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In this paper, I present a view of the relative roles of logical presup-

position and shared knowledge in -cleft constructions. I will argue

for for a view of -clefts in which presupposition on the one hand, and

indicators of shared information on the other, are understood to have

separate functions: indicators of shared knowledge, including prosody,

are argued to relate to a speaker's about the state of

the hearer's knowledge and attention, while presuppositions generated

on the basis of syntactic form are argued to indicate a speaker's

for what should be included within the hearer's discourse

model. In the light of this view, I review three common assumptions

about clefts relating in particular to the interrelationship of logical pre-

supposition, shared knowledge, and prosody, and show how the view

argued for here gives an improved analysis of some previously prob-

lematic examples. Finally, I make some suggestions regarding what a

strict separation between logical presupposition and shared knowledge

might imply for psychological accounts of how -clefts are processed.
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1.1 Presupposition and Shared Knowledge

It is commonly assumed in the literature that some notion of presupposi-

tion, and/or some notion of shared knowledge, is central to the explanation

of the discourse function of -clefts. However, the claims that have been

made are often contradictory, and no clear picture has emerged regarding

what notions are the relevant ones. In this paper, I attempt to clarify this

situation by presenting a view of the relative roles of presupposition and

salient shared knowledge in -cleft constructions in which presupposition

on the one hand, and indicators of shared knowledge on the other, are un-

derstood to have separate functions, and I present in outline what these

functions are. In support of this view, I present a re-analysis of three claims

that have appeared in the literature in relation to presupposition, prosody,

and shared knowledge in -clefts, and show how a more satisfactory result

is achieved on this approach. In conclusion, I present some data that indi-

cates the need for a further re�nement to the notion of shared knowledge,

particularly in relation to prosody, and make some suggestions regarding

what a strict separation between logical presupposition and shared knowl-

edge implies for the currently-accepted model of how clefts of various kinds

are processed, as exempli�ed by Clark and Haviland's [1977] account.

Cleft constructions have for some time been taken to belong to the class

of construction that induces, conveys, or requires (see,

for example, Keenan [1971], Chomsky [1971], Gazdar [1979] . The

general suggestion is that such presuppositions are systematically associated

with the syntactic structure of the cleft, so that a positive -cleft such as (1a)

and its negative counterpart in (1b) would require or create a presupposition

such as (1c), generated by the substitution of the content of the clefted

constituent with a suitable existentially-quanti�ed variable:
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(1) a It was John who left.

b It wasn't John who left.

c ( )

While it is agreed that propositions such as (1c) have special properties,

there is little agreement as to the role of such propositions in the connected

discourses from which they arise. Pragmatic theories of presupposition

would suggest that a presupposed proposition such as (1c) has a partic-

ular status in relation to the shared knowledge of the interlocutors: for

example, either that it would be entailed by the `common ground' of the

conversation at the point of speaking (e.g. Karttunen [1974], Karttunen

and Peters [1975]), or would be already assumed by the interlocutors in

some other sense, such as a pre-existing belief (e.g. Stalnaker [1974]). In

what follows, however, I hope to show that this is not the appropriate notion

to attach to the syntax of the -cleft. Instead, syntactically-generated pre-

suppositions such as (1c) are more sensibly treated in the manner proposed

within a broadly semantic approach, in that the presupposed proposition

can be viewed as a condition for the carrier sentence to have a truth-value.

While semantic accounts of presupposition di�er widely in detail (and are

not wholly divorced from pragmatic issues in their implementation), the

view adopted here is that based on that of van der Sandt [1988], in which

a positive sentence such as (1a) would presuppose and entail a proposition

such as (1c), while a negative sentence such as (1b) would only presuppose

it.

There are several tests available for this notion of presupposition, (cf. van

der Sandt [1988]), most of them based upon the fact that logical pre-

suppositions are immune from operators that express negation, possibility,

questioning{in fact any kind of doubt about the truth of the presupposed

proposition. Using as an example of a presupposition-inducing con-

struction, we can see that the scope of any such operator is limited to casting

doubt upon or negating the fact that regretting is taking place, while the

presupposed content of the complement of |that is, the regretted fact

or event|remains unscathed. In all the following cases, therefore, it is true

that John's dog is brown:

3



it

it

it

type

Shared Knowledge

(2) a John regrets/does not regret that his dog is brown.

b Does John regret that his dog is brown?

c I am/I am not sure whether John regrets that his dog is brown.

d It is possible/not possible that John regrets that his dog is brown.

Later in the discussion, these tests for presupposition will be applied to -

clefts of various kinds in answer to some suggestions that have been made

about them.

Although, as I have suggested above, it is not possible by means of a simple

syntactic operation on the -cleft to derive a proposition that is likely to be

shared between interlocutors, a notion of shared knowledge is still as relevant

to the description of -clefts as any other class of utterances. Accordingly,

following Clark and Marshall [1981] and Joshi [1982], I take `shared knowl-

edge' to be those beliefs that conversational participants come to believe to

be shared among them as the direct result of the conversational interaction.

Approximating to the practice of Halliday [1967, 1976, 1985], Gussenhoven

[1983], Taglicht [1984] and others, I will be making the fairly simplistic as-

sumption that the appearance of prosodic nuclei correlates broadly with the

presence of information that is assumed by the speaker to be New to the

hearer, at least with respect to the current discourse segment (cf. Pierre-

humbert and Hirschberg [1986:142]). For the purposes of the investigation,

I will need a simple metric that will allow me to note cases in which the

prosodic evidence seems to point to the presence of New information. While

the exact mapping between prosody and New information is still an open re-

search question, it is generally accepted that nuclear accents are among the

indicators (although not the sole indicators; cf. for example Pierrehumbert

and Hirschberg [1990]) that information assumed to be New is within the

scope of the nucleus. It is now clear that accent is also an important

clue to information status: the data examined here are not of su�cient qual-

ity for this information to be available, and so the description of the exact

information structure of clefts awaits further study. For the purposes of the

current research, however, accent placement serves as su�cient indication,

especially since many of the claims I will examine use similar data.
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left x x j left j

P j P leave left j

left x x j left x x j

P j P leave left x x j

P x P leave x j left x x j

Note that the analysis of is not the only one possible, but is intended to

serve as an example. The interpretation represented assumes the narrow-scope interpre-

tation of the accent, suitable for a context in which John is assumed to be already under

discussion.

Again, di�erent interpretations of the scope of accents are possible. It is important to

note, too, that the �nal example features more than one accent, which is often the case in

-clefts. The relevant point here is that, whatever the status of the information conveyed

by the cleft in terms of the current discourse, the same presupposition and assertion are

directly derivable from syntactic form.

Having set up the notions of presupposition and shared knowledge that will

be used in this account of -clefts, it is instructive to see how clefts and non-

clefts might be analysed into presupposed/non-presupposed (or )

information on the one hand, and shared and non-shared on the other. The

table below gives an analysis for some examples, indicating the location

of pitch accents by means of small capitals. On the approach taken here,

canonical declarative (e.g. non-cleft) constructions are held not to presup-

pose, but can be construed to consist of both shared and non-shared knowl-

edge on the basis of accent placement , among other indicators. All three

clefts, regardless of accent placement, are taken to presuppose and assert

the same propositions, although their accent placement suggests di�ering

divisions into shared and non-shared knowledge .

Utterance Shared New Presupposed Asserted

left ( ) = | ( )

John ( ) = | ( )

It was who left ( ) = ( ) =

It was John who ( ) = ( ) =

It was who ( ) = , = ( ) =

The distinction between presupposition and shared knowledge, moreover, re-

ects a distinction in the discourse function of the two systems: as I describe

more fully in section 3, indicators of shared knowledge such as prosody indi-

cate a speaker's about the state of the hearer's knowledge and

model of the discourse, while presupposition indicates a speaker's

as to what information be present in the hearer's knowledge.

As I will go on to show, given the two notions of presupposition and shared

knowledge outlined above, some important puzzles and controversies sur-

rounding the -cleft can be ironed out relatively straightforwardly.
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1.2 The Clefts Data

The data upon which this study is based consist of 256 examples of naturally-

occurring -clefts, both spoken and written, �rst discussed in Delin [1989].

Written examples were drawn from the Lancaster-Oslo-Bergen ( ) Cor-

pus, and spoken examples from the Survey of English Usage ( ) Corpus

(Svartvik and Quirk [1980]) and from my own collection of casual conver-

sational data. During the exposition I also use examples drawn from Ellen

Prince's [1978] paper. For simplicity, invented examples also appear in the

discussion of presupposition, where no empirical conclusion is being drawn.

In order to give an idea of the kinds of -cleft that are common in everyday

usage, it is as well to consider some naturally-occurring data at this point.

Some written examples taken from Prince [1978] appear in (3a) and (3b);

(3c) and (3d) are from the corpus of written English:

(3) a It was ten years ago this month that young Irwin Vamplew was

bopped on the head with a nightstick while smashing windows in

Berkeley in order to end the war in Vietnam.

b It is through the writings of Basil Berstein that many social scientists

have become aware of the scienti�c potential of sociolinguistics.

c It is at this stage that the helpless insect is in great danger{especially

from ants.

d Maybe it was the early training which expected a complete cessation

of noise of any kind when music was being performed, that causes

me and others like me to �nd it quite impossible to talk or listen

when there is `background noise'.

Some spoken examples appear in (4): (4a-c) are taken from the Survey of

English Usage corpus: (4d) is from my own data from casual conversation:
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2 Some Assumptions About -Clefts

(4) a A: Joe Wright you mean

B: Yes yes

A: I thought it was Joe Wright who'd walked in at .

b A: Simon Crawley he's the Gallic person yes yes

A: Now is it Simon Crawley who's the editor of the Tundraland and

Westingham

c A: You see one has often seen this happen

B: It's this sort of thing that makes an absolute fool of Mallet

d That isn't a proper error. It's just me that can't .

As I claimed above, a distinction between presupposition on the one hand,

and shared knowledge on the other, can shed some light on some puzzles

surrounding the -cleft that have arisen in the literature. Of the various

assumptions that have been made about -clefts, three in particular have

been inuential in shaping our view of how -cleft constructions function in

discourse. These can be summarised as follows:

The presupposed information borne by -clefts is mutually known in

the discourse (Rochemont [1986], Soames [1990] )

Cleft syntax performs the same function as accent placement (Gazdar

[1979], Prince [1986], Seuren [1986])

The presence of nuclear or other accents in cleft complements a�ects

the presuppositional nature of the cleft (Chomsky [1971], Ball and

Prince [1977], Prince [1986])

The discussion of the �rst point, the relationship between cleft presuppo-

sition and shared knowledge, serves to provide evidence for what I have

already presented as an assumption of my own: that the relevant notion of

presupposition for clefts does not need to invoke mutual knowledge. The

second and third points will be discussed together as part of a more detailed

analysis of the relationship between cleft syntax and prosody.
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it was Mary who broke the typewriter

someone broke the typewriter

It is often suggested that the content of -cleft presupposition is informa-

tion that is expected to be already within shared knowledge. Rochemont

[1986:32], for example, claims that -cleft complements must be `directly

c-construable in virtue of prior discourse'. He describes the notion of direct

c-construability [1986:62] as follows:

: A phrase P is directly c-construable if:

1. P has a discourse antecedent; or

2. the attention of the participants has been directed towards the

intended referent of P in the physical environment.

Soames [1989:605] also sees -clefts as typically, if not invariably, containing

information that is shared between speakers. While he acknowledges that a

cleft such as could appear in a conver-

sation where the assumption is not present, he

suggests that they represent an aberrant use of the construction:

there is something a bit odd about such a case{a kind of pre-

tense that the (or a) topic of conversation prior to the remark

was that of determining who broke the typewriter. For a speaker

to utter [this example] in a conversation in which this is not at

issue is for him to reveal that his conception of the conversational

plan di�ers from that of the other conversational participants.

This suggests that [this example] pragmatically requires the (or

a) topic of conversation prior to the utterance will be that of

determining who broke the typewriter. A conversation satisfy-

ing this requirement will be one in which [the presupposition] is

entailed by the common background.

[Soames 1989:605]

Similar claims appear, either explicitly or implicitly, in Hutchinson [1971],

Hornby [1974], Glatt [1982:89], and Fletcher [1984]. A related assumption
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For example, Chafe [1976] considers only this prosodic pattern in drawing his conclu-

sion that clefts serve to mark a syntactic focus of contrast. Creider [1979] makes a similar

assumption about the data for his argument that clefts are syntactic focusing devices,

stating that examples in which other intonation contours appear are a reversal of `normal

values' [1979:15] which only appear in speci�c `metacontexts'. Halliday [1985] reverses

the normal values of `marked' and `unmarked' information focus for clefts, stating that

accenting at the end of the construction is the `marked' case.

appears in Haviland and Clark [1974], Carpenter and Just [1977] and Clark

and Clark [1977:89], all of whom hold a view of sentence processing in which

the complement of the cleft is expected by default to contain information

from the conversational background.

As I have suggested elsewhere (Delin [1992]), the reason that cleft presup-

positions have traditionally been assumed to specify information that is

mutually known perhaps lies in the fact that much of the discussion of -

clefts has centred around decontextualised examples. Citation forms such

as (5) are conventionally articulated with prosody that suggests that the

presupposed information does indeed belong to shared knowledge (or, on a

fairly traditional Hallidayan view, implies the content of the cleft comple-

ment to be `Given'). This default pattern places a pitch accent upon the

clefted constituent (in this case, ), while the cleft complement (

) is usually devoid of pitch accents, and pronounced with falling

intonation:

(5) It was who ate the beans.

However, the prevalence of decontextualised examples such as (5) in the

early discussions of -clefts has given rise to the perception that examples

with this articulation, together with the information content it implies, are

the `default' or `normal' type of -cleft .

It has already been noted in the literature that examples such as (5) are

not the only, or indeed the predominant, type of cleft, but this observation

has often gone unnoticed in subsequent work. Perhaps the �rst to observe

that the `default' articulation was not the only one for -clefts was Chomsky

[1971:70], who noted an example which he saw to be a case of `deviation' in

the processes that assign the `normal' intonation contour. These `deviant'

cases are those in which one or more prosodic nuclei appear in the cleft

complement, possibly in addition to a nucleus on the clefted constituent.

9



4

4

poetry

informative-presupposition ip

first

lob g29 95

It

was the day after Anne Sullivan's arrival that Helen learned the �nger

language for the word `doll'.

it

it

it

were

Exceptions to this are Geluykens [1984, 1988], Declerck [1988], Collins [1991], and

Hedberg [1990], who present excellent surveys of a full range of data.

Chomsky's example was as follows:

(6) Is it John who writes ?

Prince [1978] pointed out that this second accent pattern was characteristic

of a large number of cases, and that accompanying it was an information

structure that was distinct from the `default' cases. This second type of

cleft, which she terms the or cleft, has

nuclear accents appearing in its complement clause, as in this example in

(7) (reproduced from (3a) above):

(7) A: Joe Wright you mean

B: Yes yes

A: I thought it was Joe Wright who'd walked in at .

Most important about clefts of this type is Prince's observation that they ap-

pear to presuppose information that is at least partially New to the hearer|

i.e., information that is not currently shared knowledge. It is clear that

examples such as (8) [ ] contain such information in the presup-

posed portion:

(8) In complete self-e�acement, sweeping all pity aside, she gave herself to

Helen, working tirelessly to open lines of communications between the

imprisoned child and the world of people and nature around her.

Anne spelt it into her hand very slowly and

deliberately, and got Helen to imitate.

Despite Prince's convincing argument, however, there is still a residual feel-

ing in the literature Informative-Presupposition -cleft is at best parasitic

on the `normal' type, and at worst, a rarely-acceptable deviant usage .

It is quite clear, however, that Informative-Presupposition -clefts do pre-

suppose information that is not currently shared in the discourse context.

Several kinds of evidence support this conclusion. First of all, if the -

cleft to presuppose only shared information, it would almost certainly
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be unique among presuppositional constructions. Stalnaker [1974:191] and

Kartunnen [1974:202], for example, observe that presupposed information

may frequently appear in contexts where the presupposed information is not

currently satis�ed. Schmerling [1976:77] noted examples of factives such as

bearing accented constituents in their complements. For example:

We are all familiar, too, with cases where

the presuppositional complement of is used to inform us of previously

unknown, non-shared information, as follows:

(9) a The management regrets that no responsibility can be taken for coats

and other possessions left in this cloakroom.

It is also known that de�nite referring expressions, which like cleft construc-

tions are generally thought of as presupposing, are often used in ways that

fail to correlate with existing mutual knowledge, although their use has been

assumed in the literature on anaphor resolution to reect particular existing

focus levels (cf. for example Reichman [1985]). Clark and Marshall [1981:45]

improve upon Hawkins' [1978] model of de�nite reference by allowing shared

knowledge to be acquired to the act of reference, thereby cap-

turing the many cases in which de�nite referring expressions are used to

refer to entities that are not yet in mutual knowledge. This phenomenon is

popularly labelled in the semantics literature, following

Lewis [1979].

As a second piece of evidence that -clefts can convey information that is

not currently shared, there are many cases where it is obviously unlikely

that the hearer has any idea about the content of the presupposition. Con-

sidering the cases of (3c) and (4d), for example, it would be counterintuitive

to say that or

is information that has to be currently shared and salient between

the speakers. In the latter case, for example, the conversation is about a

transcript of a questionnaire given to subjects in an experiment. The topic

of the discussion was whether an error in the script was originated by the

subject in her (handwritten) exercise or by the typist doing the transcrip-

tion. It is therefore by no means clear from the context that

. In addition, as Prince [1978] points out, there is the sheer of

the presupposing constituents. It is hard to see on any de�nition of `new'

information how a complement clause such as the one appearing in (10)

11
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LOB corpus, beginning line number A19 56.

That is not to suggest that complement-accent and clefted-constituent accent are

mutually exclusive accent patterns for clefts. Many examples have accents on both the

clefted constituent and the complement clause.

could fail to be informative :

(10) Yet it is Mr. Coward who o�ers himself as the man to lead the poor,

stumbling audiences out of the theatrical dark and into the bright, brave

noonday where it is always perfect anyone-for-tennis weather, and where

nothing as vulgar and squalid as a stove is ever mentioned, but where

lots of nice, jolly, fun-giving adultery to the immense, brittle amusement

of the master is.

Moreover, information can be presupposed in cleft complements that could

not be satisfactorily called `knowledge' at all. When a performative verb

and its complement appear in a cleft presupposition, it is arguably the case

that the presupposed `knowledge' did not exist before it was created at the

time of speaking, as in (11):

(11) It is with great pleasure that I name this ship the .

There is, in addition, evidence from prosody that non-shared information

can indeed appear in the presupposed content. The �rst is the appearance

of nuclei on the complement constituent, which, as I outlined in section 1

above, are taken here to be fairly uncontroversial indicators that New infor-

mation is nearby. As reported in Delin [1989:172], 38 out of a sample of 50

spoken cleft constructions carried at least one nucleus on the complement

clause . Further, if we adopt Halliday's view that every tone group obliga-

torily carries new information, we would expect any cleft complement

that is composed of one or more complete tone groups to be a bearer of

presupposed new information.

Faced with examples such as these, it becomes more di�cult to conclude that

the function of cleft presuppositions is to specify information currently in

mutual knowledge. As Prince [1978:898] points out, the point of Informative-

Presupposition -clefts is that they contain information that is New to the

hearer or reader in the complement clause. And compared to other pre-

suppositional constructions as noted by Stalnaker and Karttunen, the phe-

12



9xleave x

John

John

letter

2.2 The Interaction Between Accent and Syntax

nomenon of cleft presuppositions conveying non-shared information is not

particularly strange.

We will turn now to two assumptions concerning the interrelationship be-

tween the position of pitch accents and the presupposition derived from the

cleft. First, it is often assumed that what is signalled by the cleft syntax

is the same as what is indicated by the presence of prosodic nuclei in par-

ticular locations: that is, `marked' or `contrastive' accent is often assumed

to have the same e�ect as a syntactically-marked logical presupposition in

English. For example, on the view suggested by Jackendo� [1972], Gazdar

[1979], and Seuren [1986], cleft sentences such as (12a) and sentences with

`marked stress' such as (12b) both convey a logical presupposition, (12c):

(12) a It was who left.

b left.

c ( )

There are several reasons, however, to question the assumption that both

stress and syntax signal logical presupposition. Firstly, Rochemont [1986]

has pointed out that logically presupposed information and deaccented infor-

mation do not always have the same discourse interpretation. In Rochemont's

`presentational' sentences, which are generally descriptive of appearances

and disappearances, accent placement does not apparently indicate the lo-

cation of shared information, nor would we want to say that it indicated

presupposition. In this way, (13a) is capable of a broad-focus interpretation

in which there is no suggestion of either sharedness or presupposition of

(13b):

(13) a A arrived for you.

b Something arrived for you.

The cleft in (14), however, apparently indicates both presupposition and

sharedness:
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Again, a narrow-scope interpretation of the accent is also possible here: might

be contrasted with . This does not a�ect the point being made, however: what is

important is that, in the non-cleft case, any scope interpretation up to and including the

broadest scope is possible, whereas the cleft only allows a narrow-scope interpretation.

(14) It was a that arrived for you.

We can see that the distinction between (13a) and (14) is based on a pre-

suppositional distinction by applying a test for logical presupposition. We

noted above that good tests for presupposition consist of embeddings within

contexts that question or cast doubt on the truth of the relevant sentence.

For examples such as those in above, a context that preserves the same ac-

cent pattern is clearly required. The context

�ts these requirements. The following examples show that in the non-cleft

case, the entire content of the sentence can be construed as falling within

the scope of the question: plausible contrasts could be that the hearer might

have thought more or less anything else, from a phone-call coming to the

dog escaping out of the front door, depending on context . In the cleft case,

all that is questioned is the non-presupposed content: arrived:

(15) a Why do you think that a arrived for you?

b Why do you think that it was a that arrived for you?

For sentences with `presentational' content, therefore, the syntactic marking

of presupposition has e�ects that are di�erent from those conveyed by the

placement of the nucleus.

Secondly, as I have argued elsewhere (Delin [1992]), similar discrepancies

in interpretation arise in the case of ordinary, non-presentational cleft and

non-cleft sentences with the same accent pattern. In the following case, a

cleft appears with several nuclei in the complement clause, indicating the

presence of new information:
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(16) B: To be frank, I've heard from a number of sources that when you were

interviewed for a job here that you think that you didn't get the job

because of me

A: Oh no, I never said that I went to great pains to tell people that

you were the one supporting me. In fact, it was shortly that

that I sent my circular letter to various scholars and

I sent a copy

In this case, the cleft complement, although it contains information that

is new to the discourse, appears to speaker B of the content of

the presupposition. An equivalent constructed non-cleft, however, does no

such thing: it merely the hearer of the new information, giving no

intimation that it has been evoked at any previous time:

(17) In fact, shortly that I sent my circular letter

to various scholars and I sent a copy

I would suggest that the di�erence in interpretation here is due to the fact

that the cleft involves a logical presupposition where the non-cleft does not,

despite their identical accent patterns. The result here is that the cleft

appears to be referring to information that is in some sense `in the public

domain', although not necessarily salient in the current discourse (cf. Prince

[1978:903], Delin [1992:302]).

Examples such as (16), in which nuclei appear in the complement clause, are

relevant to the second point concerning the interrelationship between accent

and syntax that I wish to address here. It is suggested by Chomsky [1971:70]

that examples where nuclei appear in the presupposing constituent of the

cleft are in some way `distinct in semantic interpretation' from those with the

`normal' intonation contour. While Chomsky does not elaborate on what

distinctions in semantic interpretation might result from these examples,

it has been suggested by Ball and Prince [1977:585] that the appearance

of stress has the e�ect of the logical presuppositions of negative

sentences:

-clefts di�er from -clefts, and to our knowledge from all fac-

tive constructions, in that extra stress within the complement
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can release the stressed item from the presupposition, when there

is a matrix negation.

[Ball and Prince 1977:585]

The critical example they give for their conclusion appears in (18):

(18) It isn't that shot |it's that shot !

Of course, given the relationship between accent placement and non-shared

knowledge discussed in section 1 above, the claim that is really under ex-

amination here is that new, non-shared information in cleft complements is

presupposition-cancelling.

Ball and Prince's example is an interesting and particular case, which I

will return to shortly. First, however, it should be established that stress

does not serve to cancel presupposition in -clefts. To show that

logical presupposition can persist when stresses appear in cleft complements,

we can apply the four tests for logical presupposition listed by van der Sandt

[1988]. These four tests are:

embedding under negation;

embedding under modality;

the antecedent test; and

the test for constancy under illocutionary force.

According to the most traditional of the four tests, the negation test, the

logical presuppositions of a sentence are just those entailments that are

preserved under negation. Negating a sentence and comparing it with its

positive counterpart should therefore reveal presuppositions as those propo-

sitions that are true in both cases. The next two tests, the modality and

antecedent tests, are attributable to Karttunen [1971]; the modality test

is similar to the negation test, except it uses a possibility operator rather

than negation, and the antecedent test involves making the sentence under

16



8

8

beans

beans

beans

wh

possibly

manage

to be glad that Manage

Be glad that

manage

be glad that

Note that it is possible for accents also to appear on the clefted constituents in both

cleft examples. This a�ects the interpretation of what is shared knowledge on encountering

he utterance, but is not relevant to the presupposition-bearing part of the cleft. Whether

the presence of one or more accents in the presupposing portion a�ects interpretation,

however, is what we are involved in elucidating here.

analysis into the antecedent of a conditional. The test involving speech acts,

originated by van der Sandt [1988], uses presuppositional constructions to

perform a variety of speech acts; if propositional meanings are preserved

across these contexts, it is assumed that these are the presuppositions of the

carrier sentence.

The negation test shows that the proposition conveyed by the cleft comple-

ment or -clause is preserved under negation. In example (19), the positive

and negative sentences (a) and (b) both preserve the truth of (c), showing

that, even with focus or New information in the presupposed proposition,

logical presupposition is preserved :

(19) a It was John that ate .

b It wasn't John that ate .

c Someone ate beans.

The modality test involves the creation of a context in which a modal oper-

ator such as has scope over the potentially presupposing sentence.

Again, if any entailment is preserved in this context, this entailment is said

to be presupposed. In the following example, the (a) sentence implies the

truth of the (b) sentence:

(20) a It is possible that it was John that ate .

b Someone ate beans.

In the third test, an appropriate context is constructed by making the carrier

sentence the antecedent of a conditional construction. An example of this

test at work appears in van der Sandt [1988:39], using sentences with

and . is an example of an implicative verb, which

entails its complement. , on the other hand, presupposes its

complement. On this test, therefore, we would expect the truth of the

complement of to be cancelled or suspended in the conditional,

while the proposition carried by the complement of is preserved.

17
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Van der Sandt's examples show this to be the case: (21) does not require

that (23) be true, while (22) does:

(21) If Charles managed to leave the country, he will never come back.

(22) If Charles was glad that he left the country, he will never come back.

(23) Charles left the country.

When the antecedent test is applied to clefts with New information in the

putative presupposition, a similar pattern emerges. It appears that the cleft

construction (the (a) sentence) requires the complement proposition (c) to

be true; the declarative (b) does not:

(24) a If it was John that ate , Bill will be disappointed.

b If John ate , Bill will be disappointed.

c Someone ate beans.

The function of the stress in (24a) is contrastive: it singles out a (presup-

posed) bean-eating action as possibly having John as its agent, contrasting it

with other actions known to have taken place|cake-eating, or beer-drinking,

for example.

The �nal test for logical presupposition is that they are constant under illo-

cutionary force. Briey, if a proposition is conveyed by a particular sentence

regardless of whether that sentence is used as a question, an assertion, or

any other kind of speech act, then that proposition is an elementary presup-

position of the carrier sentence. The following examples demonstrate that

a clefts appearing in the form of a question with New information in it (the

(a) example) preserves the truth of the (b) sentence below:

(25) a Was it John that ate ?

b Someone ate beans.

A simple declarative sentence with the same accent pattern, however, shows

that entailments are not constant under illocutionary force. (26a) entails

both and (26b):
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(26) a John ate .

b John ate something.

The question form of the same utterance, however, does not necessarily have

the same entailments. (27a) may entail (26b), but it certainly does not entail

that John ate beans, or indeed that John ate anything:

(27) Did John eat ?

In some fairly conventional sense, then, presupposition appears to be pre-

served, even when an accentual nucleus appears on the presupposed infor-

mation. The antecedent test and the test for consistency under illocutionary

force, moreover, show that constructions that are not syntactically presuppo-

sitional do not have the same property, even in cases where their information

structure is identical.

Now that we have seen that logical presupposition is not routinely cancelled

by the appearance of stress in the presupposing constituent, we can return to

Ball and Prince's example. In the example they give (reproduced as (28a)),

it does indeed appear that the presupposition is cancelled|i.e., it does not

presuppose (28b):

(28) a It isn't that shot |it's that shot !

b Someone shot Mary.

It is possible to show, however, that the cancellation of the presupposition

in such examples is an epiphenomenon of the context in which the example

appears, rather than a systematic e�ect of stress. In fact, (28a) is acceptable

within a range of possible contexts, only of which are presupposition-

cancelling. For example, imagine a context in which we are trying to match

three potential murderers, John, Jane, and Bill, with two bodies, those of

Mary and Mike. If we were to use a sentence like (29a) in this case, the

presupposition, glossed as (29b), would remain intact:

(29) a B: And it isn't that shot , as he doesn't own a gun!

b Someone shot Mary
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In Ball and Prince's example, the presupposition is cancelled because it ap-

pears in a context in which information is presented that is

with the presupposition: if Mary shot John, as we �nd out immediately

after the clefted utterance, then the presupposition that she herself was shot

is unlikely to be true (given our knowledge about what shooting involves,

and the capabilities of the victim after the event). In e�ect, a speaker of

such an example would be `quoting' or `echoing' the presupposition in order

to contradict it. Examples such as (29), however, show that it is possible

to place the same stress pattern in contexts where no mutually-exclusive in-

formation exists or is available. In these cases, the presupposition is either

preserved, or more information is required to establish cancellation.

Particular accent patterns, then, may support readings consistent with con-

texts in which presuppositions fail to survive on the basis of inconsistency.

This is a fairly ordinary property of logical presuppositions, and it should

not be concluded that it is the presence of stress that is the can-

cellation. Again, this behaviour is not restricted to -clefts alone: similar

cancellation behaviour can be replicated straightforwardly in other presup-

posing constructions. In each of the cases in (30), a factive construction

has its presupposition cancelled by the presence of mutually exclusive in-

formation. In each case{as with Ball and Prince's example{the speaker is

apparently `quoting' or `echoing' the presupposed information in order to

contradict it. On this basis, reverse -clefts such as (30a), and factives like

as in (30b), are �ne:

(30) a The wasn't what hit the {the was what hit the !

b She didn't regret that shot {she regretted that

shot !

First of all, we saw in this section that the presuppositions that are indicated

by the syntax of clefts do not have to be mutually known by speakers at

the time of the presupposition. Two kinds of evidence support this conclu-

sion: �rst, that prosodic indicators traditionally associated with `Newness'

of information, namely that prosodic nuclei and certain intonational tunes
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tions

appear regularly within the presupposition-carrying part of the cleft con-

struction; and second, that information that cannot possibly be mutually

known on the basis of the discourse context can appear in presupposing

environments.

Second, it was demonstrated that stress and syntax in clefts cannot per-

form the same task|that is, it cannot be the case both indicate logical

presupposition. We saw this through di�erences in the discourse function

of de-accenting in presentational sentences, and through di�erences in in-

terpretation that arise between informationally-identical cleft and non-cleft

constructions.

Third, we saw that accent is not presupposition-cancelling, even in

-clefts alone. Instead, the context in which the presupposition appears

is responsible for the cancellation of the presupposition. In such contexts,

it may well be the case that an accent will appear on the presupposing

constituent, simply because of the way accents behave in context. The same

accent pattern, however, may also be consistent with other, non-cancelling

contexts, so it is not possible to attribute the cancellation behaviour to the

presence of accents. In addition, we saw that this behaviour is not restricted

to -clefts: it is general to presupposing constructions of several kinds.

These conclusions support the view outlined above, in which a clear sepa-

ration is maintained between the prosodic-informational system on the one

hand, and syntactically-generated presupposition on the other. In the next

section, we will look more closely at how these separate pragmatic features

operate.

So, how do the notions of shared knowledge and logical presupposition in-

teract? I want to suggest that the distinction between the informational-

prosodic system and logical presupposition is that only the former indicates

the current assumptions that the speaker holds about the hearer's model
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3.1 Logical Presuppositions in Discourse: Marking Require-

ments

In fact, it is sometimes the case that the intonation contour relates to the speaker's

model of the discourse. This situation is not the norm, however. I will return to this

issue in section 4 below.

of the discourse . The view of the function of presupposition adopted here

follows that suggested by van der Sandt [1988], namely that presupposi-

tion simply marks that the speaker is placing on the hearer's

model of the discourse, regardless of what is current. We can summarise

this dichotomy in tabular form, as follows:

Status of Information Linguistic Indicator Speaker is marking

Shared knowledge Prosody Assumptions about h's current discourse model

Logical Presupposition Syntax Requirements for next state of discourse model

In the discussion above, we saw that logical presupposition is not depen-

dent on, or a�ected by, whether or not the speaker can assume that the

hearer already knows or has access to the information. The only case in

which current knowledge interacts with presupposition us the case in which

information that is mutually exclusive with the presupposition is already

available to both speaker and hearer.

We have known since Stalnaker [1974] that logical presuppositions need

not contain information that is already entailed by the context. Moreover,

Prince [1978], Geluykens [1984], and Delin [1989] have discussed the broad

range of information types that can appear in presuppositions of cleft con-

structions of various kinds, and it appears that, in general, presupposed

information can stand in more or less relationship with the preceding

discourse or the discourse situation|modulo various coherence constraints

that operate on individual constructions (cf. Delin [1989]). Logical pre-

suppositions are conveyed by presupposition-triggering syntactic structures

such as clefts regardless of whether the hearer/reader is assumed by the

speaker/writer to be already aware of the presupposed proposition, or cur-

rently thinking about it, or able to infer it|in fact, it seems that assump-
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tions about the current state of the hearer's model of the discourse, or

knowledge in general, are quite simply irrelevant to the appearance of pre-

suppositions.

Neither need the speaker believe the presupposed proposition themselves; in

`echo' cases, for example, the speaker may restate the presupposition for the

purposes of making it salient in order to contradict it, as in the following

example due to Keenan [1971:52]:

(31) You say that someone in this room loves Mary. Well, maybe so. But it

certainly isn't Fred who loves Mary. And it certainly isn't John (We

continue in this way until all we have enumerated all the people in the

room.) Therefore no-one in this room loves Mary.

Markers of logical presupposition such as -clefts are therefore not produced

obligatorily on the basis of factors of knowledge and belief. I would like to

suggest instead that one function of -clefts is to mark information as in-

tended to be treated in a certain way. That is, in this respect clefts are

non-obligatory (although there may be other discourse factors that require

there use that are not dealt with here) and operate in relation to the goals

of the speaker to achieve certain e�ects, rather than being produced out of

constraints imposed by the current state of some model of the discourse.

Precisely the information should be treated by the hearer is still an

open question with respect to what is known about the psychological pro-

cessing of presuppositions. A good candidate hypothesis, however, has been

suggested by van der Sandt [1988] and others following, to the e�ect that

presupposed propositions are treated as by hearers. That is,

they convey the suggestion that an antecedent is required for the presup-

posed information|although, crucially, they do convey any assumption

that such an antecedent is available. On encountering a presuppo-

sition, therefore, a hearer must attempt to locate an antecedent for it, and

if he or she fails, the content of the presupposition should be added to the

hearer's discourse model|subject to certain truth-maintenance constraints

(cf. van der Sandt [1988]) and discourse constraints (cf. Delin and Klein

[forthcoming]) on the addition of the particular information. As I noted

above, the process of adding information to the discourse model in this way

has been termed by Lewis [1979]. Presenting information

as presupposed has, in addition, various discourse e�ects, such as indicat-
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3.2 Prosody in Discourse: Marking Assumptions

ing that information is in some sense true, non-negotiable information (cf.

Prince [1978], Delin [1992]).

While presupposition is about marking about how information

is to be processed, prosody is about marking about what is

currently the state of shared knowledge. Evidence for a distinction between

the requirements that are marked by presupposition and the assumptions

marked by prosody is available when we look at the phenomenon of ac-

commodation in each case. Presupposition can be used creatively in order

to persuade a hearer to accommodate previously-unknown information into

the discourse context. However, although presupposition does not distin-

guish between shared and non-shared information, the intonation contour

with which the presupposed information is articulated must still reect the

distinction faithfully. Prosody, then, has to be correct for the current state

of shared knowledge. If this is not the case, inappropriate discourse results:

prosody cannot therefore be used creatively to e�ect changes in the hearer's

discourse model. For example, (32a) features a cleft which has non-shared

information in the presupposed portion. This is marked appropriately by

the presence of a nucleus. If we adapt the example, as in (32b), to feature an

intonation contour that implies the information is already shared, the dis-

course becomes ill-formed. The speaker seems to be suggesting, incorrectly,

that the information is currently shared:

(32) A: (looking at transcript of experimental session with a subject) Did the

subject really make this error?

a B: That isn't a proper error. It's just me that can't .

b B: That isn't a proper error. # It's just that can't type.

Prosody, then, has to follow current assumptions, rather than requirements;

if it does not, comprehension (and in this case, accommodation of the pre-

supposition) is impaired.
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4 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, I have tried to show that an analysis of cleft constructions

requires a separation between logical presupposition on the one hand, and

shared knowledge as signalled by prosody on the other. In the process of

arriving at this view, I have demonstrated a range of problems with some

previous claims about the way -clefts operate in discourse, particularly with

respect to the interaction between their prosody, their syntax, and shared

knowledge.

At this point, I would like to add two comments on related topics. The �rst

concerns the function of pitch accent. One use of deaccenting and falling

pitch contour appears to run counter to the view that pitch accents function

as indicators of shared knowledge. It appears that there is one situation in

which the speaker's choice of accent pattern is determined by his or her

assumptions about what the hearer believes to be mutually believed. These

cases are those in which a speaker suddenly realises the answer to a long-

standing but private question. These utterances, frequently either -clefts

such as (33a) or reverse -clefts like (33b), are typically articulated with

falling intonation, and no pitch accents on the presupposed constituent:

(33) a A: And then I rang Maurice, but he was out.

B: Ah, so it was who was at the o�ce so late last night!

b A: That was my friend Mike.

B: So what he looks like.

In these case, the intonation implies that the presuppositional content is

shared knowledge, whereas in fact it is New to the hearer. Instead of the

examples in (33) being seen as evidence that the speaker has erroneous

assumptions about what is mutually believed, however, the discourses in

which they appeared went forward with no repair being necessary. What

seems to happen in these cases is that the hearer, applying the assumption

that the speaker is a normal user of the language and is trying to be co-

operative, will know that the content of the utterance is not shared although

apparently signalled to be so, and will infer from this that the intonation

contour with which the utterance is articulated cannot possibly refer to

mutual knowledge. Instead, the intonation contour is generated `sel�shly' by
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the speaker on the basis of his or her personal model of what is salient: he or

she has the model of the discourse in relation to which the contour

is generated. In these cases, then, the mismatch between the intonationally-

implied `shared knowledge' status of the information and its actual status

causes the hearer to make a pseudo-Gricean inference: the speaker is unlikely

to be committing so gross an error of judgement with respect to what is

shared knowledge, and so must be basing the intonation contour on some

private knowledge source. In these cases, then, the presupposed information

is treated as if it were new, and, in the absence of anomaly when it is

compared to the existing background, accommodated by the hearer.

My second comment concerns the implications of the view of the rela-

tive roles of presupposition-indicating syntax on the one hand, and shared-

knowledge-indicating prosody on the other, for the psychological processing

of constructions such as clefts. Clark and Haviland [1977] give an account of

sentence processing in general, and of the processing of cleft constructions in

particular, which centres on the view that the task of a hearer on encounter-

ing an utterance in discourse is to �nd the optimum means of integrating the

content of that utterance into memory. On Clark and Haviland's account,

one of the �rst tasks of a hearer or reader in processing a unit of language

is to identify, on the basis of the cues given by the speaker, which part of

the message has an antecedent in memory. Clark and Haviland refer to this

identi�cation task as the application of the , in whch

hearers and readers identify Given information as that which has a unique

antecedent, the location of which is the address or location in memory at

which the incoming information is to be stored. Clark and Haviland's claim

is that hearers or readers encountering a device such as a cleft are able from

the form of the cleft to recognise information for which an antecedent should

be present in memory, and go on to identify antecedents for that information

(Clark and Clark [1977] express this as the search for information in memory

that is with the Given information). Although Clark and Hav-

iland's model allows for `Bridging' inferences to take place when the cleft

presupposition contains New information, it is again assumed that the `de-

fault' cases are those in which the presupposition is indeed Given. However,

as I note elsewhere (cf. Delin [1989]), in naturally-occurring data, those

clefts in which the presupposition is genuinely retrievable at the time of the

hearer's encountering it are actually less frequent than the cases where it is

not. In reverse -clefts in particular, for which we would expect Clark and

26



References

Ball, C. and Prince, E. [1977]

8

Carpenter, P. A. and Just, M. A. [1977]

Chafe, W. [1976]

Chomsky, N. [1971]

Clark, H. and Clark, E. [1977]

nearly every case

actually

it wh

Linguistic Inquiry

Basic processes in

reading: perception and comprehension

Subject and Topic

Semantics:

An interdisciplinary reader in philosophy, linguistics and psychology

Psychology and Language An Introduc-

Haviland's model to make similar predictions for (i.e., that the presupposi-

tion would be assumed to be the locus of `Given' information), information

which has no antecedent in the discourse appears in the presupposed con-

stituent in . This means that the more expensive processing

strategy will be the one that is most frequently required. We might there-

fore want to question, for spoken examples at least, how hearers really do

process clefts: if it is so infrequently a successful strategy for them to treat

the presupposition as `Given' (that is, if they fail to �nd an antecedent for

the information so often) one would expect them to abandon the strategy

of using syntactic cues in favour of more reliable indicators. They might

therefore be more likely to take account of the prosodic cues which I am

claiming are the indicators of what is assumed by the speaker to

be retrievable in the discourse. For -clefts and reverse -clefts, it is likely

that the latter strategy is the less expensive. This is an empirical question,

and awaits further research.

A note on stress and presupposition.

, , 3, p584.

Integrative processes in com-

prehension. In LaBerge, D. and Samuels, S. J. (eds.)

. Hillsdale, N. J.: Lawrence Erlbaum

Associates.

Givenness, contrastiveness, de�niteness, subjects, topics

and points of view. In Li, C. (ed.) , pp25{56. New York:

Academic Press.

Deep structure, surface structure, and semantic in-

terpretation. In Steinberg, D. D. and Jakobovits, L. A. (eds.)

, pp183{

216. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

:

27



Clark, H. H. and Haviland, S. E. [1977]

Clark, H. H. and Marshall, C. R. [1981]

Collins, P. C. [1991]

29

Creider, C. [1979]

Declerck, R. [1988]

Delin, J. L. [1989]

Delin, J. L. [1992]

9

Fletcher, C. R. [1984]

13

Gazdar, G [1979]

Geluykens, R. [1984]

tion to Psycholinguistics

Discourse Production and Compre-

hension

Elements

of Discourse Understanding

Linguistics

Syntax and Semantics Discourse and Syntax

Studies on Copular Sentences, Clefts, and Pseudo-

Clefts

It Journal of Se-

mantics

Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior

Pragmatics: Implicature, Presupposition, and Logical

Form.

. New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovitch.

Comprehension and the given-

new contract. In Freedle, R. O. (ed.)

, Volume 1, pp1{40. Norwood, N.J.: Ablex.

De�nite Reference and Mutual

Knowledge. In Joshi, A. K., Webber, B. L. and Sag, I. A. (eds)

, pp10-63. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Pseudocleft and cleft constructions: a thematic and

informational interpretation. , , 3, pp481-520.

On the explanation of transformations. In Givon, T.

(ed.) , Volume 12: , pp3{22.

New York: Academic Press.

. Leuven University Press, Foris Publications.

Cleft Constructions in Discourse. PhD Thesis No. 34,

Centre for Cognitive Science, University of Edinburgh.

Properties of -Cleft Presupposition.

, , 289-306.

Markedness and topic continuity in discourse pro-

cessing. , , 487{493.

Academic Press, New York.

Focus Phenomena in English: an Empirical In-

vestigation into Cleft and Pseudo-Cleft Sentences. Technical Report No.

36, Departement Germaanse, Universitaire Instelling Antwerpen, Antwerp,

1984.

28



umi

Geluykens, R. [1988]

26

Glatt, B. S. [1982]

Gussenhoven, C. [1983]

19

Halliday, M. A. K. [1967]

3

Halliday, M. A. K. [1976]

Halliday, M. A. K. [1985]

Haviland, S. E. and Clark, H. H. [1974]

13

Hawkins, J. A. [1978]

Hedberg, N [1990]

Hirschberg, J. and Pierrehumbert, J. [1986]

Hornby, P. A. [1972]

3

What Writers Know:

The Language. Process, and Structure of Written Discourse

Journal of Lin-

guistics

Journal of Linguistics

Halliday: System and function in language

An Introduction to Functional Grammar

Journal of Verbal Learning and

Verbal Behavior

De�niteness and Inde�niteness

Discourse Pragmatics and Cleft Sentences in English

Proceedings of the 24th Annual Meeting of the As-

sociation for Computational Linguistics

Cognitive

Psychology

Five types of clefting in English discourse. |it

Linguistics, , 823-841.

De�ning Thematic Progressions and their Relationship

to Reader Comprehension. In: Nystrand, M. (ed.)

, pp87-103. New

York: Academic Press

Focus, Mode, and the Nucleus.

, , 377{417.

Notes on transitivity and theme in English:

Part 2. , , 199{244.

English System Networks. Chapter 9 in Kress,

G. R. (ed.) , pp101{135. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

. Lon-

don: Edward Arnold.

What's new? Acquiring new

information as a process in comprehension.

, , 512{521.

. London, Croom

Helm.

.

PhD Dissertation, University of Minnesota, order number 9109340.

. The Intonational Struc-

turing of Discourse. In

, New York.

The psychological subject and predicate.

, , 632{642.

29



mit

mit

wh

mit

Hutchinson, L. G. [1971]

Jackendo�, R [1972]

Karttunen, L. [1974]

1

Karttunen, L and Peters, S [1975]

Keenan, E. [1971]

Lewis, D. [1979]

Pierrehumbert, J. and Hirschberg, J. [1990]

Prince, E. [1978]

54

Prince, E. [1986]

Reichman, R. [1985]

Rochemont, M. [1986]

Pa-

pers from the Seventh Regional Meeting of the Chicago Linguistics Society

Semantic Interpretation in Generative Grammar

Theoretical

Linguistics

BLSI: Proceedings of the First Annual Meeting of the

Berkeley Linguistics Society.

Studies in Linguistic Seman-

tics

Semantics from Di�erent Points of View

Intentions in Communication

Language

Getting Computers to Talk Like You and Me

Focus in Generative Grammar

Presupposition and belief inferences. In

,

Chicago Linguistics Society, Chicago, April 16-18, 1971, pp131{141.

.

Press, Cambridge, MA.

Presuppositions and linguistic context.

, , 181{194.

Conventional implicature in Mon-

tague Grammar.

Berkeley, California.

Two kinds of presupposition in natural language. In

Fillmore, C. J. and Langendoen, D. T. (eds.)

, pp45{54. New York: Holt.

Score-keeping in a language game. In Bauerle, R., Egli,

U. and Stechow, A. (eds.) . Berlin:

Springer-Verlag.

The Meaning of Into-

national Contours in the Interpretation of Discourse. In: Cohen, Philip,

and Pollack, Martha E. (eds.) . /Bradford

Books.

A comparison of -clefts and it-clefts in discourse.

, , 883{906.

On the syntactic marking of presupposed open propo-

sitions. In Papers from the Parasession on Pragmatics and Grammatical

Theory, 22nd Regional Meeting, Chicago Linguistics Society.

. Cam-

bridge, Mass.: Press.

. Studies in Gener-

30



van der Sandt, R. [1988]

Seuren, P. [1986]

Soames, S. [1989]

4

Stalnaker, R. C. [1974]

Svartvik, J., and Quirk, R. [1980]

Taglicht, J. [1984]

Context and Presupposition

Handbook of Semantics

Handbook of Philosophical Logic

Semantics and Philosophy

A Corpus of English Conversation

Message and Emphasis On focus and scope in English

ative Linguistics Analysis, Volume 4. John Benjamins.

. London: Croom

Helm.

Presupposition. In: von Stechow, A. and Wunderlich,

D. (eds.) . Athenaum Verlag, Frankfurt.

Presupposition. In: D. Gabbay and F. Guenthner,

(eds.) , , pp553-616. D. Reidel.

Pragmatic presuppositions. In Munitz, M. K.

and Unger, P. K. (eds.) , pp197{213. New York:

New York University Press.

.

Lund: LiberLaromedel Lund.

: .

London: Longman.

31


