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ABSTRACT. Clausallyintroducedentitiesin Englisharemorefrequentlyaccessibléo reference
with ademonstratie pronounthanwith the personapronounit. This factcanbe explainedon
theassumptiorthatsuchentitiesaretypically activated,but not broughtinto focus,immediately
subsequento their introductioninto a discourse However, clausallyintroducedentitiesare,in
fact,sometimeseferencedvith it immediatelysubsequertb theirintroduction.An examination
of thediscourseervironmentsn whichthisis possibleprovidesinsightsinto thevariousfactors,
includinginformationstructurewhich canboostthe salienceof anentity andbringit into focus.

1 Introduction

Whenentitiesare introducedinto a discourseby a clause(or othernon-nominal
expression) they areaccessibléo immediatesubsequenteferencewith demon-
strative pronounshut comparattely lessaccessibléo referenceawvith personapro-
nouns,asnotedby Webber(1988)andotherssince. Thus,Webber(1991)found
thatof 96 pronominalreferenceseferringto theinterpretatiorof oneor morepre-
vious clausesn written Englishtexts, only 15 usedthe personapronounit, while
therestweredemonstratie this or that Personapronoungendto favor reference

10our examplesherewill befrom English,althoughsimilar restrictionson pronominalreference
to clausallyintroducedentitiescanbefoundin otherlanguages.
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to nominallyintroducedentities,andreferenceo aclausallyintroducedentity with
it is oftenimpossibleor at leasthighly infelicitous, asillustratedin thefollowing

examples.

(1)

(2)

®3)

(4)

®)

(6)

()

a.
b.

=}

B’

Al:

B:

A2:

A2’

Therewasa snale onmy desk.That scaredne.

Therewasasnale on my desk.It scaredne. (Borthen,Thorsteinand
Gundel1997)

Max destrged his leaf collectionlastnight. That wasdumb
Max destrged his leaf collectionlastnight. It wasdumb

Simplified Englishdisallavs the useof passie, progressie, andper
fective auxiliary verbs,amongotherthings. This requiresengineers

Simplified Englishdisallavs the useof passve, progressie, andper
fective auxiliary verbs,amongotherthings. It requiresengineers..
(Gundel,Hedbeg, andZacharskil993)

“We believe her, the courtdoesnot, andthat resohesthe mattef” Mr.
Montanarellisaidtodayof Ms. Lewinsky’s testimory thatshehadan
independentecollectionof the date.

“We believe her, the courtdoesnot, andit resohesthe mattef” Mr.
Montanarellisaidtodayof Ms. Lewinsky’s testimoly thatshehadan
independentecollectionof the date.(New York Times May 24,2000)

Clonedhumansmight shav higherratesof canceror otherdiseases,
but we'd only find out by cloning themandwaiting to seeif disaster
strikes. Noneof this meanshowever, that... eventhathumancloning
isn't goingonright now. (Talbot, Margaret. February4, 2001. New York
TimesMagazine Section6, p.45.)

.... #Noneof it meanshowever, ...
| readsomavherethatthe poodleis one of the mostintelligentdogs
around.

well uhm..Idefinitelywouldn' disputethat. (SwitchboardCorpus Dia-
log 2019)

??well uhm..ldefinitelywouldn’t disputeit.
Soyoufired her?
We're goingto do alot morethanjustfire her.

Whatdoesthat mean?from the soapopera“‘The Bold andthe Beautiful”
)
# Whatdoesit mean?

2Note thatit in this example,aswell asthe precedingone, would be infelicitous evenif stress
fallsontheverh

38



The demonstratie pronounin (1)-(7) refersto someentity (a situation,fact,
act,etc.)introducedby apreviousclause By contrastthepronounit is eithermost
naturallyinterpretedasreferringto anentity introducedoy anominal,asin (1)-(4),
or it rendersthe sentencenfelicitousin the context whenthereis no appropriate
nominalantecedengsin (5)-(7). In (2), for example,thepronounit is mosteasily
interpretedasreferringto Max’s leaf collection,nothis actof destrging it. Andin
(7) , A2’ is infelicitous becausat , unlike that, cannotreferto B’s statementwe
aregoingto do alot morethanjustfire her”

In this paper we arguethat factsregardingthe distribution andinterpretation
of this/thatvs. it referringto clausallyintroducedentitiescanbe explainedwithin
the theory of referenceand cognitive statusproposedby Gundel,Hedbeg, and
Zacharski(1993andearlierwork). Approachedn the contet of this frameavork,
thesefactsalsoprovide insightsinto the moregeneralquestionof how variouslin-
guisticfactors,includinginformationstructure promotethe salienceof discourse
entitiesandbring theminto theaddresses’focusof attention.

2 TheGivenness Hierarchy

Gundelet al (1988,1993) proposethat determinersand pronounsconstrainpos-
sibleinterpretationof nominalforms by conventionally signalingthe memoryor
attentionstatusthat the intendedreferentis assumedo have in the mind of the
addressedsGundeletal identify six cognitive statusesThearrayof statuses;alled
the Givennesdierarchy is presentedn Figurel.

in . o uniquely : type
focus > activated D familiar D identifiable referentialD identifiable
that (indefinite
(it) this (thatN) (theN) . (aN)
: thisN)
thisN

Figure 1. TheGivennessiierarchy (GH) andassociatedormsin English.

Statuse®n the hierarchycorrespondo memoryandattentionstatesranging
from mostrestrictive, “in focus”, to leastrestrictve, “type identifiable’ An empir
ical claimof thetheoryis thatall language$fiave waysof codingcognitve statuses
with individual determinerandpronounsandthatsuchformswill beusedappro-
priatelyonly if the statusthey corventionallycodewithin thelanguagas satisfied
in thegivencontet of use. Theformsthusserne asprocessingignalswhich assist
theaddressem restrictingpossibleinterpretations.

The statusesrein a unidirectionalentailmentrelation. If somethings in fo-
cus (centerof attention),it is necessarilyactvated(in working memory);if it is
activated,it is necessarilyamiliar (in memory);if it is familiar, thentheaddressee
canassociate uniquerepresentationf the addresseeanassociata uniquerep-
resentationthenit is referential;andif it is referential it mustbetypeidentifiable.
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The theory thus correctly predictsthat a given cognitive statuscan be appropri-
atelycodedby aform which explicitly signalsthatstatusput alsoby formswhose
meaningsreentailedby thatstatus.In thelatter case(e.g. useof a definitearticle
for areferentthatis in focus)theform is simply underspecifiefor cognitive status
of theintendedreferent.

The useof underspecifiedormshaslimits, however, becausef interactionof
the GivennesdHierarchywith generalpragmaticprinciplesinvolved in language
productionand understandingseeGrice, 1975, Sperberand Wilson, 1986/95).
Theimplicationalnatureof the GH givesriseto “scalarimplicatures”,in thesense
of Horn (1972),which further restrictthe distribution andinterpretationof refer
ring forms (seeGundeletal., 1993,GundelandMulkern, 1998). For example,in
English,the indefinitearticleis rarely usedif the statusis higherthanreferential,
resultingin associatiorf theindefinitearticlewith unfamiliarity. Useof theindef-
inite articletypically implicatesby thefirst partof the QuantityMaxim (make your
contrikution asinformative aspossiblehatconditionsfor usinga morerestrictve
form arenot met sincethe addresseés not ableto uniquelyidentify anintended
referent. Anotherresultof interactionof the Givennesdierarchywith the Quan-
tity Maxim is thatmostin-focusreferentsarenot codedwith demonstraties,even
thoughthey couldbe;anddemonstratiesoftenimplicatea focusshift.

As seenin Figurel, Gundelet al proposethatdemonstratie pronounsn En-
glish codethe status‘activated”, whereaghe pronounit codeshe morerestrictive
status‘in focus”. This permitsanexplanationof factslike thosein (1)-(7), if the
clausallyintroducedentiitiesin theseexampleshave beenactivatedbut notbrought
into focus. In thefollowing sectionwe examinefactorsthatcontritute to bringing
anentity into focus,includingtherole thatinformationstructureplaysin determin-
ing the cognitive statuse®f referentantroducedby clausesandthusthe nominal
formswhich canbe usedto referto theseentities.

3 What bringsan entity into focus of attention?

3.1 Syntactic structure

Theframenork outlinedabore malkespredictionsaboutthe appropriatenessf dif-
ferentpronominalforms dependingon whetheror not the intendedreferentcan
be assumedo be in focusfor the addresseeAlthough the theoryitself doesnot
predictwhat brings an entity into focus, Gundelet al. (1993) suggesthat “the
entitiesin focusatagivenpointin thediscoursewill bethatpartially-orderedsub-
setof activatedentitieswhich arelikely to be continuedastopics of subsequent
utterances. Membershipin this setis partly, thoughnot wholly, determinedby
syntacticstructure. For example,subjectsand direct objectsof matrix sentences
aremorelikely to bring an entity into focusthanelementsn subordinateclauses
andprepositionabhrasegcf. the CenteringAlgorithms of Grosz,Joshi,andWe-
instein, 1995a,b). Theseassumptionsnake it possibleto explain factsaboutthe
distribution andinterpretatiorof demonstratiesandunstresseg@ersonapronouns
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(includingit) suchasthoseillustratedin (8) and(9).

(8) a. My neighbors Bull Mastiff bit agirl onabike.
b. It'sThat'sthesamedogthatbit Mary Benlastsummer

(9) a. Seardleliverednew sidingto my neighborswith the Bull Mastiff.
b. #It's/That’sthesamedogthatbit Mary Benlastsummer

Sincethe Bull Mastiff is introducedin matrix subjectposition (andis most
likely alsothetopic) in (8a), it is broughtinto focus,and canthereforebe appro-
priately referredto with eitherthator it in (8b). The pronounit is possiblein (8b)
becausehe intendedreferentis in focus. The pronounthat is possiblebecause
arything in focusis alsoactivated,i.e. in working memory But in (9), wherethe
Bull Mastiff hasbeenintroducedin a moreperipheralposition, it is activatedbut
not broughtinto focus. Therefore pnly referencewith thatis possible.

Thisaccounttanbe naturallyextendedo factslike thosein (1)-(7) if we make
therelatively uncontreersialassumptiorthatentities(indirectly) introducedby a
wholeclauseor sequencef clauseswill beactvated,but aremuchlesslikely to
be broughtinto focusthanentitiesintroducedby majorthematicagumentsof the
verh For example,in (2), atthe conclusionof A’'s utterancethe actof destrging
the leaf collectioncanbe assumedo be activated,sinceit wasjust introducedin
theprecedingsentencehut notin-focus;thefocusof attentionaftertheutterancas
processedk onthereferentsof themajorargumentsn (2A), specifically Max and
the leaf collection. Similarly, in (5), the comple situationconsistingof potential
drawvbacksto humancloning is renderedactvatedby the first paragraphput we
canassumehatit is notrenderedn focusgiventhe highersalienceconferredby
this passagen clonedhumansyatesof cancerandotherreferentsof mainclause
aguments.

A factor propositionintroducedby anNP within aclauses alsomorelikely to
be broughtinto focusthanonewhichis introducedby thewhole clause.Compare
(10) with the examples(1)-(7) above, for example.

(10) a. Then,Mariabroughtup anotherfact. |t sentshiversdown my spine.
b. Max thenintroducedanew proposition.But it wasrejected.

3.2 Semantic and pragmatic factors

Conditionswhich appeato boostthesalienceof entitiesalsoincludelessovertfac-
torssuchascovert agumentspresuppositionandprior beliefs,andeveninquisi-
tive looks, all of which cancausean entity to be “reprocessed”andthusbrought
into focus,evenwhenit is overtly mentionedonly once(seeBorthen,1997,Gun-
del, Borthen,andFretheim,1999).

In (11),abaselinecasefor comparisonthespealkr, uponclausallyintroducing
thefactthatlinguistsearnlessthancomputerscientistscanassumehatthis factis
renderedactivated,but notin-focus,for the heareyleadingto a preferencdor that
overit in thefollow-up referencdo this fact.
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(11) a. I hearlinguistsearnlessthancomputerscientistsandthat’sterrible.
b. ?7?I hearlinguistsearnlessthancomputerscientistsandit’s terrible.

In (12),in contrastthefollow-up referencas madeby anotherspealer, which
resultsin somaevhatmorecomplicatednferencesegardingthe cognitive statusof
thefactatissue.

(12) A: I justreadthatlinguistsearnlessthancomputerscientists.
B: (i) That'sterrible! (ii) 1t’sterrible!

At the completionof A’s utteranceB canassumehat the fact that linguists
earnlessthancomputerscientistds at leastactivatedfor A. In responsés(i), B's
useof that signalsthe assumptiorthat this fact hasbeenactivated, but possibly
not broughtinto focus, by A’s utterancetherebyinviting A to infer that the fact
is news to B. In responsd(ii), B signalsthe assumptiorthatthe factis in focus
for A, or oughtto be, consistentvith it beingacceptedbackgroundnformationfor
discoursen therelevantsocialcircle; this invites A to infer thatB alreadyknen
thefact.

In (13) below, the propositionthatB hasa dentalappointmenis clausallyin-
troducedby A’s utterance.lf the mereutteranceof a sentencealoesnot bring the
expressedoropositioninto focus, this would explain why (13)B’ soundsunnatu-
ral, giventhatit requiresthereferentto bein focus,whereaghat merelyrequires
activation.

(13) A: Youhave adentalappointmengatnoon.
B: Thatstrue.
B’ ?7?ltstrue.
B”: It'strue,then.

But (13) B” is noticeablymore acceptablethan (13)B’. Following Gundel
etal. (1999), we suggestan explanationof this fact, draving on a relevance-
theoreticapproacho the pragmaticof languagaunderstandingSperbermndWil-
son, 1986/95). The word thenin B” functionsas an interpretve particle which
corveys the meaningthatthe contentof the sentencet is appendedo follows by
way of inferencefrom somethingthe addressegust said. The responséby B in
(13)B” meansessentially“Givenyour assertiorthat| have a dentalappointment
atnoon,thenl cantake it asconfirmedthat| have a dentalappointmentt noon’
Theonly way the utterancen B” canyield contextual effectsfor A is if A’s utter
anceconfirmedthetruth of apropositionthatB hadbeenquestioningandB knows
thatA is awareof this. Thus,thefactthatB hadadentalappointmenatnoonwas
not activatedfor thefirst time by A; rather A’'s utterancéroughtinto focusafact
thatwasalreadymutually manifestto both A andB beforehandtherebylicensing
theuseof it in B”.

Saliencecanalsobe boostedhon-linguistically For example,the exchangen
(14) below is fully naturalif A givesB askepticallook duringtheindicatedpause.
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(14) A: Whydidn't youcometo therehearsayesterday?
B: I thoughtl told you. | hadto helpPetermave. (Pause)t’s true!

The skepticallook communicateg\'s skepticismaboutthe truth of the propo-
sition just expresseddy B, thus causingthe propositionthat B hasto help Peter
move to bereprocesse(by bothA andB) andassuringhatit is mutuallyin focus,
makingit accessibléo referencewith it.

Salienceof anentity in the environmentalsosufiicesfor pronominalreference
with it. If A andB arein a roomtogetherwith a babywho suddenlybegins to
walk, A canproducethe utterancan (15), or, if A seesB watchingthebabywalk,
theutterancen (16).

(15) Will youlook atthat! Thebabys walking. (Jackendof 2001)
(16) Isn'tit great?[it = thefactthatthe babyis walking]

4 Theroleof information structure

The cognitive status,andthereforethe accessibilityto pronominalreferencepf a
clausallyintroducedentity is partly constrainedy theinformationstructureof the
utterancen whichit is introducednto adiscoursé

In particular informationstructureyields somestriking effects,but alsoa sur
prisingasymmetrywhenhigherorderentitiesareintroducedoy (or within) clausal
complements.

Entitiesintroducedby clausalcomplementso bridgeverbs,suchasthink, be-
lieve andsay, exhibit the familiar patternof being renderedactivated, but not
in-focus, throughmentionby a clause. This is shavn by the naturally occurring
examplein (17) below, aswell asby the constructedlatain (18), testedona small
surwy of Englishspealers'

(17) Isingreportedlybelievedthathis negative resultswould hold in higherdi-
mensionsaswell.
In bf this conjecturene waswrong. (AmericanScientisi88:385)

In thig/ #it, hewaswrong.

(18) WhatdoesAlex think?

3By informationstructure we meana bifurcationof materialin an utterancento whathasbeen
called focus versusground, commentversustopic, or rhemeversustheme. This notion is not to
be identified with contrastve focus or with the more generaldistinction betweennew versusold
information. Informationstructuralfocusis alsodistinctfrom the cognitive status‘in focus”. See
Vallduvi (1990)andGundel(1999a)for moredetaileddiscussiorof relatedterminologicalandcon-
ceptualissues We will indicateinformationstructuraffocusby the subscriptF.

4Theuseof it in (17) would bejustasinfelicitousif the PPwerenot preposedThus,theinfelicity
of it in (17) cannotbe attributedto its incompatibilitywith the secondaryocal stresst bearsin this
position.
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A: Alex believes[r thatthecompaly destrgedtheFILE].
B: That'sfalse;thefile hasbeensubmittedto thedistrictjudge.
B’ #It’sfalse;thefile hasbeensubmittedo thedistrictjudge.

When(18A) is usedwith the focus-structureshawvn, to introducethe proposi-
tion thatthecompary destryedthefile, theresponsdy B usingthatis muchmore
felicitousthantheresponsavith it. However, it andthatareequallygoodwhenthe
complementlauses in theground(theme/topicpf A’s utteranceasin (19).

(19) A: Alex [ INSISTS/BELIEVES]thatthecompaly destrgedthefile.
B: Butthat'sfit’s false;thefile hasbeensubmittedto thedistrictjudge.

Since an entity associatedvith the ground (theme;topic)is alreadyat least
familiar to the addressegrior to the utterance(seeGundel1988)inter alia), its
mentionwithin the utterancesufiicesto bring it into the focusof attention,if it
doesnotalreadyhave thatstatus.

In (17)-(19), relationalgivenness/nenessand referentialgivenness/neness
(in the senseof Gundel, 1988, Gundel1999a,b)are coectensve. For example,
the information structuralfocusin (18) represents propositionthatis not only
new in relationto thetopic (whatAlex believes),but alsoreferentiallynew to the
hearerandthe clausalcomplementn (19A) (thatthe compary destrgyedthefile)
represents propositionwhich is not only given in relationto the informational
structuraffocus;it is alsoreferentiallygivenin the senseof beingatleastfamiliar,
andprobablyalsoactivated. But materialin the informationalfocusdoesnt have
to bereferentiallynew (seeGundeI1980,Gundel1999a,Gundel1999b,VaIIduvi
1990,Lambrecht1994). Sowhenwe have a bridgeverb complementvhichis an
informationstructuralfocus,but is alreadyactivatedin the discoursewhich factor
wins out? Is anentity expressedy sucha complementenderedn-focusor does
it remainmerelyactvated?ls it accessibléo referencewith it, or only with that?
Consider(20).

(20) AZl: 1 believe thatthecompary destrgedthefile, but noteverybodydoes.
B1: WhatdoesAlex believe?
A2: Alex believes[ thatthecompaly destrgedthefile].
B2: Butit'sthat’s false;thefile hasbeensubmittedo the district judge.

(20B2) suggestshatit is referentialgivennesg cognitive statusof a discourse
entity), andnotrelationalgivennesgtopic-focusstructurethatdeterminesvhether
the complemenbf abridgeverbwill bebroughtinto focus.

But now flip the problemaround.Contentin the topic/groundof an utterance
doesnot always have a high degreeof referentialgivenness.Its cognitve status
may be merelyfamiliar, but not necessarilyactivated. Sowhenwe have a bridge
verbcomplementvhichis groundmaterial,but new to the discoursewhich factor
winsout?Is anentityintroducedoy suchacomplementenderedn-focus,because
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it is in the ground,or merely activated,becausat is new to the discourse?Is it
accessibleo referencewith it, or only with that? Considen(21) [secondarystress
on murdered:

(21) a. Alexishopeless.
b. Hel[r INSISTS]thatTomwasmurderedfor example,

c. —eventhoughtheres notashredof evidencefor that
—eventhoughtheres not a shredof evidencefor iit.

Useof it is asfelicitous asthat in (21c). The information structureof (21)
forcesan interpretationwhere the contentof the complementclauseis already
familiar, sothat(21b)renderst in-focus,makingit availableto referenceausingit.
Thus,presentatiorof a clausallyintroducedentity in the groundof anutterances
anotherway to promotesalience and bring the entity into focus,evenif it is, in
fact,new to thediscourse.

With bridge verb complementswe thusappearto have an asymmetricsitua-
tion: bifurcationinto focus/grounchasno effect on thecognitive statusof anentity
introducedwithin theinformationstructuraffocus But it can have aneffectwhen
anentity is mentioned evenintroduced)within groundmaterial,becausenention
within the groundnecessarilysignalsa highercognitive statusfor the entity. This
conclusionis preliminary however, in thatthe judgmentsaresubtle,andnaturally
occurringdatathatwould beardirectly on theissueis sparse.

5 Lexical structure versusinformation structure

When the bridge verb in an example like (18) is replacedwith a factive verb,
demonstratie and personalpronounscan both be usedto immediatelyrefer to
thepropositionexpressedy thecomplementlauseregardlesf theinformation
structureof A’'s utteranceasseenin (22).

(22) A: Alex verifiedthatthecompaly destryedthefile.
B: That'sfalse;thefile hasbeensubmittedto thedistrictjudge.
B': It'sfalse;thefile hasbheensubmittedo thedistrictjudge.

Thus, the contrastin (18) betweensubsequenteferencewith it versusthat
is not exhibited in (22). The lexical semanticsof the factive verb enforcesthe
conditionthat the entity expressedy the complementlausebe alreadyfamiliar
(or atleastcapableof beingaccommodatedsfamiliar) to theaddresseesothatits
furthermentionin A’s utteranceenderghis entity in-focus.

In orderto understandhis fully, it is usefulto note that this patternis not
confinedto complementf factive verbs. It is alsoobtainedin complementgo

SGundel(1999a)makes a similar obseration, concludingthat mentionwithin the information
structuralfocus(her“semanticfocus”) doesnt necessarilyring anentity into focusof attention.
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certainnon-factive (andnon-bridge)verbs,includingagree emphasizedeny and
doubt andin complementso the non-factive adjectval predicatebe certain®

(23) a. Alex andSusanagreethatthe company destryed thefile. I'm sur
prisedthatthey believe it.

b. Alex and Susanagreethat the company destrgyed thefile. I'm sur
prisedthatthey believe that.

(24) A: Alex is certainthatthe compary destryedthefile.
B: That'sfalse:thefile hasbeensubmittecto thedistrictjudge.
B': It'sfalse:thefile hasbeensubmittedo thedistrictjudge.

As with factive predicatesthe patternin (23)-(24)is onein whichit is atleast
asfelicitous asthat in referringto the contentof the complementlause,and,in
somecasesmoreso.

Thepredicatesn (23)-(24)arenotfactie (in thesensemadeclearby Kiparsky
and Kiparsky (1971)) sincethey dont commit the spealkr of the ascriptionin
which they occurto the truth of their complementlauses.However, they share
with factives a slightly more subtle semanticproperty: they are felicitous when
the proposition,fact, or situationexpressediy the complementlauseis already
acceptedasgivenor familiar in the discoursgseeHegarty 2001). Using a situa-
tion variablein the semanticsin the context of DiscourseRepresentatioiheory
(KampandReyle, 1993),theinterpretatiorof thefactive ascriptionin (22) canbe
expressedy the DiscourseRepresentatioStructure(DRS)shovn in (25) belon’

Theascriptionswith 1agreeandcertainin (23)-(24),thoughnon-factive, would
have identicalDRS’s, with trivial substitutionof the verbdenotations.

u,v,zs
Alex(u)

Compar (v)

File (2

destry (v, 2's) (Wo)

verify (u,Aw [ destry (v,z s)(w) ])

(25)

In contrast,a belief ascriptionsuchasthatin (18A), using a bridge verb, is
interpretedsemanticallyas just a relation betweenAlex and the propositionex-
pressedy thecomplementlause A DRSfor (16A) is presentedn (26).

6Cattell (1978) noticedthat thesenon-factives patternwith factivesin wh-extractionfrom their
complements.SeealsoMelvold (1991), Hegarty (1992),and Schulz(1999)for discussiorof this
classof predicates.

’SubordinatdDRSsareabbreiatedasformulashereto save space For semantiaepresentations
usinga situationvariable,seeGinzhurg (1995a,b) and,for similar structuresvith aneventvariable,
(Higginbotham1985,Higginbotham1989).
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u,Vv,z
Alex (u)

(26) | Compay (v)

File (2

believe (u,Aw [3s[destry (v, z s)(W)] ])

Of coursetheascriptionmadeby A in (18) could expressa propositionwhich
is alreadyfamiliar to the hearer The propertydistinguishingbridge verbsfrom
thefactive andotherpredicatesliscussedhereis not thatthe contentof the bridge
verbcomplementnust beunfamiliar, but only thatit can be. Bridgeverbs,unlike
otherpredicatesliscussedhere,do notassumehe familiarity of the contentof the
complement.

Interrogatves patternwith factve complementswith regard to the statusof
abstractentitiesmentionedby or within them. A naturally occurringexampleis
shavn in (27).

(27) Onecommonattribute of ascientisis anunusuallyacutesensef numbers
andtheirimplications.
A senseof numbers why do | dwell onthis obseration?Perhapst’s be-
causeve who comefrom abackgroundf engineering..AmericanScientist
88:378)

(28) A: Alex wonderswhetherthe compaly destryedthefile.
B: It'snotlikely. Thefile containedchoincriminatinginformation.

B: That'snotlikely. Thefile containedho incriminatinginformation. [it/that =
thatthe compary destryedthefile]

(29) a. Maxwonderswhodestryedthefile; it hasimpededheinvestigation.

b. Max wonderswho destrged the file; that hasimpededthe investigation.
[it/that = thatsomeonalestryedthefile]

The possibility of immediatesubsequenteferencewith a personalpronoun
in (28)-(29) follows from the presuppositionahatureof questions.To simplify,
within DRT, the wonderascriptionin (28A) shouldberepresentedith a DRS of
the form shawvn in (30), where@ is an appropriaterelationbetweenAlex andthe
propositionp specifiedon the penultimatdine of the DRS?

8To unsimplify, questionsare, in fact, constrainedchot only by the formal semanticcondition
capturedhere, but by rich contectual conditionson what would count as a suitableanswerto a
questionin a given context. SeeGinzhurg (1995a),Ginzhurg (1995b),and Asherand Lascarides
(1998). Theimportantpoint, for presenpurposesis thattheseaccountavould incorporateandadd
to, the presuppositionatonditiongiven here.The proposalsketchedherewould thereforebe a part
of anaccounfgivenaccordingo theserichertheoriesof theinterpretatiorof questions.
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u,v,z,p

Alex (u)

Compay (v)

File (2

p(w) = Awds[destry (v,z 9 (W)]
@

(30)

Interpretedasin (30), the wonderascriptionin (28A) is a questionaboutthe
propositionthatthe compary destrgyed thefile. This shouldbe the form of ary
semanticaccountof thewonderascriptionwhich captureghe presuppositionality
of the embeddedjuestion: the propositionthat the compary destrged the file
mustbe an establishedliscourseentity prior to the utteranceof (28A), or it must
be accommodateth the senseof Heim (1982). The assertre contentof (28A)
shouldbe capturedn thelastline of the DRS, ¢. On onerealizationof ¢, given
in Hegarty (2001),(28A) assertghatAlex is in the stateof wonderwith respecto
the propositionthatp holdsof the actualworld, wp.

Thus, the presuppositionalitynvolved in the lexical structureof a factive (or
related)predicateandthesemantigresuppositionaljtof embeddeduestionsare
additionalfactorswhich canbring anentity into focus. In thesecasesinformation
structurehasno bearingon the cognitive statusof the clausallyintroducedentity.

6 Conclusion

In this paperwe addressethefactthatclausallyintroducedentities,immediately
subsequento their introductioninto a discourse are typically accessiblao ref-
erencewith a demonstratie pronoun,but not with the personalpronounit. We
foundthatthis fact canbe explainedon the basisof the obseration thatsuchen-
tities aretypically activated,but not broughtinto focus,upontheir introductionto
a discourse.However, clausallyintroducedentitiesare,in fact, sometimegefer
encedwith it immediatelysubsequenb theirintroduction.An examinationof the
discourseervironmentsin which this is possibleprovidesimportantinsightsinto
the varioussyntactic,semantic.and pragmaticfactorsthat canboostthe salience
of anentity andbringit into focus.

We've shavn thatinformationstructurejn thesensef afocus-groundifurca-
tion, is onesuchfactorwhenanentityis mentionedvith abridgeverbcomplement,
but only in away which is asymmetric dependingon whetherthe entity is men-
tionedwithin focal or non-focalmaterial. Whenthe complements focal, thereis
no effect: the cognitive statusof an entity expressedy a focal complementde-
pendsentirely on the referentialgivenness/ngness(i.e. the cognitve status)of
theentity. But whenthecomplements partof theground(topic/theme)the entity
is broughtinto focus.

In factve complementsindembeddedjuestionsthelexical natureof theem-
beddingpredicateand the semanticnatureof the constructionrequire an entity
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mentionedwith the subordinatelauseto betreatedasreferentiallygivenindepen-
dentlyof theinformation-structuref the utterance This suggestshatthe salience
promotingeffect of informationstructureis indirect. It is thereferentialgivenness
of the ground,i.e. the factthattopicsare at leastfamiliar, and not information

structureper se,which contritutesto bringinganentity into focus.
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