




and interpretation of language). Dutch children produce scrambled as weil as unscram­
bied definites as soon as they also start using adverbial elements (Neeleman and 
Weerman 1997). Neeleman and Weerman furthermore cite Schaeffer (1997) who shows 
that from the very first stages the syntactic option of scrambling is present in Dutch 
children. Not only do two-year-olds have the option of scrambling, there is also a 
development in the usage of scrambling. Schaeffer concludes th at this development is 
due to a discourse principle concerning specificity, which has not yet been acquired by 
the two-year-olds, but which is present in the three-year-olds. However, if this were a 
proper explanation. one would expect that two-year-olds scramble indefinites as of ten as 
definites, which is - I bet - contrary to fact. 

In this light, note the striking results from two psycholinguistic experiments concerning 
children's interpretation of (un)scrambled indefinites in Dutch (Krämer 1998). It turns 
out th at almost all children until the age of 8 interpret scrambled indefinites as weil as 
unscrambled ones like predicates (the most natural semantic type for indefinites). That 
is. they do not take into consideration word order clues tor the interpretation of 
indefinites but rather ignore word order and interpret the indefinite objects in the most 
unmarked way. i .e., in type (e,1) (which is in accordance with the constraint family 
formulated in (16) above). 

We have seen that scrambling of definites is optional. The idea that scrambling is 
optional is perfectly compatible with a syntactic base-generation approach of scrambled 
and unscrambled structures (Neeleman 1994). We cannot ignore. however. the interpre­
tive tendencies that arise with scrambling. Whereas Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) and 
Choi (1996) both argue that the context in which a sentence is used imposes restrictions 
on which word orders may be chosen. I made the observation th at context can easily 
overrule the interpretive effects th at follow from word order. If contextual or lexical 
clues do Ilot bias a certain interpretation. then word order may be decisive in what a 
hearer/reader takes to be the intended reading. If context and word order both point into 
the same direction, there is no conflict and the structure is unmarked in this respect. But 
if there is a conflict between the interpretation evoked by the context and the one th at 
should be in accordance with the given word order, then context wins. 

This is exactly what strict domination hierarchies in OT provide: no amount of success 
on weaker cOllstraints can compensate for failure on a stronger one. This corresponds to 
the numerical strength of a constraint being so much greater than the strengths of those 
constraints ranked lower in the hierarchy th at the combined force of the lower-ranked 
constraints cannot exceed the force of the higher-ranked constraint. I claim that in the 
interpretation of (well-formed) structures, the contextual constraint DOAP outranks the 
constraint NEW. That is why the interpretation of so-called marked word orders is not 
a problem at all as long as there is no ambiguity that has to be resolved and for which 
the chosen word order could be used as a clue. 

Note th at while OT syntax maps a semantic input onto a(n) (set of) optimal syntactic 
output(s), OT semantics maps a syntactically well-formed input onto a (set of) optimal 
interpretation(s) (cf. Hendriks and De Hoop 1998). In the previous section the OT syntax 
tableau x reflected the mapping of (non-)anaphoric definites to (un)scrambled structure. 
At this point we illustrate the mapping of (un)scrambled definites to (non-)anaphoric 
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interpretations hy means of an OT semantics tahleau. The reader may verify that pure 
word order constraints such as SC land CN2 do not play a part here (both are either 
violated or satisfied hy all relevant output candidates). Likewise. in the OT syntax 
tableaux of the previous section. the interpretive constraint DOAP is vacuously satisfied. 

(26) OT sell/al/tics constrail/t tableau 

Input Output DOAP NEW 

linguistic ... anaphoric interpre-
antecedent + tation 
scrambled definite 

non -anaphoric 
interpretation * 

linguistic ... anaphoric interpre-
antecedent + un- tation * 
scrambled detinite 

non-anaphoric * 
interpretation 

Conclusion 

The interdependence bet ween word order. default accentuation. and information structure 
is only used in the interpretation of (un)scrambled syntactic structures in the absence of 
further context and actual accentuation. Contextual information as weil as actual 
accentuation can result in the activation of a certain interpretation despite the violation 
of constraints on the relation between word order and interpretation. Furthermore. 
frequency of scrambling of certain types of noun phrases has a considerahle impact on 
the production of scrambling. partly independent of discourse interpretation. In this paper 
I provided an Optimality Theoretic account of the interpretive tendencies that are 
associated with scrambling of definites in Dutch. 
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