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1. TheProblem

Constituents that encode information that was made sdlieptior context often
remain unaccented. This paper presents evidence thaten fanda constituent to
be marked as given by deaccenting, it is not sufficient thet given, it must be
givenrelative to something elsén particular, | will argue that constituents have to
be givenrelative to their sister This first section outlines the problem that earlier
approaches to givenness face: sometimes, but not alwayéars that the sister
of a constituent is relevant in deciding whether it can bekedias given.

1.1. Marking Givenness

Consider a context in which the direct object is deaccented:

(1) Mary sat at her desk. John walked in. What happened next?
a. # She kissed JOHN.
b. She KISSED John.

Context induces a deviation from the otherwise expectabsstpattern. The last
accent in (1b) falls on the verb, not on the direct object, aslld/ be expected
had there been no mention of John in the context. This papgesés on cases of
deaccentuation that change the ‘nuclear stress’, i.e.entherlast pitch accent falls,
and consequently | will only mark the last accent of a seredmnyccapitalizatior.

In recent years this phenomenon was often framed in termiseohotion
‘givenness’ or ‘anaphoric destressing’ (cf. Williams (¥99Schwarzschild (1999),
Sauerland (2004)), Reinhart (2006)). In contrast to eaalpproaches (e.g. Chom-
sky (1971), Jackendoff (1972) and Rooth (1992b)), whiclduke notion ‘focus’
to tackle contextual effects on prosody, in these appraaitienot thefocusedout
thegivenconstituent that introduces a special requirement on theegt?

This work benefited greatly from discussions with Karlosegir Molly Diesing, Kai von Fintel,
Jon Gajewski, Irene Heim, Ad Neeleman, Mats Rooth, Uli Sane;, Lisa Selkirk, and comments
by anonymous reviewers and the audiences at SALT and NEL8udiences at the universities of
Leipzig, Potsdam, Syracuse, and at MIT and UCL London in 2@08 by the participants of the
seminar on prosody in Spring 2006 at Cornell University.

The reason for this limitation is that the data and judgesiané more clear cut than in pre-
nuclear environments, a discussion of which would requineenspace than is available here.

2Recent development of the so called ‘focus projection’ apph have incorporated conditions
relating givenness and deaccentuation (Selkirk 1995n8ito appear).



Sauerland (2004) proposes a presuppositional accounvémmgss mark-
ing. G-marking ‘John’ introduces the presupposition thatindividual is part of a
salient assignment functichE.g. marking ‘John’ as given in (1b) introduces the
presupposition that ‘John’ is salient in the discourse:

(2) [G]=Axt3ig(i)=x:x

Sauerland’s G-operator is a special case of the presuppait~’-operator of
Rooth (1992b). In the case where there is not F-marker in¢bpesof ~'. the
presupposition introduced is similar that of Sauerland@0In the following ex-
ample, since there is nothing marked as focus, the overtraggtiof~, ‘semantics’,
must be entirely redundant with respect to the anaphorioethe ‘8’, its second ar-
gument:

(3) Rooth (1992a):
We are supposed to take statistics and [semagtilois] term, but | don’t like
[[semantics}~ 8].

Presuppositions are requirements that certain elememssenon the context. |
will assume that if these requirements are not met, then &sem containing the
element remains without truth value. The presuppositiapakoach offers an ex-
planation why givenness marking is obligatory when possifhis is ensured by
the principle ‘maximize presupposition’ (Heim 1991). Tlearse applies equally to
other presuppositional approaches, e.g. Rooth (1992b).

Sauerland (2004) extends G to the deaccentuation of ptedic@onsider a
key example from the recent literature is (4) (cf. Schwandc1999: 146):

(4)  Johndrove Mary’s red convertible. What did he drive befihnat?
a. He drove her BLUE convertible.
b. # He drove her blue CONVERTIBLE.

The constituent ‘convertible’ is marked as given in (4ag thast accent falls on
‘blue’. According to Sauerland (2004), ‘convertible’ cag a G-marker.

(5) He drove a BLUE convertibe

G introduces the presupposition that the predicate ‘caiter be given, and re-
quires a salient proposition of the form ‘x is a convertibitethe contexf

3This proposal shares many properties with SchwarzscHI8iq), but is much simpler and there-
fore | will base the discussion mostly on Sauerland’s prapos

4In Schwarzschild (1999)’'s approach, this obligatorinekgivenness marking is accounted
for by a constraint ‘Avoid F’ which minimizes F-markers inrggx. The explanation in terms of
‘maximize presupposition’ seems more insightful, sincénks the requirement to a more gen-
eral phenomenon, e.g. the choice between definite and iftéedimicle discussed in Heim (1991).
Schwarzschild (1997) proposes an ‘Attentiveness Maxinfiicl is similar in spirit to ‘maximize
presupposition. | do not have the space to outline this ambran detail here.

5The presupposition in Sauerland (2004) reqruires thaktherst be a true proposition of the
form f(x). This seems to me to be too strong, but | will not diss this point here.



6) [G]=AftIxecDef(x)=1:f

G seems to cover the basic cases of givenness marking. $ ouitn however, that
sometimes the presupposition introduced by G is not stronggh.

1.2. The Sister Effect

Closer inspection reveals that at least in the case of paicthe presupposition
introduced by G is too weak. Contrary to expectation, in (@exccenting the
predicate is infelicitous although it is given:

(7)  Mary’'s uncle, who produces high-end convertibles, iswcw to her wed-
ding. I wonder what he brought as a present.

a. He brought a [CHEAP convertible].
b. # He brought [a RED convertible].
c. He brought[ared CONVERTIBLE ]

Whether deaccenting ‘convertible’ is obligatory or eversgible depends on the
adjective that modifies it. It seems that what is wrong with)(i8 that ‘high-end’
is not a relevant alternative to ‘red’ and the two don't castr However, in order
to even state this, we have to use a vocabulary that fallsdeutd the scope of the
givenness presupposition in (6), namely we have talkedtdbontrast’ and ‘alter-
native’® That indeed ‘high-end’ and ‘blue’ are usually not constrasdlternatives
can be motivated independently based on association witisfm exclusives:

(8) Mary only likes RED convertibles.

Sentence (8) does not rule out that Mary might like high-emertibles—unless
the context made salient a partition of convertibles intbares and high-end ones.

It seems deaccenting ‘convertible’ in in (7) does not jusjfuiee that the
predicate ‘convertible’ is given; it requires that theresnibe an alternative to its
sister, such that{convertible] is given. ‘High-end’ does not qualify as areatta-
tive to ‘red’, so there is a presupposition failure. An eveorenstriking illustration
of the sister-effect is the contrast between (9) and (10):

(9)  John’s aunt, who is incredibly rich and owns a bicycledag came to his
wedding. | wonder what she brought as a present.

5The same problem arises for the account of givenness in Szbetdld (1999). Sentence (1a)
is argued (p. 151) to require the antecedent in (1b):
(1) a.eata GREEN apple
b. eat an apple
Since apples have colors (b) is claimed to be a sufficientedent for (a). By analogy a ‘high-end

convertible’ should be more than sufficient as an antecad€) since entails that the givenness of
‘convertible’.



a. Guess what: She brought a used BICYCLE.
b. Guess what: She brought a USED bicycle.

Both answers are possible, but (b) expresses a comment giftththat (a) does

not express: The answer (b) evokes an alternative to ‘usad’ebvious one being
‘new’. By using version (b) of the answer, the speaker inafas that ‘new bicycle’

is somehow salient in this context. This is easy to accommeoka the hearer:

maybe the speaker believes that being incredibly rich anmagbthe owner of a

bike-factory, there is an expectation that the aunt wouldy&eerous enough to
bring a new bike. Compare now the following minimally ditet dialogue:

(10) John’s aunt, who is incredibly rich and owns a bicycletday came to his
wedding. | wonder what she brought as a present.

a. Guess what: She brought a brand new BICYCLE.
b. ?# Guess what: She brought a BRAND NEW bicycle.

The answer in (b) requires there to be an alternative fomtbr@ew’ to be salient.
An obvious alternative would be ‘used’. But ‘used bicyclees not seem to be per-
tinent here, given the aunt’s wealth, so the presupposiammot be accommodated
as easily as in (9b). A legitimate response to (b) would behyWo you bring up
used bycicles?’. Howevethere was no explicit mention of used bicycles.

2. Relatively Given

The problem for earlier givenness approaches is two-foJdVy is there a sister-
effect in examples involving the deaccentuation of praé&?; (i) why is there
apparently no such effect detectable when deaccentingtdibgects?

2.1. The Solution to Problem (i): Relative Givenness

The sister-restriction points to a stronger presuppasitian the one in (6): In order
to be marked as given, a constituent has tgiven relative to its sistetMarking a
constituenk as given introduces the presupposition that there is a@teey to its
sistery such that the constituefifx| is given. | define a two-place operatBg in
analogy to other focus sensitive operators, such as ‘only’:

(11) Relative Givenness
[GR] = AxAy.3y € Alt(y),yY #y,st.[yX]is given: [yX]

Sometimes givenness marking is possible although apartéet presupposition
of Relative Givenness is not fullfilled:

(12) What kind of convertibles does she like?
She likes BLUE convertibles.



In this context, there is no salient alternative to ‘bluettts given. But the question
under discussion is about kinds of convertibles, so thetopress really: Give a
partition of convertibles, and specify the subset that ykeL IThe adjective ‘blue’
picks out a set in a partition. The presupposition of RetatBivenness can be
accommodated, since ‘blue’ evokes colors as a way of paniitg convertibles.

Not just words but also complex nodes can be marked as givensi@er
the case of prosodic subordination of entire VPs:

(13) Mary praised John. What happened next?
[ ANNA [ praised John. ¢r]

Within the VP, ‘John’ and its sister are not given relativetech other respectively.
So the relative prominence between the two is as in the neatsa. But at the next
higher node, the VP is given relative to ‘Anna’. Therefore #@ntire VP is marked
as given, the nuclear stress falls on ‘Anna’.

The givenness-operator employed here is very similar tddbes opera-
tor ‘~’ in Rooth (1992b). ~’ takes an unpronounced anaphoric element and a
syntactic constituent of any size as its arguments. In a@eletermine whether
there is a matching antecedent in the context, the F-maxkesticuents in the overt
argument are replaced by variables, and any constituehtibats the shape of
this ‘template’—which is usually referred to as the ‘pregagitional skeleton’—
gualifies as an antecedent. The presuppositional skeleasrovginally proposed
in Jackendoff (1972), and employed in the theories of fontexpretation in Rooth
(1985), Kratzer (1991) and Rooth (1992b).

The main point of this paper can be stated in Roothian ternfslisvs:
There is alower boundon the use of ~, namely there must be at least one F-
marked constituent in its scope. For the special case inlwhittakes scope over
exactly two sisters one of which is F-marked, the result see8ally the notion of
Relative Givenness in (11) proposed here, where the F-mdar&estituent is the
second argument @g.

(14) Gr(X)(y) expressed in Rooth (1992b) terms:

~Y

YF X
The formulation in terms of the two-place operatgs iS intended to explain why
this lower bound should hold. It is a consequence of the seteof the second
argument. But it also makes the stronger prediction thaketieean upper bound,
and only sister constituents matter.

"The approach in Schwarzschild (1999) also operates witiptesuppositional skeleton. One
problem is that it does not impose a requirement on the si$tire given constituent, namely that
the antecedent must involve a true alternative to the siSeaerland (1999) suggests a restatement
of Schwarzschild’s account in Roothian terms, which woudtlially also impose a presupposition
involving alternatives, but does not explore the conseqgegn

8This stronger approach was originally motivated based arsiderations of the recursive as-
signment of prosody based on very local decisions discussétgner (2005). | will not discuss



2.2. The Solution to Problem (ii): Givenness and Movement

The second problem is that direct objects seem to differ fppedicates in not
showing sister effects. Why should some constituents leetidferently?

(15) John was in the kitchen. Mary walked in. What happened”e
a. #John kissed MARY.
b. John KISSED Mary.

‘Mary’ is marked as given. Based ong@& presupposition ought to be triggered
that there must be a salient alternative x for ‘kissed’, dhelh ‘x-ed Mary’ is given.
This, however, does not appear to be the case, and thus (A&lldsnvoke a pre-
supposition failure.

One possibility that comes to mind is that constituents petyare deac-
cented whenever the individual they refer to is given in thretext, following Sauer-
land (2004), and it is only predicates which invoke the sgermpresupposition of
Relative Givenness. But this approach fails in the follgywase:

(16) What evidence do you have that Mary was involved in thglaay?
a. They arrested John and MARY.
b. ?? They arrested JOHN AND Mary.
c. # They arrested JOHN and Mary.

Accenting ‘Mary’ is possible despite the fact the indivitlisadiscourse-salient. In
fact it seems that marking ‘Mary’ as given as in (b) or (c) aguces a presupposi-
tion that is too strong given the context. Sentence (b) wbaléelicitous if there is
an alternative x for ‘and’, such that ‘x Mary’ is given, as hetfollowing context:

(17) Did they arrest only Mary?
No, they arrested JOHN AND Mary. (Alternative: ‘only’; GimeCon-
stituent: ‘only Mary’)

Sentence (16c) would require that there is an alternative‘3ahn’, such that ‘x
and Mary’ is given, as in (18):

(18) Did they arrest Bill and Mary?
No, they arrested JOHN and Matry.

The judgements are more clear-cut in the case of ‘or’, magsalse it more diffi-
cult to accommodate the presuppositions compared to tleecta®ordination:
(19) Why do you think Mary might have been involved in the barg?

a. They say they arrested John or MARY.

b. # They arrested JOHN OR Mary.

this approach here.



C. # They arrested JOHN or Matry.

We are faced with a situation where the weak presuppositigogsed in Sauerland
(2004) is appropriate for (15), and the strong presupposii Relative Givenness
is appropriate for (16) and (17).

The solution that | want to propose for this puzzle is thedwlhg: The
direct object in (15) can move, and in particular it moves dgoen to a higher
constituent, in order to facilitate givenness marking. Tdea is that ‘Mary’ is
really adjoined to the entire proposition:

(20) [[ A x. [Hekissed x. ]] MargR ]

Then ‘Mary’ is marked as given—but now of course sister is ¢hére proposi-
tion. This type of movement weakens the presuppositioncatsal with givenness
marking by changing sister relations. A set of the shape [ xyMas salient in
this context, where x stands in for propositions with an opegjument slot. It is
made salient by having introduced the referent Mary intccthreversation. The set
includes every proposition that contains Mary as an argamen

The explanation why the proper name in (16) does not get rdaakeiven
is that movement out of coordinate structures is not pass®Bivenness must there-
fore be evaluated locally. The same applies to predicatBistructures as in (7).

That information structure can re-bracket a syntacticestth$ also assumed
in Steedman (2000). Note that after rebracketing, one nailglot mark as given the
moved constituent. This would be a case of ‘focus-movemertiere the moved
constituent is marked as given relative to the remnant.

(21) Who did he kiss? A x. He kissed} Mary |

The motivation for movement is the rebracketing itself litating the marking of
the right givenness presupposition, and movement doeseaaat to be assumed to
target specific functional projections as postulated in ynaeent approaches to
syntax, following Rizzi (1997).

The Movement account explains the puzzle of why DPs refgtorcontex-
tually given individuals sometimes deaccent and sometoiogsot. They can only
deaccent if they are ‘relatively given’ to their sister ctitient—and what the sister
constituent can be adjusted by movement. An example disdusg Ladd (1980:
81) further illustrates the point:

(22) Has John read Slaughterhouse-Five?
He doesn’t READ books.

There is no salient alternative for ‘read’, so givennesskingris not possible in-
situ. However, there was talk about books in the context,rsm® dbooks’ moves
and attaches to the proposition, Relative Givenness magikipossible.

The present approachotivateghe rebracketing: movement facilitates given-
ness marking by weakening the presupposition that results fmarking a con-



stituent as giveR. Relative Givenness thus rationalizes the pervasive dnogsistic
tendency that given constituents undergo moveiidetg. object shift, pronoun-
movement to propositional nodes, ...). These operationsedated to the facilita-
tion of givenness-marking.

An issue that | will have to leave open is what type of moveng@rénnness
movementis. | assume that it is the same movement that caodeeved as scram-
bling in Germanic OV languages and Yiddish, and that the tlaat there is no
apparent overt movement is English is somehow related tdGtstatus, and the
generalization of whether or not givenness movement istaseelated to Holm-
berg’s Generalization (for arguments that Holmberg'’s Galimation applies also
in German see Wagner (2002)).

2.3. Alternative Sets as Partitions

What are alternative sets? One first observation (see alsthKb992b)) is that
alternatives have to be distinct. Consider:

(23) Mary has a blue convertible. What kind of car does Jolweha
a. Guess what: It's a blue CONVERTIBLE.
b. # Guess what: It's a BLUE convertible.

‘Blue’ is not an alternative to ‘blue’, and an antecedentaf shape [ blue convert-
ible ] consequently does not satisfy the presuppositionéed by saying [BLUE
convertible]. Although every constituent in ‘a blue conime’ is given, no con-
stituent is marked as given, since no constituent is redathsome other constituent.

Another important point is that what counts as an altereati®pends not
just on the item in question itself but alem the sister that is marked as given
relative to it Consider the following two examples:

(24) a. She has a new bicycle.
Natural Partitions of bicycles that ‘new’ is part of:
{new, old}, {new, formeg, {new, usedl

b. She has a new boyfriend.
Natural Partitions defined over boyfriends that ‘new’ istpdr
{new, old}, {new, forme}, #{new, used

Talking about ‘used boyfriends’ is quite marked, sifeew, used is not a nat-
ural partition of boyfriends. The joke in talking about ‘asboyfriends’ lies in
applying a partition that is natural for objects one can pssand sell. Similarly,
‘high-end’ and ‘red’ are not part of a natural partition ofrgaJackendoff (1972:

9The principle ‘Maximize Presupposition’ would then crettie following expectation: when
the stronger presupposition is satisfied, givenness mavest®uld not occur. This seems to be
incorrect. Given material (pronouns, given DPs) moves welhenpossible. | will not discuss this
problem here.

190r the equivalent rebracketing in the grammatical theorghwiice.



242ff) observed that determining alternatives (or the spppositional set’ in his
terminology) requires conceptual structure and knowlexfgbe world1112

Another relevant observation is that it seems that givennesking is pos-
sible even if an antecedent is not salient itself but is éedgiRooth 1992a). Con-
sider an example of this type due to Kirsten Syrett (p.c.):

(25) The guests are here!
Yes, | already MET some of them.

There is a salient antecedent for a proposition about ‘tlesigly which entails a
statement about the ‘'some of them’, which however is noegsaliself.

3. More Arguments for Relative Givenness

Relative Givenness makes two predictions: (i) Givenneskimg is always rela-
tive: a constituent can be marked as given only if it is givgative to something
else and (ii), the presupposition that is introduced by a caustit that is marked
as given can be determin@gst by looking at its sisteiGivenness is evaluated very
locally. This section presents further evidence for thesdiptions.

3.1. All-Given Constructions

A correct prediction of Relative Givenness is that in theesiog of any other con-
stituent, a given constituent is accented:

(26) Who did John’s mother invite? JOHN!

For adjectives, one-replacementis also a test for altemstiatus. The following answer cannot
be used to state the that Mary’s uncle brought a any old blagartible—it has to mean that he
brought a blue high-end convertible:

(1) Mary’s uncle, who produces high-end convertibles, imicm to her wedding. | wonder what
he brought as a present.
He brought a BLUE one.

This seems to be due to the fact that ‘blue’ is not an alterati ‘high-end’. Compare the following
example:

(2)  She likes red convertibles, but he brought a BLUE one.

Here, the direct object in the second clause does not medublue convertible’. One-replacement
affects a maximal amount of the NP structure of the antedetanit does not include alternatives,
probably because they are incompatible.

121t js less obvious whether the givenness marking of NPs algulies partitions.

(1) What about John? She KISSED John.

If one follows Groenendijk and Stokhof (1997) in assumingt ttiscourse is organized in terms of
partitions, e.g. mediating question-answer congruethes & general definition of alternatives in
terms of partition may be possible.



Such all-given constructions can be more complex. The gbmeg27) does not
license givenness marking of the VP since it does not pramalternative subject
such that [subjet¥/P] is given.

(27) Last week the newspaper reported that after the gantfeadthappened was
that the coach praised John. | wonder what happened aftaxégk’s game.

a. Again, The coach praised JOHN.
b. # Again, The COACH praised John.

That the ‘neutral pattern’ arises in all-given contexts alasady noted in Schwarzschild
(1999). However, it turns out that this is not always the c&ensider the follow-

ing variant. Again every constituent including the enttlee'coach praised John’ is
made salient by the context.

(28) Last week the newspaper reported that after the gantfeadthappened was
that the coach or the manager—I forget which—-praised Jdhmonder
what happened after this week’s game.

a. # The coach praised JOHN.
b. The COACH praised John.

Relative Givenness can account for this straightforwamglhyce in this case there
is an alternative to the subject (the manager), such tha fanager praised John’
is salient. Schwarzschild (1999: 166) discusses a relai@ohple:

(29) Did Karen get the money or did Marc get the money?
a. KAREN got the money.
b. *Karen got the MONEY.

Schwarzschild (1999: 166) suggests that either the statigi@ren got the money’
or the entire question can in principle serve as the antetddedeaccentuation,
yielding (29a,b), but only (a) is grammatical. In order tglkn that only (a) is
grammatical, he introduces a notion of question-answegieeance, which requires
to use the question as the antecedent.

Similarly, Sauerland (2004) evokes a notion of ‘salienae’capture the
choice in antecedence. Sentence (29a) presupposes foladau@004) that some-
one got money, while (b) presupposes that John is saliertardiscourse. The
former presupposition is more salient, according to theeddmbnvention that the
presupposition introduced by the question under discagsivery salient. Refer-
ence to the questions of discussion is not sufficient however

(30) John’s aunt owns a factory that produces extremely-bighand extremely
low-end bicycles. | wonder what she brought as a presenstaédding.

a. # Guess what: She brought a low end BICYCLE.
b. Guess what: She brought a LOW-END bicycle.



The question under discussion does not choose betweeredat#s in this case, so
Sauerland (2004) and Schwarzschild (1999) are in troubhdevirelative Given-
ness accounts for the pattern. What is at stake in the atlhgixamples is not just
whether a constituent is given per se, but whether any daestiis giverrelative
to some other constituent

3.2. Inherently Unstressed Elements

A resilient problem in accounting for sentence stress is $hane items seem to
resist accenting. An example is the word ‘something’ in Estg(Bresnan 1972).

(31) a.Helen had WRITTEN something.
b. Helen had written a BOOK.

Bolinger (1972) argues that accents fall on ‘newsworthyistduents, and claims
‘something’ is generally not accented because it is not menthy (31). But what
is more newsworthy about ‘some food’ compared to ‘somethm{32)?

(32) Ad Neeleman (p.c.):
a. She ate some FOOD.
b. She ATE something

Bolinger’s appeal to ‘newsworthyness’ is circular, unlesseria are specified to
assess whether a constituent is newsworthy or not indepéntlaccentedness.

The present proposal explains the difference in accenepiaat in (32).
The direct object can move, and the presuppostions thathare derived are in
(33).

(33) a. There is an alternative proposition in the contertalsome food.
b. There is an alternative proposition in the context aboutething.

Presupposition (33b) is trivially satisfied, so ‘somethican always be marked as
given; presupposition (33a) is only satisfied when theretatksabout food, which
is only the case in the appropriate context.

The proposal here accounts for why ‘someone’ and ‘somewtesrd to be
unstressed: This is due to the fact that the presuppositaimngintroduced by mark-
ing them as given is trivial. In explaining the contrast irR)3the present theory
goes beyond Bolinger’s approach, while capturing the irdmithat marking ‘some-
thing’ is related to the poverty of lexical content: It makesasy to accommodate
the presupposition.

A similar rationale can be made for other examples that Belin1972)
discusses. They also invoke presuppositions that can loerexodated-

1350me of the items that can be deaccented can even be omitted:

(1) I'mgoing to the doctor’s. vs. I'm going to the doctor'atm.



(34) Bolinger (1972: 636-637)
a. I'm going to the DOCTOR’s place. vs. I'm going to the do&@ARN.
b. I'm doing it for JOHN'’s sake. vs. I'm doing it for John’s WHARE.

Bresnan (1971) suggests that these items are semi-pranésridolinger (1972)
observes, this approach runs the risk of being circulaeastlif this label is used
as a mere diacritc for not receiving stress. Again, the gmessition that marking
those items as given introduces may simply be easy to accdimeroan obvious
alternative for ‘John’s’ in (b) would be for instance ‘my oiwn

The more contentful an expression is, the harder it may bedoramodate
the presupposition encoded by marking it as given. Consigatifference between
‘something’ and ‘some stuff'* ‘Some stuff’ is more likely to be accented in the
following context:

(35) Where did he go?
He went to buy something/some stulff.

The indefinite ‘'some stuff’ can only refer to physical maaéand is much more
restrictive than ‘something’. If you are ‘hoping for somietdy, it might be some-

thing abstract the arrival of a friend or the fulfillment of @, in which case you
wouldn’t say that you're ‘hoping for some stuff’. Itis théoee less likely that there
is a salient proposition about some stuff than that thersadiant proposition about
something. This is the reason ‘some stuff’ may be more likelye stressed.

The claim is that the tendency of ‘something’ to avoid stisgxplained by
the same mechanism that explains deaccenting more gendsat) further predic-
tions emerge then. First, ‘something’ is predicted not talbaccented that easily
in coordinate structures. Since a conjunct cannot be edtal another conjunct, it
is not that easy to coordinate ‘something’ with anything ktfirford 1974):

(36) a.#Isaw a lion and/or an animal.
b. # | saw a lion and/or something.

But as predicted, if we coordinate ‘something’ with someghthat is mutually
exclusive with it, then it remains accented:

(37) She thought she heard someone or SOMETHING.

The second prediction is that in languages that lack givemdeaccentuation (e.g.
Spanish, Italian), the equivalent of ‘something’ should he deaccented. This
prediction is borne out (cf. Ladd (1996) and referenceseihgrItalian lacks deac-

centuation of given material, as is illustrated by the failog contrast between an
Italian sentence and a close English counterpart:

(38) a. le inchieste servono a mettere a posto cose andai€fd8TO.

14Brought to my attention by lvano Caponigro, who suggested sintactic complexity might
matter.



b. the investigations help to put back in place things thaelgone OUT of
place.

And it also lacks the property of having unaccented ‘sonmethetc.:

(39) a. Ho sentito QUALCUNO.
b. | HEARD someone.

The discussion in this section suggests a useful definitioth® term ‘neutral
stress’. The sentence in (31a) is ‘neutral’, in that streg#he direct object would
require a much more restricted context than not accentirgiitd yet a constituent
is marked as given. | suggest then to use the term ‘neutrasin the following
way:

(40) Neutral Stress
A stress pattern is called ‘neutral’ if it only triggers Riéla Givenness pre-
suppositions that are easily accommodated in most contexts

3.3. Interaction with Other Presuppositions

Some lexical items tend to be prosodically subordinated yatthe presupposition
that they introduce is not easy to accommodate in any can@asider pronouns
such as ‘him’ or ‘there’.

(41) The princess KISSED him there.

When given these sentences out of context, native spealel&ely to deaccent
the pronouns. But in this context no other proposition abbum’ or ‘there’ is
mentioned. However, these sentences cannot be used umessritext satisfies
the presuppositions that are introduced by the lexicalstémm’ and ‘there’. They
require there to be a unique salient discourse particigeattis male or that there
is a unique salient location. A speaker confronted with éheentences without a
context that does not satisfy these presuppositions wike hla accommodate the
missing context or ask to clarify the reference. The prosdbos seem to be inher-
ently unstressed because the presuppositions that ale@nutbe usually entail that
the presupposition of marking them as given is fullfilled.

The prediction is of course that similar to the deaccenbmatf proper
names, the givenness presupposition introduced by sutadnay pronouns should
depend on the syntactic context. Indeed, they are accamtambrdinate structures:

(42) Why do you think Mary might have been involved in the ibarg?
a. They say they arrested John and/or HER.
b. ?? They say they arrested JOHN AND/OR her.
C. ?# They say they arrested JOHN and/or her.



Similar facts can be observed for indexicals, such as ‘hére’*you’, ‘now’.
That they are generally marked as given is not surprisingesin any utterance
a speaker, and addressee, a location, and a reference tinbe ¢aken as known.
And yet in coordinate structures they can be accented.

(43) a.Roger HIT mevs.Roger and ME.
b. When will the movie play? At 10 pm and NOW.
c. Where will is it going to snow? In Ithaca and HERE.

Sometimes it seems that pronouns in coordinate structargse deaccented in the
absence of an obvious antecedent that would satisfy Rel@&ivenness: (based on
similar example due to Lisa Selkirk, p.c.):

(44) What did they say in the letter? They will invite MARY amnae/ME for
DINNER.

Once again, the facts are more clear cut with disjunctioesygmably because ac-
commodation is more difficult:

(45) What did they say in the letter? They will invite MARY orBWme for
DINNER.

The treatment of the deaccentuation of pronouns is then wayodifferent from
the treatment of full DPs. In fact, their presuppositions icéeract with the presup-
position of Relative Givenness in a similar way. Considerftillowing dialogue:

(46) What happened next? The princess kissed the frog.

This answer presupposes that there is a unique frog. Theearmwgests then
that there was talk about a frog in previous discourse. Wiarfranted with this

dialogue without context, it is not unlikely that a speakdrons asked to read
it might deaccent ‘the frog’. But not every definite DP is gpito need such an
accommodation of uniqueness. Consider the following dissz

(47) Why was there an uproar in the palace?
The king slapped the queen.

That palaces usually house only a single king and a singlergiieany at all can
be taken to be part of the Common Ground—of course there rbigimeither, so
their presence cannot be taken for granted. The presupgposit uniqueness is
not necessarily satisfied by previous mention in the imntediantext but can be
shared by world knowledge that can be taken as part of the @angmound. A nice
illustration from Prince (1981: 233): ‘I got on a bus and tmeer was drunk.’).

This type of definite description happily encodes informatiew to the dis-
course, and is thus expected not to be deaccented or moviedongss purposes.
The relation between definiteness and givenness is an ahdine.

I5This issue and consequences for givenness-related movésrfenther discussed in Wagner
(2002), and differs from earlier approaches who relatergiess movement and definiteness more
directly (e.g. Diesing (1997).



A problem for the present approach are reflexive pronounar{fto Hye-
Sook Lee for this observation):

(48) a. ‘Inthe washroom, a man was SHAVING himself’

Why can ‘himself’ be deaccented here? There does not seem &0 hlternative
proposition about that ‘man’ that is salient. A second peabkelates to cases of
multiple contrasts (cf. Sauerland (2004) for relevant assoon.

(49) First John kicked Mary, and then SHE kicked HIM.

It seems that the intuition of a double contrast in this casmot be captured using
just Relative Givenness. | do not have the space to elabtirase issues here.

4. Givenness Marking and Recursion

Sometimes non-constituents seem to be marked as given:

(50) Who will get married?
a. (AorB)andC?
b. No! (A orB) and C.

This seems to be incompatible with the claim that the two rugnts of (g are
always the given constituent and its sister. However, exarff®) would be com-
patible with the present approach if it involved two separsteps of givenness
marking: ‘and B’ is marked as given relative to A, and ‘and oiis marked as
given relative to the first conjunct, ‘A and B’. We would expdgat the two an-
tecedents can be given separately, which does indeed nohpessible, but it's a
subtle judgement:

(51) - Last week, John or Mary were there, this week, it was aid Sally. |
wonder who will come next week.
- | heard it will be GEORGE or Mary, and Sally.

There is ample evidence that givenness marking is indeenlsige. First, consider
the following example, where the last accent falls on thgemitand the VP is
marked as given, but in (b) the direct object is furthermoegked as givemvithin
the VP(Neeleman and Reinhart 1998)

(52) a. Only MAX can afford buying cars.
b. Only MAX can afford seeing her.
Another type of case of recursive givenness-marking isosd®ccurrence focus’.

Rooth (1996) and Beaver (2004) show that relative promiaevithin the VP dis-
ambiguates the locaion the second occurrence focus:

16Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) argue based on this exampliffienent kinds of destressing,
but this distinction is argued to be unfounded in Wagner §£200



(53) a. This time, Mary only gave ANNA a book.
Last time, JOHN only gave Anna a book.

b. This time, Mary only gave Anna A BOOK.
Last time, JOHN only gave Anna a book.

This can be accounted for as follows: ‘Book’ is marked as igizethe VP level in

(a), and ‘Anna’ in (b). But then, the entire VP can be markediasn relative to the

subject. Givenness marking is recursive, just as promimemarking and phrasing
more generally according to Wagner (2005: and referenaesitt).

5. Givenness Marking and Predictability

This paper outlined generalizations about when a constitten be grammatically
marked as given. Constituents that have been previouslyiomexd in the discourse
may not be able to be marked as given in this technical sernsaube the strong
presupposition of Relative Givenness is not satisfied.

According to the assumptions of this paper (and the sembtsiature on
givenness and focus more generally) , deaccenting a coestits categorical. |
have argued that it encodes a presupposition that imposegf&tion on the context
by imposing conditions on what is taken to be the ‘Common @Gdd(Stalnaker
1978, Clark 1994), and a similar picture underlies otheras#in approaches.

There is a very line of research that looks at ‘givennesgat$f using no-
tions such as predictability. This approaches are able tdeinalso quantitative
data. Bard and Aylett (1999) and Bard et al. (2000)) repat ith addition to deac-
centuation, reducing token length and decreasing artmylaetail is also a reflex
of givenness. Constituents that are accented and thus n&edhas given might
still be subject to such gradient reduction effects whewg #re contextually salient
or ‘recoverable’ and ‘predictable’ (cf. Prince 1981, Jskafet al. 2000}’

The two ways of looking at things are not necessarily muyuaiclusive,
and | want to end this paper by pointing to a possible way dinmsome insights.
Prince (1981) argues that it is important to distinguiskfedént types of givenness,
different grammatical phenomena related to givennessspedfy how they corre-
late with each other, and drawing such distinctions mightiigul in this case.

The prediction of the theory presented here vis-a-vis tfaglignt reduc-
tion effects based on predictablity is the following: reratis of ‘convertible’ in
sentences such as (4) may be shorter and less articulatevédréoonvertible’ is
given, predictable, or salient, whichever one might asstarke right notion; but
it can only bedeaccentedshifting the nuclear stress to the adjective, when the pre-
supposition of Relative Giveneness is fullfilled, i.e. whHaesed convertibles’ are
given, predictable, or salient. Finding out which of givaess, predictability, or
salience is the right notion and how it can be modeled bestjigeation that | think
both lines of research still have to figure out.

1’'Whether or not this type of reduction involves audiencegtegBregory et al. 2002) or is purely
speaker oriented (Bard et al. 2000) remains controversial.
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