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List of Abbreviations

AD advanced

AP adjective phrase

BLC Backward Looking Center
CAH Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis
CL classifier

CLI cross-linguistic influence
DMDX Dmstr and Direct X

EFL English as a foreign language
ESL English as a second language
FAH Full Access Hypothesis
FTFA Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis
IHS Initial Hypothesis of Syntax
HIM high-intermediate

ILH Interlanguage Hypothesis
INV inversion

LIM low-intermediate

L1 first language

1.2 second language

ms millisecond

NL native language

NNV noun + noun -+ verb

NP noun phrase
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NVN
OP
osv
PRT
PP
PT
SLA
SVO
TEM
TL
uG
VP

noun + verb + noun
open proposition

object + subject + verb
particle

prepositional phrase
Processability Theory
second language acquisition
subject + verb + object
Test for English Majors
target language
universal grammar

verb phrase
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Chapter One Introduction

This study probes into the relationship between contextual
effects and the acquisition of English preposing constructions by
Chinese-speaking learners. The focus of the research is placed on
pragmatic constraints’ upon preposing and how they affect the
acceptability of this noncanonical word order in interlanguage
grammar. To address the questions in these respects, the pres-
ent thesis reports on the findings of three experiments conducted
within the theoretical framework formulated for this research. It
is hoped that the results of the study will contribute to second
language acquisition? (SLA) from the perspective of syntax-prag-
matic interface. This chapter begins with a brief introduction to
the concept of preposing and its typological features. Then it dis-
cusses the significance of the study and sketches the structure of

the thesis.

1.1 The concept of preposing

In discourse organization the variation of word order often
serves as the links between the current utterance and the prior
context. These links reflect the information structures in the
sentence and facilitate discourse processing through the estab-
lishment of coherence relations between discourse entities. This

suggests that speakers establish coherence by relating different
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information units in the text (Sanders and Noordman, 2000).
For instance, it is often observed that speakers employ various
syntactic constructions to mark the information status of the ele-
ments in utterances. Apart from the overwhelming choice of ca-
nonical word order, speakers also make use of noncanonical con-
structions, such as preposing, left dislocation, inversion, etc.
to structure the flow of discourse.

Preposing, as defined in Ward and Birner (2004), refers to
a type of sentence in which a lexically governed phrasal constitu-
ent is moved to the left of its canonical position, typically to the
sentence-initial position. This definition is similar to Biber et al.’s
(2000) concept of fronting, but the difference between them is
also obvious. From a grammatical point of view, Ward and
Birner’s definition of preposing excludes inversion as a separate
type of noncanonical structure, while fronting, according to Bi-
ber et al. , includes not only preposing, but also subject-verb in-
version. Based on information analysis, Ward and Birner argue
that preposing is a focus/presupposition construction involving a
salient or inferable open proposition® (OP) in discourse. This
discourse function is achieved mainly through leftward movement
of phrasal categories, including noun phrases (NPs), as shown

in the example from Austen’s Sense and Sensibility :

(1) She thanked him again and again; and with a sweetness of
address which always attended her, invited him to be seat-

ed. But this he declined, as he was dirty and wet

(Sense and Sensibility. 36)

Here the NP (“this”) which is lexically governed by the
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verb “declined” is preposed beyond its canonical position. The
preposing in this discourse is rather felicitous in light of the in-
formation principle, according to which the preposed NP refers
anaphorically to what is stated in the prior context, e. g., “...
invited him to be seated”. In this case the preposed constituent is
held in a linking relation with the preceding discourse. The vari-
ation of word order succeeds in meeting the requirements of in-
formation flow, which renders the discourse more coherent. A-
part from NP, some other grammatical categories that are lexi-
cally governed can also be preposed. Consider the following ex-

amples:

(2) The time has come for a new American Emancipation, a
great national drive to tear down economic barriers and lib-
erate the spirit of enterprise in the most distressed areas
of our country. My friends, together we can do this, and do
it we must

(Zheng, 1996. 325)

(3) A, What do you think of John?

B. He's a very successful, but humble guy.

A, Successful, yes. But humble he’s not.

(Birner and Ward, 1998, 72)

In (2) it is the verb phrase (VP) “do it” that is preposed,
while in (3) what is preposed is the adjective phrase (AP) “hum-
ble”. In both cases the preposed constituents have their respec-
tive antecedents, which help establish linking relations within
the preceding context and reduce processing cost. It follows that
the choice of preposing constructions in a given discourse has its

functional basis.




