ssumes that the semantic effect of
focus-marking is the introduction of a (contextualestricted) set of alternatives to the
(denotation of the) respective constituent. Thdseratives are then composed with the rest of
the clause in pointwise fashion, resulting in adfesituation predicates which only differ from
each other with respect to the chosen alternaiities set is called théocus semantic valu@n
addition to theordinary semantic valyeof the respective clause.

For illustration, consider the focus semantic valti€3b) with object focus in (4):

(4) {As.go-to-beach-with(Mary)(John)(9)s.go-to-beach-with(Peter)(John)(s),
As.go-to-beach-with(Eva)(John)(s), ... }

Applying set union to the object in (4), we geiltaaion predicate that is equivalent to the one in
(5), which contains an existential quantifier oeentextually restricted persoms e.g. persons

that stand in some contextually given relationdbni

(5) As.X [person(x) C(x) LI go-to-beach-with(x)(John)(s)],
where C is a free variable over predicates that is resblea the basis of

contextual information.



The situation predicate in (5) can then functionhesrestrictor of the A-quantifier. (6) shows the

denotation of (3b) — which is the intuitively cect result:

(6) {s: X [person(x) C(x) 00 go-to-beach-with(x)(John)(s)[}
{s: go-to-beach-with(Mary)(John)(s)}

In light of the fact that other factors like contebexical presuppositions and world knowledge
sometimes seem to be able to overwrite the restiiscus marking, von Fintel (1994) (see also
Beaver and Clark 2003has argued for the following modification of theypping algorithm
proposed by Rooth: A-quantifiers take the entiguseé (minus the quantifier) as their nuclear
scope, while the restrictor is only given in thenfioof a free variable ranging over situation
predicates. This variable is then either resolvedtloe basis of contextual information (if
available) or on the basis of the focus semantigevaf the sentence by default.

As already mentioned above, there is a controvessgerning the quantificational domain of
A-quantifiers: in light of the fact that sentendi&e (7a) can be interpreted as paraphrased in (7b)
— which exemplifies theQuantificational Variability Effects(QVES) mentioned in the
introduction —, it has been suggested (cf. Lewig5]1®amp 1981, Heim 1982 and Kratzer 1995)
that A-quantifiers do not exclusively quantify owstuations, but are also able to bind individual
variables, where those individual variables aremato be introduced by indefinite DPs. In order
for this to work, indefinites are not analysed aseralized quantifiers with existential force, but
as individual predicates that can either be boupdAkguantifiers or by a covertly inserted

existential or generic quantifier.

(7)  a. Adolphin is usually SMART.
b. Most dolphins are SMART.

2 A case in point is the example in (i), the mosirpinent reading of which is paraphrased in (ii),evéalways
associates with the presupposition inducedrdtmember not the one in (iii), where it associates witke thon-
focussed material (Beaver and Clark 2003: 15, eXxau(33)):

0] Mary always remembers to go to [chureh]

(i)  “Whenever it is time for church, Mary rementbéo go”

(i)  ™Whenever Mary remembers to do something, it igddo church”



It has been shown by Berman (1987), von Fintel 4)19%nd Herburger (2000) that the
phenomenon under discussion can also be explaingdvay that neither necessitates altering the
semantics of A-quantifiers nor the semantics of ittuefinite determiner. In other words, it is
possible to stick to the view that Q-adverbs exeklg quantify over situations/events and yet
account for the QVEs exemplified in (7). In additito that, Endriss and Hinterwimmer (to
appear) and Hinterwimmer (to appear) have shownthigse are strong empirical arguments for
taking Q-adverbs to be exclusive binders of situafor event) variables. Simplifying somewhat,
Berman (1987) and von Fintel (1994) assume that&atfiers quantify oveminimal situations,

i.e. situations that contain only what is necessaryatisfy the respective predicate. This has the
consequence that determining the restrictor of desee like (7a) on the basis of the focus
semantic value by default results in the intergi@tagiven schematically in (8), which is
equivalent to the paraphrase in (7b): as the siistquantified over are solely individuated on
the basis of their containing dolphins (and nothétgg), the situations necessarily vary with the
dolphins.

(8) Most s [min(s,As”.[x[dolphin(x)(s") O P[P(X)(s)]]]
[ [sss” Omin(s™",As”"". [(X[dolphin(x)(s”"") O smart(x, s )II.
where min(s, P) iff P(§)-[k'[s'<s OP(s')]
‘Most minimal situations where a dolphin has somapprty (i.e. minimal
situations containing a dolphin) can be extended tminimal situation

where a dolphin is smart’.

Let us now turn to the main topic of this papee thterpretation of indefinite DPs which are

grammatically marked as topics.

% In formula (8) (and subsequent formulasy s' means that situatiais extendable to a situatish



3. Indefinitesas Aboutness Topics. The Facts

This section deals with the semantic effect thatmposed on topic-marked indefinites. As
mentioned above, topic marking can have a trutllitiomal effect, i.e. topical indefinites have to
be interpreted in certain specific ways due torthttus as sentence topics. This semantic effect
of topicality is quite different for different typeof sentences. In particular, the effect topigalit
has in sentences with adverbial quantifiers seenhe tquite different from the effect it has when
no A-quantifier is involved. The main concern oistipaper is to show that these superficially
rather different effects follow from just one unigérg notion of topicality.

We will now discuss our concept of aboutness tdpycaFurthermore, we will introduce a
means of grammatical topic marking, namely Germegih dlislocation, and show how the
aboutness concept of topicality applies to caseS@&fman left dislocation involving proper
names and definites. We will then turn to left-dcslted indefinites and discuss the interpretative
restrictions that are imposed on them, i.e. théilevscope readings in certain sentence types and

other interpretative effects in adverbially quaetifand generic sentences.

3.1 Grammatical Topic Markingin German: L eft Didocation
Consider the examples in (9):

9 a. Maria, die ist eine sehr talentierte $dimg

Maria,RP".-FEM.NOM.SING is a very talented  singer.
‘Maria is a very talented singer.’

b. Peter, den hab ich lange nicht mehr gesehe
PeterRP.-MASC.ACC.SING have | long not more seen.
‘I haven't seen Peter for a long time.’

c. Peter,ich hab ihn lange nicht mehr gesehen.
Peter | have him long no more seen.

‘As for Peter, | haven't seen him fdoag time’.

4 RP stands foresumptive pronoun



The sentences in (9a, b) both exemplify so-cdkdiddislocation (LD) where an XP in fronted
position is associated with a resumptive pronouthénspecifier position of CP. (9c), on the other
hand, is an example éfanging Topic Left Dislocation (HTLDyvhere an XP in fronted position
is optionally (i.e. it does not have to be resuraédll) associated with an ordinary personal
pronoun that can either remain in the middle fi@slin (9c)) or occupy [Spec, CP]. Furthermore,
in HTLD there is an intonational break between filemted XP and the rest of the sentence,
which is not the case in LD. We will not discuss LHT in this paper (see Frey (2004) for
discussion and references).

Crucially, we follow Frey (2004) in the assumptitrat only LD serves as an aboutness topic
marking constructioh i.e. we assume that German left-dislocated phkragkich are not
understood contrastively are necessarily intergrei® topics. We thus use left-dislocation as a
topic-test, comparable to Japanegsemarking (cf. Portner and Yabushita 1998, Tomiatkés
volume). Let us assume for concreteness that isfibahted phrases occupy the specifier of a
functional projection above CP, which is exclusyvekserved for topical phrases (cf. Rizzi
1997). Note that for reasons discussed in sectiBnv@e assume left-dislocated phrases to be

base generated in this position. Accordingly, wendbtake [Spec, CP] to be a topic position, but

® An important difference between LD and HTLD isttaly the former allows an anaphor or pronoun aimed
within the fronted XP to be bound by a clause-m¢DP, as shown by the contrast between (i) apd (i
(i) Den  Artikel  uber sich in deteit, den hat Hans gelesen.

The article about himself in tHeit RP-MASC.ACC.SINGhas Hans read.

‘Hans has read the article about himself inZled.
(i) “Den Artikel Uber sich in der Zeit Hans hat ihn  gelesen.

The article about himself in the Zeit Hans has it read.

Therefore, Frey (2004) argues that cases like, (iifyere the resumptive pronoun remains in the reidild,
nevertheless have to be analysed as instance§ dislecation, because the anaphkimh can be bound bgr:
(iii) Einen Bericht  Gber sich, er will mir den heute zeigen

A-Accreport  about himself, he wants-to m&F RP.-MASC.ACC.SING today show
To us, however, and to some other native speakersonsulted, such examples feel slightly degratesijgh not
completely out. For those cases, we assume tisatrigrginally possible for Cto come with a second specifier (i.e.
a specifier above the one that is overtly filleddsyin (iii)) where the resumptive pronoun can be itest at LF,

triggering lambda-abstraction.



rather follow Frey (2001) in assuming that (non)@i-hosts a purely formal feature that can in

principle be checked by any XP, be it topical or (see below).

3.2 The Aboutness Concept of Topicality

Intuitively, both sentences in (9) are felt to nbginonvey information about Maria and Peter,
respectively: they are both fine as answers to topres like What about Maria/Peter?r
commands likélell me something aboMaria/Peter, while they are odd as answers to questions
like Who is a very talented singec? Who haven’t you seen for a long time® least if they are
read without an intonational break after the franBP and a strong accent on the RP (which
might turn the sentences into instances of HTE.Bpte furthermore that the left-dislocated DPs
in (9a, b) are both necessarily at leastikly familiar being proper names, they can only be used
felicitously if both speaker and hearer know wimalividuals they refer to.

Because of the prevalence of examples with properes, definite descriptions and pronouns
in the literature on topics, many linguists suldserio the view that (weak) familiarity is a
necessary property of topics (cf. Hockett 1958n&1972; Gundel 1988; Portner and Yabushita
1998). We will, however, follow Reinhart (1981; ssso Molnar 1993 and Frey 2000, 2004) in
assuming thafamiliarity is not a defining property of topics. This claim is based the
observation that not only individual denoting DR de sentence topics, but also singular and
unmodified numeral indefinite DPs (while other gtiecational DPs are excluded from topic

positions; more on this below). This is shown by ¢éxamples in (10):

(10) a. EINEN Songvon Bob Dylan, den kendEDER
A/Oné songby Bob DylarRP-MASC.ACC.SING knows everyone
(n&mlictBlowing in the Winyd

namelyBlowing in the Wind

® But even in these cases, the respective individoeéd to have already been established as discmpiss in the
preceding context.
" GermarEin is ambiguous between the meaning of the indefanitiele and the meaning of the cardinality pretfica

one(more on this below).



‘There is one/a certain song by Bob Dylan tlaeryone knows
(namelyBlowing in the Winy.

b. Eine neue Platte von Bob DYLAN, die kommt
A new record by Bob Dylan, RF-FEM.NOM.SING cCOMesS
meistens in die CHARTS.
usually in the charts.
‘A new record by Bob Dylan usually getsoithe charts’.

Note furthermore that also propositions, i.e. sétsituations, make good topics, as shown by
(12):

(11) Dass die Polizei in Halberstadt nichtsemgcht hat, das
That the police in Halberstadt nothing donehas,RP-NEUT.SING
kann ich kaum glauben.
can I hardly believe.
‘| can hardly believe that the police didn’t doything in Halberstadt'.

In section 4.2 we will discuss other examples shgwthat sets of situations can function as
topics and offer an account of how this can be ¢inbun line with our basic understanding of
topics. For the moment, (11) only serves to shoat tiot only individuals, but also sets (of

situations) can be topics.

Concerning indefinites, we will turn to the integpation of topic-marked indefinites in sections
3.2 and 3.3. For the moment, suffice it to notet tie acceptability of indefinites in topic
position shows that any definition of topicalityathis based on the notion of familiarity is
doomed to fail, since it is well known that indefenDPs have to beovel i.e. they are not
allowed to take up already existing discourse eefer (cf. Heim 1982.

Therefore, we understand the term topic in the tdess sense of Reinhart (1981), whose
basic understanding of topichood is based on Stnaw$964). According to her, the topic of a

& Note that this holds for specific indefinites, tethich may (but need to be) known to the speakeatrcrucially not

to the hearer.
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sentence is simply understood as the center afestiethe item the sentence is about. The topic
then is the subject of the predication that thdesae expresses. The predication corresponds to
the comment part of the assertion. Reinhart assuihaghe topic of a sentence is the address
where the rest of the information conveyed by #spective assertion is stored during the context
update. Topicality thereby has an information gtrting function in the literal sense of the term.

In cases where the respective DP is of tgpmarking it as the topic of the assertmmly has this
pragmatic effect, but no truth conditional one:aaliress corresponding to the individual denoted
by the respective DP is created, and the informatanveyed by the rest of the sentence is stored
there. Following Searle (1969), Jacobs (1984), Endriss (to appear) we assume that sentences
containing topics involve two speech acts: the Bgeech act establishes the (denotation of the)
respective constituent as the topic, while the sé@peech act asserts that the (denotation of the)
rest of the sentence, i.e. the comment, is trub@topic (see also Tomioka, this volume, for a
view according to which topics always take scopiside of the assertion).

We propose to formalize this pre-theoretic abognaslerstanding of topicality in such a way
as to interpret topic-comment structures as gemerthlsubject-predicate structures, where the
topical DP (irrespective of case-marking, agreenreldtions and thematic role) is the logical
subject, and the comment is the predicate apphyrtgis subject. A preliminary definition of the
binarytopic operator is given schematically in (12). We wdfar to this interpretation scheme as
the topic principle The topic operator is assumed to be located & hbad of the above
mentioned functional projection. It takes the datioh of the CP c-commanded by it as its first
argument, and the denotation of the left-dislocatedstituent in its specifier as its second
argument. Note that existential quantification owen combination with identifyingr with the
(denotation of) the topic marked constituehtorresponds to the act of establishiXigs the
topic (i.e. address creation), while asserting thatcommenP holds ofa corresponds to the act
of storing information undea. The topic operator defined in (12) thus conjdiwe separate

speech acts (cf. Krifka 2001 for the assumption $paech acts can be conjoined):

(12) APAX. [o[a = X & ASSERT [P@)]]

In section 4, we will see that it is the requiretném create a generalized subject-predicate
structure which is responsible for the truth-coiotial effects of topic-marking with indefinites

that we mentioned in the introduction, i.e. theevitope interpretation and the generic as well as
11



the QV interpretation of topical indefinites. Thesffects will be looked at in detail in sections
3.3 and 3.4. In a case like (13a), however, itasyeto see that the final interpretation given in

(13Db) is truth-conditionally equivalent to the ca#leerePeterhas not been topicalized:

(13) a. Den Peter, den mag ich.
The-ACC PeteRP-MASC.ACC.SING like .
‘Peter, | like’.
b.APAX. C[a = X & ASSERT [P@)]] (AxAs. like” (x)(1)(s)) (Peter) =
[([a = Peter & ASSERT [like'd)(1)(s)]]

Concerning the details of how the predicate fumttig as the first argument of the topic operator
in (13b) is generated, we simply assume that tsemetive pronoun in [Spec, CP] triggers

lambda-abstraction (Heim and Kratzer 1998): theapum moved to [Spec, CP] leaves behind a
trace (or copy) bearing the same index, as showt4h This trace is interpreted as a variable.
At the same time, the presence of the resumptioequm in [Spec, CP] triggers the insertion of a
lambda-operator bearing the index of this prondtmns lambda-operator binds any co-indexed

variable in its c-command domain, thus turning@ein (14) into the predicate shown in (13b).

(14) [cpden [c- mag [reich [r [t §] G]]]]

The claim that the resumptive pronouns in leftatiation structures behave like relative
pronouns in triggering lambda-abstraction is sufgabrby the fact that these pronouns are
morphologically identical to the standard relatm®nouns employed in German, as shown in
(15)%

° Note, however, that this analogy is not perfetterE are cases where the resumptive pronoun imliication
constructions and the relative pronoun of relatolauses are realized differently (cf. Gartner 2G04 the
observation that German employs different prondansrdinary German relative clauses as opposesbicalled
integrated (relative-like) verb-second clauses).
0] Peter zieht in eine Stadtp/*da es kein Kino  gibt.
Peter moves to a city, RelP-Dat.SINGndt cinema gives.

'Peter will move to a city where there are no ciasm
12



(15) a. Peter mag alle Filmegpflie Martin Scorsese gemacht hat].
Peter likesall moviesRp-PLUR  Martin Scorsese made  has.
‘Peter likes all movies made by Martco&ese’.
b. Die besten Filme der letzten zwanzigdah
The best movies of-thelast tiyeryears,
dpdie hat Martin Scorsese gemacht].
RP-PLUR has Martin Scorsese made
‘The best movies of the last twenty years hbgen made by Martin

Scorsese’.

Note that the CPs in (15a) and (15b) only diffethwespect to the position of the finite verb: in
(15b), it occupies & as required in assertive matrix clauses in Ger(dan Besten 1977), while
in (15a) it occupies the position at the right edfjthe embedded clause (which we take tohe T
though nothing hinges on that), which is the typsituation in embedded clauses.

We take this near formal identity to be no coiecide, but rather as an indication that the two
clauses are interpreted in full parallel, namelytaspredicatelx. has-made(x)(Martin Scorsese)
In case of (15b), where the matrix verb directljdws the subject, the predicate is applied to its
sister in order to create an assertion (cf. Lohnst800 and the references cited therein). In case
of (15a), where the finite verb of the embeddedis#ais in final position, the predicate under
discussion is combined with the predicate denatatibthe modified head by way of predicate

modification (cf. Heim and Kratzer 1998). Let usrdfore state the following principle:

(16) A D-pronoun occupying [Spec, CP] at LF triggembda-abstractiot?.
(WhereD-pronounis a neutral cover term encompassing all occuagié
pronouns of the type under discussion, i.e. onadirsg with ad that can

also be used as relative pronouts).

(ii) In EINER Stadt in Deutschlanda/*wo gibt es kein Kino.
Ina city in Germany, RP-Dat.SINg/esit no cinema.

There is one city in Germany where there are nemas.’

19 See footnote 5 for a brief discussion of casesevtree D-pronoun does not occupy [Spec, CP] orstiniace.
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Having established a basic understanding of theeqat(aboutness) topicalitpndan application
of this concept to sentences containing referrirgr&ssions as topics, let us now turn to

sentences with topical indefinites.

3.3 The Wide Scope Reading of Topical Indefinites: Basic Facts

Consider again (10a), repeated below as (17a):

(17) a. EINEN Song von Bob Dylan, den kenndEDER.

A/One song by Bob Dylarp-MASC.ACC.SING knows everyone
‘There is one song by Bob Dylan thatrglsedy knows’

b. NamlictBlowing in the Wind
NamelyBlowing in the Wind

c. #Maria kenntVisions of JoannaPeter kennt Everybody Must Get
Maria know¥/isions of Joanna Peter knowsEverybody Must Get

Stonadl Paula kenntBlowing in the Wind

Stonedand Paula know®lowing in the Wind

The oddity of the continuation in (17c) clearly slsothat the topical indefinite in (17a) has to be
interpreted as having scope over the universal tffieann the matrix clause (cf. Cresti 1995,
Jager 1996 and Portner and Yabushita 1998 for Iien dhat topical indefinites have to be
interpreted with scope over other quantifiers): $bags are not allowed to vary with the people.
This contrasts with the minimally different senteno (18a), which involves no left-dislocation
and where the indefinite occupies [Spec, CP]: is thse both a wide scope and a narrow scope
reading are available, showing that the indefimié® be reconstructed into its base position,

where it is c-commanded by the universal quantifiesubject position.

(18) a. EINEN Song von Bob Dylan kennt JEDER.

A/One song by Bob Dylan knows everyone

1 Note that this excludes demonstratives likieser (this one), which are not acceptable in left diakion
constructions.
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‘There is a certain song by Bob Dylan that gledy knows/everybody
knows a/at least one song by Bob Dylan’.
b. Namlich Blowing in the Wind
Namely Blowing in the Wind
c. Maria kenntVisions of JoannaPeter kenntEverybody Must Get
Maria knowgisions of JoannaPeter knowsEverybody Must Get
Stonedd Paula kenntBlowing in the Wind
Stonedand Paula knowBlowing in the Wind

It is worth mentioning that it is often claimed .(Erey 2004 and the references cited therein) that
left-dislocated DPs can be reconstructed into thgebposition of the resumptive pronoun in
[Spec, CP]. Evidence for this claim comes from thet that left-dislocated constituents may
contain pronouns that are interpreted as boundduaatifier contained within the matrix clause,
as long as the quantifier c-commands the basei@osif the resumptive pronoun, as shown in

(19a):

(19) a. EIN Foto von sich, das hat HRCSchuler
A/one picture of himself RP.NEUT.SING has every pupll
mitgebracht.
brought-with-him
‘Every pupil has brought a (certgdigture of himself.’

b. Namlich sein Einschulungsfoto.
Namely his picture-of-his-first-day-atsol.
‘Namely a picture of his first day at scHool
c. #Paul einBild von sich mit seiner T@nt
Paul a picture of himself with his aunt,
Peter ein Bild von sich mit  seiner Xat

Peter a picture of  himself with his cat

Note, however, that if it was possible to recorwtthe left-dislocated indefinite in (19a) into the

base position of the resumptive pronoun, the caation in (19¢) should be fine, just like the
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one in (19b), contrary to fact. Again, this contsawith the minimally different example (20a),

where the indefinite occupies [Spec, CP], and wheth continuations are possible:

(20) a.EIN Foto von sich hat JEDER Schule
Alone picture of himself has every pupil
mitgebracht.
brought-with-him
‘Every pupil has brought a (cerjaicture of himself.’

b. Namlich sein Einschulungsfoto.

Namely his picture-of-his-first-day-ath®ol.
‘Namely a picture of his first day at scHool

c.Paul ein Bild von sich mit seineilante,
Paul a picture of  himself with his  ung
Peter ein Bild von sich mit seiner t¥a..

Peter a picture of  himself with his cat...

We take the difference between (19) and (20) adeexie that left-dislocated indefinites cannot
reconstruct, but rather receive a wide schymetionalreading in cases like (19a). (19a) does not
allow for the pair-list continuation in (19c), whieve take to reflect the fact that no narrow scope
reading of the functional indefinitein Foto von siclis available here. (19a) only allows for the
functional wide scope reading exemplified by thatswation in (19b). The indefinite denotes
the function named in (19b), i.e. the function thrtps pupils onto the pictures of their first day
at school. This function now takes wide scope wéhpect to other scope elements, i.e. the
universal quantifiejeder Schuler (every pupilp this case. The denotation of the wide scope
taking functional indefinite in (19) would b&AQ.Z[picture(x) L/of(x,z) 7/Q(x)]. In the spirit of
(Jacobson 1999), semantic composition involvingcfiomal elements such asch (himselj
above is carried out by 1. saturating the functiangument (here: z), 2. performing the standard
semantic composition, and 3. abstracting over theetfonal argument again. The result is a
function that assigns to eaetthe generalized quantifier ‘a picture of z'. (Eindriss to appear
and Ebert and Endriss 2007 for details and a coitiposl derivation of this wide scope
functional reading). (19) thus shows that the deftocated (functional) indefinitein Foto von
sich only allows for aunctionalwide scope reading. Note that this function coast@natural
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functionin the sense of Chierchia 1993 or Jacobson 1998e \phir-list enumerations such as
the one given in (19c) do not. (20) on the otherdhallows for a narrow scope reading of the
indefinite, evidenced by the fact that it does alkdw for only a wide scope functional reading,
as one can continue with the pair-list enumeramnaf20c).

In other words, we draw the distinction betweenurat functional readings and pair-list
readings — well-known from discussions in the centé the semantics of questions and answers
to them — in the context of scope relations, ad (¢l Groenendijk and Stokhof 1984). This
makes it possible to distinguish between genuineomnascope readings and functional wide
scope readings. As we will see, the difference betw(19) and (20) then gives further evidence
for our topic principle in (12).

Accordingly, we assume that left-dislocated XPs lzase-generated in their surface position
(following Frey 2004; see Wiltschko 1997, Grohm&000 and Grewendorf 2002 for different
views). Concerning the question of how they recéesr case-features, which are identical with
the case features of the D-pronoun in [Spec, CB]tentatively make the following assumptions
(as the focus of this paper is on semantic issuegsemain rather sketchy here): the case features
of the D-pronoun in [Spec, CP] are transmitted tfaider Spec.-head-agreement and to the head
of the functional projection hosting the left-diskted DP under strict locality with®&* This
enables the head of the higher functional projecteassign to the DP in its specifier the same
case carried by the D-pronoun in [Spec, CP].

A further noteworthy fact concerning indefinites left-dislocated position is that singular
indefinites and unmodified numeral indefinites #re only quantificational DPs that can occur in

this position, as shown in (21):

(21)  a. (Mehr als/*weniger als/*genau) zwei Songs von BoltaBy
More than/ less than/ exactly two somgsBob Dylan,
die mag ich.

RP-PLURIike .
b.’Keine/*wenige Songs von Bob Dylan, die maodp.
No/ few songs by Bobl&yRP-PLUR like 1.

12 See footnote 5 for a brief discussion of cases@tree D-pronoun does not occupy [Spec, CP] astinkace.
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In section 4 we will see how this restriction asllves the obligatory wide scope reading of
topical indefinites (in sentences without adverlgakntifiers) can both be derived from the
aboutness topicality concept. But let us first hawoser look at adverbially quantified sentences

containing topical indefinites.

3.4 Topical Indefinitesin Adverbially Quantified Sentences: The Facts

Consider again example (10b), repeated as’®22):

(22) Eine neue Platte von Bob DYLAN, die kotnm
A new record by Bob Dylan, RP-FEM.NOM.SINGCOMES
meistens in die CHARTS.
usually in the charts.

‘A new record by Bob Dylan usually gets itib@ charts’.

The sentence only gets an interpretation that eapdraphrased dadost new records by Bob
Dylan get into the chartsi.e. the topical indefinite obligatorily inducdése Quantificational
Variability Effect already mentioned in sections 1 and 2: the queatibnal force of the
indefinite seems to depend on the quantificaticloate of the adverbial quantifier. Note,
however, that such a reading is only available utlde following condition: There is no heavy
accent on the determinein as in the examples discussed in the last sediidrthe accent rather

falls on some element within the NP-complementhef teterminer (the most natural choice

'3 Note that adverbially quantified sentences withi-déslocated indefinites are also acceptable & thdefinite
contains a reflexive pronoun that is bound by ai@Ermnal DP. This shows that we must be dealind eft

dislocation constructions and not with hanging ¢agnstructions. This is shown in (i):
() Einen Artikel (Gber sich, den liest ahb meistens mit gréRter Genugtuung.
An  article about himself RP-MASC.ACC.SING reads Hans usually with greatest satisfaction.

‘Hans usually reads an article about himself witagest satisfaction’.
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beingDylan)*. If it falls on ein, the sentence becomes very odd for pragmatic measince it
can only be interpreted as saying that there iaracplar new record by Bob Dylan which gets

into the charts most of the time:

(23) "EINE  neue Platte von Bob Dylan, die kommt
A/One new record by Bob DylaRp-FEM.NOM.SING comes
meistens in die CHARTS.
usually in the charts.
“*There is a new record by Bob Dylan that usually g&b the charts’.
(24b), however, shows that there is nothing wrorily \mterpreting a left-dislocated indefinite

with scope over a Q-adverb, as long as the reguldading is not extremely implausible:

(24) a. Ein HUND, der ist meistens HUNGRIG.
A dog, RP-MASC.NOM.PLUR is  usually hungry.
‘A dog is usually hungry’.
b. EIN Hund, der ist meistens  HUNGRIG.
A/lone dog, RP-MASC.NOM.PLUR is usually hungry.

‘There is a certain dog that is usually hungry’

(24) is instructive, since it exemplifies the twtvasegies that are available to interpret left-
dislocated indefinites in sentences with adveriantifiers: they can either be interpreted in the
restrictor of the Q-adverb, which results in a ifecational)V(ariability)-reading, or they can
be interpreted with scope over the Q-adverb. Tracehbetween the two readings depends on
the accentuation pattern within the DP.

Note that the predicatbe hungryin (24a) cannot be interpreted episodically, baotyo
generically, i.e. the sentence gets a readingdésatbe paraphrased asost dogs are generally
hungry, and not asmost dogs are hungry at least once during thegtilfie Furthermore, the

sentence also gets a second, slightly differerdinga which can be paraphrased iasgeneral,

4 Note that this accent comes in addition to thennaaicent, which falls on the most deeply embedderstituent
within the matrix VP by default, thereby signallititat the whole matrix-CP is to be interpretedasf (cf. Selkirk
1995).
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dogs are hungry most of the timehis can easily be explained under the (by naahdard
assumption that in addition to overt Q-adverbstdladso exists a covert generic operator, which
has (roughly) the same quantificational force as duhiversal A-quantifiealways but differs
from the latter in allowing exceptions (cf. Krifkgt al. 1995). With this assumption in place,
(24a) can be analysed as containing two insteamhefA-quantifier: an overt oneigually), and

the covert generic operator. The choice betweentwe readings paraphrased above then
depends on the question which quantifier is intggm with scope over the other:ugually is
given higher scope, we get the first reading, &nlde generic operator is given higher scope, we
get the second one. In addition, assuming thaetisest covert generic operator also enables us to
analyse generic sentences like (25a, b), whichnéeepreted as making general assertions about
elephants and lions, respectively, in analogy tdesees with overt Q-adverbs where the topical
indefinite is interpreted in the restrictor of tQeadverb:

(25) a. Ein ELEFANT,der hat einen RUSSEL.
An elephant, R-MASC.NOM.SING has a trunk.
‘An elephant has a trunk’.
b. Ein LOWE, der hat eine MAHNE.
A lion, RP-MASC.NOM.SING has a mane.
‘A lion has a mane'.

Note that in these cases, too, a specific readarg e forced by placing an accent on the

determiner instead of the noun:

(26) a. EIN Elefant, der hat einen RUSSEL.
Alone elephanRP-MASC.NOM.SING has a trunk.
‘There is one specific elephant that hasiakit
b. EIN Lowe, der hat eine MAHNE.
A  lion, RP-MASC.NOM.SING has a mane.

‘There is one specific lion that has a mane’.

We have seen that topical indefinites either rez@inde scope (over other quantifiers or, in the

presence of a Q-adverb, over the Q-adverb) orttieyt are interpreted in the restrictor of a
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(covert or overt) Q-adverb (cf. Partee 1995, Chiexrd 995 and Krifka 2001). The choice of the
interpretation is dependent on where the nucleeerdadalls. We will see in the next section that

our concept of aboutness topicality naturally actsdor these two interpretative possibilities.

4. Indefinites as Aboutness Topics: The Explanation

In this section we will see how our assumptionsualibe interpretation of left-dislocation

sentences can be reconciled with the fact thaffimtis are generalized quantifiers, i.e. objects
of the wrong type to function as the logical sutgeaf the predicate denoted by the respective
CP. We will see that the wide scope readings a$ aglthe QV-readings of left-dislocated

indefinites can be derived under the assumptioh (dganot only individuals, but also sets are
legitimate topics and (b) indefinites can be shifte set-denoting expressions, i.e. sets of
individuals or sets of situations. In the case h# wide scope interpretation, the comment is
predicated of the elements contained within thepeesve set directly, comparable to the
sentences with left-dislocated proper names diecusdove. Topical indefinites therefore are
direct aboutness topics in such cases. In the case d@¥heeadings, on the other hand, which

are discussed in section 4.2, a set of situatisngerived from the respective generalized
guantifier, and this set then serves as the logighject of a higher order predication. Therefore,

topical indefinites arendirect aboutness topics in these cases.

4.1 Topical Indefinites as Direct Aboutness Topics

Consider again example (10a), repeated as (27):

(27) EINEN Song von Bob Dylan, den kenn§EDER
A/One song by Bob DylaRp-MASC.ACC.SING knows everyone
(n&mlicBlowing in the Winy{
namelyBlowing in the Wind
‘There is one/a certain song by Bob Dylan tlaeryone knows

(namelyBlowing in the Winy.
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As already mentioned in section 3.1 (and as inditdtty the paraphrase), sentences like (27),
where a left-dislocated DP is combined with a Cterimal quantificational DP, only receive an
interpretation according to which the left-dislamhtindefinite takes wide scope. At first sight,
this seems to follow rather straightforwardly frahe assumption that left-dislocated XPs are
base generated in their surface positions: asnihefinite cannot be reconstructed into the base
position of the D-pronoun, the only way for the wersal quantifier to scope over it would be
Q(uantifier)R(aising). The standard assumption wéspect to QR is, however, that it can only
target IP/TP (cf. May 1985). Therefore, there isnay for a CP-internal quantifier to scope over
a left-dislocated one.

However, the account just sketched would be inflicbrwith the assumption introduced in
section 3.2., according to which the topic opergi@sent in left dislocation sentences has the
denotation repeated below as (28):

(28) APAX. [n[a = X & ASSERT [P@)]]

First, the left-dislocated DP cannot function as second argument of the topic operator, and
second, the denotation of the CP cannot applygaémotation of this DP, as required by (28). In
(29a, b), the denotations of the left-dislocatetkfinite and the CP are given, and in (29c) we see

the result of combining the two constituents disedte. without the intervening topic operatgr:

(29) aAP<<sAS. [X[song-by-Bob-Dylan(x)(s)] P(x)(s)]
b. Az As. Oy[person(y)(s)- know(z)(y)(s)]
C. [AP<e <s t>AS. [X[song-by-Bob-Dylan(x)(s)! P(x)(s)]]
dzAs.Dy[person(y)(s)- know(z)(y)(s)]) =
As. [X[song-by-Bob-Dylan(x)(s)J Oy[person(y)(s)- know(x)(y)(s)]

While combining the denotation of the left-disla@tindefinite with the denotation of the CP
directly via functional application gives us thghi result — namely a wide scope interpretation
for the indefinite —, it does not only come at ghiee of ignoring the meaning contribution of the

!5 Note that we have to complicate the semanticeengrplized quantifiers slightly by adding an aduiiéil situation

argument in order to be consistent with what wéllgsoposed in section 4.2.
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topic operator in (28), but it is in conflict withe intuition that aboutness topics are the logical
subjects of a predication contributed by the contmesthe indefinite denotes (the characteristic
function of) a set of sets of relations betweenviddials and situations, while the CP denotes
(the characteristic function of) a set of relatidmstween individuals and situations, it is the
denotation of the indefinite which applies to thendtation of the CP, i.e. the object denoted by
the indefinite functions as the predicate, while thbject denoted by the CP functions as the
argument. This is counter to the aboutness concepbpicality and to the proposed topic
principle, where the topic serves as tigect of predication

Rather, we assume (following Ebert and Endriss 2804 Endriss to appear) that only
individuals and sets can legitimately serve asesk#rs for storing information. This is evidenced
by the fact that there are discourse referentscancsponding anaphoric expressions only for
individuals and sets, but not for sets of sets.r@floee, the type of a topic-marked generalized
guantifier has to be lowered to the type of seteaat, in order for it to serve as an address &vher
the information conveyed by the rest of the serdesan be stored. Recall that in section 3.2 we
have already seen in ex. (11) that a set, nams#y af situations (i.e. a proposition), can functio
as the aboutness topic of a sentence. Therefareppic operator has to be flexible enough to
accommodate the type of sets anyway.

One way to achieve the goal of turning the generdlquantifier denoted by an indefinite DP
into a set (another one will be discussed in sedli@) is by creating sepresentativeof the
guantifier in the form of aminimal witness sefin the sense of Barwise and Cooper 1981; see
Endriss to a appear; cf. also Szabolcsi 1997). idimal witness set of a quantifier is an element
of this quantifier that does not contain any "unteah elements. The formal definition is given
in (30):

(30) Definition of a minimal (witness) set X of argeralized quantifier G :
min(X)(G) =As [G(X)(s)O OY [G(Y)(s) — =(AX.Y(X)(s) O Ax.X(X)( s))]]

In the case of a quantifier likbree doggin a situatiors), for instance, a minimal witness set of

this quantifier is a set that contains three dags)(and nothing else. Such a minimal witness set

can then function as the address where the infeamabnveyed by the comment is stored. In

order for this to be possible, however, the dermtadf the topic — which now is an object of

type <e<s,t>> — has to be combined with the denotation of theroent, which is of the same
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type. Furthermore, as noted above, the intuitiomé&ized in (28) has to be respected, i.e. the
comment has to be applied to the topic. This caadeeved in the following way: an operator
which turns the elements of the minimal witnessis&t a (sum) individual (cf. Link 1983) is
applied to the respective minimal witness set.

Taking all this together, we assume that in (nonegie, non-adverbially quantified) sentences
that contain a topical indefinite, the topic operah (28) is shifted as shown in (31), which gives

us an object that can apply to the quantifier &edcomment property, respectively:

(31) )\P<e,<s,t>Q\Xe. [U[a =X & ASSERT [P@’)] -
)\P<e,<s,t>>)\X<<e,<s,t>>|<s,t>EU[[B[min(a)()()(s)

& ASSERT [PC{x: a(x)(s)D]I]

In the case of example (27) from above, repeatémhbas (32a), this yields the result in (32b):

(32) a. EINEN Song von Bob Dylan, den kenntEDER
A/One song by Bob DylarP-MASC.ACC.SING knows everyone
(né@mlichBlowing in the Winyl

B. AP<e s t>AX<<e <s,t>> <s =R 0 LB[MIN(@) (X)(S)
& ASSERT [P({x: a(x)(s)H1l]
APAs. [X[song-by-Bob-Dylan(x)(s)] P(x)(s)])
(AzAs. Oy[person(y)(s)- know(z)(y)(s)]) =
(o[ Cs[min(@)(APAs”. [x[song-by-Bob-Dylan(x)(s")
OPE)(s)D(s)
& ASSERTAs'Oy[person(y)(s)- know({x: a(x)(s)H(y)(s)H1]

This is the correct result. It reflects the widese reading for the indefinite and at the same time
respects the principle underlying our formalizatadrthe topic operator: it allows the creation of
an address corresponding to the minimal witnessvbetre the information conveyed by the
comment can be stored.

24



In cases like (32), sum formation is trivial, asyaminimal witness set contains just one
element, anyway. In examples like (33), however,gst a truesumindividual, as a minimal
witness set of the quantifier under discussion imase than just one element. This has the
consequence that in order to obtain the correditres distributivity operator (cf. Link 1983) has
to be inserted in cases where the respective @tedis non-collective in order to distribute the
atomic elements of the sum individual (i.e. the rhers of the minimal witness set) over the

elements of the set denoted by the predicate.

(33) a. ZWEI Mitglieder der Beatles, die kenntJEDER.
Two members of-the Beatles;PLUR knows everyone.

‘There are two members of the Beatles ¢lratyone knows’.

We follow (Ebert and Endriss 2004) and (Endrisgppear) in their assumptions about when a
topical interpretation of a quantifier is possilaled when it is prohibited. We can only briefly
sketch the main ideas here and refer the read#reteited papers. The authors assume that a
quantifier can only be interpreted as a sentenpe tib two constraints are fulfilled: 1. topic
interpretation may not change the actual conterthefsentence under discussion, and 2. topic
interpretation may not eliminate anaphoric poténtiadboth compared to the case when the
quantifier under discussion is not interpretedagsctl, but with similar scope relations as in the
topic interpretation case. Formally, this can bellsd out as a condition on the lexical semantics
of quantifiers, which checks whether the quantifiader discussion can serve as topic or not. A
guantifier is calledopic-ableif and only if it passes this so-call@@pic Conditionthat is divided
into the two constraints pointed out above (seeriBado appear for further formal details). A
generalized quantifier Q is topic-able if applyi@gto a non-complex predicate P (i.e. one that
does not contain any scope operators) leads teaime result as applying P to the representative
of Q (i.e. the sum individual corresponding to animial witness set of Q). For our concerns here
this means that the topic operator in (31) appieed non-complex property P and a quantifier Q
must yield the same outcome as would result froplyaipg Q to P. The reasoning behind this is
the following: the first constraint ensures thgpitomarking is first and foremost a means of
structuring information that is to be conveyed b tspeaker, and not an operation that is
intended to alter the truth conditions. The secooktraint makes reference to dynamic binding

possibilities and demands that in addition to theht conditions, also the binding possibilities
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may not be affected by the topic interpretatiorgoéntifiers. This is in line with the assumption
made in dynamic semantics (e.g. Groenendijk ankh®fo1990) that the meaning of an
expression is not exhausted by its truth conditicnatent, but rather by the combination of truth
conditional content and binding potential.

Note that these assumptions concerning the intatpye of topical indefinites explain
immediately why downward entailing generalized difens (like weniger als n NRless than n
NP)) cannot be topicalized (cf. section 3.3): in theases, the corresponding minimal witness set
would be the empty set, obviously not a sensibjgesentative for the quantifier. The truth
conditions of the non-topic case, where the gquianiiéss than n NRs applied to a predicate P,
and the topic case, where predicate P would beeapp the sum individual corresponding to the
empty set, would differ massively. Hence the &8s than n NRs not topic-able. If such a DP
was overtly topic-marked (e.g. by a left-dislocatmpnstruction in German), this would result in
a deviant sentence because the quantifier dogsasetthe Topic Condition and hence the speech
act corresponding to the creation of a storageesddwould fail.

With modified quantifiers of the forrgenau n NRexactly n NP, the problem is again that
the GQgenau n NP(exactly n NP does not meet the Topic Condition, because tath tr
conditions of the topic and the non-topic case wonbt be equivalent for non-complex
predicates P. As expected, (34a) is odd:

(34) a.”Genau ZWEI Mitglieder der Beatles, die kennt HFD
Exactly two members of-theBeatles-PLUR knows everyone.
a. “Mehr als ZWEI Mitglieder der Beatles, die kenntEDER.

More than two members of-theBeatlRs,PLUR knows everyone.

Assume that there are in fact three members ofBdwtles that have property P, say: sleep
(namely John Lennon, Paul McCartney and Georgeiddary. In this case, the proposition
exactly two members of the Beatles sleepld be false. Under a topic interpretatioregéctly
two members of the Beat/dsowever, the sentence would be true, since anlg required that
there is a set containing two members of the Beattel each member of this set sleeps. This
leaves open the possibility that actually more ttveam members of the Beatles sleep. The oddity
of such examples can thus be accounted for undemssumption that topic interpretation is

excluded here, as it would not lead to a truth @¢amthlly equivalent interpretation.

26



In the case of quantifiers of the formehr als n NRmore than n NP (34b), the problem is
that anaphoric possibilities would be destroyed tere available if the indefinite did receive its
ordinary interpretation, i.e. the second constrainttopic interpretation is violated. It is well
known that if the quantifiemehr als zwei Gasténore than two guestsn a sentence such as
Mehr als zwei Gastschlafen(more than two guests slgepinds a pronoun in a subsequent
clause via dynamic binding (cf. Groenendijk andk8t¥ 1990), this pronoun is understood to
refer back to the maximal number of individualsttaee guests and sleep (cf. Kadmon 1985).
Creating a minimal witness set of the quantifieehr als zwei Gastémore than two guests
however, would have the consequence that a promoarsubsequent clause could only denote
three individuals that satisfy the predicatiests(and that sleep), but not four or more. The
oddity of (34b) can thus naturally be accountedbipreference to the second above mentioned
constraint on the topical interpretation of quaetd: in addition to the truth conditions, also the
binding possibilities may not be affected by topmag a quantifier.

Note finally that universally quantified DPs seemnpibse a problem for this account only at
first glance. The minimal witness set of a univilysquantified DPlike jeder Hund von Paulas
Onkels(every dog of Paula’s undles the set containing all dogs of Paula’s uncaid aothing
else. This is intuitively a decent representatige the quantifier and the quantifier passes the
Topic Condition. The quantifier should thus be dima&t can be interpreted as sentence topic and

hence be able to appear in left-dislocated posititmwever, (35) shows that this is not the case.

(35) "Jeden Hundvon Paulas Onkel, den mag Peter.

Every dog of Paula’s uncleRP-MASC.ACC.SING likes Peter.

Now note that there is a mismatch between the seenalnrality of the object created from the
generalized quantifier in (35) and the pronoun$pgc, CP]. That this mismatch is (partially)
responsible for the ungrammaticality of (35) beceraegident by comparing it to the minimally
contrasting example (36), where the left-dislocateiversally quantified DP is morphologically

plural and thus comes with a corresponding plurgkr@oun in [Spec, CP].

(36) “Alle Hunde von Paulas Onkel, die mag Peter.

All dogs of Paula’s uncl®pr-PLUR likes Peter.
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While still odd, (36) is considerably better tha&b), thus showing that the (mis)match between
semantic and morphological plurality plays a roéeeh That (36) is still far from perfect might be
due to the fact that after applying the sum operitdhe minimal witness set derived from the
generalized quantifier, the resulting object haacty the same denotation as the plural definite
The dogs of Paula’s ungl@mamely the sum individual consisting of all thegd Paula’s uncle
has. In light of the fact thathe dogs of Paula’s unclenakes a perfect topic, it would be
extremely uneconomical to convey the same informnaby using the topicalizedll dogs of
Paula's uncleFollowing Chierchia (1998), it can be assumed toaert typeshifting operations
like the ones required to turn a universally quadiDP like the one in (36) into an object of
type e are blocked whenever the same result could haee lbehieved via a lexical item —
namely the definite determiner. This explains wiog anly morphologically singular, but also
morphologically plural universally quantified DPanmot felicitously be left-dislocated.

Taken together, this leaves indefinites and unnedliitumerals as the only quantifiers that may
be topicalized. Note finally that left-dislocataulefinites shifted to minimal witness sets can be
seen aglirect aboutness topics insofar as the comment is dirpecddicated over the element(s)
of the minimal witness set. In this respect, theshdve like topicalized DPs that denote
individuals (i.e. proper names and definite desicnis). In the next section, we will see that

topical indefinites can also function iaslirect aboutness topics.

4.2 Topical Indefinitesas I ndirect Aboutness Topics

In section 3.4, we have seen that left-dislocatetifinites in adverbially quantified sentences
can be interpreted in two ways: either with scoper ahe Q-adverb, or in the restrictor of the Q-
adverb, depending on the accentuation pattern nvittie left-dislocated DP. The wide scope
interpretation can be accounted for by assumingthieamechanism described in the last section
applies to the topical indefinite and the predicidaoted by the CP containing the Q-adverb. An
example like (24b), which is repeated here as (3a)s receives the interpretation in (37b),

which is paraphrased in (37c):

(37) a. EIN Hund, der ist meistens  HUNGRIG.
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Alone dog, RP-MASC.NOM.PLUR is usually hungry.
‘There is a certain dog that is usually hungry’.
b. )\P<e,<s,t>>}\x<<e,<s,t>>,<s,t>m[[B[min(a)(x)(s)
& ASSERT [P({x: a(X)(s)N1
APAs. x[dog(x)(s)U P(x)(s)])
(AXAs. Most s” [s£s O min(s”, C)]
[ [s<s” Omin(s™", hungry(X))]]) =
[ [Cs[min(@)(As”. Ik[dog(x)(s") T P(x)(s")])(s)
& ASSERT ]As. Most s” [&£s O min(s”, C)]

(5" [s’ss™ Omin(s™, hungry'i{x: a(x)(s)}H1II]
c. There is a situatios such that there is a minimal witness gebf the
quantifiera dogin s, and it is asserted that most contextually resttic
minimal situations can be extended to a minimalasibn where the element

in a is hungry.

Under the assumption that the C-variable in thedriotsr is resolved to (the characteristic
function of) the set of situations containing thegdin the minimal witness set that are
situations where this dog might possibly be hur{gey situations where it is not asleep etc.), this
is intuitively the correct result. Note that in Bucases the topicalized indefinite functions as a
direct aboutness topic in the sense discussed abovprdéldeate denoted by the CP is applied to
the element contained in the minimal witness séhefguantifier, the only difference to the cases
discussed in the last section being that this pegdinow contains a quantifier over situations, not
over individuals.

Now consider example (22), which is repeated her@8):

(38) Eine neue Platte von Bob DYLAN, die katn
A new record by Bob Dylan, RP-FEM.NOM.SING comes
meistens in die CHARTS.
usually in the charts.

‘A new record by Bob Dylan usually gets itib@ charts’.
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With the accentuation pattern indicated, the seayets a QV-reading that can be paraphrased
as “Most new records by Bob Dylan get into the tdiaWe have already seen that QV-readings
can be accounted for by assuming that the resgetdefinite is interpreted in the restrictor of
the Q-adverb.

But now the problem is that such an interpretatieems to be in conflict with our assumption
that left-dislocated indefinites always need tarierpreted as aboutness topics: if the indefinite
is interpreted in the restrictor of the Q-advere tCP containing this Q-adverb cannot be
interpreted as a predicate applying to (the demotatf) this indefinite.

It is, however, possible to reconcile our viewadt-dislocated indefinites as aboutness topics
with the fact that such indefinites receive QV-iiegd in the presence of Q-adverbs if we view
guantification as higher-order predication proc&esen this way, the restrictor set — i.e. the set
quantified over — is the logical subject of a higbeder predication, where this higher-order
predication consists in specifying the degree tactvkhe restrictor set is contained within the set
denoted by the respective matrix predicate (cf.ngst2000 for a similar view). A sentence like
Most children sleegould thus be viewed as a higher order quantiioatonstruction where the
subject of the predication are the children, thedmation is the property of sleeping, andst
gives the degree to which thsseepproperty holds of the subjechildren In the case of such
quantificational DPs asnost childrenthis relation is masked, however, by the fact that
guantificational determiners form constituents WiRs, which function as their restrictors (cf.
section 2). Accordingly, the restrictor in thesses cannot be marked as an aboutness-topic via
separating it from the rest of the clause, whichl@¢dhen function as the comment. In the case of
Q-adverbs, on the other hand, this is possibl&Q-aslverbs do not form constituents with their
restrictors, but rather — occupyinB-adjoined (base) positions — with their nucleapss.

Let us therefore assume that Q-adverbs always ooitweo, closely related varieties: the first
variety is the one already discussed. Q-adverlibisfvariety take the denotation of the clause
they are contained in as their nuclear scope, whgerestrictor is given in the form of a free
variable ranging over situation predicates. Thighe&variety that is employed in cases where (a)
no overt material c-commanding the Q-adverb ismiva (b) this material is to be interpreted

with scope over the Q-adverb (as in (37a)) or & taterial is reconstructed into a position
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where it is c-commanded by the Q-adverb at LFHafterwimmer to appear and Hinterwimmer
2006)1°

Q-adverbs of the second variety take two argumédikis, quantificational determiners, but
they take their arguments in reverse order (seeam fithe perspective of determiner-
guantification; cf. Chierchia 1995): they combinéghahe set of situations denoted by w2
segment they c-command at LF first, forming a pretd that can be applied to the respective
topical set (cf. Hinterwimmer to appear for defails

Consider the example in (39a), wherelzerrclause has been left-dislocated. We assume that
in such cases a topical set of situations is golieectly in the form of the left dislocatedhen
clause. In order to account for such examplestyibes of the arguments that the topic operator
in (28) takes need to be adjusted, as shown in) (3@l the sentence can be interpreted as shown
in (39¢) (under the assumption that the subjdatia is reconstructed into itgP-internal base
position at LF). Note that we assume the D-prondamnto trigger lambda abstraction over sets
of situations:

(39) a. Wenn Paul in seinem Blro ist, dann ist Mareistens glicklich.
When Paul in his office is, then is Maugually happy.
‘When Paul is in his office, Maria is usuallggpy.’
D.AP<s > <s tAX<s 1> (D[ = X & ASSERT [P@)]]
C.APcs 5 <s,tAX<s e~ [0 = X & ASSERT [P@)]]

A\Q<s, = As. Most s” [s€s O min(s”, Q)]

[ [s<s” Omin(s”", happy(Maria))]])
A6. in_his_office(Paul)(s)) =
(o[a = As. in_his_office(Paul)(s)
& ASSERTAB. Most s” [&£ sOmin(s", in_his_office(Paul))]
[ [s’ss” Omin(s™", happy(Maria)]lll

16 Clause (c) is relevant for examples where a fanasked constituent that c-commands the Q-adverktigvs
interpreted in the nuclear scope. Hinterwimmer @O0® appear) argues that in these cases the foadsed

material is reconstructed at LF.
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In an example like (39a), the left-dislocatetienclause denoting a set of situations is thus the
direct aboutness topic, being the “subject” of the higheler predication expressed by the
comment. In a case like (38), on the other handsuahdirect aboutness topic is given, as the
left-dislocated indefinite denotes a set of setsetdtions between individuals and situations, not
a set of situations, as shown in (40). We assurakithorder to fix this mismatch, there is a
second possibility available (in addition to theeatiscussed in section 4.1) to turn an indefinite
into a set that can serve as an address for storfogmation: it can be turned into a set of
situations via a simple type-shift, namely by appdythe predicateix/s.in(x)(s) to it (cf.
Hinterwimmer to appear for details). This givesauset of situations each of which contains an
individual of the respective kind, as shown in (4@) the left-dislocated indefinite of example
(38)":

(40) AP<e<sAS. [(X[new-record-by-Bob-Dylan(x)(s) P(x)(s)] QY. As. in(y))s))
Qy. As. in(y)(s)) =
As. [X[new-record-by-Bob-Dylan(x)(d) in(x)(s)] =
As. [X[new-record-by-Bob-Dylan(x)(s)]

This set of situations can then function as theusiiEss topic in a case like (38), and the left-
dislocated indefinite can be seen asitidirect aboutness topic of such sentences, aglitieet
aboutness topic is a set of situations that has dedved from the denotation of the respective
indefinite.

One additional complication has to be taken intwoaat in order to derive the reading we are
after in cases like (38): the D-pronoun cannot riterpreted in [Spec, CP], where it triggers
lambda-abstraction, as this would result in a mgqavhere the indefinite has scope over the Q-
adverb (as in (37) above). In order to overcoms pinoblem, we assume that the D-pronoun in

the specifier position of CP can optionally be mestoucted into its/P-internal base position,

17 We assume that in the case of left-dislocated panels basically the same mechanism applies, ioaithe fact
that bare plurals denote kinds which have to beetiinto plural indefinites in cases where theytarbe combined

with non-kind-level predicates (see Hinterwimmeafipear and the references cited therein for fudisgussion).
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where it is interpreted as a free variable, i.st Jikke an ordinary pronodfi As such, it can be

dynamically bound by the indefinite in the reswicdbf the Q-adverb. This gives us a higher-order
predicate that can be applied to the topical seshawn in (41), resulting in an interpretationt tha
can be paraphrased as “Most (minimal) situatioas ¢bntain a new record by Bob Dylan can be

extended to a minimal situation where this recats gnto the charts”

(41) aMP<sp s M X<s-[0[0 = X & ASSERT [P@)]]
A\Q<s, = As. Most s” [s£s [ min(s”, Q)]
[ [s<ss” Omin(s”", gets_into_charts(x))]])
A6. X [new_record_by Bob Dylan(x)(s)]) =
[([a = As. [X [new_record_by Bob Dylan(x)(s)]
& ASSERTAB. Most s™ [s£ sOmin(s”,a)]]
[57[s’ss” Omin(s™", gets_into_charts(x))]]]]

In this section, we have seen how our concept ofiaiess topicality can account for the QV-
readings of adverbially quantified sentences wifhidal indefinites. In the next section we will
return to the question why topical indefinites takiwide scope differ prosodically from

indefinites that are interpreted in the restricdbQ-adverbs.

5. Prosody asa M eans of Disambiguating Topical | ndefinites

In sections 3 and 4 we have seen that topical imite$ that are interpreted specifically differ
prosodically from indefinites that are interpretedthe restrictor of a Q-adverb or the generic
operator: whereas in the former case, the DP-iateaocent is realized on the determiner, it is
realized on some (usually the most deeply embeddmijtituent inside the NP-complement of
the determiner in the latter case. As the examp@éew show, the correlation between DP-

internal prosody and wide scope vs. QV-readingatlar strict: if either the context or clause

18 It is well known that D-pronouns in German candiion like ordinary pronouns insofar as they cathesi be
dynamically bound, or be assigned a value on téshmd contextual information (what is excludedisding by c-

commanding quantifiers).
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internal information strongly favour one of the twaadings, while the prosody favours the other

one, the resulting sentences are very‘ddd

(42) a. Peter besitzt viele  Pferde.
Peter owns many horses.
b. EIN Pferd, das hat braune AUGEN.
Alone horseRP-NEUT.NOM.SING has brown eyes.
‘One/a particular horse had brown eyes’.
c. #Ein PFERD, das hat braune AUGEN.

(43) a. Ein PFERD, das hat meistens brauxigéGEN.
Alone horse, RP-NEUT.NOM.SING has usually  brown eyes.
‘A horse usually has brown eyes'.
b.”EIN  Pferd, das hat meistens braune AUGEN.

A/one horseRP-NEUT.NOM.SING has usually  brown eyes.

(42c) with the indicated accentuation pattern caly be interpreted generically. It is, however,

incoherent to make a general statement about haftsesa particular set of horses has been
introduced in the previous discourse. In the cds@ab), the problem is that the indefinite can

only be interpreted specifically with the indicatadcentuation pattern. This, however, is in
conflict with the fact thahave brown eyess an individual level predicate (cf. Kratzer 19%5at

as such can only hold of an individual during tHeole time of its existence.

9 This has also been confirmed in an experiment evlmibjects should judge the felicity of sentendest t
exemplified such mismatches (see Endriss, Féntedinmmer, and Krause in preparation).
However, there are certain cases that seem tonsgstally lack this correspondence of wide scopsdireg and
accent on the determiner, namely such cases whemR-complement of the determiner consists okiaddly rich
NP.
() Ein Verwandter von Miriam aus STUTTgart, der war gestern  auchQafé Burger.

A relative of Miriam from Stuttgart RP-MASC.ACC.SINGwas yesterday also in Café Burger.

‘There is a relative of Miriam from Stuttgart wh@asvalso at Café Burger yesterday'.
These indefinites with lexically heavy NPs havebéotreated differently for several reasons and béllignored in

this paper (see Endriss to appear for a detaikclidsion).
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The first thing to note about the phenomenon ukésussion is that an accent has to fall on
some constituent within this DP anyway becausentiefinite DP forms a separate phonological
phrase from the matrix CP. The question then is thleychoice of determiner vs. NP correlates
with the respective interpretation.

Let us assume that the DP-internal accent ispreged as a focus accent inside a topic (in
contrast to the CP-internal accent, which is jagtrpreted as a focus accent; see Tomioka, this
volume for a similar analysis of contrastiwe-topics in Japanese). Let us furthermore assume
(as already described in section 2) that focus-mgrla constituent always has the effect of
introducing alternatives to this constituent. Thieraatives are then composed with the rest of
the clause until the point is reached where afsptapositions (or, in the cases under discussion,
a set of alternative combined speech acts eacthmwhvwonsists of a speech act where a topic is
introduced and an assertion concerning this tdpas) been generated that only differ from each
other with respect to the denotation of each faitesnative.

Consider the case where the determmiaris accented first: as already mentioned (and as
indicated by the glosses and paraphrases of tpeatge exampleskginis not just an indefinite
article, but also denotes the cardinality prediaate It is therefore natural to assume that the
alternatives introduced by focussieg are the cardinality predicatesvei (two), drei (three),
vier (four), etc. This has the consequence that a setltefnative conjoined speech acts is
generated wherein has been replaced lzyvej drei, etc. Now, there has to be some point in
introducing such a set — for example by implicatingt at least one of the alternative (combined)
speech acts would be infelicitous because the speadnsiders the corresponding assertion
wrong, or because the assertion correspondinget¢cttimbined) speech act actually preformed is
the only one the truth of which the speaker is @afrécf. Tomioka, this volume, who analyses
sentences containing focus markeatopics as introducing a set of alternative spesatth, too,
and who assumes a similar rationale for why susét & introduced).

If in the proposition asserted in the original (mamed) speech act the indefinite is interpreted in
the restrictor of a Q-adverb, the alternatives @réhis form, too. Consider example (43b) and
assume (counterfactually) that the indefinite isernpreted in the restrictor, resulting in a
proposition that can be paraphrased as “Most minsitaations that contain a horse can be
extended to a minimal situation where this horse lrawn eyes”. The alternatives generated in
this case can be paraphrased as “Most minimaltgitgthat contain two/three/four etc. horses

can be extended to a minimal situation where thesges have brown eyes”. The problem is that
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there is no point in contrasting the propositioseated with these alternatives: as soon as most
minimal situations that contain one horse can liersled to a minimal situation where this horse
has brown eyes, it is automatically guaranteed tetsame holds for most minimal situations
containing two, three, four, etc. hor8s.

If the NP-complement of the determiner is accentad the other hand (as in 43a), the
alternatives generated (under the assumption tieaindefinite is interpreted in the restrictor of
the Q-adverb) can be paraphrased as “Most miniineltens that contain a cow/dog/cat etc. can
be extended to a minimal situation where this ahin@s brown eyes”. In this case thesea
point in contrasting the proposition asserted \ili alternatives, as it is very likely that at teas
some of these alternatives are wrong (or at |éadtthe speaker does not know whether they are
all true).

That these assumptions are on the right track ideaeed by the fact that if we choose a
predicate which may hold of an individual in is@at while it is possible that it does not apply
to the same individual in a situation where othwetividuals of the same kind are present, the
resulting sentence gets a QV-reading even if theroener is accented, as shown by (44), which
is ambiguous between a QV-reading and a readingeMte indefinite has scope over the Q-
adverb:

(44) EIN Hengst, der ist meistens kolfigrbar.
One stallionRP-MASC.NOM.SING is usually manageable.

‘One stallion is usually manageable’.

20 Note that there might be cases where from a cectridinality onwards, the alternatives contairdegerminers of
that cardinality are not automatically implied, i does not seem to imply (ii):

(i) “EIN Pferd, das hat manchmal braune ENG
Alone horse, R-NEUT.NOM.SING has  sometimes  brown eyes.
(ii) "ZEHN Pferde, die haben manchmal  braune  Auge

Ten horses,RP-PLUR  have sometimes brown eyes.
Therefore, it is too strong a requirement thlhtof the alternatives generated have to be wronthéRawhat seems
to be required is that at least the alternativetaiomg a determiner of cardinality+1 (or, in the acceptable cases

discussed below, where a determiner of higherirality thanoneis involved,n-1) is wrong.
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In the case of (44), even under the assumptionttieaindefinite is interpreted in the restrictor of
the Q-adverb, it makes sense to contrast the prtapoasserted with the alternative propositions:
it is perfectly reasonable to assume that while trmosimal situations that contain a single
stallion can be extended to a minimal situation nehis stallion is manageable, it is wrong at
the same time that most minimal situations contgmore than one stallion can be extended to
a minimal situation where these stallions are meaahlg. After all, stallions that come in groups
are usually quite unmanageable.

These considerations also point to the solutiorafproblem our account seems to face at first
sight: as soon as a we choose a determiner of higdréinality, it is not so clear anymore
whether the alternatives with determiners of highgewell as the ones with determiners of lower

cardinality are automatically implied. Neverthelessentence like (45) is out:

(45) *"ZEHN Hengste, die haben meistens braune AUGEN.

Ten stallion®gpP-PLUR have  usually brown eyes.

Note, however, that the sentence is strange irotispeof the question whether the determiner
or the NP is focussed marked. We assume thatstlige to the fact that as long as properties that
individuals have in isolation, i.e. irrespective tbke presence of other individuals of the same
kind, are concerned, the determiren is the unmarked option. In other words, choosing a
determiner with higher cardinality (irrespectivefo€ussing) as well as focussiem are marked
options that are only allowed if they have a poim, if it is conceivable that either the
alternatives involving higher cardinalities or tbees involving lower cardinalities are wrong.
Therefore, a minimal variant of (45) where a magigdicate is chosen such that it is conceivable
that this predicate only applies to horses thateeongroups of ten (and possibly more) should be

fine. (46) might be a case in point:

(46) ZEHN Hengste (auf einer gemeinsamen Weidliy treten sich meistens.
Ten stallionson a common meadowrpr-pPL kick self usually .

‘Ten stallions (in one and the same meadowalliskick each other’.

Concerning cases where a topical indefinite isrpreged specifically, it has been noted by

(Hinterwimmer and Repp, to appear a, b) that inpgep sentences like (47a) topical indefinites
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headed by determiners lilen, zwej etc. (a/one, two, ...) can be contrasted everusdrface
identity. As shown by (47b), this is only possiblih indefinites in topic positiof® Otherwise, a

surface contrast is required (as shown by (47c)):

(47) a. EIN Student, der hat dem REBEXtor
A/One studentRP-NOM.MASC.SING has thesAT  director
geschriecben und EIN Student dem DekAN.
written-to and a/one student the dean.

‘A/One student has written to the direaod a/one student to the dean’.

b.”Dem DIREKtor, dem hat EIN Student
ThepAT director, RP-DAT.MASC.SING has a/one student
geschrieben und dem DekAN EIN Shide

written-to and RP-DAT.MASC.SING dean a/one student.

"*To the director, one student has written, anchdean, one student'.

c. Dem  DiREKtor, dem hat EIN Student
ThepATdirector, RP-DAT.MASC.SING has a/one student
geschrieben und dem DekAN ZWEI Stugal.
written-to and RP-DAT.MASC.SING dean  two students.

‘To the director, one student has writted & the dean, two students’.

L Note, however, that it is not the case that listedation is required. Rather, fronting sufficesshown by (i).

® EIN Student hat dem DiREKtor geschriebamd EIN Student dem DekAN.

A/One  student, has tiaT director written-to and alone student the dean.

This can be explained if we follow Frey (2000) is hssumption that German has a topic positiohémiddlefield
and that € either hosts avh-feature, a focus-feature or an EPP-feature, dittiche closest (in terms of c-
command) constituent that can satisfy the respeetquirement. Since the topic position is the éggtposition in
the middlefield, a non-focal, non-wH @utomatically attracts the respective topic. Thplains why (i) in contrast
to (47b) is fine: in (i), the indefinite has beettracted from the (middlefield) topic position, (47b), however, it
was the definite DP.
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In order to account for this pattern, Hinterwimnard Repp assume that the alternative sets
introduced by the respective conjuncts containtietconjoined speech acts in their entirety, but
just the assertion parts. This has the consequeatenly the individuals created on the basis of
the respective minimal witness sets are contrasted, the generalized quantifiers, thus
explaining why the absence of a surface contrass ct matter in these cases. Concerning the
fact that the contrast has to be marked on therdeter, not on the NP, Hinterwimmer and Repp
assume that this is due to the fact that the detemis the element with the least substantive
content within the whole phrase: since it is thgecbcreated on the basis of the respective
generalized quantifiers that is contrasted, notesqrart of the (denotation of) generalized
quantifiers, this is the best one can do.

If we follow this analysis, we have an accountdy in the determiner has to be focussed the
case of specifically interpreted left-dislocatedidfinites: the speaker thereby signals that the
assertion actually made, which involves a particuddividual created from the topical indefinite,
is the only one among the set of alternative assertsuch that the speaker is sure that the
proposition asserted is true, where the alternassertions involve different individuals drawn
from the set denoted by the respective NP. In diafethis to go through, we have to assume that
the respective alternative sets contain only tleerisns, not the conjoined speech acts in their
entirety.

Let us end this section by pointing out a conttzstiveen the analysis sketched in this
section and the one presented by Tomioka (thisme)JuWhile Tomioka assumes that only some
wamarked topics are interpreted contrastively, malysis implies that all left-dislocated topics
are contrastive: if the accent falls on the deteamithe assertion actually made is (at least
implicitly) contrasted with alternative assertiansolving different individuals drawn from the
respective NP-set (apart from cases like (44) &@&) (vhere the contrast actually concerns the
respective cardinalities). If it falls on (some sbtuent within) the NP, on the other hand, the
assertion actually made, which involves a set fations defined on the basis of objects of a
particular kind, is contrasted with alternativeatisns involving sets of situations defined on the
basis of other kinds of individuals. In other wqrdgat is contrasted eventually are kinds of
individuals.

Note, however, that at an intuitive level, thesea difference between the two types of
sentences: while in the cases where the deternsrfiecussed there actually is a feeling of an at

least implicit contrast, this feeling is usuallysabt in the cases where the accent falls on (some
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constituent within) the NP. One could thereforeeralatively assume that in the latter cases the
NP-internal accent is just a default accent sigmalhon-givenness of the whole DP, not a focus
accent in the sense of alternative introductiondetailed investigation of these matters is,

however, beyond the scope of this paper and theréfas to await another occasion.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we have shown how the two readihgs topical indefinites receive (the wide
scope reading and the QV-reading) can be deriveth fa concept of aboutness topicality
according to which the topic of a sentence haséanterpreted as the logical subject of a
predication. In the case of the wide scope readuggare dealing with a first order predication, as
the predicate denoted by the comment applies todinidual that is derived from the original
denotation of the indefinite as a generalized dfiantin the case of the QV-reading, we are
dealing with a second order predication, as thensent denotes a second-order predicate that
applies to a set of situations which is derivedrfrthe original denotation of the indefinite.
Furthermore, we have shown why the respective pregations are associated with specific

accentuation patterns.
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