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Focusing (salience)

m Structural focusing
(Grosz, Joshi & Weinstein, 1983/1995)

- Centering: theory of local focus relating discourse structure,
discourse coherence and choice of referring express jon.
(1) John helped wash the car.

(2) He washed the windows and George waxed the car.
(3) He soaped a pane/# buffed the hood

® Semantic/pragmatic focusing
(Stevenson et al, 1994/2000)
- Verbs and connectives have focusing properties
(4) John criticized because failed to correct his faults



Pronouns in complex sentences

m Structural focusing/Centering

- Tensed Adjunct clauses are independent
processing units, just like main clauses
(Kameyama, 1998)

m Semantic/pragmatic focusing

- Same: no explicit distinction between main and
adjunct clauses



The Greek pronominal system

m Weak pronominals
— null subjects
— clitics: Tov/Tnv/TO, TOU/TNG/TOU

m Strong pronominals
—- AUTOG-N-0
— EKEIVOG-Nn-0



Focusing In Greek

m Previous work
- Subjects are more salient than objects
(Miltsakaki, 1999/2001)

- Strong pronouns are used to refer to a less
salient entity

(Dimitriadis, 1996)



Experiment

Main-subordinate

1 (a) H untépa £TAUVE TNV KOPN ETTIMEAWG O €ixe
KOTTEI HE OKOUPIOOUEVO CUPHA.
(B) H pnTépa ETTAUVE TNV KOPI ETTIMEAWG £KeEivn EIXE
KOTTEI ME OKOUPIOOHUEVO CUPHA.
Main-main

2 (a) O doAoovog £0e0e TOV £TTIOEWPNTH ATTPOCEKTA.
, 0 KaTagepe va ¢eEAUBEI KAl va TOV EVTOTTIOEI O€
AlyOTEPO ATTO HICH WPA.
(B) O doAo@obvog £0e0¢€ TOV ETTIOEWPNTI ATTPOCEKTA.
EKEIVOG KATAPEPE va {EAUBEI Kal va ToV
EVTOTTIOElI 0 AIlYyOTEPO ATTO MIOH WPA.



Design

= Material
— 120 pairs of sentences
— 30 critical items - 90 distractors
- Participants were asked to mark the most
natural version
= 10 connectives:

— Main-subordinate condition
e EVW, OTAV, YIOTI, AV KOI, £ETO1 WOTE
— Main-main condition
e £TTEITA, OHWG, £TOI, ETITTAEOV, TEAEIA

= Participants
— 20 adult native speakers of Greek (ILSP, UPenn)



Predictions

m Preference for strong pronouns to refer to
the object of the previous clause will be
more consistent in the main-main condition

= In the main-subordinate condition
oreference for strong pronouns will vary,
nossibly depending on semantic or
pragmatic focusing properties of the
connective
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Percentage of ‘strong’ for object
reference (per connective)
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Conclusions from experiment

® Pronominal interpretation in main clauses
Is predominantly driven by structural
properties of focusing.

m Structural focusing is more likely to be
overridden by other (semantic) focusing
factors in subordinate clauses.
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Corpus study

m Corpus: 800,000 wds (EAsguBeporumria/Bhua)

m Selection conditions:

- Sequences of main-main (88) and main-
subordinate (108) clauses ( orav, yiari, EToi
WOoTE)

— 2"d clause contains third person dropped
subject or weak pronoun

- 18t clause contains at least two competing
(morphologically ambiguous) antecedents
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Some definitions

m Salience ranking for Greek
— Subject>Ind. Object>Object>other

m Ap (Preferred antecedent)

- Highest ranked antecedent with compatible
morphological features (number, gender)

= Anp (Non-preferred antecedent)

- Non-highest ranked antecedent with compatible
morphological features (number, gender)
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Coding example

1 (o) MNa pia oe1pd wpagewyv <Ap>0 NMNAOK </Ap> KAAEi
<Anp>ToV likouAiv OpT1iB</Anp> va atroAoynOei

(B) y1aTi <R=Anp>0</R>EXEI TTPOKAAECEI HEYIOTN
AYWVIOTIKE Kal N0IKA {nuid

2 (o) <Ap> O1 a1016060&01</Ap> TTICTEUOUV OTI £XOUV
OnuIoupynBei <Anp> Ol OIKOVOMIKEG NYETIES </Anp>
TTOU MTTOPOUV VA aVTITTapaTeBouv otnv
KOTECTNMEVN £Eovuaia
(B) <R=Ap> 0 </R> MOTEVUOUV OTI O AYWVAG TOUG OEV
ExEl akpIBwg KePOIBei aAAa...
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Hypothesis

m Anaphoric elements in main clauses will
most consistently resolve to the Preferred
Antecedent (Ap)

m Anaphoric elements in subordinate clauses
will less consistently resolve to the
Preferred Antecedent (Ap)
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Corpus results

Reference in main and subordinate clauses

Preferred Ant. Non-preferred Ant.
Main-main 92% (81) 0.07% (7)

Main-subordinate 51% (55) 49% (53)

Chi-sgquare: p<0.0005

16



Conclusions from corpus study

= Null subjects and weak pronouns in main
clauses refer to the structurally most
salient antecedent in the previous
discourse unit

m On the interpretation of null subjects and
weak pronouns, structural focusing Is
overridden by other salience factors.
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General conclusions

m The interpretation of weak pronouns in Greek is
determined by both structural and semantic
factors:

— Structural factors are (cognitively) prominent when the
weak pronoun appears inter -sententially

- Semantics factors are (cognitively) prominent when the
weak pronoun appears intra-sententially
m Complex sentences behave as single discourse
units: subordinate clauses do not form
Independent update units for managing salience in
discourse
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Future work

m Repeat experiments with different types of
verbs

m Analyse each connective

m Investigate the effect of prior focusing
established in previous discourse

m Study discourse function and interpretation
of subordinate clauses
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