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The Japanese Partici® as a Guide to Optimal Action

Christopher Davis
University of Massachusetts Amherst

May 23, 2008

Introduction The Japanese sentence nal discourse particlgo marks utterances that are thought

by the speaker to be in some sense important to the addressee (McCready in press). For example, the
sentence in (1) could be used in a situation in which the addressee is reading a newspaper, oblivious to
the arrival of the train he plans to board, and the speaker expects that the addressee will put away the
paper and board the train after being told that it has arrived.

(1) denshaki-ta yo
train comepast yo

\The train is here yo."

The use ofyo in (1) indicates that the speaker expects the utterance to in uence the addressee's
behavior, namely by getting him to board the train. The sentence in (1) without yo is infelicitous in
this context, because it is interpreted as simply a statement of the fact that the train has arrived,
without any indication that this information should have an in uence on the addressee's behavior.

Formal Proposal My formal semantics of yo is motivated by the observation that yo is used with
utterances the speaker thinks will in uence the hearer'soptimal action. For a given agent in a given

consists of the worldsw for which there is noa; that is strictly more optimal than a; in w. If the agent's
belief state entails one of the propositionsa; in A , then the action a; is optimal for the agent.

| propose that yo(S) contributes an expressive/Cl meaning, separate from the main asserted content
of the sentence S, that indicates that there is a particular action that is optimal for the addressee after
updating the context with S.

2) [yo(S)I° =
a. [SF
b. (ClI) 9a2A8w2W [w2\ CG(c)! w2a]
where c® = [S] ¢

The argument S taken by yo is a function from contexts to contexts. In caseS is an assertive sentence,
it has the a ect of adding the propositional content of S to the common ground, so that the post-update
context c?is restricted to worlds compatible with S. The meaning ofyo is represented on a separate
Cl/expressive dimension, and indicates that all worlds in the post-update contextc® are ones in which
a particular action a is optimal. That is, after updating the context with the S, the set of worlds
consistent with the common ground is a subset of . This is just to say that the action a is optimal for
the addressee given the post-update common ground.



Imperatives  The proposal for yo developed on the basis of assertive sentences extends naturally to
imperatives like the one in (3).

(3) tabe-te yo
eat-imp yo
“Eat yo.'

When used with imperatives, yo seems to indicate that the addresseeshould on the basis of some
contextually salient considerations, do the action encoded by the imperative. Often the contextually
salient consideration is the speaker's desires, or the addressee's obligations. The usg@in imperatives

is dealt with naturally by the semantics in (2). Unlike assertions, imperatives do not encode an update
to the common ground. So the post-update common ground is identical to the pre-update common
ground when an imperative is used. This means that the use ofo with imperatives indicates that the
action encoded by the imperative is taken to be optimal given thepre-update common ground, where
optimality can be understood in terms of the speaker's desires, the addressee's obligations, or whatever
other ordering is made salient by the context. This accords well with howyo is used in imperatives.
For example, the sentence in (3) would be used naturally in a context in which the speaker has gone
to a lot of trouble to make dinner for the addressee, and wants to convey to the addressee that he is
therefore obliged to eat. In terms of the semantics in (2), the use oo says that the action encoded
by the imperative is optimal, according to the ordering provided by the addressee's obligations. This
optimality is follows from facts already established in the common ground, in particular the fact that
the speaker has gone to a lot trouble to make the addressee dinner.

Questions  In canonical information-seeking questions using the question particl&a, yo is not allowed
(4a), while in rhetorical questions yo is allowed (4b).

(4) a. kinou-no paatii-ni  dare-ga ki-ta ka (*yo)
yesterday-gen party-dat who-nom comepast Q (*yo)
\Who came to the party yesterday?"

b. sonna mon ku-u ka yo
that.kind.of thing eat-nonpast Q yo

\Would | eat that?" ( = \I would not eat that")

By asking a questionQ, the speaker is introducing the decision problem of which of the elements d®
should be believed. This fact can be used to understand the behavior gfo in rhetorical questions as
well as its infelicity in non-rhetorical questions. The question Q gives rise to a set of possible actions
A corresponding to belief in each of the propositions making upQ. The corresponding set of action
propositions A consists of propositionsh, consisting of all those worlds in which it is optimal to believe
the proposition p; 2 Q. Optimality in this case can be equated with truth; it is optimal for the agent to
believe the propositionp in just those worlds in which p is true. The use ofyo indicates that all worlds
in the post-update context set are ones in which a particular actiona 2 A is optimal. This amounts
to saying that using yo with a question indicates that the post-update context set entails an answer
to the question. But a question does not serve to add a proposition to the common ground. Thus the
post-update common ground is identical to the pre-update common ground when a question is used.
We thus predict that the use of yo in a question indicates that the pre-update common ground entails
an answer to the question being asked. This is precisely what we nd. As we saw, the use gb in a
guestion forces a rhetorical interpretation, indicating that the answer to the question is already known
to all discourse participants.



References

McCready, Eric. in press. Particles: Dynamics vs. utility. Japanese/Korean Linguistics 16. CSLI.
van Rooy, Robert. 2003. Questioning to resolve decision problemd.inguistics and Philosophy 26:727{
763.



Uberhaupt und sowieso
and
Uberhaupt en sowieso

Bernhard Fisseni

This investigation grew out of a German native®pesgaeriosity with regard to Dutch uses
of Uberhaupandsowies¢uberhaupt without umlaut dots "u' — asalvies)) and mainly a
contrastive look at the uséberhaumndsowiesdt seems that these words are perceived to be
rather similar by speakers of Dutch, and the Dutch Language Union condemn$them as “vague'.
As sentence adveibsrhaupndsowiesboth serve to reject explicit or potential restrictions,
Germasowiesoarrying the implicature that the (reason for the) rejection are relatively obvious o
easy to grasp. For Dutch, we obsefirethaupndsowiesaniformly serve to strengthen the
meaning of the sentence, and are sometimes presented adrs@emyangberhaupibut
alsasowiesmften modify phrases below sentence level. In Dutch, this is rather unusual. We gi
examples of negative pronouns in our queries below: while Giyenaumiemand(em)’
(‘with absolutely nobody") is quite common, Duiblerin@etptiemand' is relatively uncommon
(but Uberhauphet niemand' is not — this can be analysed with Gberhaupt as a sentence adverb).
Thus while Dut@iberhauggowiesoccur relatively about as often with negation agi@erman

hauptsowiesdheir co-occurrence with negative pronouns is much rarer. In fact, we nd nearly nc
case in which we cannot also intéperélaugowiesas sentence adverbs (even if an interpreta-
tion as a local modi er might be possible and preferable for someone with a German background
(1) Persoonlijk heb ik nooit werkcolleges gevolgd, nee, tiberhaupt geen ¢olleges.

Personally, I've never followlddhd of university courseo, no university courses at all.
While there are cases like (2) in Dutch, we have not succeeded in nding German sentences
can be seen as double applicasowiesandiberhaupjust because all occurrences we found
and looked at were explicable as (a) local dependencies of the (super s@ihgssewbnd
uberhaupin a lower constituent (mostly a negative pronoun, or tiberhaupt is licensed by a questia
or (b) co-occurrences over phrase boundaries.
(2) Ontwerpersnamen van de paviljoens zijn sowieso Uberhaupt in de of ciéle overzichten

of op de website van Expo2000 moeilijk te virden.

It is sowieso Uberhaupt dif cult to nd names of pavilion architects are on the website of

Expo2000.

Universitat Duisburg-Essen
http://taaladvies.net/taal/advies/vraag/822
We mainly argue with data gathered from the web (and our intuition), which was relatively super cially evaluat
Numbers in the table represent numbers given by Google and Yahoo. Some Googleeniuauipans(e.g.
sowiesalone) are obviously cut off; the exact numbers may differ when repeating a query, the orders of magnitt
remained quite stable; at the time of the workshop, more serious corpus data (or at least a more exact analysis) s
be available. If two Yahoo numbers are given for Dutch data, fibisrrefepwiih and without umlaut dots.

8 http://www.mijnwoordenboek.nl/synoniemen/  {iiberhaupt,uberhaupt,sowieso} (foerhauptone
other synonym besis@siesaloorgaansvhileuberhaupandsowiesonly haveowiesandiiberhaupas
synonyms, respectively).
http://taaladvies.net/taal/advies/vraag/822
http://www.classic.archined.nl/news/0005/Expo-02.html



We suggest that (1) the main differences ofiGenmaaytowiesivom Dutctiberhaufgowieso

are (a) that they cannot easily modify locally and (b) that (compared to German) the implicat

associated witbwiesis lacking (or quite feeble), and that (2) these differences can account for the

distribution differenéeBhis exchangeability may be re-enforced by the fact that both particles ar
evidently loanwords, and from the same language.

(3) a. Artiesten zijn sowieso (Uberhaupt ook) allemaal homo. [...] Die hele bouwfraude is
kinderspel (het is sowieso/Uberhaupt allemaal sterk opgeblazen) vergeleken met de
zaak JSF.

b. lemand iets niet gunnen zit sowieso/ (iberhaupt niet in mijn persodhlijkheid

References

Nostlinger, Christine (2086)vieso und Uberhauphdsberg: Beltz.
Web Pages checked 7 May 2008.

Web Data
Phrase Google Yahoo
Uberhaupt 258,000 NL 1,630,000
Uberhaupt 1,720,000 D 88,500,000
sowieso 478,000 NL 5,270,000
sowieso 773,000 D 24,100,000
U mit niemand 6 30
U met niemand 7, one repetition 15
mit i niemand(em) 10/394 22/313
metii niemand 0
mit U keinen/r/m 343/590/875 613/587/790
metli geen 2/5, one repetition 2/2
tigeen 40,700 39,100/23,100
U kein/e[nrs]? 1,340,000/2,350,000/958,000/33,500/6,250 2,400,000/4,160,000/1,460,000/79,900/17,10(
U niemand 550; 254/174
sniemand 1,370
U niemand/e[nms] 44,500/4,050/13,800/107 106,000/33,200/8,420/75
sniemand/e[nms] 80,300/15,600/2,550/6 166,000/36,800/2,220/3
sniet 339,000 614,000
snicht 1,760,000 3,540,000
U niet 95,600 94,400/64,600
U nicht 646,000 18,900,000

By the way: coming back to the title of the talk: Nearly all of the 50 octbedrangeio$owiesdn the

Dutch web are references to metalinguistic communication (and about $breie saséserhaupmight

be a re ex of German courses or a play with exchangeability in Dutch), whildberl@emiactsowieso

or sowiesonduberhaup(both around 30,000 times, including many references to Ndstlinger's novel) commonly
refers to an evident (from the spe@akiErsperspectivesowiespif at the moment unexplained fact, which holds
independently of any restrictitrestiaupsowiege- evidently such a doubling is much more appealing if there

is noliberhaufgowiessynonymy.

http://jeronimo.blogspot.com/2002_09_22_archive.html
http://blog.myspace.com/index.cfm?fuseaction=blog.view&friendID=12096688&blogID=

331753588
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Hybrid Semantics for Discourse Particles and Sentence Mood

Daniel Gutzmann
University of Mainz

Although discourse particles (lika, denn, halietc.) have traditionally been subject of German
linguistics since the late sixties, they still pose interesting challenges for béglcyand semantic
theory (cf. e.gAutenrieth 6ppdzZimmermann t. a). In this talk, | will focus on three of them. (i)
How can a precise semantic accountédis be provided given the well known fact thefs do
not contribute to the truth conditions expressed by the sentence in whiely ticcur? (i) What is
the relation between their syntactic properties and their special meaning? (iw)ddo the fact
thato£s are restricted to a speciec set of sentence moods and that they interctevitence
mood in non-trivial ways be derived (cf. elgvon 6pp§?

To address these questions, | provide a semantic account to the meaning of mdaaépanat
picks upKratzets (OEEBpp!) suggestion to analyzefs as contributing use-conditional content
in the sense dkaplan OEEBoth call it »expressive content«.) Fleshing out her ideas, my analysis
is based on a hybrid logic that incorporates both truth-conditiongh) and use-conditional{h)
content and which I therefore cdllty. To integratedh content into a standard model theoretic
system, | make use of some of the formal tools that are developBdtbs(6pp9 and adapt them
to deal with{'h content as contributed by modal particles.

Regarding its syntaxX,ty constitutes only a slight deviation from common type-driven
semantics. e main innovation is the introduction of a new basic use-conditiofdd Y typeu for
use values. e recursive deenition of types is extended accordingly. Furthermore, | distinguish
between hybrid and pur@-types. While the former take a truth-conditionat ) expression
as argument to yield afih expression, the latter tak§li) expression. On the semantic side, a
corresponding domail,, for the interpretation of expression of type D, is given by, je,
the set of use values (»felicitious« vs. »infelicitous«).

Putting expression together to build more complex expressionksfgrworks as it is usual in
type-driven semantics. Instead, the crucial work to account for the specia¢prep of use-condi-
tional expressions is done by a set of tree-admissibility condititd$() that put constraints on
possible semantic parsetreesligy,. For the most part, | adod®otts (0pp¢ 60i) tree-admissibility
conditions for conventional implicatures, but customize them%or expression.

(©) Truth-conditional (6) Use-conditional (i) Isolated use- (}) Hybrid application

application application conditional content
“eo 0* .=
/\ ~ e Qf E/ﬂ\ Y
LR L e .

esetZh«ensure that the root note of the semantic parsetree that representsitheconditio-
nal of a sentence is uncontaminated by use-conditional content.

To make sure that use-conditional content that is hanging around in the seémpatsetree
gets nevertheless interpreted, | employ the core iddotE (0pp¢ 00)) parsetree interpretation
to interpret entire parsetrees. However, | implement this idea very diSerently inasfany rule +
| call it layered parsetree interpretatidrcollects all independeffith expression from a semantic
parsetree and builds a new one out of them. It is desned as follows:
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(¢) LetB be a semantic parsetree buildascordance with theZh«above that has atih

expression at its root node and independent use-conditional terens §, ..., , .1
on nodes init; is afunction that delivers the root node for a parsetreee pragmatic
parsetre® for B is given by the parsetree that is build from the expressign §, . .., ,

. I'according to thetZh (6).  en the interpretation oB is:
BBG &8 "B°GB(9(B)) G

Layered paretree interpretation does not only take care for the ing¢agon of {h expressions,
but also overcomes the rigidity of the isolation of use-conditional contergedly(i) and(;) .
Due to the derivation of a pragmatic parsetr§f, content can actually interact with each other
regardless of their position inside the semantic parsetree.

Within this hybrid semanticsp £s are analyzed as hybifidh expressions that take the semantic
content of an utterance as their argument to yield a pliineexpression. Since the output of hybrid
application is removed out of the (truth-conditional) semantic parsetodss are not available for
th expression anymore as soon as they are fed with their argument. Given thigagjbrity of the
semantic and syntactic properties@fs follows directlyo£s can neither be negated, expanded
or otherwise modieed, nor be in the scope of quantieers or being the fodussentence.

To account for the interaction betwearts and sentence mood, | make use of recent ap-
proaches that derive the sentence mood of a sentence in a compositional fagimordrb-
movement, verbal mood, and the movement of elements into thel©Rr{stein 6ppTrucken-
brodt 6ppéa,b). Like Truckenbrodt, | treat sentence mood as a complex expression consisting of
diSerent deontic and/or epistemic operators on the propositional content of geramce, but | de-
viate from himinsofar as | analyze these operators as contributing use-coraliiontent, thereby
following the classical distinction between (use-conditional) mood andlftadnditional) sen-
tence radical proposed Wittgenstein(OE ¢iand Steniug OE8RAccordingly, sentence mood
operators are hybri@§h expression that take the truth-conditional content of a sentence as their
argument yielding a pur§h expression. AYer that, they are removed to the pragmatic parsetree,
where they can interact witb£s.

Given this way to think aboub£s and sentence mood, there are two sources from which
the selectional restriction ab£s to speciec sentence types may stem. First, the typeodf a
may not match the type of the semantic content of the sentence. Secandlynay contribute
use-conditional content that is in conzict with the deontic/epistemic sentence mood aperat
and therefore yield a (use-conditional) contradiction that makes the sentence aiMalistous.

Implementing ideas of Kaplan, Kratzer, Potts, and Truckenbrodt, | provide a hgmudoach
to the meaning ob £s, sentence mood, and the interaction between them. On the one hapd,
allows for enough interaction, but on the other hand, its 6-dimensional charactevattmkeep
+hand{h content apart when it is needed.
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Therole frequencyand semanticstrengthin the acquisitionof the Dutchparticle wel

Lotte Hogeweg(RadboudUniversiteit Nijmegen)

Discourseparticlesaretypically polysemous.TheDutchparticlewel couldbe calledthe positive
counterpartof niet ‘not’. In (1) speakerB useswel to contradictthe negativestatementof A.

(1) A: Stockholmis niet de hoofdstadvanZweden
‘Stockholmis not the capitalof Sweden.’

B: Stockholms wel de hoofdstadvanZweden
‘Stockholmisthe capitalof Sweden.’

Hogeweqto appear)analyzesll usesof wel asa negationof a negationin the context. Dependent
onthe nature of the negationin the contextthey are areactionto, the different usesof wel canbe
orderedaccordingo their strength.Fourclasseare distinguished Thestrongestmeaningis
exemplifiedby (1). Thesecondstrongestuseof wel isthe explicitcontrastiveuse.Thethird strongest
useis wel markingimplicit contrast. Theremainingusesof wel canbe groupedtogether by the name
constructionspecifi¢ sincethey all occurtogetherwith a particularlinguisticitem. Tomakeexplicit
how the meaningsangefrom strongto weakl usethe definition of contrastasgivenby Winter and
Rimon(1994).The definition is givenin (2)

2 Thecontrastrelation: A propositionr establishesontrastbetweentwo
(ordered)propositionsp andqiff {p WAr) H(q r) istrue.

Theusesof wel differ with respectto how muchmustbe inferred from the contextto derive-r. For
the usesof correction,-r isexplicitlypresentin the context. Forcontrastivewel, -r is partly present
in the context. If we view upon propositionsaspropertiesappliedto a setof entities, only the setof
entities of the proposition-r hasto be inferred from the context. Forimplicit contrastivewel the
whole proposition-r hasto be inferred. We havethe following hierarchyof meaningsof wel.

(4) Correction>>Explicitcontrast>>Implicit contrast

Zeevati(2007)arguesthat there isarelation betweensemanticbleachingandrise of
frequencyin the recruitmentof linguisticitems. Forwel we indeedseeanincreasein the frequency
of the weakerusesof wel comparedto the strongestuse.In over650instancesof wel, takenfrom
the Corpusof Spoke Dutch,onlytwo couldbe classifiedasan explicitdenialof a denial. However,
datatakenfrom the CHILDE&orpusshowthat in the speechof Dutchchildrenthe strongest
meaningof welisfar more frequentthanin adult speechln over600instancesof wel, 168couldbe
classifiedasan explict denialof a denial. Anexamplefrom the CHILDE&brpusis givenin (5).

) CHI: nogauto. ‘PRTCAr’
CAR: oh zullenwe kijken. ‘ohlet'ssee’
CHI: ja. ‘yes’
CAR: hier zit geenauto meer. ‘here’sno car
anymore’

CAR: maarwat wel ? ‘but whatisthere?’
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CHI: wel auto . ‘WELcar’
CAR: nee,waarzieje deautodan? ‘no,wheredoyou
seethe carthen?’

Welindicatingimplicit contraston the other handisrare in the speechof the children.Oneexample
of sucha useis givenin (6).In this examplethe child useswel to deny the implicitassumptiorthat
Samis not allowedto watch.

(6) CHI: Sammagkijken. ‘Sammaywatch’
CAR: wat zegje ? ‘Whatdo you say?’
CHI: Sammagwel kijken. ‘SammayWwELwatch’
CAR: ja, Samgaatstraksmee ‘yes,Samwill swim
zwemmen. ‘with you later on’

We canconcludethat childrenacquirethe strongestmeaningearlyanduseit often, despitethe
rarity of their occurrencean the input. Furthermore they acquireuseof wel asa markerof implicit
contrastlater anduseit less often, despitethe fact that this useis muchmore frequentin adult
speech.In this presentationl will addresghe questionhow frequencyandstrengthinfluencethe
acquisitionof the particlewel.

| will arguethat the relation betweena decreasén frequencyandorder of acquisitionthat is
found hereis not accidental Theacquisitionof the lexiconis not only aboutmappingthe right signal
to the right conceptbut alsoincludesthe constructionof meaning.Thatentailsrecognizinghe
relevantcontextualelementsandlearningthe mappingbetweenmeaningsandsignalghroughthe
inferenceof meaningin context(Smith2005).Strongemeaningsof a linguisticitem entail its
weakermeanings Strongemeaningsherefore require a more specificcontextwhichmakesthem
suitablefor fewer environmentsbut easierto recognizeby children.Furthermore weakermeanings
canbe derivedfrom their strongercounterpartsbut not viceversa. Theweakermeaningis part of
the strongermeaning.A child cansubtractthe weakermeaningfrom the strongermeaningby
recognizinghat the differencebetweenthem isin conflictwith the contextof a particular
occurrenceof the word. Thisisin line with Zeevat(2007)who arguesthat overmarkinganintended
meaningis lessharmfulfor the succes®f communicatiornthan undermarkinghe meaning.
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Towards a DRT-based account of adversative
connectors

Elena Karagjosova
University of Oslo
elena.karagjosova@ilos.uio.no

The German adversative connectodoch (Eng. though but) may express various rela-
tions of contrast, such as semantic opposition, concession and correcticin,(1)-(5). | will
provide a dynamic semantics account of the meaning dbch and its contribution to the
discourse in which it is used. | treat the semantics afoch uniformly by assuming that it
can be captured by means of the contrast presupposition that was proposed%h as a full
menaing speci cation of the more prototypical German adversative connectaber. S b
de nes the presupposition triggered byaber in terms of the requirement that the context
( ) should entail the negation of the result of replacing the topicT) of the sentence hosting
the adversative marker by an alternative, cf. the formal de nition in (6).

As S b's notion of topic covers a range of cases where the term refers to neial
that is given or inferable in the context, | propose an underspeci ed represation of the
meaning ofdochin terms of UDRT alternations [4] involving a range of di erent \topics"
and corresponding alternatives depending on the context in which the connector iseds
For instance, the \topic" in (1) is a contrastive topic (CT), and its alternative ( ) is
the contrastive topic of the rst clause, whereas the \topic" in (4) is the complement of
focusseddoch, namelynicht, and the alternative coincides with the \topic". These facts are
re ected in (7) which represents two of the alternations in my underspeci ed mresentation
of doch In (7), and °are discourse referents for representing clauses as in SDRT [1],

is the clause hostingdoch and F is the complement of the focu$. The representation
is intended to express thatdoch triggers the presupposition that there is a sentence® in
the discourse context such that °is the negation of the result of replacing the respective
\topics" of by their corresponding alternatives.

| will then show how the representation of discourses wittiloch is constructed, starting
from its underspeci ed representation and employing information about (i) its sytactic
and prosodic properties, (ii) the focus-background structure of the sentenceat hosts it
and (iii) the structure of the discourse in which it is used. Roughly, the DRS constructiois
informed by the focus annotated syntactic tree of the sentence hosting thenoctor. The
semantic representations are built by means of DRT-construction rules [3]. Thenstruc-
tion rules for doch select the correctdoch-alternation that ts in the partcular context.
The selecteddoch-alternation is a presupposition that in a further step has to be bound

1
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to an antecedent in the context (where the antecedent entails the presupgion) or the
context must be accommodated, i.e. the content of the presupposition is added ttte
context on the background of which the sentence is interpreted. Since the presuppion
is sensitive to the information structure (IS) of the sentence hosting the connect as well
as to the IS of (the) preceding sentence(s), | use a version of DRT basedkamp [2] that
incorporates representations of focus-background divisions.

(1) [Hans] ist reich, doch [Petertt ist arm. (semantic opposition )
"Hans is rich but Peter is poor.’

(2) Das Pferd war klein, seine Beine waren kurz, undoch war es der schnellste Renner
weit und breit. (concession)
"The horse was small, his legs were short, and yet he was the fastest runner fai a
wide.'

(3) A: Es stimmt [nicht] , dass Peter verreist ist.
‘It is not true that Peter has left.'
B": [Doch]g, es stimmt. ‘It is true." (correction )

(4)  A: Peter kommt nicht mit ins Kino.
"Peter is not coming to the cinema.'
B: Er ist also doch verreist. "So he has left, after all." ¢orrection )

(5)  A: Peter kommt mit ins Kino.
"Peter is coming with us to the cinema.’
B: Er ist doch verreist. "He has left, as you should know.'cbrrection )

(6) [ aber] i E: [T( )= ]forsome alternative and [ ] .
0 0

O [ erO=erca | - [ o FO=F(n

References

[1] Nicholas Asher and Alex Lascarides.Logics of Conversation Cambridge Univ. Press, 2003.

[2] Hans Kamp. Information structure in a dynamic theory of meaning. In Proceedings of the
Linguistic Society of Korea, 2004.

[3] Hans Kamp and Uwe Reyle. From Discourse to Logic: Introduction to Modeltheoretic Se-
mantics of Natural Language, Formal Logic and Discourse Representabn Theory. Kluwer
Academic Publishers, Dordrecht/Boston/London, 1993.

[4] Antje Rossdeutscher Reyle, Uwe and Hans Kamp. Ups and downs in the tloey of temporal
reference. Linguistics and Philosophy, 2005.

[5] Kjell Johan Sb. Presupposition and contrast: German aber as a topic particle. In Weis-
gerber, editor, Proceedings of Sinn und Bedeutung ,72003.

2



#3% & !
& !
)
&' !
& !
')
!
* #$ %
#$ %+, - #. 110%
1
#$ %
&l
2 Lo,
A%
&I
!
!
#$ % #$ %
#*Y& ! 34 5
6
&' I3 4
1)
!
7 #"
A #0%
#0% & 43

17

# $ %
8 9
#- JI0: * 5 $;<=:
&6 $=>% ?'

8 9
?
] I

! $

@ #$,<A%

*
#B
1. % #? %
1! #C  $;;,%
D #.1/0%
|
# & % ! #
% ! ? E
?2 F 2
#D /0" %"

? #1 %

?

$ ! 8

9
?
8
%9
1
?
!
1
2
F
1



G o #$ %
&' |
?
!
#>% ' I 43
H' 5
&' ! 43
! #3$%
1
, !
E I #A%
$l
#A® &
! 43
&' |
4 !
( )
| 43|
i " N
I #A%
#J%"
#J%
#&  $;A"J C J"><0%
, & #$;:A%
#J%
# %
#<% K L
#1
3H " K ' 6

18

$ C
C

/
0@

A & 6 F

'S5 1
4%

7

J B
2

!
7
<

#<%

& #$;;,%

0.<10JJ
G #1%

! >J02>=]
E D #$.<A4%$=% B
@ ED 0
? 7" E

1>/
#$::A% ?

#$,=>%
6 6 '

$ &%$2 3%

$ 2 ($) % 3

M?  #I%
( &
! ? 7"

D
D ? #/0%( ! !
!

DG -

M ?5

8
FG , '
&$20
7

& #"

N #/.% M'5
‘9
# % 4% &
$ 4 3 F

N #.//0% 0

& 4
G K '

G .o

$/ * 5
5
B

, #$<=% 7
& 6 $
7



19

Presuppsition Accommodation of Discourse-Initial
Too

Sumiyo Nishiguchi

Osaka University
u301192b@ecs.cmc.osaka-u.ac.jp

Abstract

Sentences with a Japanese focus markeno \also/too" can be uttered out of the
blue without sounding erratic. Instead of contrastive narrow focus, mo-sentences
have presentational neutral focus. | will analyze discourse-initialmo as a speaker-
oriented emphatic marker, similar to indeed or unfortunately. By association with
a whole proposition, mo triggers unspeci ed presuppositions that provide evidence
to convince the speaker and hearer thap is true. Even though the presuppositions
accommodated by the hearer might di®er from those of the speaker, they are similar
propositions to p.

1 Discourse Initial Mo \also"

Mo \also/even," a focus marker or quanti er-like element (Kuroda 1969), typically places
contrastive focus on a noun phrase. Similar to the Englistoo (Karttunen and Peters
1979), amo-p assertion is felicitous only when it follows another sentence, such as \some-
one other than Ken came," or at least when the presuppositions are satis ed by the
extralinguistic context. This paper, however, concernmo-p that is uttered discourse-
initially.

(1) Yo-mo  hukete-ta.
night-also grow latepast
\It has become late, indeed."

Such amo-sentence can be uttered out of the blue without sounding remotely peculiar.
Unlike the regularmo, the discourse-initialmo does not contrast its syntactic constituent
yo \night" with any antecedent. The focus in (1) is neutral and presentational. Instead
of a narrow focus on the noun phrase, there is wide focus on the whole sentenigi
does not trigger the presupposition that \someone/something other than x is so." For
example, (1) does not presuppose that \the morning grew late and the night grew late,
too," and it is perfectly felicitous out of the blue without antecedents.

(2) Haru-mo takenawa-ni nari-mashi-ta. (Numata 2000)
spring-also peakdat becomehon-past
\Spring has reached its peak."
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In terms of (2), Numata (2000) suggests thamo associates with a whole proposition
and contrasts other things reminiscent of the season and transition of time. The speaker
presupposes prior situations such as cherry blossoms blooming, the trees being green,
and the weather being warm. | claim that the emphatieno triggers presuppositions that
form evidences for the uttered propositionMo also creates polarity focus.

2 Unspeci ed Presuppositions: Sentence Focus and
Presupposition Accommodation

According to Lambrecht (1994), the utterance \my car broke down" would not have
any presupposition that is lexicogrammatically evoked; since the assertion extends over
the entire proposition, it can be considered new information. While this assertion might
situationally imply the pragmatic presupposition that \something happened,” out-of-the-
blue assertions, by de nition, lack presuppositions (Zubizarreta 1998).

However,mo uttered suddenly does indeed trigger presuppositions, which are accom-
modated by the speaker (presupposition accommodation; Lewis (1973)). The presup-
positions of mo-p are what Stalnaker (1978) refers to as informative presuppositions.
Normally, presuppositions are non-informative; for example, if A tells B, \John's cat is
sick," the existence of John's cat is part of the common ground between A and B. How-
ever, as the neutral focus suggests, the entirao-p is new information and the entire
p is in the scope ofmo. Mo evokes the preceding events that support the proposition
as a presupposition. Following the framework in Rooth (1996), propositions are given
two-dimensional meanings: the focus semantic value (f) and the ordinary semantic value
(0). The presuppositions triggered bymo are given in the former and the content of the
assertion is in the latter.

(3) a. [(] = fltis dark, it is past midnight, the neighbors turned o® their lightg
b. [(D]° = Itis late

(4) a. [(Q)J = fCherry blossoms are blooming, it became warmer, the daylight has
begun to last longer,.g

b. [(2)]° = Spring has reached its peak

Crucially, the content of the presuppositions might di®er for the speaker and the
hearer. What constitutes evidence of the change of season depends on the individual's
background. While cherry blossoms would convince Japanese people that spring has
reached its peak, the length of day or the temperature would mark a change of season
for those from other cultures. The presuppositions are not speci ed; thus, they can vary
between speaker and hearer.

3 Abduction and Similarity

The presuppositions ofmo-p form reasons for and evidence aho-p. While no explicit
presuppositions (P) are given in the discourse, the hearer derives presuppositions as
reasons and evidence for thmo-utterances.

2
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(5) P1: Cherry blossoms are blooming
P,: It became warmer
Ps: The daylight has begun to last
mo-p: Spring has reached its peak
P1” P, P3s E mo-p

Furthermore, similarity holds between the worlds in which the presuppositions are
true and those in whichmo-p is true, even though there is no complete overlap between
mo-p and P worlds. For example, cherry blossoms blooming mark the spring season in
many countries in the northern hemisphere; however, the warm weather does not entail
that the season is spring, because there are warm days in fall as well. (6) formalizes the
similarity relations betweenmo-p and P worlds!

(6) a. SIM, is a function from propositions to propositions that maps eacp to the
set of p-worlds that are similar to w.

SIM(p) = fw®2 pj w' is no less similar tow than any other world in pg
b. 8w[P(w)! w2 SIM,(mo-p)]

All the worlds in which presuppositionsP hold are similar to the mo-p worlds.
Shudo (2002), even though she does not discuss the discourse-initi@, analyzes a
mo-p whose antecedent predicate is not identical tono-p.

(7) Midori-wa sarada-o tsukutte-kita-shi, Namie-mo keeki-o yaite kita.
Midori-top saladacc make-came-and Namie-alsocakeacc bake came

\Midori made a salad and brought it and Namie baked a cake and brought it"

While the predicate of the canonicaimo-p is identical to the antecedent, e.g., \Midori
baked a cake and Namie-mo baked a cake," the two predicates in (7), \make a salad"
and \bake a cake" are not quite identical but only similar to each other in that they are
both relevant to cooking. In other words, \x made a salad and brought it" and \x baked

a cake and brought it" entail that \x cooked a dish and brought it," which Shudo calls
bridge entailment Even though the out-of-the-bluemo-p and the implicit antecedents are
also in similar relation, mo-p and the presuppositions do not entail the same proposition.
Rather, mo-pis entailed by the set of presuppositions which individuals infer by abductive
reasoning.

4 Emphatic Meaning of Mo and Conversational Back-
ground

Mo is an expressive emphatic marker that conveys the speaker's evaluations and senti-
ments. While (2) demonstrates the speaker's uplifted sentiments, most of the discourse-
initial mo sentences express the speaker's negative emotion. Many of the above example

1The notion of comparative similarity between possible worlds originates in Lewis (1973).

3
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sentences can be embedded under negative factive predicates such as \I regret" but not by
positive predicates like \be glad” (Nishiguchi 2005). In Kratzer-style semantics (Kratzer
1991), conversational background evaluatesp-worlds according to the speaker's prefer-
ence.

(8) Conversational background
Ordering sourceg: in view of what | want (bouletic conversational background)

(9) Ordering sourceg (in view of what | want):
For all u;w; w2 W, forany g(u) g P(W): W+ 4 WPi®fpjp2 g(u)*w 2 pg u f pj
p2g(u)*w2pg

A set of propositionsg(u), i.e., the desired ideals, induces a partial ordering on the
possible worlds accessible from world. If w - 4,y W° world w is closer thanw® to the
ideal represented byg(u). Simply put, the speaker prefersv world to w°world.

(10) [moj p]lg(t1l) =1i®

T T
forallw2 = g(u)thereisaw®2  g(u) suchthatw - 4, w’andforallz2  g(u):
if Z- gu) W, then z 2 [p]"9

Mo-p is true in world u if and only if all the p-worlds are ordered according to the
preferences of the speaker.

The speaker-oriented meaning afo is only available when the presuppositions are
satis ed. Following Berman (1991) and von Fintel (1994), which regard presuppositions
as restrictors of operators, | propose thamo is a universal determiner-like element that
“nds implicit presuppositions in the restrictor and overt unaccusative predicates in the
nuclear scope Mo, which is the head of the MODAL P, raises and adjoins TP at LF due
to its quanti cational force. Mo has a presupposition in the complement and an overt
proposition in the nuclear scope.

(11) [re[mopar [MopaL mo][presupposition]][1{p [vopair [DP [mopal 1 <mo>]]]
[rolvp<DP> V] T]]I]

5 Context Change Potential

Finally, let us consider howmo-p changes a context in the framework of Heim (1992),
which regards the meaning of a sentence as its context change potential (CCP)n#o-
sentence adds additional information, whilga(nominative marker)-sentences do not nec-
essarily do so.

(12) ¢+ mo-p = f(w, g)in cj pis true at (w, g)g if there is g that is similar, but not
equal to p, which is true in c; otherwise, unde ned.

The meaning ofmo-p is added to the context only if there is a similar proposition to
p, that is, the presupposition that is already satis ed in the context.

4
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Pragmaticenrichmentvia expressivecontent
ChristopherPotts
UMassAmherst

Pragmaticgs centralto the theory of linguisticmeaningbecauseto paraphraselevinson2000,the
encodedcontent of the sentenceswe utter is only the barestsketchof what we actuallyintend with
those utterances. If | say to you, "Sam'scar is in the driveway", the propositional content is
straightforwardto recover. Butwhat do | *mean*? Without guidance-from me, from the context,
from your generalknowledgeof the world —youmight be left mired in pragmaticindeterminacy.

Supposd sayinstead"Sam'sgoddamcaris in the friggindriveway".In pepperingmy utterancewith
expressives, provide cluesasto what | am sayingand why it is important. Thistalk is aboutthe nar
ture of this extrainformation andthe role that it playsin pragmaticenrichment.

In the first part of the talk, | attempt to cometo terms with the diversity of expressivameanings,
both acrosdanguagesnd within the rangeof readingsfor specificitems. | arguethat this seemingly
disparatelinguisticdomainis united by the propertiesdescribedin Potts2007,and | presenta wide

rangeof new evidencefor those properties, drawingon recentwork on memory(Jayet al. 2007),0n

linguisticmatchingconstructions(Pottset al. 2007),and on sentimentanalysigPangand Lee2004,

2005).

Expressiveare emotionallycharged jnextricablylinked with their conditionson use,and highlyvarir
ablein their discoursecontributions.Thereis no toughercombinationfor the semanticist.Thus,ever
the pragmatist(and pragmaticist) | attempt to makean end run aroundmeaningsfocussingentirely
onuse(Kaplan1999). Inspiredby vanRooy2003,1 studyexpressivein the contextof conversational
signalinggames.The approachrevealsthat certain pragmaticenrichmentsare naturally stable disr
coursestrategies.

If the theory | developis on the right track, then uttering an expressiveas anirrevocableact that can
reverberatethrough the discourseand, viscerally,through its participants.| closethe talk by adr
dressingsome of the waysin which this theoretical understandingcan inform issuesand debates
outsideof linguistics.
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Sharpening the adequacy of a characterisation—The semantics of GermdBerade
Gerhard Schaden & Lucia M. Tovena (Université Paris 7, CNRS LLF)

As noted in the literature (e.g. Konig, 1991), Gernggmadebears quite some resemblances in meaning effects with
exclusive focus particles like Englisinly, without however excluding alternative values. While the clagedtars
is, according to the terms of Konig, “exhaustively identi ed” with the class of cars getting often stolen, it does not
exclude other types of cars from being stolen.
(1) Gerade rote Autoswerdenoft gestohlen.

GERADETred cars becomeoftenstolen.

"Precisely red cars are often stolen.’
We propose to capture the meaning effectgefade in terms of an adverb that sharpens the perception of adequacy
of a property for characterising a particular set. We analyse this effect as the result of a comparison with alternative
properties, by means of a measure function. The function maps members of a set of properties—of entities or of
events depending on the context—to real numbers. The structure of the set domain also depends on the context, as
well as on the lexical semantics of the linguistic material, and is preserved by the measure. More poecasdy,
establishes a comparison between the measure associated to the fPapgntyssed by the associate (cf. Krifka,
1998), and the measure of any other propftin the relevant context. No propertyP®can provide a characteristic
function suitable for cutting out the intended set if its measure is superior to the measuréhié is stated in
(2), which generalises over the different possible syntactic functions of the associate. Be a sentemsisting
of geradebeing applied to a property inside the sentende (wheref =y withoutgeradg. f is false for all
substitutions oP with P® wherePPgets byma higher value thaR.
(2) 1 Pl x[f J(P)~9 mC(m) ~8 PAm(PY > m(P) ! f [F=p] = O)]]*
In order to see the formula at work, let us consider the following example:
(3) Wir habengerade genug Geld, umunseinEis zu kaufen.

We have GERADEenoughmoneyfor us an ice-creanto buy.

"We have just enough money to buy us an ice-cream.’
(3) asserts that the amount of money the speaker has quali es as enough money for buying an ice-cgdmt i.e.
for instance does not qualify as enough money for buying a pizzaP2 ifjwe know that the price of a pizza is
superior to the price of an ice-cream. This means that, supposing that an ice-cream&asis 2 pizza &, the
speaker must have at leas€2and at most 7.9€ for the sentence to be felicitous. The common ground contains the
assumption that we do not know of any other item whose price is within this span. If we do, then the relevant span is
by de nition reduced to the interval between€and the price of this other item. In practice, the span is viewed as
small insofar as n®Vis identi ed as holding of the amount possessed by the speaker and having a measure superior
to the measure associatedRoThis span can be viewed as a zone of approximation. The measure function of prices
of goods preserves the relation “costs more than' among the images of the sets of icecreams, pizzas, etc., thanks to
the fact that numbers are ordered by thérelation. But it is not always the case that the members of the domain of
the measure function are intrinsically ordered. Next, the context and the nature of the associate determine which
measure function is picked out. The relation between function and content of the background can be indirect, as the
function must come with it but need not be mentioned explicitly.

The comparison of measurgéP% > m(P) enhances the relevance of the edge arda Fhis suits us well for

temporal and spatial useSeradebasically displays the same behaviour when it modi es phrasesbkbPP: the
entity in question is perceived as being situated now very closely to the (temporal or spatid) edge.

(4) a. Passaliegtgerade nochin Bayern. b. *Passaliegt gerade schon in Bayern.
P. lies GERADEStill in Bavaria. P. lies GERADE alreadyin Bavaria.
"Passau is still situated in Bavaria (but very Intended: “Passau is already in Bavaria (but
close to not being in Bavaria). very close to the border).

(4a) can be conceptualized as situating Passau on the edge-region of the domain denoted by "still in Bavaria'.
Supposing thaschonis the dual oihoch the unacceptability ofdb)is puzzling. However, as Mittwoch (1993: 75)

1(2) bears obvious similarities with some accountsnliy (e.g. van Rooij and Schulz, 2005). Note, however, that the so-called “negative'
contribution of the particle is asserted withly, but presupposed witherade and that the “positive' contribution is presupposed weitihy,
but asserted witgerade The fact that, contrary tonly, geradecannot trigger an NPI in the sentence background seems to give support to
this idea:*Gerade Reinhold Messner hat je einen Yeti geseHemecisely Reinhold Messner has ever seen a Yeti'.

2Geradeoften marks temporal proximity, but the analysis of its so-called progressive uses requires a careful tweaking of our proposal, work we
plan for the full paper.
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has argued, one can ssghonas involving a (temporal or spatial) comparison. Therefore, the comparisons operated
by schonPP andyerademight clash, causing uninterpretability. There is a clear opposition between cases like (3)
and (4), whergeradehas as associate a member of an intrinsically ordered domain, and cases like (1), where the
associate (which is prosodically prominent in this position) is not intrinsically coupled with an ordering relation, but
the relation seems to stem from the sentence-background.
Using measure functions has the advantage of providing us a range (the set of real numbers) which is intrinsically
ordered, while the domain is not necessarily ordered. Hence, we can cover scalargesageds well as non-scalar
ones. Scalar readings result from applying the adverb to a predicasading in a contextually determined ordering
relation w.r.t a contextually provided set of alternatRfs—ordering that is preserved ny—and not directly from
the semantics of the adverb. In this respect, it is interesting to note a difference between the behgei@adeaind
the behaviour of well-known, scalar particles l&eenw.r.t. accommodating the ordé€seradecannot, by itself,
force us to accommodate an ordering between associate and alternatives, whereas a scalar pasatedike
(see (5)).
(5) a. Even Otto got promoted.
b. ??Gerade Otto hat eineBeférderunggekriegt.
GERADEO. hasa promotion got.
“Precisely Otto got promoted.’
Even without salient contextual antecede(s,) will be interpreted as ordering Otto with respect to alternative
candidates to promotion, and place him as an unlikely promotegBBis odd out of the blue, and nmand
potentialP% are easily available. A predicate allowing gradation, Vigedienerin (6), improves the sentence and
reduces the burden on special discourse embeddings. (6) orders Otto as one of the people most deserving to obtain a
promotion. Otto is at the edge of the ordered group of people satisfying the (background-)predicate.

(6) Gerade Ottohatte eineBeftérderungverdient.
GERADEO. hadonja promotion earned.
“Particularly Otto would have earned a promotion.’

Finally, let us consider Kénig's claim thgeradecomes with an implicature (gradually becoming conventionalised,
according to him) that the two identi ed properties are (at least, potentially) con icting. (7) showgehadeis
able tomarksuch con icts, rather than to provoke them, and may even downtone them at times.

(7) Eswarja geradederTriumphder Araber,der ihnenihre heutigeLage sounertraglichmacht.
It wasyesgeradethetriumph of the Arabs, whichthem their currentsituationsounbearable makes.
(Die Zeit13, 2006)
"It was precisely the triumph of the Arabs that makes their present situation so unbearable to them.’

Without gerade (7) seems incoherent, because of the presenjgedfhis particle is analyzed generally as marking
an information as either pertaining to the common ground, or as easily inferrable from elements present in the
common ground.

Intuitively, (7) states that the most relevant reason for the Arabs current unhappiness is their past glory (while
suggesting that there may be other, valid reasons for them to be unhappy). This can be accounted for in our analysis,
as all (stronger) alternativé® to past gloryP render the sentence false. Thus, the effect of sharpening of the
adequacy oP, still without excluding other reasons for unhappiness—provided that each of them individually
measures less tha&h Then, the reason whyeradecannot be left out in (7) is that without it, the adequacyrof
is not enhanced, and one would exhaustify the focus w.r.t the background. This would lead to the conclusion that
there are no other (substantial) reasons for the Arabs to be unhappy, and as a result, one is baf ed by the causal link
established between past glory and present unhappiness, presented as objaolrsdyym, there is no need to
suppose an (external) meaning component—con icting roles—which would comegieoadle “Con icting roles',
if any, are external to the semantics of the particle.

* * %
Konig, Ekkehard. 1991The Meaning of Focus Particles. A Comparative Perspectiemdon: Routledge.
Krifka, Manfred. 1998. Additive particles under stress. In D. Strolovitch and A. Lawson (€dscgedings from

Semantics and Linguistic Theory VITLC Publications. Cornell University, Ithaca, NY. pp. 111-128.

Mittwoch, Anita. 1993. The relationship betwe&choAlready and NochStill: A reply to Lébner. Natural

Language Semantié1):71-82.
van Rooij, Robert and Katrin Schulz. 2008nly: Meaning and implicatures. Ms., University of Amsterdam.

3(7) would be ne in all other combinations, i.e. i) witieradeand noja, or ii) with neither.
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To p or to =p, that is the question- the pragmatics of Bavariatfei’
Sonja Thoma
University of British Columbia
sonja.thoma@gmail.com

Introduction: In this paper | provide a description of the semantic and pragmatic conditions for
the so far undescribed Bavarian partigle and motivate the notion of\&RUM FOCUS DISCOURSE
PARTICLE. Like Standard German, the Bavarian diadeabounds with discourse particles, which
link a speaker’s utterance to the larger diso®uiParticles can comment on propositions implicated
but not expressed in discourse, speakers’ attitudes, listeners’ beliefs, or on the common ground.

The Problemt The ineffable nature of discourse particles in general, and the problem of capturing
the meaning ofei in particular is illustrated below. As an answer to the question ‘\tbesfei
mean?’, speakers can answer with (1a) or (1b).

(1) aDes isschwer zum sog’n b Des s feischwer zum sog'n
that is difficult  INF.DET" say that isfei difficult INF.DET say
‘That’s hard to say’ ‘That's hard to say’

Proposal: Bavarianfei is partvERUM FOCUS partDISCOURSE PARTICLEIt evokes a meaning along

the lines ofvERUM Focus(HOhle 1992) and acts likemSCOURSE PARTICLEDY anchoring the host
sentencep to a pragmatic context of utterance (Zimmermann 2007a, Fischer 2006), and by
accessing the interlocutors’ epistemic attitudes towatdke discourse particles, and unlike some
focus particles, the addition déi does not affect the truth-functional meaning of a sentence
(Abraham 1991), but the felicity conditions. In a nutshalexpresses (3).

(S)wlieve that you believe}course particiethat [it is not the casglkum rocusthat [Plost
UTTERANCE T~ —
fei

| propose thafei is an overt marker of the speaker’s intent to correct the commoond (CG) (cf.
Zimmermann 2007b). The speaker reacts \fetlto a propositiorp that she believes to be in the
CG, and corrects the CG withfai focused assertioril am asserting p, since judging from your
behavior/question/comment you seem to thinkospjust in case that you think -p’This can be
illustrated more formally as in (4).

(4) fei(p): Axemove -p/p from CG (if present)

Evidence: | develop my argument by showing verum focus effects fgittA host propositiomp is
contrasted with the alternativgd when the particle is added. i§halso accounts for the emphatic
force of the sentences containifeg As a discourse particlégi accesses a presupposition in the
CG. (5-6) help to illustrate:

(5) Context: A puts out an elaborate spread for dinner for 2 without uttering an invitation to B

1| keep my glosses as simple as possible. The abbreviations used are INF=infinitive, DET=determiner,
PRON=pronoun, COMP=complementizer.
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B: | hob fei koa Zeit mehr
| have fei NEG.DET time more
‘1 don’t have time any more’
Proposition implicated by\'s setting the table for:2¥ou have time for dinner
Judging from your behavior | believe that you eed that | have time for dinner: but | don’t have
time for dinner correctghe commongroundwith: | DON' T HAVE TIME

(6) A: Can | open the window?’
B: Mi friats fei
Me be.cold fei
‘I am cold’

Proposition implicated by A’s questior¥ou are not cold
Judging from your question | believe that you believe that | am not cold, but | am cold
correctshe commongroundwith : | AM COLD

Predictions: This proposal makes some predictions. (ileifaccesses a presupposition in the CG
and focuses on the opposite polarity of that presupposition, it should not be felicitous in answers to
Y/N questions, e.g'ls it snowing outside?(7) nor in questions themselves (8), assuming that
guestions do not update the CG or carry a presitppusThis is borne out by the data below.

(7) #Jaes schneibt fei. (8) #Schneibts fei draussn?
it snows fei Snows.it fei outside
To mean: ‘ Yes, it's snowing’ To mean‘ Is it snowing outside?

Secondly, ifvERUM is encoded in C as proposed by Hohle (1992), and some discourse patrticles are
modifiers on the propositional level (Zimmermann 2007a),féiishould only be grammatical in
inflected imperatives with CP structure (9a). Infinitival imperative forms with the particle sheuld
ungrammatical (9c¢).

(9) a. Bass feiauf! b. Aufbass’n! c. *fei aufbass’n
Watch fei out Out.watch fei out.watch
‘Be careful!’ AAmperative ‘Be carefulfnfinitive
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German demonstrativa® — intensifying and hedging effects

Carla Umbach, Cornelia Endriss

Institute of Cognitive Science, University of Osnabrtick

1. Germanso is a demonstrative expression combing with, e.g.,fimte noun phrases, verb
phrases and adjectives. It canused deictically and anaphoricafigferring to modifiers of various
kinds. When combined with gradable expressemefers to a degree, cf (1). When combined with
non-gradable expressions picks up a property, cf. (2). Like any other demonstrative expression
can be used deictically and anaphoricalljus the degree or property referred tasbgan either be
provided by a demonstrating gesture or by the pragechntext. In the (a) examples of (1) and (2)
sois used deictically and the hearer has to inferrédevant degree or prape (Marie's height / the
make of Marie's car) from the speaker's gestIn the (b) examples of (1) and &) is used
anaphorically relating to an anteead that represents a degregperty (1,80m / equipped with a
hatch). In the (c) examples of (1) and §B)is part of an equative comparison. Following Umbach
(2007) it constitutes a cataphretating to the subsequente-phrase which provides the comparison
base. The relevant degree or property has to be inferred from the exemplar given in the comparison
base. These examples show timaall of the three useso functions as a deomstrative expression
picking up either a degree or a property.

(1) a. (speaker demonstrating ataersize:) So grol} ist Marie. Marie is that tall."

b. Annaist 1,80 Marie ist auch sogrof3. 'Anna is 1,80. Marie is that tall, too."
c. Marie ist so grol3 wie Anna. 'Marie is as tall as Anna.'

(2) a. (pointing to Anna's car§o ein Auto hat Marie (auch). 'Marie (also) has a car like this.'

b. Anna hat ein Auto [mit HeckklappeMarie hat auch s@in Auto.
'‘Anna has a car with a hatch. Marie has such a car, too.'

c. Marie hat so ein Auto wie Anna. 'Marie has the same a car as Anna.'

2. There are usages &0 which, although combined with gralble as wellas non-gradable
expressions as before, are neither deicticamaphoric and instead occur ‘out of the blugthen
combined with gradable expressions this usageoa$ called "intensifying” because it appears to
boost the standard degree (and fraquently be substituted sehr/very, cf. (3). When combined
with non-gradable expressiotise out-of-the-blue usage sb appears like hedging, the speaker
being uncertain whether the washe chose is adequate, cf. (4).

(3) a. (A: Do you want to have nayning table?) B: Er ist so grof3. 'It is so big."
b. (A: Let us sit on the lawnB: Der Rasen ist so nass. 'The lawn is so wet.'
c. (A: Why don't you put it in the fridgp) B: Der Kiihlschrank ist so voll. The fridge is so full.’
d. (A: Why don't you ask John?) B: Er ist so'n Pedant. 'He is such a prig."

Y In contrast to the deictic usages, the out-of-the-blue usages are not accompanieddnstaten gesture. They also
differ from the deictic ones in thabmust not be stressed, while in the deictic usages there is usually stsess on
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(4) a. (A: What kind of art does he dik?) B: Na ja, so kubistische. 'Like cubistic'
b. (A: What do you want?) Bch brauche so'ne Klammer. 'l need kind of a clip'.

In this paper we will focus on the out-of-the-blue usagesmtiemonstrated in (3) and (4) and
address two questions: (i) Whattliee semantic contribution gbin these cases? (ii) How do these
cases relate to the demonstrative (deictigghnac/cataphoric) uses shown in (1) and (2)?

3. When combined with gradable exm®Ems, as in (3), out-of-the-blusd functions as a degree
modifier indicating a context-ggendent significant degree onettassociated scale. Following
Kennedy and McNally (2005) we will distinguish betweelative and absoluigradable adjectives.
Relative adjectives likgrof3/tall come with a context-dependestandard of comparison (‘norm’),
that is,Marie is tallis true if Marie's height exceeds tharsdard height in Marie's comparison class.
For relative adjectives, the effect of out-of-the-bfgeis marginal, cf. (3a), since the standard of
comparison is already context-dependent.

In the case of absolute adjectivee standard of comparison coincides with either the minimum or
the maximum of the associated (closeddle. For absolute adjectives likass/wethe standard of
comparison is given by the minimum and hence sigjfti to any other degreeill be an increase.
This is whyso has a boosting effect in (3b). For absolute adjectivesvidkgull the standard of
comparison is given by the maximum. Shiftingtat some other degree inevitably results in a
decrease. This explains whghas a downscaling effect e@oll/full, cf. (3c). (If something iso voll

it is not full!). Finally, in (3d) out-of-the-bluso is combined withPedant/prigwhich is a noun
instead of an adjective but is still gradablel amomes with a minimum standard. Similar to the
adjectival example in3p) adding out-of-the-blugoresults in boosting.

Comparing the out-of-the-blue cases in (3) to thenges in (1) it turnsut that they differ only
with respect to the origin of the degree indicatecsdyWhile in (1a) the dgree is provided by a
demonstration gesture, in (3) it depends on whatstieaker takes to be significant in the utterance
situation. Although this usage is not demonstraiivéhe narrow sense (there is no accompanying
gesture), we might assume a silel@monstration indicating a degreeTHS-EXTEND — thereby
allowing to spell out the meaning 66 in, e.g, (3a) as shown in (5b). (Note that while Kaplan's
DTHAT refers to real entities the utterance situatiomHIS-EXTEND is meant to operate on Buhler's
imaginary space, like his "Deixis am Phantasma".)

(5) a. (speaker demonating a certain size:)

Der Tisch ist so grolivie ich es zeige 'The table is this size [like | show you]'
b. (silentdemonstration:)
Der Tisch ist So grofiv[e THIS-EXTEND]. 'The table is as big [aBHIS-EXTEND]'

4. When combined with non-gradable expressions, as in (4), out-of-thesblfienctions like a
hedging expression indicating thaétimtended denotation deviates frtime regular one. In (4b), for
example, the speaker wants something similaa wip but she doesrknow the name of these
items. This can be accounted for in (at least) ways. Either we assume that the intended
denotation is an element of the halo of the ragdenotation, "coming clesenough to truth" (cf.
Lasersohn 1999). On the halo interpretatsmresults in context-widening (as opposed to the
context tightening effect gderfectlydemonstrated by Lasersohn).
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Alternatively, we can make use of Pinkal's (19Bfgcisification semantics, where the sense of an
expression is made more precise by contextui@rmation. One way to indicate the intended
precisification on the linguistic surface is provided by appositions, including appegiighrases
(cf. Umbach 1996). For example, the intended sense of a polysemous ndehlike'school) can
be made explicit by adding the phrage die Reinhardschélike the one directed by Reinhgrd
thereby expressing th&chulein this context meanstyle of acting Thus adding avie-phrase
makes a noun more precise by providing an exampl the intended denotation. Similarly, the
speaker may precisify the intended denotatioKlammer/clipby uttering (6a) while showing an
exemplar of the intended denotatimnthe addressee. Analogous te tiradable case in (5b) we can
assume that out-of-the-blugo combined with non-gradé&s comes with a silenvie-phrase
including an imaginary demonstration af object the speaker has in mindHs-0BJECT The
meaning okoin, e.g. (4b) will thus be sfiled out as shown in (6b).

(6) a. (speaker showing a foldback clip:)
Ich brauche so'ne Klammer, wie diese. 'l need kind of a clip, like this one'.

b. (silent demonstration:)
Ich brauche so'ne Klammei¢ THis-oBJECT] 'l need kind of a clip [likeHIs-OBJECT]'.

To conclude, the analysis tfie out-of-the-blue usages b as involving a silent demonstration
facilitates a uniform analysis &0 as a demonstrative expressidime analysis includes gradable
and non-gradable cases and cowdaistic and anaphoric/cataphoricagses as well as the out-of-the-
blue usage. In all of these usEgoints to an object/extend which is (in some respect) similar to the
entity modified bysa Thus, in all of these uses triggers some kind of a comparison. The
differences lie in the type of the modified enfigyadable or non-gradable) and in the nature of the
comparison base (demonstration gesture, silent demonstration, antesesphtase).

p.s. We are well aware thattte is a discourse particde in German which serves as a "Scharnier”
(‘hinge") between otherwise unconnected discasggeents (cf. Ehlich 1986). Unfortunately we do
not yet understand how the discourseiplarrelates to the demonstratise
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This paper focusses on differences in the propertiesenfence-initia(hereafter, s-initial) coor-
dinating conjunctions (hereafter, CCs) and s-initial discourse adverbials, and what such differences
imply for discourse structure and semantics. Data are mainly from the Penn Discourse TfeeBank
(PDTB), which contains the annotation of discourse relations in 2304 articles of the Wall Street Jour-
nal corpus (Marcugt al, 1993) in terms ofdiscourse connectiveend the minimal text spans that
give rise to their arguments (Prasetcal, 2008), as in Example 1:

(1) Even so, according to Mr. Salmore, the ad was "devastating” because it raised questions about Mr.

Courter's credibility. Butit's building on a long tradition . (0041)

The connective (“but”) is underlined, the rst of its two argumem®G1, is shown in italics and
the secondARG2, is shown in boldface. The number 0041 indicates that the example comes from
subsection wsp041 of the corpus. All annotation has been done by two annotators and adjudicated by
a third (often a committee) in cases of disagreement. Only where connectives serve to clausest
(or possibly an event-denoting nominalization, in the caserw$1), have they been annotated. The
PDTB also annotates the sense of each connective and the attribution of both connectives and their
arguments, but since neither plays a role in our presentation here, we omit further discussion.

As well as annotating explicit connectives, the PDTB annotemgydicit connectiveswhich the
annotators insert between paragraph-internal adjacent sentence not otherwise linked by an explicit
connective, in order to express the inferred relation(s) between them. For example,

(2) The projects already under construction will increase Las Vegas's supply of hotel rooms by 11,795, or
nearly 20%, to 75,500By a rule of thumb of 1.5 new jobs for each new hotel room, Clark County
will have nearly 18,000 new jobs (0994)
Here, the annotators take the connective “so” as implicitly connecting arguments found in the adjacent
sentences, shown in italicakG1) and boldfaceARG2). Differences between this style of annotation
and annotation in the RST corpus and in the GraphBank corpus are discussed in (Webber, 2006).

Here we focus on s-initial discourse connectives whose rst argument comes from the preceding
discourse (ie, CCs and discourse adverbials). Of interest is the location and famsbf and what
it is that cases whererRG1 is not immediately adjacent to the connective say about the intervening
matieral. We present data on the CC “but” (as in Example 1) and on “so”, which Huddleston and
Pullum (2002) note has more similarities to CCs than it does differences. Both occur frequently
in the WSJcorpus as s-initial clause connectors. WhileG1l of these connectives is always to
their left andARG2, to their right,ARG1 is not necessarily immediately adjacent to the conneétive.
Speci cally, 20% of the 111 instances of s-initial “so” (22) have a non-adjasetl, while 15.4%
of s-initial “but” do so. While a similar pattern is found with discourse adverbials like “instead” and
“nevertheless”, does this mean that s-initial “but” and “so” behave not as CCs, but as adverbials?

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) describeordinators(including CCs) as expressing “a relation
between two or more elements of syntactically equal status”. And in all instances of s-initial “so” and
all but one instance of s-initial “but”, we can show tha&G1 spans one or more clauses at a similar
level of embedding asrGc2.2 With s-initial discourse adverbials (which Huddleston and Pullum
(2002) call “connective adverbials”), this is frequently not the case: Of the 61 s-initial instances of
“instead” in the corpusARG1 spans text other than the main clause in 31 (51.7%), as in

(3) The tension was evident on Wednesday evening during Mr. Nixon's nal banquet toast, normally an
opportunityfor reciting platitudes about eternal friendshignstead Mr. Nixon reminded his host,
Chinese President Yang Shangkun, that Americans haven't forgiven China's leaders for the mili-
tary assault of June 3-4 that killed hundreds, and perhaps thousands, of demonstrato§093).

lavailable from the LDC, catalogue number LDC2008T05

2with But, gures are based on the rst 410 of 2123 S-initial instances.

3Here we ignore attribution phrases such as “Mr. Dinkins argued”, which are frequently not included in arguments to
connectives (Dinesht al., 2005).
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whereARG1 spans the gerund complement of an appositive NP. (The inclusion of “for” as part of
ARG is simply a PDTB annotation convention.) Within a sentence, Huddleston and Pullum (2002)
note that connective adverbials can link “non-coordinating elements”. This clearly holds true in dis-
course as well.

Note, however, that whearG1 of a s-initial “but” or “so” is non-adjacent to the connective,
also of syntactically equal status the intervening material. (This is not the case with discourse
adverbials.) If both arguments of a s-initial CC are taken to be of “equal status” with respect to the
discourse, then the intervening material might be serendipitous evidence for what Bluhdorn (2007)
and others have calleslibordinationin discourse, or what Mann and Thompson (1988) had in mind
when they de ned one argument of a rhetorical relation aatallite supporting the other argument
(termed anucleu3. Subordination has not been directly annotated in the PDTB, but along with the
exceptional instance of s-initial “but” mentioned above, it bears further analysis if we are to understand

the annotation patterns in the PDTB, as well as discourse structure and semantics, more generally.

Also of interest is the patterning of s-initial discourse adverbials. If they can link non-coordinating
elements in discourse (as well as within a sentence), then the coordinating elements (ie, the matrix
sentence and a coordinating element in the previous discourse) can be linked by something else.
Sometimes, this is an explicit connective, as with “so” in

(4) Long-winded people are boring, and writing full sentences is for chumps. So instead you have just SIX
words to sum up the way you feel about Arsenal. (http://www.caughtoffside.com/?=pie, 6 May 2008)

More often, arimplicit connectivecan be seen to link the matrix sentence of the connectivaro@
to the previous discourse, as in

(5) No price for the new shares has been dasteadthe companies will leave it up to the marketplace
to decide (0018)

where an implicit “and” is justi ed. That this implicit connective is not always “and” can be seen in
such minimal pairs as
(6) a. There wasn't any breadnsteadwe ate crackers
b. We wanted to eat breadnsteadwve ate crackers

where “so0” is an appropriate implicit connective for (a), while “but” is an appropriate implicit connec-
tive for (b). Although implicit connectives have not been annotated in the PDTB in cases of s-initial
discourse adverbials, it is worth doing so, in order to more fully capture discourse semantics and
structure.
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