Presupposition or Abstract Object Anaphora?:
Constraintson Choice of Factive Complements
in Spoken Discour se

JENNIFER SPENADER
Computationalinguistics,StockholmUniversity

jennifer@ling.su.se

ABSTRACT. Usingresultsfrom anempiricalstudyof factivesin spolenEnglish,acomparisors
madebetweerfactive verbsandtheir presupposedomplementshothboundandaccommodated,
andtheirnon-presupposinglternatves: abstracbbjectanaphorahatderive anantecederfrom a
discourse-gien linguistic expression.Therole of discoursestructuralconstraintandgrounding
in choiceof expressionandthe contets in which they areusedis discussedFinally, the results
arerelatedto theoreticalssuesn presuppositiotheoryhaving to dowith thedifferencebetween
anaphoraand presuppositionsthe ability of presuppositionso accommodatandthe natureof
accommodation.

I ntroduction

Theaim of thiswork is to give a betterdescriptionof the distribution andfunction
in spolen dialogueof one expressiontype in one specificconstruction,comple-
mentsof factive verbsthatcanbe usedto referto anabstracobject.

Factive verbs presupposeheir sententialcomplements.For introducingthe
sameinformation the non-presupposinglternatve is to assertthe information,
makingit partof the discourserecord,andthenreferto this informationwith an
abstracobjectanaphoriexpressiorsuchasa pronounor definitenounphrase An
examplemay male thingsclearer Herefactive verbsare marked with bold and
abstracbbjectanaphorarewrittenin CAPITALS.

Example (1)

a. Computational linguists are in demand.

b. Students apply for our program because they know
that (conmputational linguists are in demand).

c. Students apply for our program because they know THI S,
d. Students apply for our program because they have
noticed TH'S TREND/TH' S FACT.
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Sequencab illustratesa boundpresuppositiorusagewith the presuppositiornn
parenthesesc illustratesabstracbbjectanaphoriaeferenceasdoesad, though
hereafull NPis used.lt is possibleto communicatehe samenformationby using
b alone,in which casethe presuppositiorwould be consideredo be accommo-
dated.In orderto learnmoreaboutthe useof thesedifferentexpressionsn natural
spolendiscoursea corpusstudywasdone.

1 Background

Thisfirst sectionexplainsthe anaphoricheoryof presuppositionandhow it func-
tions with the factive verbsstudiedhere. The secondsectionpresentsabstract
objects,andhow they canbereferredto aswell asproposedconstraintson their
usagebasedn discoursestructure.

1.1 PresuppositionsasAnaphora

Theanaphori¢heoryof presuppositiongevelopedoy vanderSandi{(1992),argues
thatpresuppositionsanbe treatedjust asanaphoraretreatedin DRT (Kamp &
Reyle 1993). Presuppositiomesolutioninvolvesexaminingthe previous discourse
contet for an antecedent.If an antecedenis found thenthe presuppositionss
boundto it. If anantecedentannotbefoundthenthe presuppositions accommo-
dated,andthe ability to accommodatés whatdistinguishegpresuppositionfrom
otheranaphoriexpressions.

Factive verbspresupposéull propositionsandit is notimmediatelyevident
how binding should be identified here. The potentialantecedentnust be suffi-
ciently similar to the presupposegropositionso thatthe latter cantruly be con-
sideredto function asan antecedentExampleswherethe potentialantecedenis
identical with the presupposegroposition,asin Example(1) ab, are probably
rare. Speakrstendto vary their speechandavoid uninformatve repetitions,and
this meangthat thereare potentially greatdifficulties in identifying propositional
presuppositiondbinding.

The ability of presuppositionso accommodatés suggestedn van der Sandt
(1992)to berelatedto their greatersemanticcontentandinternalstructure.Other
anaphoriexpressionaresaidnotto beableto accommodate.

Despitethe popularityof the anaphoricdheoryof presuppositiontherehasnot
beenmuchwork that studiespresuppositionalisagefrom the sameperspecties
thatareconsidereaentralto characterizinghe useof anaphoriexpressionssuch
asthe choicebetweena presuppositioror a non-presupposinéprm, e.g.,parallel
to the choicebetweera pronounor a name,or constrainton accessibility of po-
tentialantecedentsGenerallyin theoriesof anaphoraccessibilitythe numberof
potentialantecedents the previous context decreaseasthe semanticcontentof

IHerel meanaccessibilityin termsof salience attentionalstate,etc.,andnot the structuralac-
cessibilityof discoursaeferentswithin embeddedRSsasthetermis usedin DRT.
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theanaphoriexpressionincreasesThis in turn allows a greaterdistancebetween
anaphorand antecedentvith semanticallyhighly specifiedanaphorebecausehe
antecedenshouldbe easyto identify evenwith a certainamountof distance.Be-
causeahepresuppositionsf factvesaresemanticallyery rich, we canbegin with
the hypothesighat they will allow longerdistancedbetweenantecedenandpre-
supposegbropositionghanabstracbbjectanaphorandthelinguistic expressions
from which their antecedentarederived.

A puzzlingquestionthough,is why speakrswould ever chooseto usea fac-
tive verb with a presupposedententiacomplementf it will getbound,i.e. why
repeatan alreadygiven proposition?This would seemto breakthe informativity
constrainton discourse RepeatedlysingdefiniteNPs,for example,to referto al-
readyintroducedentitiesseemsanorenaturalbecauseve oftenneedto referto the
samediscoursdandividualsor objects,in orderto describehemin new situations
andrelationshipsBut propositionsvould seemto beunnecessario repeat.

However, Walker (1996)hasshawvn thatinformationallyredundantitterances,
or IRUs,arenotatall infrequentn spolendiscoursegiting thatthey madeup about
12 % of the utterancesn her corpusstudy of collaboratve task dialogues. She
givesthreecatgyoriesof communicatre functionsbasednthe corpusstudy these
werel. Attitude: which seemgo betheuseof anlRU for explicitly grounding,2.
Attention: useof anIRU to make a propositionssalient,or 3. Consequence an
IRU is used’'to augmentheevidencesupportingoeliefsthatcertaininferencesare
licensed”(Walker, 1996,p. 5).

Canboundpropositionalpresuppositionde consideredo beinformationally
redundantutterances? think their statusis somavhatdifferent. Examinethe for-
mal definition(takenfrom Walker (1996),p. 5): An utterancey; iS INFORMATION-
ALLY REDUNDANT in adiscoursesituationS

(i) if u; expresses propositionp;, andanotheutterancey; thatentails
pi hasalreadybeensaidin S.

(i) if u; expressespropositionp; andanothewutterancey; thatpresup-
posesor implicate p; hasalreadybeensaidin S.

Presuppositiondiffer from IRUsin two importantways. Thefirstis thatthey have
beenpresupposedThe speakr is thereforeexplicitly signallingthatthe informa-
tion is known, given andshouldbe acceptedasbackgroundedby the hearer The
seconddifferenceis that presupposegropositionsoccurin utteranceghat also
have an assertionatomponentjn which casethe utterancetself is not informa-
tionally redundantbut the presupposegartis.

Still, eveniif the useof given or bound presuppositionss distinct from the
useof IRUs, the functionsof propositionalpresuppositionthatareboundmay be
similar. Hopefully empiricalstudycananswersomeof thesequestions.
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1.2 Abstract Object Anaphora and Discour se Structure

Thetype of higherorderentity anaphoréeingreferredto hereasabstraciobject
anaphorahasbeencalled mary differentthingsin the literature, e.g. discourse
deixis (Webber1991,Eckert & Strube,2001),situationanaphorgFraurud,1992),
andfinally, asabstracbbjectanaphoraby Asher(1993).

All thesetermsare usedto refer to anaphoricreferenceto situations,factu-
alities, eventualities,propositions speechacts,as well as more deictic functions
referringto the referenceof a discoursesegment,thoughmary of thesedistinc-
tive usesareoften difficult to distinguishin practice.We canoftenfind examples
of differentaspectf the sameantecedenbeingreferredto by the sametype of
anaphoricexpression,and wherethe actualtype of the referentis codedin the
predicationof the sentencen which the anaphoriexpressions used.This obser
vationis madeby Asher(1993)Pahl& Hellman(1995)andis animportantpartof
Eckert& Strube(2001). Thetype of entity alsomay be indicatedby the NP used,
asin Example(1) d. The continuationof Example(1) below illustratessome
otherpossibilities. The sequencae indicatesthatwe shouldconsiderthe type of
referentaproposition becauseisuallyonly propositionscanbe consideredrue or
false.Continuingwith thesequencaf meanghatthetypewill be asituation,as
codedin the nounphrase.Eckert & Strube(2001)usethis informationto distin-
guishbetweenndividual andabstracbbjectanaphoriaeferencevhich thenhelps
guidetheir resolutionalgorithm.

Example (1) cont i nued

e. Everyone at the university knows that TH S is true.

f. TH'S SITUATION has led to an alarmngly high drop-out rate
as students |eave school to take industry jobs.

Dahl & Hellman(1995)discussabstracbbjectreferenceasatype of anaphothat
instigatesa procesf reference-creatiqror referencecoercion;thatis, usingan

abstracbbjectanaphossignalgo theinterpreteito look for establishedhformation
of theappropriataypein the discoursaecordandcreatea discourseeferentthat
canfunction asan antecedentrom this linguistic information. Dahl & Hellman
(1995)further list threereferentcreatingoperations,l) Summationand Comple

Creation,2) 'Type-coercion'and3) Abstractionand Substitution. The processof

referent-creatiomasbeencomparedo thatof accommodatioty Eckert & Strube
(2001), thoughit is unclearif this shouldbe consideredaccommodationn the
samesensasit is usedwithin theanaphorigcheoryof presuppositionfor presup-
positionalaccommodationnen informationis addedto the discourserecord,but

in referent-coercioralreadygiveninformationis consideredn a new way.?

2Someresearcherhave arguedthat thereis only accommodationvhenthe informationis new,
andinformationthatis derivablefrom analreadygivenrepresentatiors technicallynot new. Herel
think it is unclearwhatthe statusof informationthatis availablein the discourserecordin different
formsactuallyis. Developinga distinctionsimilar to thatin computersciencebetweennformation

164



Abstractobjectshave beenshawvn to be severely constrainedn their ability to
beaccessetly anaphoriameansandtheseimitationsseemo bedueto discourse
structuralconstraints For example, Webber(1991)hasamuedthatabstracbbject
anaphoraanonly accessliscoursesggmentson theright frontier of thediscourse
structurefor referents;discoursesggmentson the right frontier are alsothosein
focus,or salient.

Fraurud(1992) hasarguedthat Webbers descriptionof constraintson acces-
sible antecedentss for the most part correct, but thatin additionto unfocussed
discoursesggments,propositionsthat are subordinateo a main propositionalso
needto be excludedfrom supplyingan antecedenfor abstractobjectanaphora.
Shegives examplesthat shav that the simple tree structuresusedby Webberto
representliscoursestructuredont correctly capturethe full rangeof distinctions
thatwill berelevantbecausehe right frontier constraintdoesnt give a meanshy
whichto factorout subordinate@r modifying propositionghatareconjoinedwith
amain propositionaspartof theright frontier. Making a distinctionbetweenmain
andsubordinatingoropositionswvould solwe this problem,thougha differentdis-
coursestructurewith differentaccessibilityruleswould be necessary

As this earlierwork indicates,discoursestructureis generallyagreedio con-
strainaccessibilityfor abstracanaphoriaeference.In orderto be ableto discuss
possiblediscoursestructuralconstraintson accessibility it is necessaryo define
what units of discoursestructurewill be consideredelevant, i.e. the discourse
sgmentation.Sofar, mostwork on discoursestructure(includingthatmentioned
abore) hasfocussednwrittendiscourseandwork onspolendiscourséaslooked
mainly at utterancesndhow they form adjaceng pairs,only sometimegonsider
ing amorehierarchicaktructure It is notclearwhatlevelsof structurearepresent
in spolen dialogue,nor what units will be relevant to the discourseparticipants
anddiscoursdnterpretation.Generally the levelsthat have beendiscussedn the
literatureincludea speeclhactor discoursanove level. Theseareusuallythendis-
cussedasadjaceng pairsor asinstance®f dialoguegameseg.g. asin Carlettaet
al.(1997),or calleddiscourseunits. Finally, a higherlevel is sometimegpostulated
thatin Carlettaet al.s codingschemehasto do with domainspecificgoalsin the
discourse.Which, if ary of theselevels, is relevant for characterizinganaphoric
(andpresuppositionalxccessibilityis still unclear

Eckert& Strube(2001)is thereforeparticularlyrelevantto thework herein that
they have doneempiricalwork on the specialproblemsof anaphoriaesolutionin
spolen discourse. Their work is a corpusstudy of the SWITCHBOARD corpus,
a spolen corpusof telephonecorversationsbetweentwo participantswho were
unaquainteavith eachotherbeforetheir corversation.

Eckert & Strubeusea very simplified discoursestructurebut seemto getre-
liable resultsin usingthis simplified structureto delimit potentialantecedentor

ExtractionandDataMining, i.e. betweerretrieving informationyou knew existedandgleaningnew
informationthatyouwerent awareof from anexisting knovledgerepresentatiormight be helpfully
relatedto accommodatioranddiscoursanterpretatiorin general.
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personalpronounsaswell asfor abstractanaphoricpronominalreference.They
analyzedeachutteranceas being a dialogueact of one of threetypesbasedon
thetop dialoguemovesin Carlettaet al.(1998):Initiation, I, Acknonvledgment,A
andA/I for thoseutterancesvhich senedbothaninitiating andanacknavliedging
function. Thesedialogueactsarethen pairedinto what are called synchronizing
units(SU’s). Certaindialogueactsdon't requireacknavledgementandthesemay
berepresentetly assinglel andstill beinterpretechsanSU. Centralto theirwork
is the ideathat groundingconstrainghe accessibilityof antecedentsGrounding
is the processby which discourseparticipantssignal thatinformationintroduced
in the discourseis part of the commonground (Traum 1994), by somesort of
acknavledgment. A ’'s (Acknowledgments)are groundingacts. Discourserefer
entsor information introducedin utteranceghat are not acknavledged,that is,
not groundedarenot availablefor anaphoriaeference Note however thatwhile
acknavledgemenis a signalof grounding,lack of acknavledgmentis not neces-
sarilyassignof lack of groundingandthelack of a protestor allowing thespealer
to continueto have thefloor, canbe consideredatype of implicit grounding.Eck-
ert& Strube(2001)alsogive anexamplewherea clearindicationthata Spealer’s
utterancavasnot groundedby the otherparticipantmeanshatthe discourseseg-
mentandreferentswithin that sggmentarenot addedto the commonground,and
thereforeare not available for anaphoriaeferenceof ary kind. In this way they
definewhatis salientor in focusasthatwhichis in commonground,andthe need
to clearlyidentify groundingis alsoreflectedn how they chooseo codediscourse
structure.

2 Empirical Data and Method

Examplesf factive verbsin contet wereexcerptedrom theLondon-LundCorpus
of SpolenEnglish(LLC)3. 50 multi-spealer dialoguesvereused which contained
roughly233,000words. Thefollowing factive verbswereexcerpted:

Factiveverbs: subject complementscount,male sensesufice amuse
bother matter

Factive verbs. object complements discover, find out, know?, notice
realize regret, resentsee

Exampleswithout a complementpr with an NP-object,non-abstracbbjectcom-
plementwerediscarded For eachexample,therelationbetweernthe potentialan-
tecedentif therewasone® anddiscoursestructurewasexamined,noting spealer

3Information on obtaining this corpus can be be found on the ICAME website at
http://www.hd.uibno/icame.html

“know” with a sententiacomplemennot marked by thatis notincludedin the analysisdueto
the greatnumberof falsehits found becausehe corpusis untaggedmeaningthat theseexamples
mustgonethroughby hand.Theauthorplansto do this at a laterdate.

SPresupposepropositionswithout antecedentareaccommodatetbr thatvery reason.
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TYPE TOTAL | ACCOM PRESUPP | BOUND PRESUPP | ABS-OBJ ANA
objectcomp 75 48 6 20
subjectcomp| 13 0 0 14
TOTALS 88 48 6 34

Table16.1: Typeof AbstractObjectComplement

shiftsbetweerantecedenindanaphardistancejn utterancesandary otherrele-
vantaspectsTheanalysisvasdonefrom the perspectie of theannotatar

The dialoguesstudiedseemedo be more complicatedthanthosestudiedby
Eckert & Strubein thatmary werebetweemmorethantwo participants.Because
they take placein personso turn-takingis lesspreciseandthereare mary cases
of overlappingspeech.Additionally, the participantsoften know eachotherwell,
which alsoseemdo supportinterruptionsandoverlaps.

To adaptEckert & Strubes codingof discoursestructureto dialogueshetween
morethantwo participantsthefollowing guidelineswereused:An utterancemay
be groundedy morethanonespeakr andthis wasoftenthe case- soa synchro-
nizing unit (SU) canbe madeup of a sequencef multiple A’s aslong asthey
areacknavledgingthe samel. Sometimesone speakr will clearly acknavliedge
anotherspeakr while afterathird speakr hascontritutedan|, which meanghat
SU’s mustbe ableto overlap (crossstructures)e.g. we canhave Spealker A: 1
, Speakr B: |, , Spealer C: A; , Speaker A or C: Ay ). Sgmentatiorwasdone
makingeachnew turn anew utteranceandsplitting a turn into morethanonceact
if partof theturn clearly only hasanacknavledgementunction. Of coursedif an
utterancewith anabstractanaphoriaeferenceoverlapswith anotherutterancehis
cannotbe a potentialantecedenasit is not yet partof the discourseandfor this
reasoroverlapsmustbetakeninto consideration.

3 Reaults

Table 1 presentghe results. By far the mostfrequentusagewas a presupposed
propositionthathadto be accommodate{48 examplesf Looking atanexample
wouldnt really contritute to thediscussiorneresobecaus®f spacdimitationsno
exampleswill begivenhere.

The next largestgroupfound were abstracobjectanaphoriaeference.Here
particularattentionwas paid to the discoursestructureand whetheror not utter
ancesveregroundedusingthe modifiedcodingsystembasedon the onegivenin
Eckert& Strube(2001)anddescribedabove.

6Note that accommodatiortan occur globally (39 examples),or intermediatelyand locally (9
examples)accordingto vander Sandts (1992)theory
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Example (2) Same speaker, previous discour se segment, chain of references

Speaker A: So that it’s the faculty of arts, I N

or the faculty of econom cs or both that’ll SU
be putting himforward (1)

Speaker B: M (2) A N

But they can put it forward for any title
that they like apparently.(3) I

| didn't realize THS. (4) I N SU
*1to 2 sylls*. so this NG
Speaker A: No, | didn't know THAT. (5) A

Here,utterancesvereconsideredo be discoursesegments.In the exampleabore
it seemgclearfrom the speakr’s useof "No”, in "No, | didn’'t know that; thathe
is referringto B’s lastutteranceandnotto theentireinformationalcontentof what
B hasjust said. THIS (4) refersto an abstractobjectderived from the linguistic
expressionn discoursesggment(3). THAT in (5) referseitherto the samething as
THIS in (4), makingthis a chainof abstractreference.

Example (3)’ Overlapping speech, source of abstract object could be synthesis
of several utterances made by different speakers

Speaker C: University of the Air (1) I

Speaker D: *that woul d be S* (2) n.g. N
Speaker C: *are doing a series* on various I

sorts of 4communication which struck me SU
i mredi ately as **di sparates** (3) N
Speaker B: +di sparates, surely+ ? (4) A

Speaker D: ** <but but >** but it would be,
umit would be non-surreptitious I

wouldn't it ? (5) N
Speaker C: *presumabl y* (6) A

Speaker B: *yes -*, it would be SU
+non-surreptitious+ (7) A N
Speaker A: Yes, (8) A

but THAT woul dn’t matter. (9) All

In the abore example,four differentspealkrstake part, andidentifying synchro-
nizing units was not totally straightforvard. Eckert & Strube$ coding systemis
expandedo allow differentspealkrsto eachgroundthe sameutterancghere(6),
(7), and(8), grounding(5)) andstill considerit to be one SU. Utterance(2) is la-
belledas”n.g.” for "not grounded’andthis discoursesegmentdoesnot introduce
ary referentsavailablefor anaphoriaeference.Notethatit overlapswith partof

"Note thatthe diacritic marksthat encapsulatpartsof the utterancesnark wherethe speectof
speakr’s overlappedHere,for examplethat would be S” and”are doinga series”overlapped.
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(3). Herel have split Spealer A's utteranceanto two discoursesegments,(8) and
(9), becaus€8) seemgo solely have a groundingfunction, whereaq9) seemgo

be informatie, thoughit is not clearif this is the correctsegmentation.Spealer

A’s abstracanaphoriaeferencan (9) seemdo referto theimmediatelyproceed-
ing groundedSU (5-8), or could perhapsbe consideredo referringto only the
groundedportion, (6-8). It is not clearwhatanalysiswould be correct,thoughin

both caseghe abstracbbjectanaphomerivesits antecedenfrom animmediately
precedingdiscoursesegment, within the sameSU, andit is impossiblethat the
anaphoraouldbereferringto the previous SU (1-4).

Theformsof abstracbbjectanaphoraisedmayalsobeof interest. Therewere
8 casexf it, 2 casedf this, 18 casef that and3 casesf zeo anaphoa and?2
casedf definitenounphrases For almostall examplesalinguistic expressiorthat
could be a sourcefor anabstractobjectcould be foundin the previous SU, or in
the sameSU, thoughtherewerea few exceptions.In 19 caseghe samespealer
who utteredtheabstracbbjectanaphorlsohadsaidthelinguistic expressiorfrom
which its antecedentanbe derived;in 12 remainingcaseghe speakrsweredif-
ferent,andin 3 casest isimpossibleto pinpointexactly whatutterance(sprovided
the antecedenare (cf. Eckert & Strubewho alsofound a greatnumberof vague
or difficult to identify abstractanaphoricoccurrences)thoughit is clearthatit is
part of the previous contet (e.g. previous or sameSU), it is often (asillustrated
in example (3)) a questionof determininghow much of the previous context is
intendedas the antecedent.lt also seemedhat the simple analysisof discourse
structuremodifiedfrom Eckert & Strubewashelpfulandadequatéo organizeand
understandhedata.

The next exampleillustratessomethingthat could potentially be considered
presuppositionabinding. In determiningpresuppositionabinding the entiredis-
courserecordup until the useof the factive wastaken into consideration. The
criteriausedto determingf bindingwasa potentialanalysiswasthe authorsown
intuitionsasto whetherthe presupposethformationwasnew, or hadalreadybeen
givenin someform in the discourse.

Example (4) Presupposed propositions - bound

Speaker A: It was lethal to expectant nothers

with small children. (1) (38 intervening lines of text).
Speaker A:After all, | mean you can’t go down and shop if you
KNOWthat you' re going to knock out an expectant nother ..

it was some violent streptococcus that he' d got (2)

Herethe presuppositions that”you” (or anyone,in a genericsenseWwould knock
out an expectantmotherif having beeninfectedwith the streptococcuseferred
to by "it” in utterance(1l). Hereit is amguablethat the information presupposed
in (2) is not really new, in that utterance(1) refersto the samesituation,though
in a differentway and with someother conclusionsthrown in. Note that there
really seemgo benopointin doingadiscoursesegmentanalysishere becausé¢he
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intervening 38 lines meansthat the presupposegropositionis very far removed
from utteranceg(1). Anotherone of the examplesof potentialbinding alsohada
900line gapbetweerpotentialantecederandpresupposition.

4 Discussion

To summarizeheresults:Factive verbs for theusesstudiedhere,overwhelmingly
tendto occurwith full propositionalpresuppositionshat needto be accommo-
dated,i.e. they presupposeliscoursenew information. Factive verbsalsoappear
with abstractanaphoriccomplementshatthenreferto abstraciobjects. The use
of factive verbswith presupposedformationthatis alreadypartof thediscourse
record,e.g. presuppositionabinding,is minimal (only 6 examples!).

Thebindingexamplesaremostinterestingto discusdirst asoneinterestinge-
searchquestionrwaswhy speakrswould chooseto usefull presuppositionsvhen
the presupposedhformationcanbe consideredo be alreadypartof the discourse
contt. Theanswerseemgo bethatthey seldomdo, but whenthey do, thefunc-
tion of the presuppositiornn the discourseseemdentatvely to be oneof the fol-
lowing:

(1) The bound presupposition has a summation function Full sentential
complementsare usedto explicitly expressasa whole an ideathatwas present
only in bits and piecesin the earlier discourse perhapseven contrikuted by one
or morespealers. This usageseemdo relateto thereferent-creatingperationof
Summatiomproposedn Dahl & Hellman(1995),andmayalsobetheeffect of the
multi-speakr discoursesettingin that informationis being contrituted from so
mary differentdirections.

(2) The bound presupposition states some kind of conclusion that is de-
ductable or inferrable from the discour serecord Fully inferrableinformationis
consideredo be known information. If a strict definition of accommodatiothat
limits its applicationto new materialis used,thenthe presupposegropositionis
known andmustboundbecausé mustbetruein eachattentve speakrsinforma-
tion state. However, it is beingexpressedn the discourseexplicitly for the first
time here. All conclusiongmnay or may not have beenrealizedby all discourse
participants Multi-spealer dialoguemay needto usepresuppositionthis way be-
causeestablishingnformation as mutually knowvn is a more comple taskwhen
severaldiscourseparticipantsareinvolved thanwhenonly two participantsarein-
volved. In fact, it would be strangeif we would not needto explicitly conclude
thingson occasionasaform of grounding.

(3) The bound presupposition has another pragmatic function than the
original, assertedisage. Therewere two exampleswherethis could be consid-
eredto have beenthe case. In one examplethe presupposethformationwas a
nearrepetitionof the other speakrs immediatelyproceedingstatementand had
the function of shaving agreementlin the otherexample,the repetitionwasused
to relatewhat anotherspeakr had said, so shouldperhapsnot be consideredas
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very goodexampleof a presupposition®

(4) Thelinguistic expression from which the abstract object could be de-
rived isin a discour se segment that is no-longer accessible for reference. This
wasmy aoriginal hypothesisaboutwhenspealer would choseto usea boundpre-
supposition,given the greathnumberof constraintson abstractobject anaphoric
referencelndeedor five of the six examplesfoundhere, it would be avkward, if
notimpossible o referto the sameinformationwith anabstracbbjectanaphar

Two of the communicatie functionsof IRUs identifiedby Walker (1996)(see
subsectionl.1) were quite similar to the usagesdentified abore. Category (1)
seemas/ery closeto the Consequenceommunicatie functionandAttitude seems
similarto category (2), a kind of groundingfunction. Attention would have most
likely fallenundercateyory (4), but therewereno examplesof cateyory (4) found.

In light of theinfrequentcasesof potentialbinding, andthe dubiouswaysin
which the potentialantecedentsftenwererelatedto the presupposegroposition,
is it defensibleo considerthe casedoundasactualbinding?

If we take theideaof presuppositionasanaphoraeriously thenperhapswve
shouldalsoseriouslyentertaintheideathatbinding presupposegropositionain-
formationmayalsobe constrainedy the samediscoursestructuralconstraintsas
abstracbbjectanaphoralUntil now | have beenworking underthe naive assump-
tion thatpresupposegropositionspecausef their greatersemanticcontentwill
freely allow referencerom almostary positionin the discoursé. Usuallythedis-
coursestructuralconstrainton accessibilityof anaphoraanbetestedby creating
examplesentencesind consideringwhat interpretationthe anaphoricexpression
will get. Unfortunatelywe cannottestfor constraintson the accessibilityfor pre-
supposegbropositiondn this way becauseve cant really distinguishbetweerour
own processesf bindingor accommodation.

While we cant really testaccessibilityin thewaywe canfor abstracanaphoric
referenceye canhowever make conclusiongboutwhetheror notthepresupposed
informationhasenterednto the commongroundof the discourseparticipantsthe
mostimportantcriteriafor anaphoriaeferenceaccessibilityin Eckert & Strubes
study Indeed the explanationdor the useof aboundpresuppositiomivenin (1),
and (2) above could both be describedas caseswherethe speakr was unsureif
thepresupposeihformationhadenterednto thecommonground,andthathis/her
usageof a presuppositionvith thisinformationwasin a sensea way to groundit.
Presupposings an information presentatiordevice may be quite aptin thatthe
information presenteds uncontreersialinformationthat may alreadybe known
to somediscoursearticipants.

Theanalysisof the examplesof binding givenabove canthenberevised. Par-
allel to constraintson abstracbbjectreferenceywe couldconsidetthattheseexam-

8In this examplethe spealer first describeda situationwith a proposition.andthenrelateda story
aboutanothempersons reactionto the samesituation.Whenreportingon the otherpersons reaction,
sheusedthe sameproposition but asthe complemenbf a factive verb

9Excludingof coursestructurallyinaccessiblgositionsdueto context createdby logical opera-
tors,suchasmodalcontets, modalsubordinatingcontexts, andbelief contexts
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plesrepresentnformationthatis not consideredy the participantsto have truly
beenestablishedn the commonground, and thereforeis unavailable for bind-
ing. We could alsodisallonv binding for someexamplesbasedsolely on theidea
the greatdistancesdhetweenpotentialantecedenand presuppositiormale refer
enceunacceptableln aninterestingtwist, taking the analysisof presuppositions
asanaphordull out, andapplyingthe sametypesof constraintdo them,actually
givesus an analysiswherepresuppositionandanaphoricalternatves areusedin
functionally complementarylistribution, but not asfirst thought. Presuppositions
presentiew informationor groundunclearinformation, abstraciobjectanaphora
in the samecontet (here,asthe complementf factives)referto alreadygiven
information.

If thecase®arlieridentifiedasbindingarenow cateyorizedasaccommaodation,
thenall examplesfoundin the dataof presupposeg@ropositionswereaccommo-
dated.Whatdoesthis tell usaboutthe useof factvesin particular andthe nature
of presuppositiomccommodatiom general?

Remembervan der Sandts (1992)theorytells usthat presuppositionshould
theoreticallybe ableto bothbind andaccommodategndthatthe ability to accom-
modatehassomethingo do with the semanticcontentof the presuppositionThe
conclusionsreachedheresuggesthat in practicenot all triggersare usedto do
both. And for factives particularly binding doesnot seemto be a normalusage.
Factive verbswith a presupposedomplementrethenusedprimarily to introduce
discoursenew information.

In terms of how much semanticinformation is being presupposedfactive
verbs, becausethey presupposentire propositions,must be one of the richest
triggers. Becausexnaphoriexpressiongndpresuppositionsvith lessersemantic
contentareconsideredot to be ableto accommodategr to accommodatdadly,
it is temptingto interpretthe resultshereasevidencethatthe reverseis alsotrue:
Presuppositiontriggerswith a rich semanticcontentcan not only accommodate
whennecessanbut thisis their preferredusage.

All this hasrelevanceto our view of the natureof accommodationThereare
two competingviews of accommodationthatit is arepairstratgy, andsomething
thatshouldbe avoidedandtheview thatit is a normalmethodof communication.
Mostwork on presuppositionseemdo have takenthe formerview. Of coursejn
presuppositiomesolutionbinding mustbe preferredover accommodationhence
the preference@ vander Sandt(1992)andin Blutner (2000)5 constraintAvolD
ACCOMMODATION in his bi-directionalOT treatmentof presupposition.Zeevat
(2001),building on Blutner (2000)hasamguedthatit is nottherichnessof seman-
tic contentthatdeterminesvhatexpressiong€anaccommodatequt the availability
of non-presupposinglternatves. If analternatve is available, AvoiD ACCOM-
MODATION will inhibit, or even block the speakr’s useof atriggerto beaccom-
modatedbecausdhereis a simpleralternatve. The speakr shouldchooseto use
the simpleralternatve, andnon-presupposinglternatvesareby their very nature
simpler For factives,thereis anexpressionalternatve: assertandthenreferwith
an abstractobjectanaphorabut this alternatve hasbeenshowvn to not alwaysbe
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available,andthereforat maybeincorrectto consideiit atrueblockingalternatve.

Thisview of accommaodatios still onethatconsiderst to bearepairstratgy
by the hearerwhen a non-presupposinglternatve was available to the spealer.
Accommodatioris consideredo be a costly methodof communicatiorthatcould
lead to misinterpretationand somethingthat both spealkrs and hearersshould
avoid.

Again, | think theresultsheresuggesadifferentview. Accommodations both
anexploitablé® communicatiorstratgy andarepairstratey, but it depend®nthe
triggerinvolved andthe context. Sometimesskingyour listenerto accommodate
is the bestmeandiy which to expressyourideaandwhenthe semantiaccontentof
thetriggeris rich enoughthataccommodatiorran proceedwithout the dangerof
misinterpretatioron the partof the heareyrthenit is the mostoptimalway to com-
municate andthatis why factiveswith presupposedccommodatedomplements
arethenorm.

Sothe presuppositiortriggersthat are bestequippedor accommodatiore.g.
thosewith rich semanticcontentandstructure will alsobe exploited by spealers
to the fullest asthis will be the mosteffective andeconomicalway to introduce
information. In fact, more effective thannon-presupposinglternatvesin certain
casesThosetriggersthatareworstequippedor accommodatiorg.g.thosewhose
meaningis underspecifiedo the degreethataccommodatios a strainon the lis-
tener and a real potentialsourceof confusion,e.g. mostpronominalanaphora,
will not be exploited by speakrs, thoughthesewill be ableto be interpretedby
listenersby accommodatiowhen necessary andthenit is beingusedasa re-
pair stratgy. Accommodatiorshouldbe consideredo be an available option for
hearerdothfor anaphorandpresuppositiondyut spealkrswill tendto limit their
exploitation of the hearers ability to accommodatéo semanticallyrich anaphoric
andpresuppositionadxpressions.

5 Futureresearch

Differencedetweerotherpresuppositionandtheirnon-presupposinglternatves
shouldbelooked atmorecarefully Theresultshereshouldalsobe comparedwvith

written discourse,in particularbecausewritten discourseseemsto have a more
hierarchicaldiscoursestructurethan dialogue,andit would be interestingto see
how this would affectthe choiceto usepresupposedomplements.
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helpfulcommentsAll errorsaremy own.
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