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Parentheticals are expressions that are linearly represented in a given string of ut
terance (a host sentence), but seem structurally independent at the same time. 
They have been argued to interrupt the prosodic flow of an utterance, introducing 
intonationa} breaks and featuring prosodic properties different from those of their 
host. They are outside the focus-background structure of their hbst utterance and 
are usually associated with non-truth conditional meaning. Parentheticals typi
cally function as modifiers, additions to or comments on the current talk. 'They 
often convey the attitude of the speaker towards the content of the utterance, and/ 
or the degree of speaker endorsement. 

The challenge for any linguistic analysis is to explain first, why expressions 
which lack integration in the overall sentence in so many respects appear within that 
utterance, i.e., are a linear constituent of the utterance, and second, how the relation 
between parenthetical and host clause can best be explained. Should parentheticals 
be dealt with in narrow syntax, or should they be considered a mere performance 
phenomenon, explained in terms of utterance interpretation alone? In what way(s) 
are they linked to their host clauses and are there differences between the vilrious 
types of parent hetica Is in this respect? What can prosody tell us about the syntactic 
relation between parenthetical and host, and about their meaning? 

In linguistic research, parentheticals represent a rather peripheral and often 
neglected phenomenon. However, they have received more attention in recent 
years. A recent overview and introduction to the phenomenon has been provided 
by Burton-Roberts (2006). 

Parentheticals are Cl motley crew. Elements that have been considered paren
theticals in the literature include expressions as varying in length / compleXity, 

category and function as the following: one-word expressions such as what, say, 

We have benefited from discllssions with Bas Aarts, Ad NecleJ11an, ,1nd Annc Wic!ul1ann, 
and the participants of the workshop on Parenthetical Constructions '.It the 2006 DGfS Annwll 
Conference. We would like to -express our thanks to all of them. 

http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:bsz:352-141751


2 

like (cf. (l» and sentence adverbials (cf. (2), comment clauses (cC (3)a, b) and 
reporting verbs (cf. (3)c), nominal appositions (d (4)a) <U1d non-restrictive rela

tive clauses (cf. (4)b), question tags (cf. (5», and clauses which may (cf. (6)c) or 

may not (cf. (6)a) be introduced by Cl connector, and which can (cf. (6)b) or cannot 

(cf. (6)a) be elliptical. 'Their places of interpolation are variable, including p'osi

tions such as between head and complement, between subject and predicate, and 

between modifier and head; they occur sentence-initially, -medially and -fmally. 

rnle interruption is sometimes marked by backtracking, i.e., repetition of some 

part of the frame utterance after an interpolation, leading back to the main propo
sition (cE (7». Some parentheticals are not semantically or pragmatically related 

to the host utterance at all, but represent a separate, detached utterance interwoven 

with the host due to the situational context (cf. (6)d). (Here and below, parell

theticals are printed in italics. I ) 

(1) One-word parentheticals 

a. '" because it's surely quite difficult these days to persuade an actor or 

actress to commit themselves for what six to eight months when there is 

always the possibility isn't there of lucrative television work. (ICE-GB: 

s1b-050, #72) 

b. I'd be t~1f more upset if somebody say scratched one of my records than 

tore one of my books (ICE-GB: sla-013, #1.89) 
c. I got quite good at like heating up thermometers and stuff and give 

myself a temperature and things (ICE-GB: sla-076, #92) 

(2) Sentence advcrbials 
a. I must however show you this my dear Mr Chatwick (DCPSE: DL-B14, 

#336) 
b. Uhm I don't have a sleeping bag unfortunately (DCPSE: DI-B55, 

#202) 

-_ ... _ ... __ ._ ... _._-_._----
1. Wc use English examples here solely for reasons of illustration and convenience. There can 
be no doubt that parenthcticals are frequent <md of similar tyP(~S in many other languages, (Cf., 
hH example, Payil 2003 for exmnples of parenthetical insertions in spontaneous spoken Cata
Jan.) The examples in (1) through to (7) arc taken from two corpora: the British Component of 
the lnternatiomd Corpus of English (ICE-GB) and the Diachronic Corpus (If Prcsent-chlY Spo
ken English (DCPSE), Both corpora were compiled at and are available from the Survey of En
glish Usage at University College London, More illtonnati()l1 on both corpora can be obtained 

from <http://www.ucl.ac.llk/english-usage/>. For ICE-GB, sce also Nelson, Wallis and Aar!s 
(2002). Finally, the spoken materi<lJ in the two corpora is not marked by ally punctllati()ll ,\Ild 

the examples here arc l<1ken as they appear, 

(3) Cornmci1t clauses and reporting verbs 

a. And uh that marvellous tone poem Shropshire Lad Ilhink shows what 

might have come fro111 a a most talente<i mc\n (ICE-GB: 's l b-032, 
#159) 

b. And the woman had brought up two kids with this guy and you know 
lived all her life with him and basically he pissed off (ICE-GB: s la-080, 

#147) 

c. The reason for the Prime Minister's resignation she said was to enable 
Cabinet colleagues to enter the ballot (ICE-GB: s2b-020, #13) 

(4) Nominal appositions and non-restrictive relative clauses 

a. She claimed that the new Prime Minister lim Callaghan had offered 

his predecessor the job of Foreign Secretary in his government (ICE

GB: slb-040, #4) 
b. And then you had a theologian talking about the Big Bang <,> which [ 

thought was brilliant (ICE-GB: s la-096, #202) 

(5) Question tags 

a. "Ihey're called Gasser the people next door are they (ICE-GB: sIn-OS7, 

#30) 

b. He suffered great mental distress didn't he after the war (ICE-GB: slb-

032,#164) 

(6) Clauses 
a. It's been a mixture of extreme pleasure I've had hW'ldreds ofletters from 

all sorts of people who have enjoyed the book and considerable in'ita

tion because of being constantly interviewed (ICE-GB: slb-046, #2) 

b. For those of us who remember nineteen sixty-five one 01' two of our 
listeners may Tory party uh leadership contests used to be uh as the 

cardinals in Rome anclleaders would emerge (ICE-GB: slb-024, #1) 

c. Because on this on this theory and it's very deeply held uh good educa

tional news is by definition inadmissible as evidence <,> (ICE-GB: 

s2a-021, #91) 

d. Well esterases are able in organic solvents to carry out a number of 

useful can you hear me all right now organic uhrn processes to produce 

things like food products (lCE-GB: s2a-034, # 13) 

(7) Backtracking 

<t. But a different role <,> uh because when we get to the time of uh Ezra 

as with the more classical Wellhausen uh hypothesis when we get to the 

lime of Ezra we have the further narrowing of the office of priest (ICE

GB: sIb··OOI, #9) 
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b. I suppose you write the trend words as you check out the mistakes you 
might <",,> God I hope not but you might embody a whole new theory 
of syntax (DCPSE: DL-B31, #342) 

It is the aim of this introduction to present an overview of the behaviour of and re
cent research on parenthetical constructions, and to thus set the background for the 
reader against which the contributions to this volume have been put together. In 
Section 4 of this introduction, the individual contributions are briefly summarised. 

1. Syntax 

As noted in previous work, most recently Burton-Roberts (2006), parentheticals 
are problematic in a strictly syntactic account because in syntactic theory (since 
Kayne 1994), linear order is usually assumed to be determined by hierarchical re
lations (but cf. De Vries 2003). Parentheticals, however, seem to be linearly inte
grated in, but structurally independent from, their host. A number of authors have 
shown that parentheticals are not visible to the host in the same way as arguments 
or adjunct constituents are, i.e., they are not subject to the same syntactic opera
tions in the host (cf. Espinal 1991: 729~735 and Haegeman 1988: 233-235 for 

more comprehensive overviews). For example, parentheticals cannot undergo 
movement, be questioned, or become the focus of an it-cleft construction (cf., e.g., 
Espinal1991: 729ft~ Haegeman 1988: 233, Quirk et a1. 1985: 504ff). As opposed to 
adjuncts, they do not collnt as flrst constituents in verb-second languages such as 
German and Dutch, where the verb must appear after the first constituent in main 
clauses (Espinal 1991: 730f, Ackeman and Neeleman 2004: 97), and they behave 
differently with regard to gapping structures (Espinal 1991: 731f). Moreover, par
entheticals do not seem to be under the scope of quantifiers or any operators in the 
host clause (Espinal199L 731£, Haegeman 1988: 234, Peterson 1999: 235). 

However, it has also been shown that certain syntactic relations between par
enthetical and host do exist. For example, anaphors in a parenthetical can be bound 
by antecedents in the host clause (Hoffmann 1998: 302), and, as shown by Acketna 
and Neelem,l11 (2004: 98), parentheticals can be secondary predicates taking a DP 
in the host structure as subject, and they can contain paraSitic gaps that are li
censed by A'-movement in the host clause (cf. also D~vis 2005, I-Iaider 2005 and 
Pittner 1995 for binding and scope relations between parenthetical clause and host 
utterance). In the present volume, De Vries argues that anaphors in a parenthetical 
C<lnnot be bound from outside. 

Thus, it seems that parentheticals are a Janus-faced lot. In dealing with this 
apparent contradiction between far-reaching structural independence of the par-

enthetical 011 the one hand and linear order and certain existing relations oil the 
other hand, two main syntactic approaches to parentheticals have been put for
ward. While the first onc holds that parentheticals are structural,y independent 
from their host and accounts for linearization and apparent surfacing relatioll
ships along the lines of semantic association (e.g., Peterson 1999), utterance inter
pretation (e.g., Haegeman 1988), or serialization in the phonetic component (e.g., 
Haider 2005), the second one assumes syntactic integration of the parenthetical 
into the host, usually in terms of adjunction. Naturally, accounts within these two 
groups vary in their details and we can only give <t rather incomprehensive and 
selective overview here. 

At the extreme end of the unintegrated approach is Haegeman (1988), who 
argues that parentheticals are orphan constituents which are syntactically unat
tached at all levels of representation, and whose interpretation follows from gen
eral principles of utterance interpretation. Similarly, Peterson (1999) maintains that 
there is no syntactic relationship between parenthetical and host, but that there is a 
semantic 'bond' between the two which accounts for their association, including 
pronoun-antecedent and gap-antecedent relationships. Espinal (1991) agrees with 
Haegel11an (1988) on 0) "the existence of syntactic independence between host and 
disjunct(s) at every syntactic level of representation" and (H) "the existence of con
ceptual relationships between the logical representations" involved (Espinal1991: 
741), but she also argues that linearization is nevertheless syntactic. In her alterna
tive account, complex syntactic structures have multiple root nodes and involve 
separate planes in a three-dimensional space. 

The idea behind the other main approach to the syntax of parentheticals, the 
integrated approach, is to account for linearization and certain syntactic relations 
that exist between the parenthetical and its host in the syntactic structure. In a 
series of publications in the 1970s and early 1980s, it has been argued that paren
theticals are adjoined constituents. Ross (1973), Emonds (1973, 1976, 1979) and 
McCawley (1982) all assume the same underlying structure which has the paren
thetical as a sister and daughter of the root node S. The accounts differ in the way 
they derive the surface word order in which a parenthetical appears in anon-pe
ripheral position. While under Ross' (1973) Sliftinganalysis the parenthetical starts 
out as a main clause whose complement moves across it to the left resulting in the 

adjul1ction structure, Emonds (1973, 1976, 1979) suggests postposing of a con
stituent of the host structure, and McCawley (1982) proposes crossing branches. 

111e latter treats parenthetical placement on a par with other "order-changing 
transformations", among them scrambling, Heavy NP Shift, Relative Clanse Extra
position and Right Node Raising. More recently, Corver and Thiersch (2002) ar
gue that speaker-oriented parentheticals (cr. also Reinhart 1983) are structurally 
identical to adverbs. D'Avis (2005) suggests adjul1ction of the parenthetical to the 
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closest phrasal projection (the projection in whose vicinity it is interpreted) along 
with intonation-guided interpretation of the interpolated constituent in order to 
account for the ambivalent properties of parentheticals. These accounts are incom

patible with the observation that parentheticals and adverbials behave differently 
in many respects (cl-: above). 

In a more innovative account, De Vries (:l:005) takes parenthesis along with 

common and specifying coordination as evidence for the relation behindance as a 
third dimension of the grammar next to dominance and precedence. Bchindcmce 
is a local relation between nodes which is not subject to c-command and which 

encodes paratactic relations. It can thus account for the apparently opposing prop

erties of parentheticals which surface in the linear string of a sentence but are not 
subject to the usual syntactic relations and operations. Mark de Vries' contribution 

to the present volume builds on this idea. 

Finally, Ackema and Neeleman (2004: 99) conclude from their discussion that 

"a parenthetical cannot affect the syntax of the host clause, but grammatical re
quirements imposed by material in the parenthetical can be satisfied by elements in 

the host clause". They accotlnt for this generalisation in a theory of feature matching 

called Insertion, which crucially builds on the Inclusiveness condition (Chomsky 

1995: 228; cC also Neeleman and Van de Koot 2002, and Ackema and Neeleman 

2004: 99ff). In this theory, the syntactic representation of the parenthetical is con

nected to the representation of the host via insertion of the former in a non-termi

nalnode of the latter. The desired results of this process are that first, inserted ele

ments (parentheticals) are invisible to operations that apply in the host structure, 

and second, it is impossible for parentheticals to introduce licensing functions. 

Along with the question of whether Of not parentheticals are integrated in the 
syntax of the frame utterance, there is another research question that deserves to 

be addressed here. For some expressions, there has been a debate about whether or 

not they are base-generated parentheticals at all. One such phenomenon .is the 
parenthetical verb (Urmson 1952) or comment clause (e.g., Quirk et al. 1985: 

1112ff) in English. Expressions such as J think, I fcel (cf. (8), adapted from Ross 

1973: 133, and (9)a), b), taken from El110nds 1973: 333) have been considered 

parentheticals at least since Jespersen (1937). A related phenomenon is the verb
initial (Vl) construction in German, exemplified in (10). '111e debate is between a 

base-generated parenthetical analysis 011 the one hand (e.g., JackendoJf 1972, 

ElTIonds 1973,1976 for English comment clauses; Reis 1995,2002 for German Vl 

expressions; cf. also Schelthout, Coppen and Oostdijk 2004 for Dutch)?, and an 

extraction analysis on the other hand (e.g., Ross 1973 for English comment claus
es; Grewenciorf 1988, H.aider 1993, Tappe 1981, Wagner 2004 tor German VI). 

Under the latter analysis, the parenthetical expression starts out as the matrix 
clause taking the rest of the utterance as complement, and ending in the paren
thetical position as a result of a movement operation (cf. (11)). 

(8) Max is ~ Martian, I think/ !feel! don't you think. 

(9) a. John came later than Sue, I think. 
b. John came, I think, later than Sue. 

c. I think (that) John came later than Sue. 

(10) a. Wen sagt [(arl hat Ernst gesehcn? 

Whom says Karl has Ernst seen 

'Whom does Karl say Ernst has seen?' 

b. Wen denkst du hat Wolfgang angerufen? 
Whom think you has Wolfgallg called 
'Whom do you think Wolfgang has called?' 

c. Martin mochte glaubt Hans die 111eorie beweisen. 

Martin wants thinks Hans the theory prove 
'Hans thinks Martin wants to prove the theory: 

(11) Extraction analysis 

a. Wen. sagtk Karl tk [('1' q(O hat. Ernst t gesehen tll? I . I., t 1 

b. [John came later than Sue Ji I think tr 

In this volume, Christian Fortmann, Tanja Kiziak and Markus Steinbach contrib

ute to the discussion of German verb-initial clauses. 

2. Semantics and pragmatics 

Just as we are faced with various approaches and schemas when dealing with the 

syntllx of parentheticals and host, the treatinent of parenthetical structures in se

mantic and pragmatic contexts is not uniform either. Along with various ap

proaches to identical parenthetical structures, we also encounter works with focus 

on different grammatical representations - parenthetical clauses, phrases, and 

2. Emonds argues against the parenthetical ()riginating as a matrix chlllse and for its base-po

sition at the right periphery of the sentence. Hc does, however, relate final and medial comment 
clauses (d: (9)'l). b) transfonnationalIy, such that the medial p,l!'cnthetic,l! position is derived 
frol11 the linal one. 
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one-word expressions. In this section, we will tOll ch upon a few works which have 
focused on the status of parenthetica!s in semantics and pragmatics. 

Before delving into any particular approach, the speculations that parentheti
c<lls lTIay be an instance of disfluency need to be addressed. Are parentheticals the 
result of unplanned discourse and spontaneity with no relation to the utterance 
which they interrupt? Consider Burton-Roberts' (2006: 180) example of Cl paren
theticallacking syntactic and disc0111~~e relations given in (12) (c£ also example (6) 
d) above). 

(12) 'rhe main point - why not have a seat? - is outlined in the middle paragraph. 

Burton-Roberts' argument is that even though the parenthetical clause is not as
sociated syntactically, nor pragmatically with the host, its occurrence is constrained 

by the host structure and the interpolation position of the parenthetical on the 
linear axis is severely limited. 

In the same vein, the implementation of the backtracking device (cf. (7) above) 
encourages perceptions of the parenthetical expression as an instance of disfluellcy. 

In particular, Biber et a1. (1999: l067f) describe the use of backtracking to mark a 
disflllency and as a direct consequence of online processing. In their analysis, it is 
distinctively longer parentheticals which put pressure on the temporary memory of 

the hearer and backtracking is called upon to ease the processing of the utterance. 
At the opposite end, linguists argue that parentheticals are in fact the result of 

a deliberate stylistic choice (e.g., Blakemore 2005: 1167f, Dehe and Kavalova 2006: 
302ff). In Blakemore's case, the mere fact that parentheticals are encountered in 
written as well as spoken material, where the written text is subjected to revisions 
,md repairs, defies any claims that parentheticals are 'errors' of online communica
tion. Indeed, instances of parentheticals are abundant in written corpus material 
too, where they are often marked orthographicalIy by dashes, commas, or brack
ets; cf. (l3) for an example from ICE-GB. 

(13) She becomes greedy (and who can blame her) tor recognition. (ICE-GB: wla-
010, #136) 

The relation between host and parentheticals is captured in Blakemore's (2005: 
1179) compelling observation that "host and parenthetical make a collective con

tribution to the interpretation of the utterance at the level of implicit content" [our 

italics]. Thus, the parenthetical is seen as a beneficial option which guarantees op
timal relevance. It is not accidental and should not be treated as an instance of 
distluency. In Dehe and Kavalova (2006) parenthetical what is seen to implicitly 
communicate assumptions which assist the recovery of the proposition. The au
thors argue that without the parenthetical, the hearer will not be in a position to 
directly access certain implications and the hearer may stray away from the in-

tended inferential route. The speaker's motivation tor opting for a parenthetical 
insertion is discussed in Kavalova's contribution in this volume. 

Comparing examples (12) and (13), it is immediately obvious that the expres
sions in italics are signiflcantly different. It may be useful to draw a line here and 
exclude any interruptions addressed to a different person or located on a different 
discourse plane from that of the class of parentheticals. This is exactly what Tagli
cht (1998: 195) suggests. He disqualifies expressions like 'thank you: 'Come in!: 
which are "addressed to the same person as the surrounding utterance but unCOll

nected with it'~ In other words, true members of the parenthetical class carry some 
relevance to the interpretation of the host. 

In an early study by UrmSOll (1952, 1963), parentheticals are seen as expres
sions that do not contribute to the truth-conditionality of the hO$t utterance, but 
only indicate its iIlocutionary force. In an attempt to show that the language har
bours verbs which do not describe goings on, but only function as signals to guide 
the hearer to a proper appreciation of the statement, Urmson discusses 'paren
thetical verbs' which include verbs like suppose, believe, think, expect, regret, etc. 
(cf. also examples (8) and (9) above). In their function the author likens them to 
stage-directions. Relying on the existence of basic conventions which govern the 
use of discourse, Urmson (1952: 484) justifies the licensing of these verbs by lan
guage - the speaker uses them as discourse devices in order to "prime the hearer 

to see the emotional significance, the logical relevance, and the reliability of our 
statement". Hence, parenthetical verbs are seen as showing rather than stating, and 
their function has the nature of a comment on the main proposition. 

In addition to parenthetical verbs, and ignoring syntactic form differences, 
Unnson (1952: 486f, 1963: 228f) identifies certain adverbs (sentential adverbials) 

which share the same role and grammatical relation to the indicative sentence with 
parenthetical verbs - they all signal the force of the utterance to which attached (cf. 
e.g., (2». Moreover, the sentence position of adverbs can vary, just as in the case of 
parenthetical verbs. Some of the adverbs mentioned are lucidly, happily, certainly, 
presumably, unfortunately and are seen as indicators which modify the sentence by 
giving "a warning how [it is] to be understood" (Urmson 1952: 486,1963: 228). 

In analysing mitigation as a way to modify speech acts, Fraser (1980) lists 

parenthetical verbs as a strategy employed by the speaker to indicate intent to 

mitigate. Mitigation in his account is seen as a device to soften al~ unwelcome ef

fect and is always associated with reducing the harshness or hostility a speech act 

may have on the hearer. The reasons for that may be altruistic as well as self-serv
ing. Following Ur111son, Fraser (1980: 348t') also includes senterttial adverbials un

der this strategy and reiterates that these are Jess personal than parenthetical verbs. 
In this volume, Schneiders contribution focuses on parentheticals as mitigators. 
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While in Urmson's account pnrenthetical verbs are seen as indicators per excel
lence and as being inherently non-truth conditional, Ifantidou-Trouki (1993) 

opens a discussion on issues unanticipated by speech-act theorists. She studies the 
sentence adverbials associated with parenthelical verbs in Unnson (1952,1963) in 

the context of utterance proposition, testing four groups of sentence adverbials for 
truth-conditional meaning. Her results reveal that while attitudinal (unfortunately, 
sadly) and illocutionary (frankly, honestly) adverbials are indeed non-truth condi
tional, hearsay (allegedly, reportedly) and evidential (obviously, clearly) adverhials 
affect the truth conditions of the host utterance. 

Ifantidou-Trouki develops her account in the framework of Relevance 'Theory 
(Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995) and along with the questioll oftruth-condition
a Hty. she also examines the type of information sentence adverbials encode and 
the way they encode it. Because evidential and hearsay adverbials are truth-condi
tional, she argues, they must be treated as encoding conceptual information. For 
attitudinal and iIlocutionary adverbials, she shows that although they do not COll

tribute to the truth conditions of the utterance, these too encode elements of con
ceptual representation. However, while the former two contribute to the proposi
tion expressed, the latter two contribute to higher-level explicatures. Higher-level 
explicatures are expressions which do not contribute to the truth conditions of the 
utterance, but they may be true or false in their own right. In a different study of a 
parenthetical expression, Dehe and Kavalova (2006: 300ft') establish that paren
theticals can encode procedural information, too. 1hey apply three diagnostic tests 
to demonstrate that parenthetical what does not encode concepts. Also, paren
thetical what is argued to contribute to the implicit aspect of communication. 

The lacl< of semantic interaction between host and parenthetical resonates in 
Potts (2002) analysis of parentheticals as a source of conventional implicatures, Le., 
they are not part of the assertive content of the utterance. The treatment of paren
theticals as non-at-issue entailments is also captured in their inability to express 
controversial proposition or main themes (Potts 2005: 7). Similar to Fraser's obser
vation that mitigation involves certain effects that arise as a result of the utterance, 
conventional implicatures too are influenced by the properties of the utterance and 
usually receive their interpretation within its domain. Potts (2005: 43) refers to this 
as a one-way dependency where the conventional implicature is "saturated by 
something from the at-issue realm': Conceptually, this resembles Ackema and 
Neeleman's (2004) one-sided dependency between host and parentheticals as out
lined in the previolls section; this also supports the view that parentheticals are to 
be differentiated from disfluency phenomena. 

So far the role of the parenthetical gravitates around the host and how this ad
ditional expression assists its interpretation. However, Blakemore (2006: 1684) 

underlines that not all parentheticais achieve relevance by contributing to the in-

terpretation of their hosts. Based on previous resea .. ch, she distinguishes two types 
of parenthctica!s: grammatical (including non-restrictive relative clauses, nominal 
appositions and parenthetical adverbial clauses) and discourse. While grammati
cal parcntheticals can contribute to what is implicitly or explicitly communicated 
by the host (like the ones we have discussed so far), discourse parentheticals (e.g., 
(14)) contribute their own cognitive eftects but exclusively "in a context of as

sumptions made accessible by the interpretation of the host': 

(14) What Iraq needs is education. We do not need to begin with the children -
they will follow - but with the adults. (from Blakemore 2006: 1685) 

More specifically, in (14) the parenthetical achieves relevance by providing an an
swer to a question which the speaker assumes is raised by the interpretation of the 
first part of the host: and what about the children? As Blakemore (2006: 1985) 

convincingly argues, "[t]his does not aftect the relevance of the host, which lies in 
the proposition that the education of the adults of Iraq must come before the edu
cation of the children". She further notes that correct interpretation of the utter
ance is endorsed by its exact place of interpolation - the parenthetical achieves its 
relevance only in the immediate proximity of a particular constituent. Places of 
interpolation and proximity conditions in the context of host-parenthetical rela
tions are investigated in Kavalova's contribution to this volume. . 

Along with studies of parentheticals encoding procedural and conceptual in
formation, and contributing to the explicit and implicit aspects of communica
tions, other linguists have focused their research on the speaker's tailOring of the 
utterance with the assistance of parenthetical expressions. While for Urmson 
(1952, 1963) the exact position of the parenthetical verb is not seen as crucial from 
an interpretational point of view, Taglicht (1984: 22--25) considers this important 
and discusses parenthetical expressions as participating in information structur
ing. He implements parenthetical phrases (of the COl11ment clause type) to analyse 
textual structure; more specifically, the marking of theme and rheme. 'Hlglicht 
demonstrates that comment clauses can function as partitions.3 In (15)a) the COlTI-

3. Ziv (2002) supports this view ,\!ld extends it to give parenthetic"ls the st<ttus of a processing 
instruction for the purposes of information structuring. Speciflcally. she focuses her study on 
pmcnthetica! expressions which surface in second position as in (i): 

0) a. John, [ believe, will 11()t attend the meeting this evening. 
b. This evening, I believe, John will not attend the meeting. 

Ziv (2002: 9) demonstrates that when in second position, "the parenthetical is used to segment 
the information unit and is interpreted as it device which helps link the constituent immediately 
preceding it to the prior discourse". More importantly, she observes that this linking function is 
not to be attributed to the sem,mtics, but rather to tbe positiol1a! and intonational properties of 
the parenthetical. 
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ment clause you know marks the theme, John. In (l5)b) the comment clause I think 
marks the rheme a warmer climate. 

(15) a. John, 11 you know, I has II painted the shed. 
MTh partition 01' Rh 

b. 'nley I! prefer, / I think, / a warmer climate. 
TI1 Th partition MRh 

Crucially, the marked theme and theme contain an intonation focus and they are 
always assessed by the hearer as conveying new information (Taglicht 1984: 28). 
TIle relationship between places of interpolation and focus is also discussed in 
Dehe and Kavalova (2006: 30lf). 

In the context of information structure, Brandt's (I996) comparison between 
subordination on the one hand and parenthesis 011 the other hand comes to the 
conclusion that the two phenomena represent different aspects of text structuring. 
While subordinated constituents are part of the focus background structure of the 
main utterance and provide background information, parentheticals contribute ad
ditional information on a plane parallel to the main information. 'lbis parallel level 
of information has its own focus background structure. 1berefore, subordination 
and parenthesis do not compete with, but complement each other. 

Having given an overview of previous research on the syntax and pragmatics 
of parentheticals, we will now move on to prosody. Prosodic research has received 
a lot of attention in recent years, and two contributions in the present volume fo
CllS on prosodic patterns of parenthetical constructions. 

3. Prosody 

It is a common belief that a parenthetical interpolation "interrupts the prosodic 
flow of the frame utterance. 'The quotation is from Bolinger (1989: 185) and refers 
to parenthesis in English, but the assumption is Cl general one and has also been 
put forward for a number of other languages. There seems to be general agreement 
in the literature that parentheticals t()rm their own prosodic domains, set off from 
their host by pauses and/Of tonal cues (cf. Astruc 2005 for a recent overview). 
Typical prosodic characteristics of parentheticals are: surrounding pauses I pre
ceding and following prosodic boundaries (e.g., Altmann 1981, Astruc 2005, Bol
inger 1989, Paya 2003, Taglicht 1998), lower pitch (e.g., Astrllc 2005, Bolinger 
1989, Crystal 1969, Fleischer and Michel 1975, Local 1992, Paya 2003), dimin
ished loudness (e.g., Crystal 1969, Lo<:aI1992, P"ya 2003), increased tempo (e.g., 
Crystal 1969, Fleischer and Michel1975, Loc<111992, Paya 2003), rising-type tones 
(e.g., Bolinger 1989 and Crystal 1969 for English, Astruc 2005 and Paya 2003 for 

Cataian, Frota et a1. 2005 for Spanish), and the blocking of sand hi trules (e.g., Prota 
2000 for fricative voicing, syllable degemination and vowel adjacency resolution in 
European Portuguese):1 It is also possible tor the parenthesis to be marked by 
higher, rather than lower pitch (e.g., Bolinger t989, Fleischer and Michel 1975, 
Wichmann 20(1). Parentheticals are furthermore marked by falling-rising pitch at 
the end of immediately preceding material (Local 1992) . Anyone of these features 
can be sllspended depending on the parenthetical's function, length and position 
(Bolinger 1989; cf. Wkhmann 2000: 96f fOf examples), which implies that nOlle of 
the defining features, including the illtonatiOllal break so frequently referred to in 
the literature, qualifies as a necessary condition for parenthesis. 

Despite the assumption in the literature that the into national features of par
entheticals depend on various factors, among them their length I relative weight 
(e.g., Bolinger 1989, Schubiger 1958) and syntactic make-up (Bolinger 1989), it 
has often been taken for granted that strings that qualify as parentheticals in the 
syntax have certain defining prosodic characteristics, and prosodic features of par
entheticals have been taken to be a cue to their syntactic status (e.g., Burton-Rob
erts 2006, Hoffmann 1988, Safir 1986, Haegeman 1988, Reis 1995, d'Avis 2005, 
among many others). In accounts like these, there is often a certain risk of circular
ity in the argumentation. On the one hand, it is assumed that syntactic paren
theticals are marked by certain prosodic features; on the other hand, these pro
sodic features help to identify a parenthetical interpolation in the syntax. It is 
worth mentioning at this point that the assumption that strings' that are paren
theticals in the syntax form their own intonational domains and are thus prosodi
cally set off from the rest of the utterance follows from prosodic theory (Nespor 
and Vogel 1986, Selkirk 1986, 1995, Truckenbrodt 1995 and related work), where 
major prosodic boundaries are predicted at major syntactic boundaries. Since par
entheticals have either been considered linear strings outside the syntactic struc
ture of the host sentence, or, if integrated, syntactic adjuncts at best, mapping onto 
separate intonational domains would be predicted, accompanied by the usual in
tonational features. This has indeed been argued in the relevant literature. Based 
on the assumption that parentheticals are "external to the root sentence they are 
associated with", Nespor and Vogel (1986: 188) assume that they "form intonation 
domains on their own.': This assumption has been corroborated by experimental 

4. Experimental work using written material has shown that punctuation marks slIch as com
mas or hyphens setting parcntheticals off from their host are uSlI<llly tr'\!1si<1ted into rather strong 
prosodic boundaries in (read) speech (e.g., Beckman and Edwards 1990 for English, Fagyal2002 
for French, Frota 2000 for European Portuguese). In general, experimental work seems to 
confirm the idea <tbout separate phrases (ef. also Astmc 2005), while actual spoken language 
data from spontaneollS speech does not necessarily do so (Wichmann 2001, Peters 2006, Dehe, 
this volume). 
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results showing that parentheticals are often preceded andlor followed by silent 
pauses (e.g., Astruc 2005, Fagyal 2002), are preceded and terminated by a high 
boundary tone (e.g., Astruc 2005), trigger finallenglhening etfects (e.g., Fagyal 
2002), and block sanclhi tules (e.g., Frota 20nO). However, it has also been shown 
recently that parentheticals do not form a single class prosodically (e.g., Astruc 
2005). They mayor may not bear a nuclear accent, and, as has been demonstrated 
for English in particular, certain parentheticals can indeed be prosodically inte
grated in prosodic domains in their immediate vicinity. For example, certain cases 
of verbal parenthetical expressions like I think can be part of the prehead of an 
intonation domain (Crystal 1969: 235). Moreover, parenthetical expressions like 
comment clauses I think, I suppose, you see in utterance-final or medial position 
may continue a preceding tonal contonr, typically a falling or a raIl-rise contour, 
and can come without a preceding pause (Armstrong and Ward 1926: 27f, Crystal 
1969: 268, Schubiger 1958: 98, Wichmann 2001: 186). 11lglicht (1998: 196) main
tains that parentheticals may, in intonational phrasing, group to the left, but not to 
the right. And finally, parentheticals may be part of a word-searching, hesitant 
phase, and need thus not be part of the into national analysis at all (Wichmann 
2001: 186). Peters (2006) has put forward a similar idea of integrated patterns for 
a dialect of German. He shows that 0) not all parentheticals form their own into
national phrase, and CU) not all parentheticals break up the intonational phrase of 
their matrix sentence. He identifies four integration types: (1) prosodic parataxis 
(the parenthetical is in its own intonationa! phrase), (2) prosodic incorporation 
(no distinct intonational contour on the parenthetical; rather, the parenthetical 
forms part of the general contour of the string in which it is wedged), (3) prosodic 
parenthesis (material surrounding the parenthetical forms an intonational con
tour that is interrupted by and continued after the parenthetical; according to Pe
ters, this type parallels syntactic parenthesis), and (4) a mixed type, which com
bines prosodic parataxis with prosodic parenthesis. Given the evidence provided 
in these studies, it seems obvious that syntactic parenthesis cannot be straightfor
wardly translated into prosodic parenthesis. On the contrary, there is a lot ofvari
ation in the prosodic realization of strings that have been argued to be parentheti
cals in the syntax, in particular, but not exclusively, in spontaneous speech. In this 
volume, the papers by Nicole Delle and Sandl'a D6ring address related questions 
for English and German, respectively. 

Ladd (1986, 1996) takes the prosodic behaviour of parentheticals as evidence 
for limited recursion in prosodic structure, formalised as the Compound Prosodic 
D011'win (CPD; Ladd 1996: 244). Specifically, he suggests a structure where a do
main of one level in the prosodic hierarchy (the domain made up of the paren
thetical) is embedded in a larger domain of the same level (the domain made up of 
the host), the latter being the domain across which declination applies. This is re-

lated to Peters' (2006) prosodic parenthesis. Ladd's argumentation is partly based 
011 Cooper and Sorensen's (1981) study which shows that if a p<U'enthetical is taken 
out of a given host structure, the declination of the matrix clause is essentially the 
same as that of a clause without a parenthetical. Cooper and Sorensen ( 1981: 72ft:') 
compared sentence pairs such <IS the one given in (16)a and b. Pitch values were 
measured for all underlined syllables. Crucially, the peak FO values within the par
entheticals were much lower than within the rest of the utterance, and pitch levels 
were resumed after the parenthetical at the point at which they were interrupted. 
The parenthetical was not integrated in the overall downward trend. Furthermore, 
comparing sentences of type (16)a with those of type (l6)b, the points measured 
for the matrix cla1.1se, underlined in (16)a and b, did not essentially differ whether 
or not interrupted by a parenthetical. Cooper and Sorensen conclude that paren
theticals do not disrupt the overall prosodic structure of the utterance, but that 
they have their own declination domains instead. For Cooper and Sorensen's ex
amples, prosodic theory would predict intonational phrasing as in (16)c. However, 
Ladd (1986) argues that the fact that parentheticals do not seem to affect the over
ell! declination of the utterance makes sense if we take the matrix clause as one 
single phonological domain instead of assuming the phrasing indicated in (l6)c. 
Specifically, he suggests that the matrix clause forms a domain across which decli
nation applies, regardless of whether or not it is interrupted by another domain. 
TIlis leads him to suggest the structure in (16)d, where the whole sentence forms 
one prosodic domain, with the parenthetical embedded in the structure as an
other prosodic domain of the same level in the hierarchy. l.add (1996: Ch. 6.3) 
then develops this idea further and suggests the CPD analysis. 

(16) a. The book on the mble was a gill from my J].]Qther. 

b. The.!2Q.Q)s on the mble, it §~~ to lJJJ:., was a gi.ft from my mother. 

c. CIhe book on the table) (it seems to me) (was a gift from my mother) 

d. (The book on the table (it seems to me) was a gift from n~y mother) 

The idea that parentheticaL~ do not affect the overall declination of the spoken ut
terance receives support from at least two further pilot studies. In an' attempt to 
define parentheticals prosodically, Wichmann (2000: 99) states that her examples 
from the Spoken English Corpus (SEC; cf. Wichmann, 2000: 3 for references) all 
have in common that "if they were deleted they would leave the rest of the utter

ance prosodically coherent': Furthermore, Dehe and Kavalova (2006) suggest that 
one-word parenthetical what does not affect the overall declination of the utter
ance in which it occurs. 
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4. 111is volume 

The papers in this volume are organised according to the components ofthe gram
mar they address. "Ole fir.st and by far the largest group of papers addresses ques
tions related to the syntax of parenthetical constructions, and in particular the 
syntactic relation between the host structure and the interpolated parenthetical 
structure. Certain papers also focus on the semantics and pragmatics interactions 
between host and parenthetical and the motivation for parenthetical insertion. 
Finally, this volume features two papers on the prosody of parentheticals. 

The paper by Francesca Del Gobbo, On the syntax and semantics of appositive 
relative clauses, focuses on appositive relative clauses that can modify certain quan
tified nominals. 1he author shows that in order to account for the data, we need to 
treat the appositive relative pronoun as E-type. She also prOVides a solution for the 
well-known contradictory behaviour of appositive relative clauses as both inde
pendent sentences and modifiers of a phrase. Her observations contribute to a 
detailed analysis of the differences between restrictives and appositives, and she 
makes the empirical prediction that no language with prenominal relatives should 
allow appositive clauses. 

One of the two main objectives in the contribution by Gunther Kaltenbock, 
Spoken parenthetical clauses in English: a taxonomy, is to offer a detailed analysis of 
the parenthetical class in terms of variety in syntactic form and to unify the pleth
ora of terminology associated with parentheticals. To avoid circularity in the proc
ess of identifying and defining parentheticals, the author establishes three syntac
tic criteria which are to be distinguished from the functional features of 
parentheticals. Kaltenbock discriminates between parentheticals proper and in
stances of anacolutha, discourse markers, and questions tags. In the context of the 
first objective, he also incorporates a detailed analysis of comment clauses. His 
findings are summarised in an elaborate taxonomic representation. 

The paper by Yordanka Kavalova, And-parenthetical clauses, focuses on a spe
dfic parenthetical construction. She opens with a detailed presentation and analy
sis of the types of and-parenthetical clauses occurring in the two corpora used, 
which culminates in the introduction of two types of parentheticals: anchored and 
floating. lhen some key differences between canonical coordination and and-par
entheticals are considered. Syntactically, Kavalova favours an approach based on 
Acketna and Neeleman's (2004) Insertion theory over both the integrated and the 
unintegrated approaches. To account for the preferred places of interpolation and 
also the relations between host and parenthetical, the paper concludes with a sec
tion on the speaker's motivatioll to use such constructions, developed in the con
text of Relevance 'I11eory. 

"111e contributions by Christian Fortmann, Ihe complement of recitlCed paten
theticals, Tanja Kiziak, Long extraction or parenthetical insertion? Evidence from 
judgement studies, and Markus Steinbach, Integrated parentheticaL~ and tlssertional 
complements address questions related to the long-debated verb-initial construc
tion in German (c[ Section 1 above). 

In his paper, Christian Fortmann concentrates on the origins of the internal 
argument of the verb in verb-first constructions and related constructions missing 
an overt verbal complement. While he dismisses a transformation account from 
the outset - where the parenthetical is the root structure and the h~st its comple
ment, the author examines three hypotheses for the syntactic representation of the 
'missing' argument, specifically the option of an implicit argument, the presence of 
a trace or copy, and the representation of the null argument by an empty pro
nominal category el'rO' which is anaphorically linked to the host. He argues in fa
vour of the latter option, i.e., the presence of an empty pronominal. Certain re
strictions observed for the constructions discussed are also analysed. 

Tanja Kiziak experimentally investigates the question of whether the construc
tion is best accounted for under a parenthetical or an extraction analysis. Using 
the magnitude estimation technique along with the pattern matching technique, 
she carried out a series of related experiments. Her results provide supporting evi
dence for the parenthetical analysis. 

Markus Steinbach focuses on the syntactic and semantic properties of the 
verb-first integrated parentheticals (VIPs) in German. He distinguishes three 
classes: interrogative glauben-VIPs, declarative glauben-VIPs and interrogative 
Jragen-VIPs, and establishes that the first one is a V2-structure, whereas the other 
two are VI-structures. For the former, argument licensing is seen in the context of 
topic drop and non-canonical licensing. Steinbach applies the same approach to 
declarative glauben-VI Ps only to discover that the topic drop analysis is not plau
sible here. Instead, glauben-VIPs are licensed in a non-canonical way in semantics. 

The same analysis works for Jragen-VIPs. 
Mark de Vries' paper Invisible constituents? Parentheses as B-merged adverbial 

phrases addresses from a syntactic point of view the above described problem that 
parentheticals are linearly integrated in the host structure, but at the same time 
show behaviour that suggests structural independence. Based on examples mainly 
from Dutch and English he argues that parentheticals are in fact structurally inte

grated, but that parenthetical and host do not interact in terms of c-command
based relations (his Invisibility hypothesis). He accounts for these properties by 
developing two concepts: b-inclusion represents a paratactic hierarchy (as opposed 
to a syntactic hierarchy represented by d-inclusion) and blocks c-command, while 
specifying coordination accollnts for and formalises the similarities between coordi
nation, apposition and parel1thesis~ 
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While the papers by Fortmann, Kiziak and Steinbach focus on Gerimm and 
examine the syntax of verb-first constructions and related parenthetical clauses 
lacking an overt complement, the contrihution by Stefan Schneider studies their 

function. In his contribution, Reduced parenthetical clauses, he tocuses on mitigat
ing reduced parenthetical clauses (RPCs) in French, Italian, and Spanish. Drawing 

on data from 22 major corpora in the three languages, the author offers a 4-way 

typology of RPCs based on pragmatic criteria. Further, he establishes that RPCs 

can operate .011 more than one utterance component. The proposed typology and 

observations are supported by a syntactic and a pragmatic fact discussed in the 
conclusion. 

Two contributions to this volume take a closer look at prosodic properties of 

parenthetical constructions. In her contribution the relation between syntactic and 
prosodic parenthesis, Nkole Dehe analyses a number of spontaneous British Eng
lish speech data taken from ICE-GB, showing that several prosodic patterns can be 

found with parentheticals. They can be "prototypical" in that they show all the 

characteristic {eatures such as preceding and following intonational breaks and a 

change in pitch and tempo. However, they can also be prosodically integrated in 
the hosting material. in various ways. Dehe concludes that the prediction m"de by 

prosodic theory that parentheticals form separate intonation domains (e.g., Ne

spor and Voge! 1986) is too strong in the light of actual spoken language data. 

Sandra Doring's contribution Quieter, faster, lower, and set off by pauses? Reflec
tions on prosodic aspects of parenthetical constructions in Modern German discuss

es five examples from Cl corpus of authentic spoken data from debates of the Ger

man House of Parliament. All five examples are cases of interpolated clauses. Her 

main empirical result is that these clausal parentheticals do have their own intona

tion domain which is clearly set off from the host clause by prosodic features, such 

as a potential pause, accelerated speech rate and a change in pitch level / range. She 
particularly concentrates on the transition zone between the host clause and the 

left edge of the parenthetical. However, not all features have to be realised simulta

neously, which corresponds to previous research findings (e.g., Holinger 1989, 
Wichmann 2000). 

Overall, there is a lot of variation in the prosodic realisation of syntactic inter

polations, initialising questions tor future research on the relation between the 

syntactic type and category of the parenthetical and it~ prosodic characteristics, 

among others. 

To conclude, this volume offers a unique selection of papers studying the par

enthetical phenomenon. It encompasses research findings on parentheticals from 

different European languages, presents an enviable breadth of coverage in terms of 

approaches, methodologies and forms, and supports the belief that for a compre
hensive analysis we need to consider all aspects of grammar. Each of the papers 

touches on the relation between host and parenthetical and they collectively an
swer m,UlY of the questions outlined in this introdtlctiOll. Naturally, some ques
tions remain ()pen for future research and new research questions arise from the 
discussions. 
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