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Thursday 23
d
 of April 

Location: Laboratoire Langage Cerveau Cognition 

Institut des Sciences Cognitives, 67 boulevard Pinel, 69675 Bron 

 

 

8:30-9:20 Registration 

9:20-9:30 OPENING REMARKS 

 Chair: Ira Noveck  

9:30-10:20 

Boaz Kayser (Invited speaker) 

 

Systematic reasons for miscommunication 

10:20-11:10 

Julie Sedivy (Invited speaker) 

 

Diagnostics for (truly) Gricean inferencing 

11:10-11:40 Discussion: Bart Geurts 

11:40-12:00 

 

COFFEE BREAK 

 

12:00-12:30 
Default heuristics for inferring speakers’ communicative intentions in referential 

communication (Kronmuller & Barr) 

12:30-2:00 

 

LUNCH BREAK (Buffet provided) 

 

 Chair: Coralie Chevallier  

2:00-2:50 

Michael Tomasello (Invited speaker) 

 

Communication before language 

2:50-3:40 

Peter Hobson (Invited speaker) 

 

'Feeling for' and 'communicating for': A perspective from autism 

3:40-4:10 Discussion: Anne Reboul 

4:10-4:40 

 

COFFEE BREAK 

 

4:40-5:10 

 

Poster session 

 

5:10-5:40 

 

Poster session (again) 
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Friday 24th of April 

Location: Institut des Sciences de l’Homme,  

14, boulevard Berthelot, 69363 Lyon 

 

 

 Chair:  Ira Noveck  

9:30 - 10:00 
Using a Novel Experimental Paradigm to Investigate the Processing of Scalar 

Implicatures (Degen, Reeder, Carbary & Tanenhaus) 

10:00-10:30 Numerical quantified statements (Cummins & Katsos) 

10:30- 10:50 

 

COFFEE BREAK 

 

10:50- 11:20 
Some questions are still unresolved: Prosody, predictability, and speed of scalar 

implicatures (Huang & Snedeker) 

11:20-11:50 
 Effects of context on hearers’ assumptions about speaker expertise and the 

scalar implicature of “or” (Zondervan) 

11:50-12:30 Discussion: Lewis Bott 

12:30-2:00 

 

LUNCH BREAK 

 

 Chair: Jean-Baptiste Van der Henst  

2:00-2:50 

Kai von Fintel (Invited speaker)  

 

Conditional Strengthening, Again.  

2:50-3:40 

Walter Schaeken (Invited speaker) 

 

...Unless conditionals are not important for children. 

3:40-4:10 Discussion: Dan Sperber 

4:10-4:40 

 

COFFEE BREAK 

 

4:40-5:10 
Counterfactual,absurd,prospective and retrospective conditionals on a truth table 

and inference task (Verbrugge) 

5:10-5:40 
Restricting and generating hypotheses about focus alternatives (Kim, 

Gunlogson, Tanenhaus & Runner) 

  

19:30 

 

CONFERENCE DINNER 
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Saturday 25
th

 of April 

Location: Institut des Sciences de l’Homme,  

14, boulevard Berthelot, 69363 Lyon 

 

 

 Chair: Jacques Jayez  

9:30-10:00 Metaphorical Readings: An eye-movement study (Bambini & Bertini) 

10:00-10:30 
When the ham sandwich laughs: ERP evidence for enriched composition and 

context-based processing (Schumacher) 

10:30- 10:50 

 

COFFEE BREAK 

 

10:50-11:20 
The acquisition of ontological shifts and the process of lexical semantic 

development (Rabagliati, Gelfand, Marcus & Pylkkänen) 

11:20-11:50 
Mood and heuristic anticipation in language comprehension (Van Berkum, De 

Goede, Van Alphen, Mulder & Kerstholt) 

11:50-1:10 

 

Poster session (again) 

 

1:10-2:40 

 

LUNCH BREAK 

 

2:40-2:50 

 

Poster Award!!! 

 

 Chair: Napoleon Katsos  

2:50-3:40 

Richard Breheny (Invited speaker) 

 

How pragmatic reasoning affects incremental utterance interpretation 

3:40-4:30 

Gerry Altmann (Invited speaker) 

 

Altered states: Maintaining representations of what you mean and what I see 

comes at a (competitive) cost. 

4:30-5:00 Discussion: Julien Musolino 

5:00-5:30 
 

COFFEE AND GOODBYE 
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Theory of mind and the Spanish subjunctive: cognitive development and the 
acquisition of the subjunctive in L1 Spanish 

 
 According to Sperber and Wilson’s Relevance Theory (RT), the semantics of 
mood morphology is purely procedural, since the linguistic expressions of mood do not 
express any conceptual content, bur rather, they restrict inferential processes in 
utterance interpretation (Wilson & Sperber (1993)).  In Ahern (2004; 2006) a proposal 
for the analysis of the subjunctive mood in Spanish as a procedural expression that 
affects the higher-level explicatures of utterances was put forth.  Specifically, it was 
claimed that this verbal mood marks the content of the proposition as an instance of 
interpretive use, thereby leading, through interaction with contextual assumptions, to the 
identification of the speaker’s propositional attitude.    
 Within RT, interpretive use consists of the use of an expression to represent, 
based on a relationship of resemblance, another representation which the speaker is 
alluding to. In other words, in contrast to descriptive use, which is the use of an 
utterance to describe a state of affairs, interpretive use requires a more complex degree 
of metarepresentation: it uses a representation to represent another representation based 
on some similarity shared by both.  The analysis of the subjunctive as encoding a mark 
of the interpretive use of a proposition suggests that acquiring this aspect of Spanish 
grammar would have as a prerequisite quite complex metarepresentational abilities, 
which are also manifested  in cognition as theory of mind abilities.   
 For this reason, a possible means for testing the hypothesis on the semantics of 
the subjunctive would be to examine the correlation between the development of theory 
of mind abilities and the acquisition of the subjunctive.  Such a correlation has been 
detected in one previous study (Pérez-Leroux (1998)) focusing exclusively on the use of 
the Spanish subjunctive in relative clauses.  In this presentation I will discuss the results 
of an experiment to test the significance of theory of mind abilities in relation to the 
capacity to use the subjunctive in a broad range of subordinate clause types.  The 
experiment was carried out on Spanish mother-tongue children of between four and 
seven years of age, and consisted of tests of theory of mind abilities and the elicitation 
of different types of subjunctive uses through a story telling session. 
 
 
References: 
 
Ahern, A. (2004): El subjuntivo: significado e inferencia.  Un estudio basado en la 

Teoría de la Relevancia.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Universidad 
Nacional de Educación a Distancia, Spain. 

 
Ahern, A. (2006): Mood, propositional attitude and metarepresentation in Spanish, in K. 

Turner and K. von Hausinger (eds.) Where Semantics Meets Pragmatics, Current 
Research in the Semantics-Pragmatics Interface Vol. 16, Elsevier, Amsterdam. 

 
Pérez-Leroux, A. (1998): The acquisition of mood selection in Spanish relative clauses.  

Journal of Child Language 25: 585-604. 
 
Wilson, D. & D. Sperber (1993): Linguistic form and relevance.  Lingua 90: 1-25. 

Ahern [Theory of mind and S...]
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Scalar Implicatures in Non-monotonic Sentences: Evidence from Japanese Focus Particle -dake 

 

The relationship between scalar implicatures (SIs) and weak negative polarity items (NPIs) has drawn 

considerable attention in recent investigations of the semantic/pragmatic interface (e.g., Krifka, 1995, Cherchia, 

2004). It is widely agreed that SIs and NPIs are closely related, although they are sensitive to different types of 

entailments. At first glance, SIs and NPIs appear to be in complimentary distribution -- SIs appear to occur in 

upward-entailing (UE) contexts but not in downward-entailing (DE) contexts, whereas weak NPIs appear to occur in 

DE contexts but not in UE contexts. However, the linguistic phenomena are more complex than this, as attested by 

the fact that the weak NPI any can also be licensed in non-monotonic sentences with presubject only, as in (1). The 

source of licensing for any in such sentences is controversial (e.g., von Fintel, 1999; Horn, 2002). To account for the 

idiosyncratic behavior of any, Horn (2002) directs our attention to the relations between the propositional entailment 

and the pragmatic assertion associated with only. The sentence ‘only P(x)’ (e.g., (1)) consists of both an UE 

proposition (= P(x)) and a DE proposition (= ¬∃y [y ≠ x ∧ P(y)]). Horn claims that any can appear in such sentences 

due to the fact that only bases its assertion on the DE proposition (i.e., ¬∃y [y ≠ x ∧ P(y)]), called a downward 

assertion (DA), whereas the non-asserted proposition (i.e., P(x)) is transparent to scalar licensing effects.  

Since SIs and weak NPIs have inverse entailment relations with respect to informativity (Chierchia, 2004), we 

expect SIs to appear in sentences with a presubject focus operator if it asserts the UE proposition, that is generating 

an upward assertion (UA). To test this prediction, we compared the interpretation of disjunction in sentences with 

each of two types of Japanese focus particles. One focus expression, -dake, generates an UA. A second focus 

expression, -shika, generates a DA, like English only (Yoshimura, 2007). The contrast is illustrated in (2a) and (2b). 

Both sentences are literally equivalent to (3), being composed of the joint propositions (3i) and (3ii). However, 

unlike only and -dake, -shika is often analyzed as an exceptive phrase that requires licensing by local negation, but 

the negation pertains to ‘everyone other than John’ (e.g., Yoshimura, 2007), as in example (4). Assuming that 

exclusive-or interpretation is generated by SIs, we hypothesized that Japanese disjunction ka would be interpreted as 

exclusive-or in -dake sentences, due to the presence of SIs, but that ka would retain its inclusive-or interpretation in -

shika sentences due to the absence of SIs .   

Despite these assertoric differences, logical judgments about the Japanese sentences (2a) and (2b) and the 

English sentence (3) are identical in most circumstances. To confirm this, imagine a situation in which John, Mary, 

and Max are coming out of a fruit shop that is running a promotion: ‘Buy one kind of fruit (an apple or an orange), 

and get a flower for free’. John has come out of the shop with a flower; Mary has an orange and a flower; and Max 

has nothing. The scene is schematic depicted in Condition 1. Since John has a flower, we know that he bought either 

an apple or an orange, but we do not know which. Intuitively, the English sentence (3) is not a correct description of 

Condition 1, because Mary also bought an orange. The same judgment is made by Japanese-speaking adults with  

(2a) and (2b).  However, the interpretation of ka in the two sentence types is significantly different in Condition 2, 

where John bought both kinds of fruits, but neither Max nor Mary had anything in their possession.  

Using a sentence-judgment task with similar stories, 38 Japanese subjects were asked for their judgments 

concerning the interpretation of Japanese disjunction ka in either the -dake sentences (N = 19) or the -shika sentences 

(N = 19). The subjects accepted the -dake sentences like (2a) significantly less often than the -shika sentences like 

(2b) (acceptance rate: -dake: 21%, -shika: 76%; χ
2
(1) = 23.227, p < .001). Those who rejected the -dake sentences 

pointed out that the correct description was ‘Only John bought an apple AND an orange’. The results indicate that 

the use of -dake causes adults to interpret ka as exclusive-or, because of SIs that arise with -dake. 

To provide further support for the proposed analysis, we also compared the results in those non-monotonic 

sentences, as discussed, with ones in sentences with the universal quantifier. The universal quantifier provides both 

an UE and a DE context for disjunction, as illustrated in (5a) and (5b) respectively.  These sentences were matched 

with Condition 3 and Condition 4 respectively. Using the same task, two subject groups were tested with one of each 

type of the every sentences. As expected, SIs were seen to arise in (5a) but less so in (5b) (UE: 29%, DE: 66%; χ
2
(1) 

= 10.344, p = .003). More importantly, the acceptance rates were remarkably similar to those of their counterparts: 

the UA in -dake and the DA in -shika. 

In conclusion, the findings of the present study reveal that non-monotonic sentences with -dake consistently 

generate an exclusive interpretation of disjunction, but the corresponding sentences with -shika hardly ever do. To 

extend the arguments by Horn (2002), we conclude that SIs arise in -dake sentences due to its upward assertion (UA), 

which generates the exclusive-or interpretation. This finding also supports the observation by Krifka (1995) 

addressing that direct interactions of SIs and informativity of scalar items occur in assertion.  

Akagi [Scalar Implicatures ...]
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Altered states: Maintaining representations of what you mean and what I see comes at a 

(competitive) cost 

 

Event representations entail representations of the same objects in different states. Thus, 

hearing about a glass that is moved from one location to another entails representations of the 

glass at both locations. Preliminary studies suggest that these representations are in 

competition with one another. Moreover, and in the tradition of similarity-based interference 

effects, these representations most likely interfere with one another (that is, the activation of 

one decreases the activation of the other). One of the consequences of this competitive process 

is that maintaining distinct representations of an interlocutor's (or other observer's) perspective 

on the same objects/events is inherently problematic. One specific example of this includes the 

False Belief Task. Despite the problems, competitive processes involving lateral inhibition 

hold several computational advantages. The talk will conclude with the proposal that accounts 

of event representation (or of the representation of multiple perspectives) cannot be divorced 

from accounts of the competitive processes that enable the dynamic encoding, and retrieval, of 

those representations. 

Altmann [Altered states: Maintain...]
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Getting irony: An ERP analysis of pragmatic language comprehension. 
 

Background and aims: Main aim of this study is to investigate electrophysiological correlates 

(ERPs) of verbal irony processing, considered as a meaningful example of pragmatic 

comprehension of language. 

Generally, irony can be defined as a pragmatic phenomenon where a gap exists between what is 

said and what is meant by the speaker. It is therefore assumed that, in order to grab the ironic 

meaning, an incongruence between what is said (usually context-incompatible) and what is meant 

(context compatible) should be grasped, this requiring the activation of conceptual and pragmatic 

information. Trying to explain how and when ironic meaning is derived and when contextual and 

common knowledge enter the process, pragmatics elaborated different models such as standard 

pragmatic model (derived from Grice, 1975), graded salience hypothesis (Giora, 2003) and direct 

access view (Gibbs, 1994, 2002) (see Table 1 for discussion).   

As far as evidences supporting the models are concerned, behavioural studies comparing reading 

times to ironic and literal sentences brought to controversial results (Gibbs, 2002; Dews & Winner, 

1999; Giora et al. 2007). More recently, neurophysiological technologies, such as EEG and ERPs, 

have been applied to figurative language comprehension (see Coulson, 2004 for a review) with 

interesting results that, together with reading time and lexical decision paradigms, helped to 

understand complex pragmatic phenomenon such as metaphor (Coulson et al., 2002; Pynte et al., 

1996; Balconi & Tutino, 2006) or humour (Coulson & Wu, 2005). ERPs studies on irony (Cornejo 

et al., 2007; Regel et al. 2006; Balconi & Amenta, 2007; 2008) focused on classic components, like 

N400, LAN, and LPC, trying to assess if ironic and non ironic language comprehension requires 

similar or different processes and whether specific processes could be described in early or late 

phases of comprehension. 

Procedure: In the present study, 15 subjects read 100 stories ending either ironically or literally. 

Event-related Potentials were recorded during the experiment. ERPs were time-locked to the onset 

of the last word of the sentence (target word). Peak amplitude measurement was quantified relative 

to 100 ms pre-stimulus. 

Results: Morphological analysis conducted on both categories showed, throughout anterior areas, a 

positive peak, distributed across the scalp, with a mean latency of 100ms, followed by a negative 

deflection peaking around 200ms. From 300ms hence, a sustained positivity across anterior areas 

could be described with three main peaks at mean latencies of 350ms, 500ms and 600ms. Posterior 

areas showed a different trend.  Here, an early negativity peaking around 100ms was followed by a 

widespread positivity in latencies between 400ms and 650ms. Statistical analyses (Repeated 

Measures ANOVA) performed on the within factors (type-of-ending x localisation) revealed a slight 

increase of this late positivity for irony within the latencies of 550-650ms in front-central and 

parietal areas. No differences between irony and literality have been detected in the N400 and in 

earlier time windows. 

Discussion: This study aimed to test pragmatic model of irony comprehension, especially the 

hypotheses that considers irony as a form of semantic anomaly within discourse context. 

Furthermore we were interested in investigating whether ironic and literal language comprehension 

involved similar processes. 

Our data showed that ironic and literal comprehension processes are similar in early phases while 

some differences could be detected in later time windows. These results seem to confirm recent 

literature findings addressing the need of additional processing effort required by irony (Regel et al. 

2006; Balconi & Amenta, 2008), notwithstanding the recognition of a semantic incongruence in 

meaning. 

 
 

 

 

Amenta [Getting irony: An ER...]
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Metaphorical readings: An eye-movement study 

 

Introduction 

The temporal signature of metaphor comprehension is a long-standing debate in psycholinguistics: a wide 

variety of paradigms has been applied and a wide variety of models has been proposed, ranging from 

indirect (literal-first) to direct and intermediate positions (for an overview, Giora 2003). Faced with this 

abundant though conflicting literature, we address the issue by using a more sensitive technique able to 

track metaphor resolution in the course of utterance interpretation, rather than after its completion as in 

the case of traditional reading/response times (Rayner 1998). Here we present data from an eye-

movement experiment – to our knowledge the first on the issue so far (except for an early attempt by 

Inhoff et al. 1984) – testing the same tightly controlled metaphorical stimuli in different contextual 

conditions. The aim is to track metaphor comprehension as it unfolds in utterances, and to estimate its 

modulation by ecological factors, providing insights onto the direct versus indirect access debate. 

Materials and methods 

The experimental design is based on the comparison between literal/metaphorical passages of the 

following types: 

A-contextual condition: 

Sai che cosa è quel pesce/avvocato? Uno squalo, come tutti possono notare. (Do you know what that 
fish/lawyer is? A shark, as everybody can notice.) 

Micro-contextualized condition:  

Quel pesce/avvocato è molto aggressivo. È uno squalo, come tutti possono notare. (That fish/lawyer is 
really aggressive. He is a shark, as everybody can notice.) 

Our intuitions on the different contextual expectancy due to the presence/absence of the ground linking 

topic and vehicle were validated by a cloze probability test on a different pool of subjects. Eye-

movements were monitored (ALS 501 tracked at 240 Hz) as participants (n = 14; mean age 25 ± 1 years; 

16 years of schooling on average) read passages like those above, followed by a semantic association task 

to ensure attention. After rejecting about 10% of fixations, data were analyzed for 4 regions of interest, 

distributed over the whole passage. We concentrate here on measures able to address the direct versus 

indirect access debate, namely total first pass (time fixating a region before leaving that region) and 

second pass (time of re-fixations).  

Results  
In the a-contextual condition, the metaphor versus literal comparison yielded a strong second pass effect 

distributed all over the passages, including the spillover region (Fig. 1b), while no significant differences 

in first-pass times were observed (Fig. 1a). The contextualized condition still produced evidence of 

second pass, but limited to the critical region containing the metaphor vehicle (Fig. 2b); again, no early 

effect occurred (Fig. 2a). The oculo-motor patterns in the two conditions are qualitatively described in 

Figures 1c and 2c respectively. 

Discussion  
The reading strategy displayed in the a-contextual condition could seem to support the indirect model, as 

metaphor resolution appears as a late (second pass) occurring stage. Results in the micro-contextualized 

condition would mitigate this hypothesis, as metaphor seems to be accessed more easily, even though a 

mild late effect is observed. To solve the puzzle of metaphor processing, these findings are to be 

considered side by side, in light of the context modulation. Under conditions of actual usage, metaphors 

do not occur “out of the blue”, but embedded into wider contexts that make interpretation easier. As 

contextual support increases, late effects in reading decrease and potentially disappear: we can 

hypothesize a continuum of cognitive effort in metaphor comprehension according to the linguistic and 

cognitive ecology of the process. Convergent evidence comes from an ERP study run on the same 

materials, where context modulation reduces the effort reflected in the N400 component (Bambini et al. 

2008), and from eye-movement data on metonymic solving (Frisson & Pickering 1999). Along with the 

deflationary proposal by Sperber & Wilson (2006), metaphor, as one of the possible language uses, 

probably needs not a specific (either direct or indirect) cognitive model, but a broader one, attuned to 

characterize the general functioning of language in context.  

Bambini and Bertini [Metaphorical Reading...]
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Interpreting Temporal Order 
 

In sentences like John got into bed and took off his boots, John is often understood as 
going to bed before he takes off his boots, even though there is no explicit indication of the 
order in which the events occurred. The order inference is often ascribed to Grice’s manner 
maxim, roughly “say things in the order in which they occur.” In this paper, we compare two 
processing possibilities about how this implicature might be incorporated into the sentence 
interpretation. 

One account, the maxim theory, assumes that a pragmatic rule is applied after the sentence 
has been processed. The pragmatic rule would contain instructions to reconstruct the order in 
which the events were mentioned, and to use that information to compute the likely order of 
occurrence. An alternative theory, the iconicity account, is that events are automatically 
placed onto a representational timeline in the order in which they are heard, and that the order 
information can simply be read-off as needed (much as they are for nonlinguistic events; 
consistent with views of Münte, Schiltz, & Kutas, 1998, and Zwaan, 1996, 2004). 

To distinguish between these accounts, we tested whether participants were faster to 
process sentences in which the order of mention of events matched the order in which the 
events were intended to occur. The intended order was specified using the explicit 
connectives before and after. Faster processing for chronological sentences would provide 
evidence that information about temporal order was automatically encoded onto a 
representational timeline. Participants read sentences and had to judge whether they contained 
events in a typical or atypical order. They saw four types of sentences, and responded at 
different time delays after the presentation of the last word of the sentence (using a speed-
accuracy-tradeoff method, SAT, similar to McElree & Nordlie, 1999): (1) chronological-
sense: John took off his clothes before showering (2) chronological-nonsense: John put on his 
clothes before showering (3) reverse-sense: John put on his clothes after showering (4) 
reverse-nonsense: John took off his clothes after showering. Thus, faster processing of 
chronological sentences would indicate that sentences are easier to process when the order of 
mention matches order of occurrence, consistent with the iconicity account. 

We analyzed the results by estimating SAT parameters as a function of d' and response 
time. In Experiment 1, we found that processing of chronological sentences was significantly 
facilitated relative to reverse sentences but we were unable to establish whether this was due 
to faster processing or greater accuracy. Experiment 2 was similar to Experiment 1 except that 
we used different time delays to pin-point parameter differences more accurately. We found 
that differences across conditions in speed of processing, but not accuracy. The results of 
Experiments 1 and 2 are both consistent with the claim that processing speed is faster for 
sentences in which order of mention matches order of occurrence, in line with an iconicity 
account. 

Experiments 1 and 2 provide evidence that linguistic events are placed onto a timeline in 
the order in which they are heard. This suggests that order information would automatically 
be available even in sentences in which explicit temporal connectives were not used, as in the 
case with and. Nonetheless, some cost might be associated with executing instructions to 
retrieve and integrate order information into a sentence when explicit instructions to do so 
were absent. To test this, we are in the process of conducting a third SAT experiment in 
which we compare sentences with and against sentences with before. Slower processing of 
and sentences would indicate that retrieval of temporal information implicitly was a costly 
process. 
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Eyetracking Scalar Implicatures 
 

There are at least two possible accounts of how scalar implicatures are generated. 
The first is a default account that assumes scalar implicatures are always generated. To 
interpret a sentence without an implicature requires cancelling it (see, e.g., Levinson, 
2004). The alternative is a context-driven account in which the implicature is derived 
only under specific contexts (see, e.g., Carston, 1998; Sperber & Wilson, 1986). A 
default account therefore predicts that reading times for scalar sentences with an 
implicature should be faster than reading times for scalar sentences without an 
implicature, whereas a context-driven account makes no such prediction (see Bott & 
Noveck, 2004, and Breheny, Katsos & Williams, 2005). We present an eyetracking 
experiment that contrasts these two accounts. 

We compared reading times on a scalar expression, some, against an explicit 
cancelling of the implicature using the modifier at least, and an explicit reinforcement of 
the implicature using only. For example, we compared sentences involving some of the 
pictures with at least some of the pictures and only some of the pictures (see Example 1 
for a complete item). We also included a control condition using all instead of plain 
some. The critical region was the quantifier expression (some of the pictures). To 
establish whether participants were interpreting the sentence with the implicature, 
however, we also included a following sentence that made reference to the complement 
set, e.g., the others (see Breheny et al., 2005, for a similar strategy). 

We first consider reading times on the others. As expected, regression path reading 
times on the others and its spill-over region were slower after participants had read all in 
the preceding sentence compared to when they had read some, at least some, and only 
some (presumably because there was no easily available referent in the all condition). To 
establish whether participants generated the implicature in the plain some condition, we 
compared reading times on the others and its spill-over region in the some condition to 
the only some condition. Regression path reading times were faster in the only some 
condition than the some condition. Hence, participants were not interpreting sentences 
with plain some as involving an implicature. 

The critical region in distinguishing between the default and context-driven 
accounts was the quantifier region (some of the pictures in Example 1) and its spill-over. 
Regression path reading times were slower in the only some condition than in the plain 
some and at least some conditions, and there was no difference between at least some and 
some. Thus, interpreting a sentence with the implicature (generated using only) is a costly 
process compared to interpreting the sentence without an implicature (either with at least 
or with plain some), in contrast to the predictions of a default account. 
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How Pragmatic Reasoning Affects Incremental Utterance Interpretation  

Considering the interpretation of utterances, linguists distinguish between that information 

which is derived from the linguistic meaning of the sentence used and that which can be 

inferred on the basis of pragmatic principles. In some on-line studies it has been demonstrated 

that both temporary, pragmatic presuppositions (Sedivy et al 1999) and quantity implicatures 

(Breheny et al 2006) are accessed in incremental processing. In this paper, I will present a 

number of new studies confirming that the results of pragmatic reasoning can be accessed in 

incremental interpretation. These studies also shed some light on the further question as to 

what mechanisms are employed as we access the results of pragmatic reasoning on line. One 

set of studies rule out the possibility that it is only linguistically triggered pragmatic inferences 

that are accessed. We have found that ad hoc quantity implicatures, as where (1) implicates 

(2), are also accessed on line – albeit at some delay relative to accessing conventional 

meaning.   

1. The student put a book on the shelf. 

2. The student put nothing else on the shelf.  

Moreover, we also find that participants are sensitive to contextually determined levels of 

informativeness from the earliest possible moment. We argue for a more direct model of 

pragmatic processing according to which the most likely conversational purpose (or source of 

relevance) is automatically sought by listeners and quantity implicatures are generated on that 

basis. Our studies also bear on the question of the significance of the time course of accessing 

implicatures since we find that both ad hoc and generalised (‘some/not all’) implicatures are 

accessed at a delay relative to conventional meaning. While it is difficult to totally rule the 

possibility that linguistically triggered quantity implicatures could be accessed as rapidly as 

conventional meaning (as in the case of pragmatic presuppositions – see Sedivy 2005), just as 

it is difficult to rule out the possibility that apparent rapid integration of pragmatic reasoning is 

an artefact of experimental design (Huang & Snedeker 2009), we present a third possibility 

according to which on-line comprehension strategically divides pragmatic inferences into two 

sets: Roughly, common pragmatic presuppositions are accessed more or less automatically via 

constraint-based processing while additive implicatures (even so-called generalised ones) are 

generated by slower, more resource-consuming mechanisms (cf Barr 2008). 
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Anticipation and valence in irony processing  

 
 
Irony is based on context (prime) comment (target) inconsistency. Recent research results on prediction in language 
comprehension (e.g., Van Berkum et al. 2005; Federmeier 2007) emphasize the essential role anticipatory, 
consistency-geared mechanism plays in language processing. Prediction-consistent stimuli (on word, sentence or 
discourse level) are processed faster than prediction-inconsistent ones. Social psychology research on attitude priming 
(e.g., Fazio et al. 1986; Park et al. 2001) offers a similar pattern of results for prime-target valence consistency. Under 
a broad range of conditions subjects evaluate the prime-target unit (positive or negative) faster when it exhibits similar 
valence, while valence-inconsistency in prime-target unit elicits longer response times. Those two frameworks have 
been adapted to establish an experimental paradigm for irony real time computation. Prediction and valence 
consistency  assumptions are transferred to discourse level analysis of irony processing, where irony is both prediction 
and valence inconsistent, while nonironic equivalents (literal language) feature both prediction and valence 
consistency. Basing on the results from both research models, it is assumed that irony processing, hinged on prediction 
and valence inconsistency (negative prime (context) versus positive target (comment sentence)), will result in longer 
computation time than prediction and valence-consistent non-ironic (literal) language.  
 
Irony processing research so far has focused on establishing whether irony is accessed directly, in one-step (e.g., 
Gibbs 1986), or indirectly – via two-step process, only after literal meaning has been activated (e.g., Giora et al. 
1998). In order to adjudicate between these two accounts and find out about the nature and timecourse of irony 
processing, prediction and valence inconsistency for ironic and prediction and valence consistency for literal language 
will be analyzed. The role and extent of prediction’s (embedded in contextual information) impact on online irony 
interpretation will be addressed. Context and the anticipatory mechanism it activates in predicting upcoming 
linguistic/situational content has so far been unattended in irony empirical studies. In order to contribute to the 
ongoing dispute on whether irony is computed in a bottom-up or top-down manner, and what is the nature of 
ironic/nonironic relationship in  language comprehension an empirical study was undertaken. In irony research literal 
stimuli are either embedded in positively-valenced (e.g., Giora et al. 1998) context, or negatively-valenced (e.g. Gibbs 
1986) context and followed by same valence comment, while ironic stimuli, are always built on a context-comment 
valence clash. The present study aims at testing the possibility that prediction and valence inconsistency in ironic input  
lead to its longer processing (as compared to nonironic input). 

Sixty participants (Female: 50; Male: 10; Mean Age: 21.78) took part in two sets of experiments differing in input 
pacing (self-paced; limited response time). The subjects performed two (Polish/L1; English/L2) on-line inference 
tasks in which they were asked to judge whether the final comment sentence in each story was critical (expressed a 
negative, unfavorable comment) or not (expressed a positive, favorable comment). Eighty four 2-sentence stories 
describing an interaction between two persons, ending with one character commenting either literally or ironically on 
the input, were presented to subjects on a computer screen. The ministories featured two types of context (negative 
context – preactivating anticipation for a critical comment; positive context – preactivating anticipation for a favorable 
comment– valence-consistency predictions) and two types of commenting sentences (literally critical; literally 
praising). The stimuli were presented in three combinations: two literal conditions (negative context plus negative 
comment sentence; positive context plus positive comment sentence) and ironic condition (negative context plus 
positive comment sentence). Response latencies measured from the onset of the terminal (target) word in a comment 
sentence to the point at which the participants pressed one of the judgment keys, as well as the number of errors, were 
recorded by the computer program (E-Prime 2.0) and examined. Results attest to the essential role of contextual input 
in anticipating and processing upcoming words as discourse is unfolding. Thwarted prediction, as in case of irony 
(negative valence of context against positive valence of commenting sentence), seems to be calling for additional, 
integrative computations, which slows processing time. This is not the case with nonironic stimuli, which are based on 
prime/target valence consistency, which fastens response time. Most striking effect observed was the impact of 
context valence on the comment sentence processing (speed, accuracy). The processing difference for irony versus 
non-irony, as results from the data, may not necessarily be rooted in literal vs. ironic language distinction (as 
traditionally assumed), but may instead result from prediction (in)consistency.  
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Logical implications of modified numerically-quantified statements 

This study presents new data and a new theoretical account addressing the question of whether a 

traditional mathematical approach is adequate for capturing the semantics of modified numerically-

quantified expressions (see Musolino, 2004; Geurts & Nouwen, 2007 i.a.). 

Specifically, we address a proposal by Geurts and Nouwen (2007; henceforth G&N) who suggest a 

distinction in meaning between comparative quantifiers ( ‘more than n’ and ‘fewer than n’) and 

superlative quantifiers (‘at least n’ and ‘at most n’).  On their view, superlative quantifiers possess a 

richer semantics, which includes modality as well as number: ‘at least n’ can be glossed as ‘possibly 

more than n and certainly n’, and ‘at most n’ as ‘possibly n and certainly not more than n’. This 

contradicts the standard account which considers comparative and superlative quantifiers 

interdefinable (‘at least n’ means ‘more than n-1’ and ‘at most n’ means ‘fewer than n+1’). According 

to G&N (see also Geurts et al., submitted), the additional modal meaning of superlative quantifiers 

ought to be reflected in processing complexity and acquisition delays.  G&N further claim that 

comparative and superlative quantifiers give rise to different inferences.  Geurts et al. (submitted) 

obtained data documenting a processing preference and acquisition delay, as predicted, as well as an 

interaction between quantifier type and the logical implications that are licensed in an inference task, 

contrary to the predictions of the standard account.  For example, ‘at most 2’ is judged to imply ‘at 

most 3’ in 14% of trials, while ‘more than 3’ is judged to imply ‘more than 2’ in 100% of trials, even 

though both implications are valid on the standard account. Geurts et al. propose that this difference is 

due to the modal meaning of ‘at most’ compared to the non-modal meaning of ‘more than’. 

Our response to these studies is twofold: First, with regards to processing complexity and acquisition 

delay for superlative quantifiers, we suggest that identical predictions could be made by the standard 

account (if it is shown that there is a difference in complexity of the underlying mathematical 

operators, or a difference in frequency of the two types of quantifier). Thus, Geurts and Nouwen’s 

account is superior in terms of parsimony, but it is not unreasonable that the standard account could 

also accommodate these data. However, the data from the inference pattern task reported in Geurts et 

al. (submitted) do address predictions that can distinguish between the two accounts in a 

straightforward fashion. We further explore the reasons for the difference obtained in inference 

patterns by expanding the range of contexts in which participants are asked to make judgments about 

logical implications.  In Experiment 1, with 15 adult native speakers of English, we replicated Geurts 

et al.’s results for the methodology in which participants are asked to gauge whether one sentence 

implies another.  However, in Experiment 2, where 15 participants were asked to gauge whether one 

sentence is compatible with another, we discovered that speakers accepted the compatibility of ‘at 

most 2’ and ‘at most 3’ in 53% of trials.  In a more naturalistic task (Experiment 3), where the logical 

implication was ‘hidden’, we found 95% acceptance of the implication ‘at most 2’ => ‘at most 3’, and 

general acceptance of all the mathematically valid implications, as predicted by the standard account.  

(See Appendix A for results).  These data contradict the prediction of G&N that superlative 

quantifiers do not permit such inferences, on account of the modality of their semantics, since the 

modality ought to affect participants’ judgments regardless of the precise nature of the task. 

We aim to reconcile existing and new findings by regarding the modal meaning of superlative 

quantifiers as an implicature, arising from their markedness (rather than as part of the semantics as 

proposed by G&N).  In this way we augment the standard account to explain at once the rejections in 

the judgment task (participants are taking into account the implicature besides the mathematical 

meaning) and the acceptance of the inference in other tasks (in which  the markedness is obligatory 

and causes no implicatures to be generated).  
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Are interlocutors as sensitive to over-informativeness as to under-informativeness?  

It has been documented that when speakers construct referring expressions, they frequently over-inform and 

refer to entities in more detail than is absolutely necessary for an addressee to uniquely identify them (see [1], 

[2], and references theirin); however, it is much more uncommon for speakers to under-inform, i.e. to give less 

information than is required to identify an entity [3: exp 1]). This is in line with the Gricean account of 

informativeness which concedes that a violation of over-informativeness may not be as serious a cause for 

concern as under-informativeness, and at the very least, it might be a ‘merely a waste of time’ [4:26]. 

More recently, a number of researchers have investigated how listeners treat these violations. It has 

been found that under-informative utterances are predominantly rejected by adults at rates that range from 60% 

(e.g. [5]) to over 85% (e.g. [6]) depending on the task (see [7] for an overview). However, with regards to over-

informative utterances, a single study up to now has found that listeners do not rate them any worse than 

optimal expressions (see [3 ] – this lack of penalisation is even more striking given that participants did rate 

under-informative descriptions as worse than optimal. The authors conclude that listeners are only partially 

pragmatic. This conclusion is hard to reconcile with the Gricean account which predicts some leniency but not 

full tolerance or insensitivity towards over-informativeness.  

However, the results of this task (experiment 2, either version a or b, in [3]) may not be replicable, 

since the utterances that the authors considered to be over-informative were nevertheless pragmatically 

felicitous. For example, in a critical condition, there was a display with an apple on a towel and another towel 

without an object on it. Participants heard the instruction ‘Put the apple on the towel on the other towel’ and 

were asked to rate how good the instruction was for bringing about a situation which was visually presented to 

the participants and where the apple has been moved to the empty towel. The authors consider the restricted 

relative clause ‘on the towel’ in the instruction to be over-informative and hence pragmatically infelicitous. But 

note that in contexts of more than one similar item over-informative reference has a clarificatory and safe-

guarding function:  it would serve some version of the maxim of manner, which enjoins interlocutors to 

minimise the risk for ambiguity for the hearer. There is ample data from the production literature that speakers 

do provide more modification than is needed for unique identification when more than one entity of the same 

kind appears in an array [8]. Thus, given the likelihood that listeners give favourable ratings to speakers who 

‘over-inform’ in conditions of array complexity, it is not clear whether the lack of a penalty for the over-

informative utterances obtained by [3] reflects lack of sensitivity to over-informativeness (as they claim) or 

actual preference for over-informativeness when it minimises the risk of reference-failure. 

To address this concern, we ran a study with the referential communication paradigm [e.g. 8] which 

does not involve a movement-to-a-destination component. In this design, in the over-informative condition the 

modification is straightforwardly redundant and it does not serve some a safe-guarding function. We 

manipulated two factors, presence or absence of a contrast set and presence or absence of adjectival 

modification. Participants heard one interlocutor asking another to ‘pass me the [referential expression]’ and 

they were asked to rate in a magnitude estimation scale how natural the instruction was. They were also asked 

to make a categorical judgment as to whether the instruction was exactly what they would have said 

themselves. There were 40 critical items (see Figs 1-4) and 20 fillers which were syntactically infelicitous. The 

data from 14 native speakers of English are presented in Figure 5. With regards to the magnitude ratings, a 2 x 

2 repeated measures ANOVA for the four critical conditions reveals no main effect of contrast (F(1, 13)= .186, 

n.s.) and no main effect of modification (F(1, 13)= .436, n.s.). Instead, there was a significant interaction 

between contrast set and modification (F(1, 13)= 11.93, p< .005). Further t-tests show that, contra [3], both 

under-(contrast & no adjective) and over-informative (no contrast & adjective) were rated worse than their 

corresponding optimal-1 (contrast & adjective) and optimal-2 (no contrast & no adjective) (both p<.005), and 

also that under- and over-informative did not receive different ratings (p=.9). With regards to the categorical 

judgments, a Friedman’s ANOVA for non-parametric data revealed a significant difference between conditions 

(χ
2
(3)= 23.97, p< .001). Further Wilcoxon’s signed rank tests reveal that under- and over-informative are rated 

worse than their respective optimal (both p<.005), and also that under-informative receives more negative 

judgments than over-informative (p<.05). The results support the Gricean account of some leniency towards 

over-informativeness compared to under-informativeness, but a severe penalisation for both in this task where 

there was no pragmatic advantage for being over-informative. 

With regards to the production data (see e.g. [1] [2]) , where higher rates of over-informativeness have 

been documented than for under-informativeness, a critical review suggests several reasons why people may 

look like they are over-informing but not actually violate pragmatic constraints: helpfulness, politeness, and 

lexical entrainment among others. Overall, we propose that both speakers and listeners are sensitive to over- 

and under-informativeness and also that interlocutors may not penalise over-informativeness in specific 

situations where it is pragmatically motivated.  
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A fundamental issue in experimental pragmatics is whether scalar implicatures are rapidly and 
automatically computed like lexical meanings or alternatively, delayed and effortful, like more 
context-specific inference. Some studies focusing on the <all,some> and <and,or> scale find 
that pragmatic interpretation for some/or, (some but not all/exclusive or) is arrived at more 
slowly than both its stronger alternative all/and (Noveck & Posada (2003), Breheny et al. (2005))  
and number terms such as two or three (Huang & Snedeker (submitted)).  We examine the 
interpretation of some using a new paradigm that evaluates and addresses the following 
questions: (1) Pragmatic some might be delayed because some of the is temporarily ambiguous 
with logical some. (2) Certain studies draw a comparison of pragmatic some with exact number 
using small sets (e.g. two of four possible objects). Is this legitimate, considering exact numbers 
can be verified more quickly due to subitizing? (3) Are there differences in implicature behavior 
between some and the partitive construction some of the? 

On each trial, subjects saw a gumball machine with an upper chamber filled with 13 gumballs 
and an empty lower chamber. After 2.5 seconds a “ka-ching” was followed by a new display in 
which either 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 11, 12, or 13 gumballs had “moved” to the lower chamber. 
Participants then heard a statement of the form You got X of the gumballs and quickly 
responded pressing one of two buttons to indicate that YES, they agreed, or NO, they 
disagreed. We used the quantifiers summa, alla, nunna the and some, and the number terms 
wunna , twoa, threea, sevena, elevena the.  No number of gumballs occurred more often with 
any quantifier than with its correct exact number.  

We highlight the most important results. Summa:  When participants received all 13 gumballs, 
they responded NO on 50% of the trials for summa and were faster when they responded NO 
than when they responded YES. Participants were slow to respond YES and often responded 
NO for 1, 2 or 3 gumballs, with responses being fastest for 5-8. Some:   Unlike for summa, 92% 
of participants responded YES for 13 gumballs and were equally fast to say YES when they 
received five or more gumballs. Exact  Number:   Reaction times were fast throughout the 
subitizing range (1-3), then increased. Comparing summa ,  some  and exact  number:   
For (5, 7 and 8) YES responses to summa and some were equivalent and faster than YES 
responses to numbers.  Responses to exact number were fastest only in the subitizing range.  

We conclude that pragmatic some is not delayed relative to logical some, even when pre-coding 
is implausible. Further, comparing some (of the) to exact number only in the subitizing range is 
misleading. Finally, there seems to be a clear difference between some and the partitive 
construction some of the: the latter is much more probable to give rise to an implicature. This 
speaks against a unified treatment of simple some as implicature trigger.  
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Introduction: Theory of mind (ToM) ability is a complex process impaired in various 
pathologies such as autism and schizophrenia (1). ToM refers to the ability to form 
representations of other people’s mental states (e.g., intentions, beliefs, shared knowledge) 
and to use these representations to understand, predict and judge their statements and 
behaviours (2). Because classical tasks used to assess ToM ability are artificial and very 
complex, they create a cognitive overload. As a consequence, existing tools are inadequate 
(too complex and ill-suited) to account for ToM deficits. In addition, classical tasks did not 
allow to study ToM in a natural situation of conversation. However, linguistic tools enable to 
overcome these difficulties. Linguistic markers of reference such as indefinite (a mountain) or 
definite (the mountain) descriptions, pronouns (it) or demonstratives (this / that), play a 
primary role in the construction of shared-knowledge between interlocutors. During a 
conversation, the interlocutors use these referential markers as surface cues to guide each 
other in the co-construction of a coherent mental representation of speech (3, 4). According to 
psycholinguistic models of reference (5, 6), these linguistic elements represent relevant and 
rigorous markers to determine patients’ ability to judge, understand and attribute mental states 
such as belief or shared knowledge (ToM) in a natural conversation. 

Objectives: The aim of our study was to assess whether SZ individuals always present a 
deficit of ToM reasoning by identifying possible differences in using linguistic markers of 
reference in a natural communication situation.  

Methods: The referential communication paradigm (7), involving interaction in a natural 
conversation situation, was used in 31 SZ participants and 29 healthy control participants to 
address their attribution and comprehension of mental states, such as shared knowledge. The 
concept of referential communication enables one to assess how interlocutors who are 
conversing about how to arrange a set of figures take into account, or fail to take into account, 
shared knowledge. This paradigm was used firstly in a task of conversational discourse where 
addressees had to arrange a set of tangrams (Chinese game) including two levels of 
complexity. 

Results: The main results of this task showed that SZ participants had difficulties using 
reference markers and attributing mental states. Contrary to healthy participants, they 
exhibited a tendency to ineffectively mark the information they used (indefinite articles for 
old information and/or definite articles for new information) and had problems using 
information they shared with the experimenter. 

Conclusion and perspectives: It appears, then, that the referential communication task is an 
original option for studying ToM ability in natural conversation situation in schizophrenia. In 
addition to the objective linguistic measures and the little demands on cognitive resources, 
this referential communication task offers a considerable advantage over free conversation by 
lessening interference from autobiographical or episodic memory problems as the speaker is 
requested to describe static, visually presented items (e.g., tangrams). Furthermore, the task 
involves social interaction. However, the task used here was essentially descriptive. It did not 
allow the emergence of various reference markers such as pronouns and demonstratives. 
Thus, the further step is to use a task of narrative discourse focusing on shared knowledge 
concerning the course of the story. This task would be based on the arrangement of cartoons 
in a sequential story. 
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Introduction: It’s commonly agreed that there exists a correlation between the form of referential 
expression (pronoun, demonstrative, full noun phrase…) used to refer to a discourse entity and the 
level of cognitive accessibility of the entity. For ‘accessibility-based’ approaches [1-3] each referential 
expression (determiners or pronominal forms) possesses a specific meaning consisting in marking the 
degree of cognitive accessibility that the referent is assumed to have in the addressee’s discourse 
model. The claim is that anaphoric pronouns (like ‘it’) whose meaning signals a high degree of 
accessibility are used for more salient (more accessible) referents than demonstratives (pronoun or 
determiner like ‘that’), which code referents with a lower degree of accessibility. We tested this claim 
by means of two off line tasks: an acceptability judgement task (Task 1) and a sentence-completion 
task (Task 2) both in English and French. 
Material & Methods: 24 experimental texts (and 40 fillers) were constructed in English then 
translated to French (Table 1). These texts introduced 2 character-entities and ended with a target 
sentence that referred to one of the two entities (highly accessible entity – Entity 1 or less accessible 
entity – Entity 2), either via an anaphoric pronoun (he/she) or via a demonstrative description (that 
man/woman). Task 1: Acceptability judgement task. 24 English and 24 French participants were 
instructed to read texts and to judge their acceptability on a 7-point scale. Task 2: Sentence completion 
task. 20 English and 24 French participants were asked to write a continuation for each of the 
incomplete target sentence (e.g. in fact, she….) that was a sensible continuation of the text just 
presented. 
Results: Task 1: In both languages, results showed a higher acceptability of the anaphoric pronoun 
when it referred to Entity 1 and a higher acceptability of the demonstrative description when it referred 
to Entity 2 (Table 2). Task 2: In both languages, results showed that participants almost always chose 
Entity 1 as referent of the anaphoric pronoun in the continuations they gave (Table 2). However, results 
also showed substantial differences concerning the referential use of the demonstrative description in 
English and French. If English participants largely favoured references to Entity 2 when a 
demonstrative description was presented, it was not the case for French participants who exhibited no 
preferences for Entity 1 or Entity 2. A closer look at continuations given by French and English 
participants indicated that when they referred to Entity 1 with a demonstrative description, it was 
always with a ‘perspective shift’, presenting Entity 1 not in the same relation to its background 
discourse context, but with a perspective shift, introducing a new point of view on the referent (See 
table 3).  
Discussion: These first results show that the referential properties of pronouns and demonstratives 
cannot be described in terms of a single “unified” notion of referent accessibility because they differ in 
how sensitive they are to different factors [4]. If interpreting an anaphoric pronoun is essentially 
influenced by the degree of accessibility of the referent (cf. Tasks 1 and 2 results), this is not the case 
for the demonstrative description. The ‘perspective shift’ that the demonstrative allows  shows that it is 
sensitive to another factor: ‘discourse continuity-discontinuity’, i.e. the fact that the anaphoric 
predication (i.e. the predicative segment which hosts the referential expression) is either construable as 
a continuation of the situation just presented, or as a ‘break’ (a rupture in Kleiber’s terms, 1988 [5]) in 
relation to the situation in which the referent was previously implicated. Our results show that the 
demonstrative NP is sensitive to ‘discourse discontinuity’ [6-7], and that it marks this discontinuity 
either by a referential shift: by retrieving a referent which – though already introduced in the discourse 
- was not the one expected to ensure the referential continuity (Entity 2), or by a perspective shift: by 
introducing a new point of view on a referent already highly accessible (Entity 1). Further work is 
needed to elucidate linguistic differences of discontinuity marking between English and French 
demonstrative descriptions.  
 
 
 

Fossard and Garnham and Cowles [Interpreting Pronou...]
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Alignment of discriminating properties in expressive preferences for referencing

Speakers often produce referring expressions such as "the man with the beard" or "the 
chair", and this production process has been studied extensively both from an experimental and 
from a computational perspective.  Within the latter perspective, many researchers have 
addressed the question how to automatically determine which properties to include in a 
 "distinguishing description" (i.e., a description that uniquely characterizes a target by 
distinguishing it from a set of distractor objects). Dale and Reiter's (1995) Incremental Algorithm 
is often considered the algorithm of choice for this problem, due to its algorithmic simplicity and 
empirical groundedness. The basic idea is that speakers prefer certain properties over others, and 
that they will only use dispreferred properties when the preferred properties are not sufficient to 
characterize the target uniquely.

We argue that this strategy may work for descriptions in monologues, but fails when we 
consider the production of referring expressions in dialogues. This is based on a common 
observation from experimental work on reference, where it has been shown repeatedly that 
speakers tend to align with each other with respect to the expressions they may use to refer to 
objects. For example, if a speaker refers to a couch using the word “sofa” instead of the more 
common "couch", the addressee is more likely to use "sofa" instead of "couch" as well, later on 
in the dialogue. While this kind of alignment ("entrainment") is well-established for lexical 
choice, it has not been studied in the context of property selection. We hypothesize that the 
preference list as observed in human speakers is not fixed, but varies with the properties they 
have been exposed to in dialogue.

To investigate this hypothesis we constructed an experiment in which speakers 
alternatively had to respond to a speaker identifying a picture by identifying that picture and had 
to decribe a picture so that another listener could identify that picture. The pictures were taken 
from the TUNA corpus (Gatt, van der Sluis, & van Deemter, 2007) that has been extensively 
used in the study of referential expression. This corpus consist of two subcorpora of pictures: 
persons and furniture. For the current experiment, it is important that participants in previous 
research did have a preference for certain properties (color in the furniture subcorpus, glasses in 
the people subcorpus) and a dislike for certain other properties (orientation of a furniture piece in 
the furniture subcorpus, the wearing of a tie in the people subcorpus). For example, given the 
choice, participants prefer to say "the green sofa" when they could also have described the 
picture with "the sofa seen from behind". Similarly, they prefer "the man with the glasses" to 
"the man with the tie" in the person set.

In our experiment, the participants had to describe a picture and could always do this 
based on two properties (e.g. either "the man with the glasses" or "the man with the tie"). In one 
condition, the descriptions our participants heard were all described by using the dispreferred 
property (e.g. "orientation" and "tie"), in the other condition they were described using the 
preferred property ("color" and "glasses"). We predict that participants will align with the 
speaker they have heard, even though that means using a (previously) dispreferred property. The 
results show a significant effect of condition (preferred versus dispreferred input) on the 
production of referential expressions (χ2.= 6.69, p < 0.005).

Goudbeek Krahmer and Swerts [Alignment of discrim...]
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Do children differentiate real questions from test questions? 
 

In western cultures, children are frequently confronted with so-called test 
questions, i.e. questions where it is part of the common ground that the speaker already 
has the information she is asking for. These test questions have the same lexical-
grammatical form as real questions, e.g. ‘Where is the bunny?’ But they contradict the 
felicity conditions for questions in adults. In normal adult interaction it is unacceptable to 
ask for something where it is clear that the speaker has the information already. On the 
other hand, test questions are immensely important in institutionalized settings like 
schools and other exams and children who are not familiar with this type of interaction 
face serious problems when put in those settings. 

The current study investigates whether 2-year-old children differentiate between 
real questions and test questions and, if they do so, which cues they use to identify them. 
Children in our study faced a situation where an adult, in full view of the child, hides one 
object (and thus they both know together where it is) while another similar object falls 
down unnoticed to the adult. Then the adult addresses the child and asks ‘Hm, where is 
the [object]?’. We measured which object children indicate as the presumably asked-for 
object. 

We systematically varied two factors: (1) Interaction type: children are either 
involved in a game with the experimenter, the objects are toys and the hiding is done very 
ostensively or they are involved in an activity with a second experimenter and only 
onlook the experimenter doing things for herself non-ostensively and the objects are adult 
office tools. (2) Intonation: the crucial question is presented either with a smile and 
intonation starting high and falling (‘play’intonation) or with a puzzled facial expression 
and intonation starting low and rising (‘help’intonation).  

We expect children to be more likely to interpret a question as a test-question and 
refer to the object openly hidden by the experimenter if it is presented in a game-like 
interaction and with ‘play’intonation. Data collection is ongoing. Preliminary results 
suggest that both factors have an influence on children’s choices.  This would indicate 
that two-year-old children are able to differentiate real questions from test questions on 
the basis of the presented cues and thus show sophisticated communicative abilities. Such 
a result also has important methodological implications for research on child language 
and cognition. 

Grosse and Tomasello [Do children differen...]
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The essence of a pronoun is to refer. Due to their minimal semantic content, the referent 
of nonreflexive pronouns is primarily fixed by context. In adults, this process is affected by: the 
syntactic positions and thematic roles of potential antecedents, sentential aspect, and the 
discourse connections between utterances (Kehler et al, 2008). Despite the complexity of the 
mature system, pronouns are ubiquitous both in speech to children and children’s speech. Thus 
pronoun resolution is a fertile field for studying the development of semantic, syntactic and 
contextual influences on pragmatic processing.   

However, initial developmental findings have been confusing and contradictory (Arnold, 
Brown-Schmidt & Trueswell, 2007; Song & Fisher, 2007).  This research has focused on the 
subject bias, our tendency to interpret a pronoun as referring to the subject of the previous 
sentence (Frederiksen, 1981; Crawley, Stevenson & Kleinman, 1990). Arnold and colleagues 
found that 3-5 year old children showed no subject bias in either off-line or on-line (eye-
tracking) measures, though they showed strong and rapid effects of pronoun gender. In contrast 
Song and Fisher found a slow but robust subject bias in 2.5 year olds.   

Perhaps this divergence reflects the epiphenomenal nature of the subject bias. Kehler et 
al. argue that pronoun resolution is the by-product of predictions about discourse continuation, 
which are conditioned on the coherence relations between propositions.  The subject bias is 
merely a statistical tendency, across coherence relations and predicates, for the continued 
mention of the subject. Thus we might expect children to be more systematic in pronoun 
resolution when coherence relations are made explicit and predicates form a cohesive class.  

We focused on coherence relations of explanation (because) with transitive 
psychological-state verbs, a combination central in psycholinguistic research on implicit 
causality (Brown & Fish, 1983; Garvey & Caramazza, 1974; Rudolph & Forsterling, 1997).  
Psych verbs appear with two argument structures: Stimulus-subject (SS) verbs (frighten, please, 
anger) bias pronoun resolution towards their grammatical subject, while stimulus-object (SO) 
verbs (fear, like, hate) bias pronoun resolution towards their grammatical object (Sally frightens 
Mary because she is a dax vs. Sally fears Mary because she is a dax; Brown & Fish, 1983) 
 To examine when this ability emerges, five-year olds (N=19, M=5;3) and adults (N=28)  
listened to sentences like (1) accompanied by scenes including the two mentioned characters, 
while their eye-movements were recorded. Our prior work demonstrates that five-year-olds, but 
not four-year-olds, understand the argument structure of common SS and SO verbs (Hartshorne, 
Pogue & Snedeker, 2009), thus these are the youngest children who could be tested. 
 (1) Arthur likes Diego very much, because he is such a nice boy. Can you point to him? 

Both adults and children quickly fixated the target character in control trials when only 
one possible referent matched the pronoun’s gender (adults: by 300ms; children: by 500ms; 
Table 2). In the gender-ambiguous trials, the off-line data (Table 1) confirmed the predicted 
biases for both adults and children. Eye-tracking data (Table 2) revealed that adults and children 
fixated the previous subject more for SS than SO verbs (adults: by 600ms, p<.01; children: by 
1100ms after, p<.05). (Note: the off-line object bias for SO verbs for adults and kids appeared in 
eye-movements only after adjective onset, not depicted in Table 2 due to space constraints. We 
discuss this asymmetry in the context of implicit causality and thematic role research.) 
 Thus, we find that children, like adults, show a systematic preference to interpret 
pronouns as coreferent with sources for relations of explanation, which emerges quickly in some 
(SS) verbal contexts.  The elicitation of this fine-grained bias at an age when the subject bias is 
still in dispute lends credence to Kehler et al.’s proposal and provides insight into children’s 
representation of discourse. We discuss the divergence in prior studies in light of this account. 

Hartshorne Pogue and Snedeker [Fear and Loathing in...]

23



 

'Feeling for' and 'communicating for': A perspective from autism. 

 

One of the characteristic features of autism is affected individuals' relative insensitivity to 

pragmatic aspects of language. I shall illustrate some features of this abnormality. I shall argue 

that this linguistic disability is related to a more basic pre-linguistic limitation: the children's 

restricted ability to feel for someone else. 

Hobson [“Feeling for” and ...]
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Some questions are still unresolved: Prosody, predictability, and speed of scalar implicatures 
 

Research in adult psycholinguistics has demonstrated that listeners rapidly use contextual cues 
to infer the speaker’s intent.1-2  However, there is considerable evidence that scalar implicature 
may involve a slower, more effortful process.3-6 For example, Bott and Noveck (2004) compared 
the response times of truth-value judgments for sentences like “Some elephants are mammals” 
and found that participants who spontaneously generated the implicature (judged the statement 
to be false) took longer than those who interpreted the statement according to its semantic 
meaning (judged it to be true).4  Using the visual-world eye-tracking paradigm, Huang and 
Snedeker (in press) explored this temporal delay and confirmed that the generation of scalar 
implicatures was slow because they were preceded by a period of initial semantic analysis.6 
 

However, more recent evidence by Grodner and colleagues (2008) suggests that scalar 
implicatures are rapidly calculated when the articulation of the quantifier is modified (summa 
instead of some of).7   They argue that this pronunciation provides a critical cue to the partitive 
construction, making the implicature more likely.  However, this study differs in many respects 
from the original Huang and Snedeker experiments, raising questions about the cause of the 
improvment: Critically each set was strongly associated with a single verbal label (e.g., when a 
subset was referenced summa was used >70% of the time).  Thus to better understand these 
effects, we used phonologically-reduced forms in a design like Huang and Snedeker‘s in which 
the critical labels used both quantifiers and numbers.  This allowed us to explore two alternate 
explanations for the Grodner effects: 1) if scalar implicatures are automatic for phonologically-
reduced quantifiers, then we should replicate the rapid inferencing seen in Grodner and 2) if 
rapid scalar implicatures depend on the predictability of the term labeling the set, then we 
should fail to see immediate inferencing when the subset is now associated with multiple labels.   
 

One group of participants was asked to “Point to the girl that has summa the socks” while their 
eye-movements were measured to displays featuring a subset (girl with 2 of 4 socks) and a total 
set (girl with 3 of 3 soccer balls).  These 2-referent trials contained a period of ambiguity at the 
onset of the quantifier where the semantics of some was compatible with both girls.  This could 
be resolved immediately via a scalar implicature that restricts reference to the subset.  Another 
group of participants heard instructions in the presence of displays contrasting the subset with 
an empty set (girl with 0 of 3 soccer balls).  Unlike in the 2-referent trials, the referent of the 
quantifier in these 1-referent trials is unambiguous and can be resolved by semantics alone.  
Critically, to decrease the predictability of the target prior to the onset of the quantifier, 
participants in both displays were presented with control trials asking for the contrasting set (alla 
or nunna) and filler trials referring to the same sets using number words like two and three.8  
This ensured that the critical subset was labeled with summa on only 50% of the trials.  
 

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate that participants immediately looked at the correct target following the 
onset of the alla and nunna.  Similarly, upon hearing summa in the 1-referent context, they 
rapidly shifted fixation to the subset.  These patterns demonstrate early disambiguation based 
on the semantics of the quantifier.  In contrast, following summa in the 2-referent context, 
participants initially looked equally at both the subset and the total set and demonstrated no 
preference for the target until the disambiguating phoneme (the “-ks” in socks).  This difference 
between the 2-referent trials versus the 1-referent and control trials (p<.05) suggests that even 
routine pragmatic inferences like scalar implicature occur only after initial semantic processing.   
 

We discuss possible reasons for the disparity between previous and current findings as well as 
their implications for the architecture of language comprehension.  We suggest that real-time 
comprehension involves a dynamic interplay between bottom-up processes that operate over 
logically ordered linguistic representation as well as top-down processes that verbally encode 
events for the purposes of communication.  

Huang and Snedeker [Some questions are s...]
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Top-down and bottom-up effects of referential context on the interpretation of adjectives: An 
investigation of the semantics-pragmatics interface 

 
Psycholinguistic research has provided ample evidence that linguistic analysis is rapidly 
influenced by context-driven pragmatic inferences.1-3  For example, Sedivy and colleagues 
(1999) demonstrated that listeners who heard tall glass in situations with just one glass, often 
looked to a competitor (tall pitcher), while those who heard it in a context with a contrasting 
member of the same kind (short glass) more rapidly inferred the correct referent.4-6  However, 
this research leaves open the question of whether these rapid pragmatic inferences are 
preceded by some degree of semantic analysis, particularly in cases where semantic analysis 
appears to be a logical pre-requisite for the inference.7-10  For example, the relevance of the 
contrast set may depend on recognition that tall is an adjective encoding height and refers to the 
positive polarity along this scale.  If this is true, we might expect to find a period in processing 
when the semantic contribution a given word is available but the pragmatic inference that it 
triggers is not. Conversely, in contexts where the relevance of the contrast set can be inferred 
without semantic analysis, such inferences may emerge at an earlier stage of processing.   
 

We explored these possibilities in two experiments, based closely on the Sedivy studies.4-6   
Participants were asked to “Point to the tall glass” while their eye movements were measured to 
items which varied in size and category membership (tall glass vs. short glass or can).  An 
additional goal of this study was to alter a feature of the design which may have lead Sedivy and 
colleagues to overestimate the rapidity of context-effects.  In the original studies, the relevance 
of the contrast set could potentially be inferred prior to encountering the adjective: any time a 
contrast set was in the display the Target was a member of that set.4   We removed this 
confound by including filler trials that featured same category pairs (tall vs. short straw) but 
asked instead for a non-contrast item (tall bottle).  In addition to measuring when Target looks 
were facilitated by the presence of a same-category contrast, we also determined when the 
semantics of the adjective was first available to rule out objects of the opposite size.   
 

In Experiment 1, participants reliably differentiated the referents based on lexical semantics 
300ms after adjective onset (p<.01).  Critically however, we found that the presence of a same 
category item did not facilitate reference restriction until 300ms later (p<.05).  This suggests that 
the pragmatic inference generated by the scalar adjective is preceded by a short period of 
strictly semantic analysis.  In Experiment 2, we removed the filler trials to explore how rapidly 
contextual information could be used when its relevance could be inferred prior to the adjective. 
Participants again recruited lexical semantics 300ms after adjective onset (p<.01), however, in 
the absence of the filler trials, they generated more Target looks on same-category trials 200ms 
prior to adjective onset (p<.01).  This suggests that participants were sensitive to the predictive 
value of these contextual cues in this experiment and deployed them for reference restriction.   
 

Finally, a direct comparison of the two experiments revealed differences in how contrast effects 
emerged (p<.05).  In the first half of Experiment 1, Target looks in the same-category trials 
exceeded those in the different-category trials (62% vs. 47%) but this difference was greatly 
diminished in the second half (60% vs. 53%). This suggests that participants’ initial contrast bias 
was mitigated by the presence of the filler trials. When these filler trials were removed in 
Experiment 2, the opposite pattern emerged: a weak contrast effect in the first half (54% vs. 
52%) and a strong one in the second half (63% vs. 47%).   
 

Altogether these results suggest the presence of two kinds of semantic-pragmatic interactions: 
(1) Bottom-up interactions in which the meaning of a given word is critical for triggering the 
pragmatic inference and (2) Top-down interactions in which pragmatic constraints are in place 
before a particular word is uttered, influencing how this word is understood.   

Huang and Snedeker [Top-down and bottom-...]
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Distinguishing the time-course of semantic and pragmatic interpretation in scalar quantifiers 
through coreference and lexical repetition 

 
Language comprehension involves not only understanding the semantics of an utterance but 
also making pragmatic inferences that capture a speaker’s underlying intent.  How quickly are 
these inferences generated?  Are they preceded by a period of strictly semantic analysis?  To 
address these issues, we focus on an effective test case: the interpretation of scalar 
expressions.  Horn (1972/1989) noted that quantifiers like some have distinct readings that 
reflect semantic and pragmatic levels of interpretation.1,2  Semantically, these quantifiers are 
compatible with the total set, but pragmatically they are typically inferred to indicate a proper 
subset.  What is the time-course of these interpretations during comprehension?   
 

Recent research measuring eye-tracking while reading has separated the time-course of lexical 
and higher-level effects during the comprehension of anaphoric expressions. This work has 
shown that early processing of an anaphor is facilitated when it repeats an antecedent noun but 
that this repetition may also cause disruptions in later processing.3  The early, facilitative effect 
reflects repetition priming whereby prior exposure to an expression facilitates later recognition 
when it is repeated.4,5  The later, reversed effect reflects a higher-level interference that occurs 
when the repeated expression is over informative because its antecedent was prominent .6,7 
 

Experiment 1 first compared the processing of scalar implicatures when the inference is implicit 
in the positive form (some) versus explicit in the negative form (only some).  Prior studies 
suggests that while some highlight an asserted value (the reference set), only some draw 
attention to the shortfall from an expected value (the complement set).8,9  Using a self-paced 
reading task, participants saw phrase-by-phrase presentation of passages like (1).  The context 
sentence (1b) varied the polarity of the quantifier while the critical sentence (1c) used an 
anaphor to refer to the complement set (the rest).  Consistent with earlier work, reading times of 
the anaphor were shorter following only some than some (1221ms vs. 1361ms), suggesting that 
the scalar implicature had been calculated following the negative form.10  
 

What is the time-course of semantic and pragmatic interpretation in these quantified 
expressions?  Turning to eye-tracking while reading, Experiment 2 examined the effects of 
polarity on the processing of subsequent reference (repeated vs. new).  Following some, the 
repetition of the NP in (2c) is interpreted as coreferential with the reference set (i.e., girls that 
met with the teacher). However, when the inference is explicit following only some, the repetition 
leads to an ambiguity between the reference and complement set (i.e., girls that didn’t meet with 
the teacher), leading to delays in processing.  Critically, if the inferred set affects early 
processing, then it should be observed in the same measures as those in repetition priming.  In 
contrast, if the consequences of the inference on referential processing occur after lexical 
processing, then the disruptive effects of the ambiguity should be observed in later measures. 
 

Repetition priming was found in eye-tracking measures of early processing of the initial NP in 
1c.  Single fixation durations were shorter following repeated NPs than new referents (233ms 
vs. 214ms, p<.05), demonstrating that information in the context sentence immediately 
influences processing of the critical sentence.  However, relative to this benchmark, the effects 
of pragmatic inference on anaphoric processing were very slow, appearing only in later 
measures, three words after the initial NP.  In the only some trials, re-reading times of the 
context sentence were longer following repeated NPs than new referents (1864ms vs. 1561ms).  
In contrast, in the some trials, re-reading times were no different across the two expressions 
(1707ms vs. 1616ms).  This led to a significant interaction between quantified expression and 
subsequent reference (p<.05).  Altogether, these results suggest that the calculation of 
pragmatic inferences is delayed relative to analysis of linguistic meaning.  

Huang and Gordon [Distinguishing the t...]
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Communicative intentions in French and Turkish caregiver speech 

 

 

Theoretical background of the study 

Many studies have investigated the noun/verb use in children’s early lexicon (Gentner, 1981, 1982; 

Choi & Gopnik, 1993, 1995; Tardif, 1993, 1996; Kim et al. 2000). The main results of these studies 

have shown that the context that mothers and children are engaged in are influential in children’s 

language productions as well as caregivers’ speech (Ogura et al. 2006; Choi, 2000; Tardif, 1999) 

 

The aim of the study 

The goal of this study is to investigate communicative intention of Turkish and French mothers’ 

child directed speech in two contexts. It aims at showing caregivers speech influence on children’s 

noun/verb uses. The structural properties of French differ from Turkish with respect to morphology 

and word order leading us to conclude that French is a noun-friendly language whereas Turkish is a 

verb-friendly one.  

 

Method 

20 Turkish and 20 French mothers and their children (age range 16 to 33 months)  provided the 

language samples in this study. Contexts of book-reading and toy-play were chosen for the study. 

Following the general coding schema by Ogura et al. 2006; Choi, 2000; Tardif, 1999, mothers’ 

utterances were counted as object-oriented, action-oriented, ambiguous and others. Frequency of 

nouns/verbs in children were also analyzed. 

 

Results 

When contexts and languages are combined, there is a significant difference in the number of 

object-oriented vs. action-oriented utterances with a higher use of action-oriented utterances. 

Turkish mothers tend to use more object-oriented utterances and significantly more action-oriented 

ones than French mothers. Concerning contextual effects, data show a significant dominance of 

object-oriented utterances in book-reading and of action-oriented utterances in toy-play. Both 

contexts and languages taken together, children produce more nouns than verbs. In toy-play both 

groups use more verb than nouns, in book-reading the effect is reverse. No effect of language is 

found.  

 

References 

Bassano, D. (2000). Early development of nouns and verbs in French: exploring the interface  

 between lexicon and grammar. Journal of Child Language. 27, pp. 521-559. 

Choi, S. (2000). Caregiver input in English and Korean: use of nouns and verbs in book  

Kern and Türkay [Communicative intent...]

28



 
 

 

Systematic reasons for miscommunication 

 

In conversation, people attempt to convey what they mean and to understand what others have 

in mind. To do this they use their ability to consider the mind of the other, or their Theory of 

Mind. Despite this, we find that communication is egocentric in systematic ways.  Speakers 

overestimate how well they are understood and listeners are systematically egocentric in their 

understanding. I will describe some surprising cases of egocentric behavior in communication 

and propose a dual-process model of perspective-taking.  In line with this model, I will show 

that the availability of cognitive resources, cultural factors and mood effects play an important 

role in perspective taking.  Egocentrism in communication, then, partly explains why it is so 

hard to communicate and why we often don’t even know that we miscommunicated. 

Keysar [Systematic reasons...]
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Restricting and generating hypotheses about focus alternatives 
Interpreting sentences with focus-sensitive elements like only depends on context to restrict 
the domain of alternatives for evaluating the focused expression [1]. But what information do 
listeners use to restrict interpretive domains? In three visual world eye-tracking experiments 
[2], we examine potential factors. In all three, an initial sentence provided context for the test 
sentence(s), which identified a target from a 4-item display (3) for participants to click on. 
We manipulate: 

1. Whether the target was mentioned in the initial sentence (Mention/No mention) 
2. Whether “only” appeared in the target sentence (Only/No only) 
3. How specific the initial sentence was about the setting 

(Informative/Underinformative) 
4. Whether the target item was conceptually similar or dissimilar to mentioned items 

(Same/Different category) 
If any of these factors contribute to restricting focus alternatives in subsequent sentences, 
listeners should be faster to predict the upcoming focused element and identify the 
corresponding scene referent. 
 Experiment 1 compared sentence pairs like (1b) and (2) (Mention) with pairs like (1a) 
and (2) (No Mention). In Mention conditions the target referent was identified earlier. 
Further, a Mention-Only interaction was apparent at 200-400 ms, with more target fixations 
in Only vs. No Only trials, for Mention (p<.001) but not No Mention (p=.35). Listeners’ 
preference for the target in Mention-Only trials preceded lexical disambiguation—after 
hearing just the initial sound of the target word, looks strongly favored the mentioned items. 
Experiment 2 added an introductory sentence that was more (4) or less (5) informative about 
the upcoming narrative to the paradigm of Experiment 1. Underinformative Context 
conditions replicated Experiment 1 results, with mentioned targets (6) identified earlier 
(p<.01), and Mention-Only conditions earliest. Informative contexts showed a similar pattern, 
but with disambiguation even earlier. Experiment 3 investigated effects of conceptual 
similarity. Participants heard sentences like (7a), continued with sentences containing 
mentioned (7b), unmentioned same-category (7c), or unmentioned different-category (7d) 
items. Mention again facilitated target identification (p=.01). Additionally, same-category 
targets were disambiguated earlier than different-category targets (p<.05), revealing listeners 
have a stronger expectation for conceptually related items to be focused. 
 How do these findings generalize to other alternative-sensitive particles? We extend 
our investigation to also, which differs from only in how the focused element relates to the 
focus alternatives. While only contributes the claim that no alternative to the focused 
constituent makes the sentence true, its counterpart also presupposes the existence of some 
such alternative. A preference for mentioned items will play out differently in each case: 
when the also sentence (8b) follows (7a), the expectation is that a superset of the items just 
mentioned make the sentence true, contrasting with the subset expected for the only sentence 
(8a). We found that with also, looks to the superset (9) exceeded looks to all other quadrants 
as early as the 200 ms window starting 100 ms before target word onset (p<.0005). For only, 
looks converged on the subset quadrant, consistent with Experiments 1-2. Thus while both 
only and also are sensitive to recent mention, listeners’ expectations about how the focused 
element will relate to the alternatives will depend on the particular lexical item.  
 The joint results of Experiments 1-2 show that listeners use mention as a strong cue 
for restricting alternatives when interpreting only; information about the context can aid in 
further restricting the set.  Experiment 3 suggests that listeners consider potential upcoming 
focus alternatives while still engaged in interpreting and integrating preceding content. Future 
work will build on Experiment 4 to pull apart the meaning contributions of specific lexical 
items from how alternative-sensitive meanings generally arise from interaction with context. 
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The Role of Korean Honorific Agreement in Null Subject Resolution  
We report the results of an off-line rating study that investigated the factors guiding the 

interpretation of null subjects in Korean. In pro-drop languages such as Italian and Spanish, null subjects 
are commonly regarded as being licensed by rich subject-verb agreement. Existing research shows that 
such null pros tend to be interpreted as referring to the subject of the preceding clause [1],[2], and this 
preference has been attributed to subjects being more prominent/salient than other arguments. In contrast, 
it has been argued that null arguments in topic-drop languages like Korean, Chinese and Japanese differ 
from Romance in being licensed by contextual/discourse features such as topicality [4], rather than verb 
agreement. Our focus here is on Korean, which lacks syntactically overt verb agreement for person, 
number, and gender, but nevertheless has overt agreement for other features, such as honorific agreement 
(ex.1a-d) and subject-mood agreement. In previous research, Korean honorific agreement has been argued 
to be too weak to identify null arguments [3]. To test whether this is the case, and to further our 
understanding of how null arguments in topic-drop languages are interpreted, we investigated whether the 
resolution of null subjects in Korean is guided by (i) the grammatical role of potential antecedents and by 
(ii) the presence/absence of honorific marking on the verb. We used an off-line rating task to test whether 
the subject-preference exhibited by null subjects in Romance languages is also present in Korean, and 
whether honorific agreement influences the magnitude of the preference.  

DESIGN: Native Korean speakers (n=48) were presented with two-clause sentences with a null 
subject in the subordinate clause (ex.2). Each sentence was followed by a question-answer pair that 
identified the null subject as referring to the preceding subject or the preceding object (ex.3). The 
participants’ task was to rate the plausibility of the given antecedent for the null subject on a 5-point scale. 
Three independent variables were manipulated in a 2x2x2 design: (i) Honorification (±presence of the 
honorific suffix -si- on the embedded verb, e.g. ‘drinking±HON’), (ii) Grammatical Role of the honorable 
entity in the main clause (subject vs. object), (iii) Antecedent (grammatical role of the null subject’s 
antecedent, i.e., subject vs. object). The study included 24 targets and 42 fillers.  

RESULTS: Participants’ ratings revealed significant main effects of Antecedent and Grammatical 
role (see Table 2). More specifically, participants’ ratings were higher (i) when the null referred to the 
subject of the main clause than when it referred to the object (subject preference), and (ii) when the 
subject of the main clause was an honorable individual than when the object was an honorable individual 
(honorable entities prefer subject position). In addition, we found a significant interaction between 
Antecedent and Grammatical Role of the honorable entity: When the honored entity is in subject position 
(e.g. “pastor” in ex.2), the null subject’s preference for that subject is stronger than when the honored 
entity is in object position. In other words, participants are more willing to interpret the null subject as 
referring to the object of the main clause when the object is an honored entity. These findings fit with the 
existing claim that subjects are more salient/prominent than other arguments, and also suggest that 
honorable characters are more salient than ‘regular’ characters. The effects for honorable objects are 
stronger when the verb of the null subject has honorific marking (see also Table 2), indicating that 
honorific marking guides null argument interpretation. 

The effect of honorific agreement was further assessed by comparing the mean ratings of 
Condition1 (see Table 1) and Condition3. Both conditions probed the plausibility of the subject 
antecedent, but in Condition1, the honorable entity was in subject position and in Condition3 it was in 
object position. If honorific agreement plays no role, Condition3 ratings should be the same as Condition1 
ratings. However, participants gave significantly higher ratings in Condition1 than Condition3 
(t(47)=10.7, p<.0001): When the honorification in the embedded clause clashed with the given antecedent, 
ratings decreased. However, a comparison of Condition1 (honorable entity in subject position, null refers 
to subject) and Condition4 (honorable entity in object position, null refers to object) shows that 
grammatical role also matters: the mean rating of Condition1 is significantly higher than that of C4, 
t(47)=5.7, p<.0001), indicating a subject preference. 

In sum, our results show that honorific agreement does guide null subject resolution in Korean, 
and that the subject antecedent was preferred over the object antecedent as in the case of Romance 
languages.   
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Default heuristics for inferring speakers’ communicative intentions in referential communication 
Two experiments were conducted to address how listeners infer speakers' referential communicative 

intentions from multiple sources of information under the performance and time constraints of a normal 
conversation. It was hypothesized that listeners deploy simple fast-acting default heuristics sensitive to general 
patterns of communicative behavior, but not sensitive to specifics of the current conversational context, e.g. 
speaker’s perspective and speaker’s characteristics. If these default heuristics lead to systematic 
misunderstandings, listeners compensate by integrating further contextual information to avoid them. This further 
integration takes place, however, only after the deployment of the default heuristics. 

In two experiments, participants played a referential communication game and their eye-movements and 
referent selection were recorded. In Experiment 1, speakers’ perspective information was made a relevant source of 
information to interpret reference in the presence of referential ambiguity. This relative importance of perspective 
information should alter listeners' tendency to map a linguistic precedent to its referent independently of whether or 
not the precedent is mutually known, as has been shown in the recent literature on repeated reference (Barr & 
Keysar, 2002; Metzing & Brennan, 2003; Kronmüller & Barr, 2007). Participants heard pre-recorded instructions 
from two different speakers to select a target picture from three pictures of conventional objects. In the critical trial 
there were two objects that could be named using the same word. For example, if the instruction was to “Click on 
the bat”, the possible referents were a flying mammal bat (target), a baseball bat (competitor) and a shoe 
(irrelevant). Before the critical trial, the target was named twice (precedent condition) or never (no precedent 
condition). Also, the instruction in the critical trial was given by the same speaker who named the objects before 
(same speaker condition), or by a different one (different speaker condition). Variables were combined factorially.  

Listeners looked faster the target object in the precedent condition than in the no-precedent condition, 
independently of whether it was the same speaker or a different speaker who uttered the precedent. This reflects 
the deployment of the entrainment heuristic, which by default maps an old expression to an old referent, 
disregarding speaker's perspective information (in this particular case the speaker’s knowledge of the precedent-
referent mapping). However, speaker’s perspective information was eventually integrated, which is reflected the in a 
higher selection of the target in the same speaker-precedent condition than in the different speaker-precedent 
condition, whereas there was no difference between the two no precedent conditions.  

In Experiment 2, one of two speakers named referents inconsistently; for instance, would use “the pipe with 
two end” to refer to an unfamiliar object that he himself called before “the auto part”. Because of this inconsistency 
in his naming behavior, the tendency to map a new expression onto a nameless object (Markman & Wachtel, 1988; 
Mervis & Bertrand, 1994), was no longer a safe one for the inconsistent speaker. Participants played a referential 
communication game that consisted of choosing pictures of unfamiliar objects (for which there is no English name) 
presented on a computer screen following the directions of two confederate speakers. The speakers' instructions 
were pre-recorded; however participants believed they were listening to live utterances produced by two speakers 
who were in a contiguous room, each communicating through a computer with microphones and headphones 
attached. Participants were assigned to one of two between subjects conditions, the Mix condition, in which one of 
the speaker—the consistent speaker—would use the same expression to refer to the same object across the 
experiment (Speaker A), whereas the other speaker—the inconsistent speaker—would sometimes change the 
expression he previously used to name that same object (Speaker B). In the No Mix condition, both speakers 
(Speaker A and Speaker B) were consistent. The Speaker variable was administered within-subjects. Participants 
were tested in trials where an object already mentioned, the old object, and an object not yet mentioned, the new 
object, were presented on the screen and a speaker uttered a new expression not heard before. 
  Listeners looked faster to the new object in all conditions, reflecting the default deployment of the 
preemption heuristic, which maps a new referring expression onto a nameless object independently of the presence 
of inconsistency in the naming behavior of one of the speakers. Eventually, however, the presence of inconsistency 
would be considered by the listeners making them select less the new object in the Mix condition than in the No Mix 
condition. Interestingly, the new object selection rate dropped for both, the consistent and inconsistent speaker in 
the Mix condition, reflecting that listeners considered inconsistency as a characteristic of the communicative 
situation rather than a characteristic of a specific speaker.  
 It is concluded that listeners deploy fast-acting default heuristics to infer the referential intentions of a 
speaker: the entrainment heuristic and the preemption heuristic. These default heuristics are not sensitive to local 
information, e.g. speaker’s perspective and speaker’s characteristics, but sensitive to general patterns of 
communicative behavior. Indeed, over recurrent interactions with different speakers, listeners learn that speakers 
tend to refer again to the same referent using the same or a similar expression as before, and that when introducing 
a new referent, they use a new expression as well. The deployment of these default heuristics reflects the 
adaptation of listeners to the informational structure (Gigerenzer, Todd, and ABC Research Group, 1999) of the 
global conversational environment (all previous conversations). Listeners, in the other hand, also adapt to the local 
conversational environment (the current conversation), by integrating information that can help avoid 
misunderstandings. The interplay between the adaptation of listeners at these two levels, the local and the global, 
explains the ease and accuracy of everyday conversational language comprehension. 
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Pragmatic reanalysis and quotation marks 

One of the central issues facing work on the comprehension of quotation marks is how to 
dissociate involved semantic and pragmatic processes. To this end, we modified the design of 
Roehm et al. (2007) and conducted a series of ERP studies contrasting influences of semantic 
relatedness and processes related to quotation. We presented antonym (black-white), related 
(black-yellow) and unrelated (black-nice) word pairs in a sentence context of the form, The 
opposite of X is Y. In Experiment 1, “Y“ was quoted and in Experiment 2, “X“ was quoted. A 
sensicality judgment task was used. 

Previous research on antonym processing showed a positive-going potential peaking around 400 
ms for antonyms (Kutas & Federmeier, 2000; Kutas & Iragui, 1998). Roehm et al. (2007) 
reported the following ERP-components to be involved in lexical-semantic relatedness: a graded 
N400 effect (unrelated > related > antonyms), reflecting the semantic predictability whereas the 
extremely reduced N400 for antonyms was interpreted to be due to a simultaneously P300 effect 
as a function of the experimental environment. The two nonantonym conditions engendered late 
positivities in response to the antonym stimuli. 

In our study, the manipulation of the semantic relatedness by means of quotation marks revealed 
a graded negative peak in the N400 window with a more positive drift, and interestingly, showed 
for all semantic relations a late positivity. This component is well-established in language 
processing research as an indicator for processes of syntactical reanalysis and more recently 
also discussed as semantic P600 (Bornkessel-Schlesewsky/Schlesewsky, 2008) and as an 
indicator for pragmatic reanalysis (Drenhaus et al., 2006). We conclude with a contribution to 
this debate. 
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Coping with presupposition failure: experimental data

Are sentences containing false presuppositions untrue or meaningless? This question has been
discussed extensively in the philosophical and semantic literature, most famously by Russell, who
claimed that sentences with a false presupposition should be treated on a par with sentences that
are simply false, and by Strawson, who was a proponent of the position that sentences with false
presuppositions are meaningless. Up until now, philosophers’ intuitions have not been compared
to those of ordinary people. In our talk, we will report the results of two experiments in which we
elicited truth judgements for sentences with false presuppositions, using different presupposition
triggers.

In the first experiment, 164 naive judges, all native speakers of Dutch, were asked to categorize 48
statements (32 experimental stimuli + 16 fillers) as either true or false, indicating for each statement
on a 5-point scale how certain they were of their judgment. The experiment had a 4x2 within-
subject design with the first factor representing four different types of lexical triggers (definite
descriptions, quantifiers, factive verbs and nog steeds/niet meer (“still/no longer”)) and the second
factor representing the presence or absence of negation in the statement. The participants were
randomly assigned one of four versions of the experimental item set varied in terms of presentation
order and the presence/absence of negation in the item. The experimental items were Dutch
clauses of comparable length describing either a property or a location of an entity/individual. The
propositions all concerned common knowledge facts (e.g., The seat of the European Parliament is
in Tilburg or Bill Clinton used to be the King of Belgium). For each experimental item with a
false presupposition (e.g., The seat of the European Parliament is still in Tilburg or The seat of
the European Parliament is no longer in Tilburg), a different subject would be presented with an
item asserting the relevant presupposition or its negation (i.e., The seat of the European Parliament
used to be in Tilburg or The seat of the European Parliament was never in Tilburg). In sentences
with a false presupposition and a negation, the presupposition trigger would always be in the
scope of the negation. Under the Strawsonian view, we would expect the sentences with a false
presupposition to generate more uncertainty than simple assertions, while from the Russellian
perspective, false presuppositions and false assertions should be judged equally. In accordance
with the Strawsonian prediction, the subjects reported to be less certain about their judgments
of sentences with false presuppositions than of simple assertions, with the exception of sentences
containing the presupposition trigger nog steeds (“still”). The results also show that sentences
containing a false presupposition and a negation were judged to be true significantly more frequently
than sentences with a false presupposition without a negation (p<.001).

In order to gain further insight into speakers’ judgments of sentences containing false pre-
suppositions triggered by nog steeds/niet meer (“still/no longer”), we conducted a reaction time
experiment with 29 native speakers of Dutch (another group than in the first experiment). The
participants evaluated the truth of 48 sentences (16 experimental items + 32 fillers) presented to
them on a computer screen. While from the Russellian perspective, there should arguably be no
difference in reaction times between false presupposition sentences and simple false assertions, with
Strawson one might expect a difference (though it is unclear in which direction). The results of
a mixed analysis of variance with the reaction times normalized for string length indicate that
sentences which cause a temporal presupposition failure (e.g., Bill Clinton is no longer the King of
Belgium) are dismissed more easily than simple false assertions (Bill Clinton used to be the King
of Belgium), p<.001, thereby, again, offering an argument against Russell’s position.

1
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Numerals like two and determiners like some have two alternate readings: a stronger 
(some-but-not-all, exactly-two) and a weaker one (at-least-some, at-least-two). In both 
cases, the weak meaning has been argued to be primary, with the stronger meaning 
resulting from an upward-bounding scalar implicature (SI). Recent works in the linguistic 
field (cf. Ionin & Matushanksy, 2006) argued for an 'exact' semantics for numerals, 
whereas an experimental study on the on-line interpretation of some and two (Huang & 
Snedeker, in press) showed an immediate computation of the strong meaning of two as 
opposed to a delayed computation of the strong meaning of some, through a visual-word 
paradigm. However, other factors suggest a common process is at work. Panizza, 
Chierchia & Clifton (under review) found that the interpretation and processing of 
numerals is affected by the direction (or polarity) of semantic entailment, as already 
found with respect to other scalar dimensions such as phrasal connectives and 
determiners (Noveck et al., 2002; Chierchia et al., 2001). Thus, terms in upward-entailing 
(UE) contexts (like 1) are more likely to be given strong readings, than terms in 
downward-entailing (DE) contexts (like 2).  

1. Upward-Entailing:  A boy has some/two of the paperclips.  Point to him. 
2. Downward-Entailing:  If a boy has some/two of the paperclips, then point to him.  

To better understand these parallels and divergences between numerals and scalar 
quantifiers, we adapted the Huang and Snedeker’s paradigm to explore the effect of 
entailment context on online interpretation.  Subjects (n=64) heard stories in either 
upward-entailing or downward-entailing contexts (1-2), which were minimally different.  
On go trials (fig. 1) there was a character who matched the description under an exact 
reading (e.g. one with some but not all or exactly 2 of the paperclips).  On no-go trials 
(fig. 2) there was only a match for the less restrictive at least reading (e.g. one with all or 
3 of the paperclips). Subjects could select a character or reject the description. 

The results indicate that in both contexts numerals are immediately given strong readings 
while determiners are not. In the two-go-condition, subjects looked to the target right 
after they heard the quantifier, while in the some-go-condition they looked at both the 
target and distractor until the disambiguation point (-clips). Polarity influenced ultimate 
interpretation of both terms.  In the no-go trials, subjects in the DE condition accepted the 
target more often than those in the UE one. Eye-movements in the two-go-condition (fig. 
3) suggested that the ‘at least’ interpretation of numerals arises about 600-900ms after 
quantifier onset; subjects in DE contexts shifted from the target (boy-with-2) to the 
distractor (boy-with-3) during this time window. There was no parallel shift in the UE 
condition.  

We interpret these findings in terms of a 3-stage model (3) in which scalar determiners 
and numbers differ in lexical semantics, accounting for the differences in early 
processing. However, both terms can give rise to lower-bounded readings during 
semantic composition (via existential closure), accounting for their parallel behavior with 
respect to entailment context. 

3.  Lexical Semantics Composed Meaning  Scalar Implicature 
at least some  at least some   some but not all 
exactly two  at least two   exactly two 
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Understanding the link between what one says and what one knows 
 

Children’s interpretation of utterances is often semantically/logically true but 
pragmatically infelicitous. For instance, children, unlike adults, often interpret weak 
scalar terms such as some as being compatible with strong terms such as all (Noveck, 
2001, Papafragou & Musolino, 2003; Huang & Snedeker, 2006; but cf. Papafragou & 
Tantalou, 2004; Guasti et al., 2006; Pouscoulous et al., 2007). An issue that has not been 
explored systematically is whether children understand the link between speakers’ 
knowledge states and the informational strength of their utterances. Genuinely limited 
pragmatic reasoning should lead to difficulty connecting statements containing 
weak/strong scalar terms to speakers who are partly/fully informed respectively. We 
conducted three experiments with 5-year-olds to test this prediction.  

In Experiment 1, 28 children (and 12 adult controls) watched while 2 animal 
characters saw a girl get ready to perform an action. In the Quantifier condition, these 
actions always involved a set of 4 items (e.g., color four stars). One character “fell 
asleep” halfway through and only witnessed 2 of the stars being colored; the other 
character witnessed all the stars being colored. At the end, children listened to a question 
(What did the girl color?) and to either a weak or a strong answer (The girl colored 
some/all of the stars), and had to point to the animal that uttered that statement. In the 
Transformation condition, the same children watched while 2 animal characters saw a 
girl draw a picture of an object (e.g., a cloud). Then one of the animals fell asleep and the 
girl continued drawing, transforming the original picture into something different (e.g., 
an ice cream cone). Participants had to attribute one of two statements (The girl drew a 
cloud/an ice cream cone) to the appropriate animal. In both conditions, strong statements 
unambiguously belonged to the fully informed animal; weak statements could potentially 
belong to either animal (but would be underinformative if uttered by the fully informed 
speaker). Adults’ performance was at ceiling. Children’s performance did not differ in the 
Quantifier vs. Transformation conditions: overall, performance on strong statements was 
different from chance (M= .69, t(27)=2.2, p=.03) but performance on weak statements 
was not (M=.55, t(27)= 1, p=.32, n.s.).  

Experiment 2 was a non-linguistic version of Exp.1: strong/weak utterances were 
replaced by a picture showing some/all of the stars being colored. The asymmetry 
observed in Exp.1 persisted: children could correctly link pictures to characters with full 
but not partial knowledge. Experiment 3 was a version of Exp.1, in which the full-partial 
knowledge contrast was removed. Here each observer had access to one of two 
independent events: either character A coloring some of his stars, or character B coloring 
all of his stars. Children were very successful in attributing both some (M=.75) and all 
(M=.90) statements to the corresponding observers. Taken together, these studies show 
that children’s difficulties with lexical pragmatics may not be specifically linguistic but 
might emerge from broader difficulties in dealing with ignorance/partial knowledge. We 
discuss implications of these findings for the relationship between early mental state 
reasoning and language. 
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The acquisition of ontological shifts and the process of lexical semantic development 
 
Ordinary language understanding frequently requires listeners to shift the basic meaning of 
a constituent, as in (a) and (b). Since objects do not ‘begin’, one might expect (a) to be 
uninterpretable. Instead, adult comprehenders appear to coerce the object into the 
appropriate ontological category, an event (e.g. building the house). In (b), ‘long’ does not 
predicate on ‘DVD’ as a physical object but instead on a shifted meaning, its abstract 
contents [1-3]. Not all shifts are licensed, however. There is no way to resolve (c) by 
shifting ‘movie’ to the disk it is contained on. 

Ontological shifts provide a novel domain for examining lexical semantic 
development beyond word learning. How do children determine the set of licensed shifts? 
An important distinction, common throughout language acquisition, is whether children are 
conservative or productive learners. A conservative learner would incrementally learn 
which shifts are licensed, rejecting unencountered shifts including those that are unlicensed 
for adults. Such adherence to the strict entailment of a constituent has been observed in the 
developmental literature on scalar implicature [4].  By contrast, a productive learner should 
be willing to make both licensed and unlicensed shifts, and gradually narrow down that set. 
 To choose between these theories, 42 children between 4 and 8 years and 17 adult 
controls answered predicability questions (‘could an X be Y?’ following [5]), during a 
game with an ignorant robot. We assessed three common shifts (Object ⇒ Event (a), 
Object ⇒ Abstract Contents (b), Container ⇒ Contents (d)), each via 5 sets of 4 questions 
(e.g. d-g). The critical comparison is (d) vs. (e). A conservative learner should increase 
acceptances of licensed shifts, a productive learner reduce acceptances of unlicensed shifts. 
 Acceptances were analyzed with a multi-level logistic regression, with fixed effects 
of age, shift type and condition (licensed vs. unlicensed) and random intercepts for subjects 
and items. Children were productive from the earliest age tested- indeed over-productive, 
accepting shifts adults rule unlicensed (Fig.1). There was a reliable interaction of age and 
condition driven by declining acceptance of unlicensed items, but no change for licensed 
items. Additionally, acceptance rates varied over shift types (all p < 0.01). 
 Experiment 2 confirmed that children were performing shifts in conditions (d) and 
(e). 17 children, between 4 and 5 years, followed up acceptances of predictability questions 
with three tasks: explaining their answer, a 2AFC task in which participants chose whether 
a shifted or unshifted meaning accurately characterized the critical constituent’s denotation, 
and finally, repeating the robot’s question. In the licensed and unlicensed shift conditions 
children were reliably more likely to use an explanation invoking a shifted meaning (e.g., 
“The movie is round because the DVD is round”) and were more likely to choose the 
shifted denotation in the 2AFC task. However, children’s production seems more 
conservative than their comprehension. The repetition task identified a production-
comprehension asymmetry – children were willing to accurately repeat licensed shift 
questions, but reliably changed the critical constituent for unlicensed items to accord with 
the shifted meaning  (all p < 0.05, see Fig.2). 

The current results suggest that children’s lexical semantic development is broadly 
over-productive, and open an intriguing question for further research. If young children are 
initially so willing to impute meanings that for adults are unlicensed, how do they 
ultimately come to accept only a more restricted, adult-like set of shift? 
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 The goal of this study is to introduce a new type of evidence into the debate on the nature of 
quantifier spreading or Q‐spreading, also known as the “symmetry error “ (Philip 1995), by looking 
at an additional meaning component of the universal quantifier, which has not been previously 
investigated with respect to this issue, namely the presuppositionality of ‘every’. I suggest that the 
existence presupposition triggered by “every” may serve as a probe into children’s semantics of 
sentences like (1) because of the obvious fact that it applies only to the restrictor of the quantifier, 
and not to other parts of the sentence. Hence, if we can determine what parts of the sentence the 
child applies the presupposition, we can see which elements the child includes in the restrictor. To 
illustrate the first point, consider the sentence in (1) uttered in the context that includes only girls 
reading books and nothing else. The presupposition of existence fails, the listener can’t assign a 
truth‐value to the sentence, and hence an appropriate response is not a “no”, but something like (2). 
Compare this with the sentence in (3) uttered in the same context, (i.e. the set of newspapers is 
empty). The presupposition does not fail, and the sentence is merely false.  If children’s semantics of 
universal quantification is presuppositional, we can expect them to apply the presupposition to the 
NP(s) that constitute the restrictor of the universal quantifier, which would allow us to test the 
distinct predictions made by the Q‐spreading (e.g. Philip 1995) and Full Competence (e.g. Crain et al. 
1996) theories. 
  If children treat “every” as presuppositional and assign sentences like (1) the same semantic 
structure as adults, then the presupposition will apply only to the agent‐NP and children should 
respond the same way as adults with respect to the contexts that trigger a presupposition failure; i.e. 
treat the sentence as odd only in those contexts in which the set of boys is empty. If children spread 
the domain of quantification to other NPs, as proposed by the Q‐spreading theories, then the 
presupposition should also spread to these NPs. Thus, if children interpret (1) as in (5), the 
presupposition should be satisfied in those contexts in which the set of boys is empty, but the set of 
books isn’t (since both sets are included in the restrictor), and the sentence should receive a truth‐
value (be judged as false). 
 These predictions were tested using a Presuppossition Judgment task. A reliable contrast 
between falsity and truth‐valuelessness is too subtle to elicit in children, but adding a negation to a 
universally quantified sentence allows us to avoid this problem: “every” remains presuppositional; at 
the same time, the truth‐value of the sentence is reversed, making a false sentence true in the same 
context. Compare (6a) and (6b): (6a) is clearly odd in the context of girls reading books and no boys, 
while (6b) is true in the same context. 
Subjects: 18 preschool‐aged monolingual English‐speaking children; Median age 4;8 
Materials: picture‐contexts paired with universally quantified negated sentences presented in two 
experimental and two control conditions in fixed pseudo‐random order (4 items in each).  
Procedure: Esmeralda ‐ the fortune‐teller puppet ‐ is looking into her ‘fuzzy’ crystal ball trying to 
guess what is in the picture that the child is looking at. The child is asked to judge whether her 
description of the picture is correct. The stimuli were presented in the following conditions: Failed 
Presupposition (FP) as in (7); Satisfied Presupposition (as in 8) and two control conditions as in (9) 
and (10).  Additional elements were added into the contexts to make the stimuli more felicitous. For 
the predictions, see table 1.  
Results: see table 2. The children treated ‘every’ as presuppositional. The majority (75 %) of the 
children correctly rejected the test sentences with a failed presupposition; likewise, 75% correctly 
accepted the controls with the satisfied presupposition, showing that their rejecting equivalent test 
sentences wasn’t due to their difficulty with scope ambiguities. The results are consistent with the 
theory that attributes to children adult‐like semantic structure of universally quantified sentences. 
 
Examples: 
1) ‐ Every boy is reading a book.  
2) ‐ Wait a minute, there aren’t any boys here! 
3) ‐ Every girl is reading a newspaper.  
4) ‐ No, they are all reading books. 

Rakhlin [Presupposition as a ...]
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Focus constructions and ease of processing in French.

The literature on psycholinguistics has investigated the role of information structure in
processing. Previous work on English examined the use of pitch accent to mark focus and
found that (1) appropriately accented words are identified faster and recalled more accurately
than non-accented ones (Cutler and Fodor, 1979; Birch and Garnsey, 1995) and (2) compre-
hension times were longer for sentences containing either an infelicitous or a lack of pitch
accent (Bock and Mazzella, 1983). Past studies on French argued that the language mainly
uses syntactic constructions to signal focus (Lambrecht, 2001). Yet, Hupet and Tilmant
(1986) found that, under certain conditions, the presence or absence of focal constructions
does not affect comprehension time, contrary to the results for English. In light of this ap-
parent discrepancy between the two languages, we conducted an experiment addressing the
following research question: In French, does the absence of clefts appropriately marking fo-
cus, or the presence of other syntactic constructions inappropriately marking focus, hinder
processing? We present results that expand on these previous studies, providing evidence
that cleft constructions do facilitate the processing of focal information in French.

We assume that processing can be measured by the speed with which subjects identify
a referent in an assertion if they see a congruent question. In a first experiment, 13 native
French speakers were visually presented with a stimuli containing (i) a brief context describ-
ing a scenario with several participants, then (ii) a question about the identity of one of the
participants from the context, and finally (iii) a target sentence identifying one of the partic-
ipants as the answer to the question under discussion. The task was a truth-value judgment
where subjects pressed a response button as soon as they knew whether the target focus
constituent referred to the congruent participant or not. A sample stimulus is given in the
appendix. There were three conditions for the target sentence. Two conditions - the control
and the canonical - contained an element congruent with the variable instantiated by the
question under discussion. In the control condition, the target sentence contained a focus
construction; a c’est-cleft. In the canonical condition, the target sentence was a canonical
SVO sentence, with no explicit focus marking. For the third condition - the clash - the target
sentence contained a right dislocation (the NP is found at the right periphery of the clause);
this construction is principally used to signal topic constituents, not focus.

The experiment shows that responses to sentences unmarked for focus had the highest
reaction times. Reaction times for sentences explicitly marked for focus (either appropriately
or inappropriately) were lower, and did not differ significantly from each other. Contrary to
the results of Hupet and Tilmant (1986), our results are in line with those found by Bock
and Mazzella (1983) for English prosody. These findings demonstrate that, in French, sen-
tences with focus marked via word order are associated with faster processing than canonical
sentences.

Results from a second experiment (currently underway) will also be presented that ex-
amine whether the grammatical role of the focus constituent (subject vs. object) facilitates
or hinders comprehension time. Following Lambrecht (2001), French disallows subjects from
sentence-initial position, but little is said about how objects behave. This additional exper-
iment aims at providing evidence for the way object focus are preferably marked and easily
processed, and to see if there are any significant differences with subject focus.

Reichle and Destruel [Focus constructions ...]
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...Unless conditionals are not important for children. 

 

Reasoning on the basis of sentences with the connective "unless" has only rarely been studied 

by cognitive scientists. Our investigation starts from the mental model theory of reasoning 

(e.g., Johnson-Laird, 1983). An assertion such as "not-p unless q" has the same truth conditions 

as "if p then q", but it is represented differently, that is, the initial mental models for these two 

connectives are not the same. We will present a number of experiments investigating the role 

of age (7, 9, 11, 13 years old children and adults) and content (by comparing abstract and 

concrete problems, but also by comparing real meaningful problems with seemingly 

meaningful problems). We discuss the results in terms of recent modifications (i.e. pragmatic 

modulation) to the original mental model theory. We argue that young children are not able to 

reason with "unless", unless "unless" is embedded in a real meaningful content, which can be 

used to reconstruct the meaning of the sentence. 

Schaeken [...Unless conditionals...]
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When the ham sandwich laughs:  
ERP evidence for enriched composition and context-based processing 

This paper investigates the comprehension of reference transfer and provides electrophysiological 
evidence for processes of enriched interpretation. Reference transfer – as in Nunberg’s (1979) 
famous ‘The ham sandwich is sitting at table 20’ – involves an operation by which a salient 
property of an individual is for instance used to refer to this person (e.g. a person having ordered a 
ham sandwich can under certain circumstances be referred to as the ham sandwich). This 
mechanism has been discussed as an instance of enriched composition whereby a noun phrase (NP) 
is interpreted under a reference transfer function of the sort NP is a person contextually associated 
with NP (Jackendoff, 1997).   
Two ERP experiments are presented. The first experiment investigated electrophysiological 
correlates of pragmatic enrichment during reference transfer. The second study investigated the role 
of contextual support during reference transfer. Both studies measured the electrical brain activity 
during a reading comprehension task involving two-sentence passages in German. Passages were 
presented in segments (indicated by the vertical bars in the examples), and participants had to 
answer a comprehension question after each passage. Based on previous evidence from sentence 
comprehension, a late positive deflection was predicted for enriched composition (see Burkhardt, 
2007 for thematic-semantic enrichment as well as Burkhardt, 2006 for discourse updating). 
Context-based effects were predicted to emerge as a negativity with a peak amplitude around 400 
ms after the onset of the critical word (N400) (cf. e.g. St. George et al., 1994; van Berkum et al., 
2003). 
Exp.1. To investigate whether reference transfer involved enriched composition, the comprehension 
of NPs requiring reference transfer (e.g. in (1A) the [person associated with] the espresso) was 
compared to that of NPs denoting an individual (e.g. in (1B) the mailman). Context sentences set 
the scene to license the transfer of meaning and asked explicitly for an individual. Critical NPs were 
matched for length and frequency of occurrence. The ERP results revealed a late positivity between 
650-800 ms for the reference transfer (1A), supporting the hypothesis that reference transfer is 
subject to enriched composition.  
Exp.2. Since it has been argued that reference transfer requires contextual support (i.e. the espresso 
sentence should be clearly situated within a restaurant context), the occupational terms in the 
context sentences in (1) were replaced by proper names. The resulting two conditions with no 
explicit contextual support (2A/2B) served to investigate whether reference transfer is necessarily 
contingent on rich contextual information. Failure to perform reference transfer would be reflected 
in the absence of a late positivity; processing cost arising from context-based integration difficulties 
would be reflected in a more pronounced N400. The ERP data revealed an enhanced N400 followed 
by a late positivity for (2A) compared to (2B). In light of the findings from Exp.1, these data 
suggest first that reference transfer takes place even in the absence of supporting context, and 
second that context-based effects (N400) must be dissociated from rule-based processes of 
pragmatic enrichment (late positivity). 
In sum, these findings support a characterization of reference transfer as enriched composition. 
They also show that while recent ERP research has mainly looked at context effects as an instance 
of pragmatic processing, context-based facilitation and enriched composition are subserved by 
distinct neural mechanisms. In particular, the data demonstrate that pragmatic enrichment and 
discourse updating result in processing cost engendered by a late positivity. In fact, other 
phenomena that depend on pragmatic processing have also yielded late positivities, such as 
mismatches between utterance-level meaning and stereotypical assumptions driven by the speaker's 
gender (e.g. Lattner & Friederici, 2003) or metaphor comprehension (Coulson & van Petten, 2002) 
- yet until now these late positivities have not obtained a common functional characterization. The 
paper thus suggests that the late positivity represents an ERP signature for pragmatic processing. 

Schumacher [When the ham sandwic...]

41



 

 

Current accounts of implicature include both rationalist-based theories 

such as Grice’s original formulation in which hearers reason about speaker 

intent and more recent non-rationalist accounts which tie implicatures 

more directly to their triggering expressions.   I propose a useful 

general diagnostic for distinguishing rationalist accounts of implicature 

inferencing from non-rationalist ones: namely, the hearer’s sensitivity to 

the capacities and predilections of the speaker.    I will briefly review 

a range of recent results in the adult language comprehension literature 

showing an impressive sensitivity to speaker characteristics during 

real-time inferencing. 

I will then turn to a parallel debate in the word learning literature 

focusing on the mutual exclusivity bias, in which young children show a 

very strong tendency to map a novel word onto an unfamiliar object.  The 

literature contains both rationalist and non-rationalist accounts for this 

bias.  Under the non-rationalist story, children exhibit a mapping 

constraint that imposes a one-to-one mapping of words to concepts in the 

early stages of word-learning.  Under the rationalist account, the child 

infers that the novel name must refer to the unfamiliar object, because 

had the speaker intended to refer to the familiar one, he would have used 

the familiar label. 

       I will report data from a study with 3- and 4- year-olds in which we 

altered childrens’ expectations about a speaker’s likely referring 

expressions.  During training trials, one speaker (the reliable speaker) 

referred to common objects by their common names.  The other speaker (the 

unreliable speaker) referred to common objects either with novel names 

(e.g. “dax”) or with incorrect common labels.     Results of our study 

show that the mutual exclusivity bias is modulated by a child’s 

observation of the speaker’s referential behavior, and that children are 

more willing to map a novel word to a familiar object when the speaker 

had displayed atypical linguistic behavior.  These data suggest that 

children are relying on inferences about likely speaker intent at least 

to some degree in mapping novel names to referents in the world. 

Sedivy [Diagnostics for ...]
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ABSTRACT 

  The acquisition of scalar implicatures (henceforth SIs), for example, the inference from ‘Some 

students attended the lecture’ to ‘Not all students attended the lecture’, has been the topic of much 

debate. Research has shown that adults consistently compute SIs but young children do not do so to 

the same extent. Specifically, young children treat some as compatible with all. [REF 1-3]. The 

theoretical debate surrounding this concerns whether SIs are standard pragmatic inferences [REF 4-6] 

or a special kind of pragmatic yet also grammar-dependent inference whose computation relies on the 

recursive system of grammar [REF 7-8].  

  We present a novel approach to gain further insight into this issue, to tease apart the role of these 

different aspects of linguistic knowledge. We investigate the acquisition of SIs in children with 

atypical language development-- children with Specific Language Impairment (SLI). SLI is a 

heterogeneous disorder, probably with different underlying causes in/for different phenotypes. In order 

to achieve our aims, we will study a subgroup known as Grammatical – SLI (G-SLI, REF 9]. G-SLI 

children are characterised by a relatively pure grammatical impairment. Therefore, studying this group 

will enable us to more clearly delineate the role of grammar in SIs. In addition, we aim to examine 

whether children with core deficits in the grammar system are additionally impaired in the pragmatic 

system. Although previous work has suggested that lexical and pragmatic abilities are not impaired in 

these children, there are few studies of the semantic-pragmatic interface in this group [REF 10].  

  This study set out to address the following questions:  

(a) how do G-SLI and TD children behave when asked to interpret scalar expressions found in 

semantic and pragmatic contexts?  

(b) do children behave differently across different types of scalar terms and, if so, what affects this 

distinctive performance? 

   We studied four groups of children: (a) children with G-SLI [see REF 10 for selection criteria] (11-

15 years old, n=12), (b) Typically developing (TD) children matched with the G-SLI group on 

sentence understanding (5-7 years old, LA1, n=13), (c) TD children matched with the G-SLI group on 

vocabulary comprehension (7-9 years old, LA2, n=14) and (d) TD children matched with the G-SLI 

group on chronological age (11-15 years old, Age Matched (AM), n=10). 

   In Exp A, the participants take part in a digital version of a truth value judgement task (TVJT) that 

measures the comprehension of semantically true/false sentences. The sentences contained a strong 

and a weak term of either a quantifier (<some, all>), a connective (<or, and>) or a numeral (<4, 6>) 

scale.  In Exp B, a similar TVJT is used in order to examine the comprehension of semantically true 

but pragmatically infelicitous (i.e. under-informative) sentences which contain either a quantifier 

(some), a connective (or) or a numeral (4) (see App. 1 for sample items). 

  In both experiments, the performance of children with G-SLI did not differ significantly from 

typically developing children who have the same language abilities (see fig. 1a). This finding contrasts 

with studies investigating the syntactic abilities of children with G-SLI, where these children perform 

significantly worse than their language (sentence and vocabulary)-matched controls [REF 11]. The 

results indicate that children with G-SLI display a delayed but otherwise normal semantic – pragmatic 

development, i.e. a development which is consistent with their overall language abilities. This finding 

of delayed but not exceptionally impaired performance is consistent with linguistic theories that treat 

scalar implicatures as conversational pragmatic inferences [REF 4-6] rather than grammar-dependent 

inferences [REF 7-8].  It is also consistent with theories of atypical language development which 

postulate that SLI can selectively affect specific components of the linguistic system, in this case 

syntax but not pragmatics [REF 9,12].  

  Moreover, the results from both typical and atypical populations, shows that performance varies 

according to the type of scale used. In particular, all participants comprehend numerals perfectly (see 

fig. 1a), whereas young TD and LI children face difficulties with the interpretation of weak 

informational items (some / or) in necessarily true and under-informative contexts (see fig. 1b). We 

consider two hypotheses: one, that numerals do not truly involve SI [REF 5]; and two, we propose the 

Semantic Complexity Hypothesis and claim that difficulties arise due to the semantic complexity of 

scalar terms. We suggest three factors which may underlie children’s difficulties: (a) the one-way 

entailments between the items of an informational scale, (b) the distance between two items within an 

informational scale and (c) the non-exact meaning of informationally weak items. These hypotheses 

will be further discussed. 

Skordi Katsos Marshall and van der Lely [Scalar Implicatures ...]
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Metaphor: Concepts, context and cognitive effort 
 

 

Many scholars in the field of cognitive science have recently reconsidered metaphor, no longer seen as a 

departure from a norm of literalness but rather as a pervasive yet non-deviant phenomenon in language 

and thought. The eminent endeavour now is to make theoretical analysis and empirical studies dialogue in 

order to improve our knowledge about metaphor in the broader picture of human cognition. Based on the 

available experimental evidence, we sketch here the process of metaphor comprehension by integrating 

meaning reconstruction in a Relevance-Theory (RT) fashion and conceptual operation in the mental space 

dimension, along a continuum of cognitive effort. 

A critical glance at empirical findings 
Experimental research suggests that the cost of metaphor comprehension depends upon different 

variables, among which two families stand out: a) one is related to conceptual managing, which 

modulates behavioural responses to enhancement and suppression of vehicle properties (Rubio 

Fernandez, 2005), as well as the N400 amplitude (Coulson & Van Petten, 2002); b) the other deals with 

the amount of contextual information available for the addressee, which affects reading times (Noveck et 

al., 2001) and produces differences in the N400 and P600 amplitude (Bambini et al. 2008). These findings 

suggest to place metaphor along a continuum of cognitive effort: at one end we find simple literal 

expressions demanding the least effort, and at the other end we can image anomalous sentences, 

apparently too effortful to be solved. Metaphor floats between these extremes according to the conceptual 

load and the contextual support. 

Conceptual integration in  Relevance Theory: A proposal 

The data above well fit into the RT framework, which assumes the existence of a “literal – loose – 

metaphorical continuum” in the contextual use of language (Sperber & Wilson, 2006). Metaphor is seen 

as a case of meaning fine-tuning emerging from context-based inferential processes and allowing for 

relevance-driven constructions of ad hoc concepts (Carston, 2002). One point that would deserve deeper 

consideration is how concepts are managed, represented and associated in such context-based process. 

We propose to integrate the RT inferential device with a mental dimension hosting temporary sets of 

flexible and structured concepts that may enter into relations via association and blending (Barsalou, 

1993; Fauconnier & Turner, 2002). 

The process: Tentative description 
As shown in Fig. 1 for the classical utterance “This lawyer is a shark”, we assume metaphor processing to 

unfold in distinguishable components that are to be intended not as strictly sequential but rather as highly 

integrated and possibly running in parallel: 

- Presupposition of optimal relevance motivates the addressee in engaging in utterance processing; 

- The parser elaborates content words and syntactic structure, along with other relevant information; 

- Each content word activates a mental spaces embracing elements related with the concept evoked; 

- Syntactic structure regulates early associations among mental spaces, leading to the construction of a 

conceptual network; 

- By extracting information from this network and integrating with contextual cues, the inferential 

mechanism reconstructs utterance meaning operating on a RT basis; 

- New relations among the activated concepts, along with possible simulations of the scene evoked by 

utterance, are collected in a newly constructed mental space, which is a temporary storage of cognitive 

effects caused by the communicative act.  

Conclusion 
In a similar scenario, different cognitive costs may result either at the mental spaces level or at the 

inferential level. Our proposal accounts for the empirically observed continuum from literal to 

metaphorical and potentially anomalous expressions in terms of different cognitive effort, and attempts to 

track two main variables affecting metaphor processing as it unfolds: concepts and context. In the spirit of 

Experimental Pragmatics, how to verify this proposal? By combining protocols that outweigh the import 

of either variable, which is the object of two experiments in the pipeline. 
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Children’s Insensitivity to Scalar Implicatures in Chinese 
 

Much recent pragmatic experiments have reported that young children, although semantically competent, 

cannot compute Scalar Implicatures (SIs) to the same degree as adults (Noveck, 2001; Chierchia, et al., 2001; 2004; 

Papafragou & Musolino, 2003; Guasti, et al., 2005). One relevant phenomenon is the <or, and> scale, one of the 

Horn scales that invoke SIs (Horn, 1972). Children’s knowledge of the <or, and> scale has rarely been tested in 

languages other than Romance languages, however. To fill in this gap in the literature, we conducted a series of 

experiments on young children’s understanding of the scalar term “huozhe” (or) in the two arguments of the 

universal quantifier “mei” (every) in Mandarin Chinese. One of the characteristic properties of SIs is a dependency 

on semantic structure. Although SIs are licensed in upward-entailing (UE) linguistic contexts, including the nuclear 

scope of “mei”, as in sentence (1), SIs do not usually arise in downward-entailing (DE) structures, such as the 

restrictor of “mei”, as in sentence (2). The non-licensing of SIs is due to the reversal of information strength in 

downward entailing linguistic environments.  

We tested the different arguments of "mei" with 15 monolingual Mandarin-speaking children (aged 4; 03-5; 07; 

mean age 4; 11) using a within subject design, so each subject was tested in both UE and DE contexts, as 

exemplified in (3) and (4). To ensure that the UE context (Condition 1) generated a SI, the study adopted the 

description mode of the Truth Value Judgment Task (Crain & Thornton 1998). That is, the puppet was knew that the 

situation was appropriate for the use of stronger term “P and Q”, but the puppet nevertheless produced the weaker 

term “P or Q” in the test sentences. This experimental maneuver removed the factor called ignorance implicatures 

(Grice, 1989) and satisfied the competence assumption (Geurts, 2006) for the derivation of SIs.  

Our findings revealed that Mandarin-speaking children overwhelmingly accepted the test sentences with 

disjunction in both upward entailing contexts (Condition 1) and downward entailing contexts (Condition 2). 

Specifically, the 4- to 5-year-old child subjects accepted the test sentences in Condition 1 97% of the time and they 

accepted them in Condition 2 98% of the time. By contrast, a control group of 15 Mandarin-speaking adults accepted 

the test sentences in the upward entailing contexts (Condition 1) only 20% of the time. The rate of acceptance 

increased to 70% in the downward entailing contexts (Condition 2). The adults typically justified their rejection in 

Condition 1 by pointing out that “huozhe” should be replaced by “he” (and).  

       These experimental results differed slightly from those reported in the English experiments conducted by 

Chierchia et al., (2001, 2004). Mandarin-speaking children demonstrated less sensitivity to upward entailing 

linguistic contexts than did their English counterparts (English-speaking children rejected the target sentences in 

such contexts 50% of the time). Nevertheless, both groups accepted the test sentences in downward entailing 

contexts a high proportion of the time (98% vs 92%). The difference in behaviour in upward entailing contexts may 

be due to the pragmatics of the distributor operator “DOU” in Mandarin Chinese, which contributes a sense of 

“sameness” for the property denoted by the predicate phrase it modifies.  

       Further studies were designed to tease apart 4 hypotheses about Mandarin-speaking children’s non-adult 

behaviour in upward entailing linguistic contexts: (H1) children simply did not understand the test sentences and 

always replied YES out of uncertainty; (H2) children adopted the “symmetrical reading” of the universal quantifier, 

which quantifies over both events whose participants are mentioned in the nuclear scope and ones mentioned in the 

restrictor; (H3) children did not access the full range of truth conditions for disjunction in Mandarin, i.e. they 

misunderstand disjunction “huozhe” as conjunction "he"; (H4) children did not distinguish the two arguments of the 

universal quantifier, i.e. they wrongly treat the nuclear scope of “mei” as downward entailing, thereby licensing the 

conjunctive interpretation of disjunction. First, we can discard H1, because we found that children can accurately 

judge the falsity of control sentences with the universal quantifier in relative clauses 100% of the time, as in sentence 

(5). To evaluate H2, we satisfied “the Condition of Plausible Dissent” (Crain, et al., 1996) while, at the same time, 

we introduced “extra objects” in the scenarios. We found, however, that children never rejected the test sentences 

because of those “extra objects”. This enables us to discard H2. Finally, we tested another group of 20 children 

(mean age: 4; 11) on their awareness of the semantic principle that disjunction licenses a conjunctive interpretation 

in the scope of downward entailing expressions, in accordance with De Morgan's laws (Crain, 2008). This group of 

child subjects was presented with two different conditions (exemplified in (6) and (7) respectively) for the same test 

sentences used in the previous experiment. In Condition 3, an upward entailing context, children accepted the test 

sentences 95% of the time. This shows that children allow the disjunctive reading of disjunction in upward entailing 

contexts. By contrast, in Condition 4, a downward entailing context, children rejected the test sentences 91% of the 

time. This finding shows that children license the conjunctive interpretation of disjunction in such downward 

entailing contexts. The fact that children endorse the disjunctive reading in the nuclear scope and generate the 

conjunctive interpretation in the restrictor of the universal quantifier, invites us to discard H3, since the findings 

demonstrate that children have access to the full range of truth conditions of disjunction. At the same time, children's 

sensitive to the semantic asymmetry of the two arguments of “mei” show that H4 can be discarded. To sum up, the 

experimental findings provide evidence that 4-5-year-old Mandarin-speaking children do not compute SIs to the 

same extent as adult speakers do. Children always interpreted disjunction inclusively, as in classical logic, despite 

knowledge of the differences in linguistic structure that are a prerequisite to the computation of SIs by adult speakers. 

Therefore, young children’s failures in generating SIs stand in sharp contrast with their mastery of the asymmetry in 

the interpretation of disjunction in the two arguments of the universal quantifier.  

Su and Crain [Childrens Insensiti...]
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The cost of being cooperative: Details of the effort in processing scalar implicature 
 

A long-standing open question concerns the cost or effort involved in processing scalar implicatures (SIs). 

When we hear “Some of the boxes are red”, we go beyond the literal meaning of “some” and infer that not 

all of the boxes are red. According to the Default view [1], hearers compute these kinds of SIs 

(generalized conversational implicatures) quickly, costlessly, and automatically. In contrast, according to 

the Relevance Theory view [2], all inferences are costly and only computed optionally by the hearer if 

presumed relevant.  

Several experiments (e.g.[3],[4],[5]) have demonstrated effortful processing associated with scalar 

inference.  Recent eye-tracking work has focused on the Relevance Theory prediction that the literal 

interpretation of “some” (“possibly all”) is computed before the pragmatic interpretation (“not all”), but with 

conflicting results ([6],[7]). In the present work, we analyze eye-movement patterns within a scene to gain 

further insights into the cognitive processes that take place during SI processing.  

We used a picture-verification task with visual-world eye-tracking. Target trials involved pictures of two 

types: [Picture=All], where all objects were exactly alike (ex.1) or [Picture=Some], where objects differed 

in color (ex.2). Participants (n=24) viewed these scenes while listening to sentences that were identical 

except for Quantifier (ex.3a,b), [Quant=Some] and [Quant=All] conditions. Participants pressed a button 

(YES/NO) to indicate whether a sentence was a “good description” of the picture. 

PREDICTIONS: If the Relevance view is correct (SIs are generated, at cost, on achieving relevance), 

then we expected greatest response time/indications of processing when the process of judging the 

picture would most likely evoke the scalar implicature ([Quant=Some/Picture=All] condition) and equal 

results in other conditions. Under the Default view (SIs are costless), we expected no such difference 

between conditions. By recording both eye-movements and RTs, we can analyze two different indicators 

of processing activity.  

RESULTS: [Quant=All/Picture=All] and [Quant=Some/Picture=Some] conditions resulted in nearly 100% 

“good description” responses; the [Quant=All/Picture=Some] condition triggered only 1% “good 

description” responses, as expected. Strikingly, the [Quant=Some/Picture=All] condition resulted in 56% 

“good description” responses, though nearly all participants expressed awareness of the implicature. 

Average RTs in both [Quant=Some] conditions were significantly longer than in the [Quant=All] conditions 

with the same picture (main effect of quantifier, p<.05). Moreover, RTs in the [Quant=Some] condition 

were significantly influenced by Picture conflict (longer in [Quant=Some/Picture=All] than 

[Quant=Some/Picture=Some], p’s<.05).  

Analysis of fixation durations (post-Quantifier-onset) revealed only a main effect of Quantifier: average 

fixation durations were significantly longer in [Quant=Some] conditions regardless of visual scene (p<.05), 

which we interpret as signaling more processing than in the [Quant=All] conditions.  

Eye-movement latencies also revealed early sensitivity to “some”. When the picture depicted two color 

groups of objects ([Picture=Some]), participants were faster to look at the “other” group (defined relative 

to where they were looking at quantifier onset) in the [Quant=Some] condition than the [Quant=All] 

condition (p<.05).   

In conclusion, our data indicate that comprehenders seem to show early sensitivity to the “not all” 

meaning of “some” (as shown by latency data). Situations where scalar inferences appear relevant result 

in longer RTs and fixation durations, indicative of increased processing. This conflicts with the Default 

view’s claim that implicatures are costless.  

Tavano [Scalars and Eyetrack...]
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Communication before language 

 

Apes and other nonhuman primates have very little voluntary control over their vocal signals. 

 In contrast, apes have much more voluntary control over their gestures - using them flexibly as 

needed, even in combination, in different communicative circumstances.   Moreover, in using 

many gestures a signaler must be concerned about whether a recipient is attending to the 

gesture visually, in a way that is not necessary for vocalizations broadcast indiscriminately. 

 For these reasons and others, human cooperative communication most likely began in the 

gestural modality.   An especially interesting and important gesture is pointing, which apes do 

not do for one another, but only for humans and only in one of its functions (requesting). 

Human infants use the pointing gesture spontaneously for at least three different functions 

from before language begins, two of them purely cooperative (sharing emotions and providing 

others with needed information).  It is argued that the pointing gesture embodies many aspects 

of the human adaptation for cooperative interactions involving shared intentionality - and so it 

is the best candidate we have for an immediate precursor to human language. 

Tomasello [Communication before...]
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Rising declaratives in time: How temporal context differentiates conflicting functions of rising 
pitch.

Phrase final rising pitch on declarative utterances, or uptalk, has been hypothesized to 
signal either (1) a lack of confidence in the utterance just produced, a backward-looking function 
(Barr, 2003; Smith & Clark, 1993), or (2) “a sense that the current utterance will be completed 
by a subsequent utterance,” a forward-looking function (Pierrehumbert & Hirschberg, 1991). We 
propose that prolongations interact with uptalk to yield different interpretations. Prolongations 
indicate that a delay is in progress, with fewer and shorter delays following rather than preceding 
them (Clark & Fox Tree, 2002). Recognizing a brief delay can focus listeners’ attention on 
upcoming talk (Fox Tree, 2001). If prolongation co-occurs with uptalk, we predict that the uptalk 
will be interpreted with a forward-looking function. But if uptalk is produced without 
prolongation, the interpretation will be backward-looking.

             Pairs of utterances were selected from a corpus in which speakers produced clues that 
identified a celebrity in an array, such as “I have two children. I was the princess of Wales.” A 
quarter of the first utterances ended with a word pronounced with non-prolonged uptalk, a 
quarter with prolonged uptalk, a quarter with non-prolonged flat speech, and a quarter with 
prolonged flat speech. For each flat utterance, the pitch contour was manipulated to create an 
utterance with a rise. For each utterance with a rise, the pitch contour was manipulated to create 
an utterance with a flat contour.

 In Experiment 1, listeners rated speaker confidence on a scale of 1 (not accurate) to 7 
(accurate). Non-prolonged utterances were rated as more accurate than prolonged utterances. 
Ratings were not affected by uptalk and the factors did not interact. In Experiment 2, listeners 
monitored for a word in the second utterance of the pair. There was an interaction between uptalk 
and prolongation. Words preceded by prolonged uptalk were monitored faster than words 
preceded by non-prolonged uptalk. In Experiment 3, we tested a possible explanation for this 
interaction. Listeners’ beliefs about speakers were manipulated before they participated in the 
word monitoring study (see Arnold, Hudson-Kam, & Tannenhaus, 2007, for a similar design). 
When listeners believed that speakers were reporting facts from cue cards, the word monitoring 
results replicated those of Experiment 2. But when listeners believed that the speakers were 
experts in a domain related to the content of what they were saying, the effect found in 
Experiment 2 disappeared. 

These data support the hypothesis that prolonged uptalk directs attention forward. They 
also support the hypothesis that non-prolonged uptalk directs attention backward. They further 
support the hypothesis that both these effects will be influenced by what listeners believe about 
speakers. The reason the off-line judgments did not reveal an uptalk effect could be because 
listeners were unsure about how to interpret the two different types of uptalk in this task. We 
conclude that temporal context should be taken into account in describing intonational form-
function relationships. We also conclude that these relationships are not predetermined, but 
depend on listeners’ beliefs about speakers.

 Page 1

Tomlinson [Rising declaratives...]
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MOOD AND HEURISTIC ANTICIPATION IN LANGUAGE COMPREHENSION 
 
Theories in pragmatics usually focus on making sense of what is said, not on what will be 
said. However, the speed with which language users successfully make sense of rather 
underspecified utterances suggests that they are in fact doing some preparatory thinking 
(e.g., Levinson, 2000). In the talk, we first review some ERP evidence showing that 
readers and listeners indeed routinely look ahead. Then, we examine whether some of 
this heuristic look-ahead can be made to disappear if the reader's mood is changed from a 
happy to a sad one. Background to the latter is that in many other domains of cognition, 
people in a happy mood are more inclined to rely on heuristic processing strategies than 
people in a sad mood (Clore & Huntsinger, 2007). If mood affects the use of heuristic 
look-ahead in language comprehension as well, this would show that language processing 
-- a classic example of 'cold' cognitive computation -- is not immune to affective 
variables, and that some aspects of its operation selectively depend on a contextual factor 
that has hitherto been ignored.  
 In constructions like "Joe feared Sarah because...", verbs like "feared" 
heuristically lead readers to expect more information about the person who is feared (in 
this case, Sarah). This so-called implicit causality bias can be so strong that gender-
marked pronouns that subsequently disconfirm the expectation ("he" in example 1b) 
actually elicit a morpho-syntactic P600 effect (Van Berkum et al., 2007), indicating that 
such pronouns are briefly taken to be structurally problematic. We reasoned that if people 
process information more heuristically in a happy mood than in a sad mood in language 
comprehension as well, a change in mood should also modulate the size of this heuristics-
based P600 effect. In a two-session EEG experiment, we used short film clips to 
manipulate the mood of participants just before they read short stories in which verb-
based expectations were sometimes confirmed (1a) or disconfirmed (1b) with a gender-
marked pronoun. Preliminary data analysis suggests that when readers were in a happy 
mood, bias-inconsistent pronouns elicited a clear P600 effect, as in the Van Berkum et al. 
(2007) ERP study. However, when the same readers were in a sad mood, no such P600 
effect was observed. Also, and importantly, standard morpho-syntactic subject-verb 
agreement violations (2b), included in the study as a non-heuristic 'algorithmic' 
processing control, elicited a clear P600 effect in either mood. 
 Our findings support the general idea that a happy mood increases the degree of 
heuristic processing, and they reveal that such mood effects also percolate into basic 
language comprehension mechanisms. A change in mood has selective consequences for 
language processing: whereas at least some heuristics-based conceptual anticipation can 
be abolished in a sad mood, more algorithmic syntactic parsing mechanisms continue to 
do their job. These findings testify to the importance of studying the language-affect 
interface: it is not just that language, once understood, can change one's feelings and 
emotions -- the latter can selectively alter the mechanisms by which we come to 
understand language in the first place.  

Van Berkum De Goede Van Alphen Mulder and Kerstholt [Mood and heuristic a...]
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Title: Counterfactual, absurd, prospective and retrospective conditionals on a truth table and inference 
task 
 
Introduction: Two experiments will be reported that investigate the interpretations of counterfactuals, 
absurd conditionals, prospective and retrospective conditionals. The types of conditionals included in 
the experiments were counterfactuals (If Dirk had been there, I would have seen him), prospective 
conditionals (If Mathias runs fast, he will be out of breath), retrospective conditionals (If that prisoner 
is guarded so well, he has conducted a serious crime), and ad absurdum conditionals (If he is the boss, 
I am Santa Claus). The type of conditional was manipulated within subjects.  
 
Results  
For the truth table task: 392 participants took part in the truth table task. They were given a 
conditional rule, followed by either the TT (true antecedent, true consequent), TF (true antecedent, 
false consequent), FT (false antecedent, true consequent) or FF (false antecedent, false consequent) 
situation. Participants were asked to evaluate whether a situation follows the rule, contradicts the rule 
or is irrelevant with respect to the rule. Different patterns emerged for the four types of conditionals 
we investigated. The patterns of the prospective and retrospective conditionals more closely resembled 
the results of truth table tasks with conditionals involving abstract content (see e.g. Sevenants, 
Schroyens, Dieussaert, Schaeken & d’Ydewalle, 2008). Absurd conditionals diverged from 
prospective and retrospective conditionals in that the TT case gave rise to more ‘contradicts the rule’ 
and ‘irrelevant’ answers. In the TF and FT case, participants were more inclined to say that the rule 
was being followed for absurd conditionals than for the other types of conditionals. For the 
counterfactual conditionals, more ‘irrelevant’ answers were given in the TT and TF case. (See figures 
1, 2, 3 and 4 for the results.) 
 
For the inference task: 97 participants took part in the inference task. The participants were given 16 
sentences (4 per type of conditional) in an evaluative inference task. (Example: Imagine you hear this 
sentence: If he is the boss, I am Santa Claus./After that the next sentence is said: He is the boss. / Does 
it follow that “I am Santa Claus”?). No context was included. They were asked to evaluate the 
inferences (Modus Ponens, Modus Tollens, Affirmation of the Consequent and Denial of the 
Antecedent) on a scale from 1 (impossible) -7 (indisputable). For the prospective conditionals, the 
analysis revealed that MP was considered most acceptable and differs significantly from all the other 
inference types. For the retrospective conditionals MP and AC were rated highest, do not differ 
amongst each other, but differ significantly from DA and MT (see also Verbrugge, Dieussaert, 
Schaeken, Smessaert & Van Belle, 2007). For the absurd conditionals, DA was rated highest and 
differs from the other inference types. For the counterfactuals, DA and MT were rated highest, do not 
differ amongst each other, but they both differ from AC and MP. (See Figure 5 for the results.) 
 
Conclusion: These experiments show that the results of reasoning tasks are very much influenced by 
the specific type of conditional that is used in the task. Different types of conditionals behave 
differently on the truth table task and the inference task. Moreover, the four types of conditionals fall 
apart in two subcategories: prospective and retrospective conditionals on the one hand and absurd and 
counterfactual conditionals on the other hand. The results suggest that the antecedent of prospective 
and retrospective conditionals is interpreted as presupposed to be true, whereas the antecedent of 
counterfactual and absurd conditionals is interpreted as presupposed to be false (cf. Evans & Over, 
2004, p. 143, who made this remark about counterfactuals “One mark of a counterfactual is a 
presupposition or suggestion, in a particular context, that the antecedent of the conditional is false or at 
least probably false”). The results on the truth table task and the inference task support the different 
presuppositions of these different types of conditionals. These results are also in line with the findings 
of Thompson & Byrne (2002) that reasoners who made a counterfactual interpretation of subjunctive 
statements were more likely to judge the situation in which p and q occurred to be inconsistent with 
the conditional statement and to make negative inferences such as Modus Tollens. In the presentation, 
the results will be discussed in greater depth with regard to the peculiarities of each type of 
conditional.  

Verbrugge [Counterfactual, absu...]
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Conditional Strengthening (A Case Study in Implicature) 

 

The phenomenon of conditional perfection (van der Auwera, Horn), the process by which "if" 

is interpreted as "if and only if", is examined against the background of Gricean pragmatics. It 

is shown that a weaker kind of pragmatic strengthening is more pervasive than conditional 

perfection. Factors that influence whether perfection is achieved include the set of relevant 

alternatives salient in the context and what kind of information is required by the purposes of 

the current conversation. 

von Fintel [Conditional Strengthening...]
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 Interplay between Exhaustivity, Uncertainty and 

Pragmatic Focus Production
BACKGROUND  Speakers use different  cues in communication in order to signal uncertainty. Rising intonation, 
fillers and pauses have been found as relevant such cues (e.g. Smith & Clark 1993; Swerts et al. 2003). In particular, 
the analysis of Ward and Hirschberg (1985) has shown for English that fall-rising intonation contributes to a context-
independent meaning of utterance interpretation conveying speaker’s uncertainty. In our study the degree of certainty 
refers to the exhaustive interpretation of an utterance, which might or might not be intended as an implicature. 

If the hearer concludes from (1b) that John and Mary are the only individuals (of a number of people in question) 
who passed the examination, the predicate in the question (1a) is interpreted exhaustively (cf. van Rooij &  Schulz, K. 
2006: 205).

1a Who passed the examination?
1b John and Mary.

In the case of  non-exhaustive interpretation there are (or may be) also other persons who passed the examination. 
According to semantic-pragmatic theories (e.g. Groenendijk & Stokhof 1984; Rooth 1992), in the context of a question, 
the main accent in the answer is highly correlated with the focus induced by the question. 

PREVIOUS STUDIES In the interpretation study of Wollermann and Schröder (2008a), it was tested whether focus 
intonation as exclusive indicator of uncertainty effects exhaustive interpretation of answers and what role the immediate 
context plays. Results suggest that there is a weak influence of intonation and also of context in a significant way, but 
the effect is not as strong as semantic-pragmatic theories predict. 

In a follow-up experiment (Wollermann & Schröder 2008b) it was investigated if stronger prosodic indicators of 
uncertainty and/or richer contextual variation facilitate/s non-exhaustivity. It has been found that context does clearly 
influence exhaustivity. Effect of intonation was measurable, but relatively weak. Results confirm the findings of Fisseni 
and Schröder (2007). 

CURRENT STUDY The goal of the current study is to test if speakers use different prosodic cues uttering exhaustive 
vs. non-exhaustive answers and if there is a correlation between the latter and prosodic indicators of uncertainty.

METHOD Our stimuli  consist  of  six  question-answer pairs  embedded into different  dialogues.  The scenario is  a 
fictitious party where different groups of students do different things. For every action, there is a question asking for the 
agent and an answer providing the information. The subject of the answer is either one respective group of students or 
are two respective groups, which is/are also the focus of the answer (see 2c/d).  

2a Wer hat um zehn Uhr getanzt? Who danced at ten o'clock?
2b Was ist passiert?  What happened?
2c Die Geografinnen haben um zehn Uhr getanzt. The geographers danced at ten o'clock.
2d Die Geografinnen und Mathematiker haben um zehn Uhr getanzt. The geographers and mathematicians 

danced at ten o'clock. 
2e Das waren die Einzigen, da bin ich mir sicher. I am certain that they were the only ones.
2f Wenn ich mich nicht täusche, haben die Linguisten auch getanzt. If I am not wrong, linguists also danced.

For every dialogue there are two variants of context: (a) The exhaustive variant introduces one student group as salient 
discourse entity. The succeeding question-answer pair consists of a specific question to which the answer is congruent 
(see 2a).  The answer (2c/d) is followed by an utterance indicating that the speaker is  certain that no other group 
performed the action under discussion (2e). (b) The non-exhaustive variant introduces a further “competing” student 
group usually carrying out the action under discussion, and a general question follows (see 2b). The answer (2c/d) is 
followed by an utterance indicating that the speaker is  uncertain  whether another group also performed the relevant 
action (2f). 

We assume that we find differences between prosodic realizations of the two variants. It is expected that variant 
(b) more often correlates with acoustic cues of uncertainty, i.e. more rises in intonation for the focus of the answer and 
at (intermediate) phrase-final position, pauses and fillers. Contrary, for (a) we expect generally more focus accents on 
the noun phrases and phrase-final falls. 

Nine speakers (1 male, 8 female) were recorded, all of them are students from the university of Bonn. They were 
instructed to read the dialogues without any further explanations; the dialogue partner was always the same female 
speaker. In  addition to the stimuli-dialogues, we used three filler-dialogues, each time with a random order of the 
dialogues. The audio data were annotated by the first, second and third author independently from each other using the 
annotation scheme GtoBi (Grice & Baumann 2002). For the annotation, the answer (2c/d) and the utterance indicating 

Wollermann Arnold Tielke and Schröder [Interplay Exhaustivi...]
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Effects of contextual manipulation on hearers’ assumptions about speaker expertise and scalar 

implicatures in the interpretation of or. 

 

There is a reasonable consensus in the literature that scalar implicatures (SIs, e.g. the inference from or to not 

and) are context-sensitive. In previous experiments I found that the focus structure of a sentence, which is 

triggered by the QUD of the context, is a contextual property that affects SIs (see Zondervan in press for an 

overview). Another property that is claimed to be crucial for SIs, is speaker expertise. The traditional view is 

that SIs will only arise if the addressee assumes the speaker is knowledgeable about the truth value of the 

stronger statement.
1
 This is called the Epsitemic Step (Sauerland 2004) or the Competence Assumption (Van 

Rooij & Schulz 2004). However, as noted by numerous authors (e.g. Geurts 2006, Fox 2006), this 

assumption is problematic for the scalar term or, as or also triggers a Clausal or Ignorance Implicature (IgnI, 

see Gazdar 1979): If a speaker utters A or B, she does not know the truth value of A nor the one of B. 

However, for the SI to go through, we have to assume the speaker does know the truth value of A and B. This 

situation is unlikely (see Geurts 2006) and even impossible under basic assumptions about relevance (The 

Symmetry Problem of Kroch (1972) discussed in Fox 2006).  

I therefore conducted an experiment (n=37) to test whether this paradoxical assumption about 

speaker expertise actually arises. Also, as my previous experiments had shown the focus manipulation 

affected SI-rates, I wanted to investigate the interaction of this contextual manipulation and assumptions 

about speaker expertise. I therefore presented participants with similar type stories to the ones I had used 

before in the focus experiments. Examples of the focus and non-focus condition are given in (1) and (2)
2
 
3
. 

However, while the focus experiments contained the information of what actually happened (a critical item 

would be e.g. that Bart caught both a spider and a snake), and the interpretation of or was accessed by a 

Truth Value Judgment Task, here the situation was kept open, and the SI was assessed by having participants 

answer the question: Do you think it is possible that Bart caught both a spider and a snake? To test the 

participants’ assumptions about speaker expertise, in every item they first had to answer the question: Do you 

think Anita knows exactly what Bart caught? 
4
 A nice feature of the focus manipulation is that it allows us to 

compare the interpretation of one and the same sentence in two different contexts, thereby ruling out lexical 

differences between the two conditions. However, to also control for effects of world knowledge (e.g. the 

likeliness of catching both a spider and a snake in general), a third condition was added, which was identical 

to the non-focus condition, but in which the part of the target sentence containing or was elided, see (3). 

The results of the answer combinations are summarized in Table 1, and the cumulative SI and IgnI 

scores are summarized in Table 2. First we see that the effect of focus on SIs is reproduced in this paradigm: 

more SIs are calculated in the focus condition.
5
 The combination of the speaker expertise judgments and the 

SI-judgments yields some interesting results:
6
 In the focus condition, in about half of the cases, we do indeed 

observe the paradoxical situation where a speaker is not assumed to be a (complete) expert, yet the SI arises. 

Also, the contextual manipulation that affects SI-rates does not seem to have an effect on assumptions about 

speaker expertise: in the non-focus condition we still observe a high IgnI-rate, irrespective of non-focus / 

non-relevance. Finally, the contrast between the non-focus and the non-focus term condition is striking: 

expressing or instead of eliding it boosts Ignorance, but at the same time raises SIs.  

Traditional theories of SI will have a hard time explaining these data, as context-dependence is 

confirmed, while speaker expertise as a necessary condition for SIs is contradicted. Theories based on a 

covert exhaustivity operator might fare better, as they can account for the focus-sensitivity (Van Rooij & 

Schulz 2004) and for “unwanted” IgnIs (Fox 2006). 

 

                                                 
1
 I use ‘arise’ here theory neutrally: it just means that at the end of the day, the implicature is present.  
2
 Items are translated from Dutch, hard returns are added for clarity and were not present in the experiment. 
3
 Based on these items, the focus distinction can also be considered an upper-bound vs. lower-bound distinction. 

However, in Experiment 2 of Zondervan (in press), I show that the non-focus condition does not have to contain a 

conditional in order to yield the effect on SIs. 
4
 This order of questions was chosen, as it seemed more natural to me than the reverse order. Also notice that an 

alternative for the SI-question, Do you think Anita considers it possible that Bart caught both a spider and a snake? 

which might be a more direct paraphrase of the scalar implicature, was however impossible, as it would be incompatible 

with a ‘yes’-answer to the speaker expertise question. 
5
 The difference between the focus condition and the non-focus condition is significant (corrected for multiple 

comparisons: Tukey HSD gives p=0.33), the difference between non-focus and non-focus term is only significant 

without correction. 
6
 Chi-square of focus condition vs. non-focus condition is significant p<.05 

Zondervan [Effects of context o...]
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Conference venues and directions via public transport

Day 1 (Thursday 23th)
At the Institut des Sciences Cognitives

67 Boulevard Pinel, Bron (next to Hopital Vinatier)

From “centre-ville”, there are two options:

Option 1 (especially if it is a nice day):

The most efficient way to get there is with the Tram T2 (direction St. Priest Bel Air). Get
off at Vinatier (the 11th stop from Perrache). When you get out from that station, do a 180,
cross the tracks, veer left towards the main boulevard (Boulevard Pinel) and turn right on to
it. Then, walk exactly 1 km to the Institut (follow the bike path). It’s a 10 minute walk (on
New Yorker standards). You will pass the grounds of Hôpital Vinatier on your right the entire
distance.

Option 2 is a variation on Option 1 that drops one off in front of the Institut (this is attrac-
tive if the 10 minute walk is untenable):

Get to Grange Blanche, a stop on the Tram T2 (the 9th stop from Perrache) as well as a stop
on the Metro’s D line. Grange Blanche is on the eastern side of the city map and the D is usually
marked in green. Get into the Traffic Circle (which is also a minor station for several buses)
and look for the bus 28, direction LAURENT BONNEVAY. Assuming the McDonald’s (which
should be visible) represents 12 oclock on the traffic circle, the bus stop is at approximately 3
o’clock. The bus takes a long, circuitous (up to 20 minute) route and leaves you directly in front
of the Institut des Sciences Cognitives. The bus stop is known as Parc Chambovet (and follows
the stop known as Hopitals Desgenettes et Vinatier).

Day 2 and 3 (Friday 24th and Saturday 25th)
At the Institut des Sciences de l’Homme

14 Avenue Berthelot, 69007, Lyon

The site is in the central-southern part of the city, on the eastern side of the Rhône, parallel
to the Train station (and Metro station) Perrache. It is a 5 minute walk from Perrache.

On the Tram T2, it is the first stop (after leaving from Perrache) and is known as the station
Centre Berthelot. This Institut is in a gated courtyard on the right as you enter (the site also
houses the Centre d’Histoire de la Resistance et de la Deportation, which is on the left). The
conference will take part on the top floor in the building (C) on the right, in a room designated
as Marc Bloch.
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Eating during conference time (lunch)

1. Brasserie du midi (15 avenue Berthelot)
2. La petite auberge (11 place Jules Guesde)
3. Le Girasol (1 place Jules Guesde)
4. Meza (2 place Jules Guesde)
5. Maestros Pizza (11 place Jules Guesde)
6. Chez Sam (2 place Jules Guesde)
7. Café du 7ième art (11 avenue Berthelot)[Close on Saturday]
8. Balcon - Cinéma Comedia (13 avenue Berthelot)[Close on Saturday]
9. O’Paille en Queue (30 avenue Berthelot)[Close on Saturday]
10. Samazenith (2 place Jules Guesde)[Close on Saturday]
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Aguilar Guevara, Ana (agostana@gmail.com ) Utrecht Institute of Linguistics OTS, Netherlands
Akagi, Nobuaki (nakagi@maccs.mq.edu.au ) The Macquarie Centre for Cognitive Science, Sydney, Australia
Altmann, Gerry (g.altmann@psych.york.ac.uk ) Department of Psychology, University of York, UK
Amenta, Simona (simona.amenta@unicatt.it ) Catholic University of Milan, Italy
Andres-Roqueta, Clara (candres@psi.uji.es) Universitat Jaume I, Castellón, Spain
Aureli, Tiziana (aurelit@libero.it ) University of Chieti-Pescara, Italy
Bambini, Valentina (v.bambini@sns.it ) Scuola Normale Superiore, Laboratory of Linguistics, Pisa, Italy
Barr, Dale (dale.barr@ucr.edu ) University of California, Riverside, USA
Basnakova, Jana (Jana.Basnakova@mpi.nl ) Max Planck Institute, Nijmegen, Netherlands
Boussidan, Armelle (armelle.boussidan@isc.cnrs.fr) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Bott, Lewis (Bottla@cardiff.ac.uk ) School of Psychology, Cardiff University, UK
Breheny, Richard (r.breheny@ucl.ac.uk ) Department of Phonetics and Linguistics, UCL London, UK
Bromberek-Dyzman, Katarzyna (Kasia) (kabrod@ifa.amu.edu.pl ) Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan, Poland
Brunetti, Lisa (lisa.brunetti@lpl-aix.fr) Université Aix en Provence, France
Champagne-Lavau, Maud (M-Champagne@crhsc.rtss.qc.ca ) Département de Psychologie, Université du Québec, Canada
Charafeddine, Rawan (rawan.charafeddine@isc.cnrs.fr ) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Chevallier, Coralie (coralie.chevallier@gmail.com ) Laboratoire de Neurosciences Cognitives, Paris, France
Cummins, Christopher (crc37@cam.ac.uk ) RCEAL, University of Cambridge, UK
Davies, Catherine (cnd24@cam.ac.uk ) RCEAL, University of Cambridge, UK
Degen, Judith (jdegen@bcs.rochester.edu ) University of Rochester, USA
Douglas, William (bdouglas@westnet.com.au ) , Australia
Eralti, Sara (sara.eralti@alice.it) Catholic University of Milan, Italy
Fabre, Eve (fabre eve@hotmail.fr) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Ferguson, Heather (h.ferguson@ucl.ac.uk ) Department of Phonetics and Linguistics, London, UK
Fossard, Marion (marion.fossard@rea.ulaval.ca ) Orthophonie, Université de Laval, Canada
Frisson, Stephen (S.FRISSON@Bham.ac.uk) School of Psychology, University of Birmingham, UK
Gennari, Silvia (s.gennari@psych.york.ac.uk) Department of Psychology, University of York, UK
Geurts, Bart (bart.geurts@phil.ru.nl ) Department of philosophy, University of Nijmegen, Netherlands
Goudbeek, Martijn (m.b.goudbeek@uvt.nl ) Department of Communication and Cognition, University of Tilburg, Germany
Grosse, Gerlind (Gerlind.Grosse@eva.mpg.de ) Max Planck Institute, Leipzig, Germany
Guidetti, Michle (guidetti@univ-tlse2.fr ) Université Toulouse le Mirail, France
Hartshorne, Joshua (jharts@wjh.harvard.edu ) Department of Psychology, Harvard University, Cambridge, USA
Hobson, Jessica (j.hobson@ich.ucl.ac.uk) Institute of Child Health, UCL, London, UK
Hobson, Peter (r.hobson@ich.ucl.ac.uk ) Institute of Child Health, UCL, London, UK
Huang, Yi Ting (ythuang@fas.harvard.edu ) Department of Psychology, Harvard University, Cambridge, UK
Huitink, Janneke (janneke.huitink@gmail.com) Goethe-Universität Institut fr Kognitive Linguistik, Frankfurt, Germany
Jayez, Jacques (jjayez@isc.cnrs.fr) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Kaliuzhna, Mariia (mariia.kaliuzhna@isc.cnrs.fr) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Katsos, Napoleon (nk248@cam.ac.uk) RCEAL, Cambridge University, UK
Kern, Sophie (sophie.kern@univ-lyon2.fr ) Laboratoire Dynamique du Langage, Lyon, France
Keysar, Boaz (boaz@uchicago.edu ) Department of Psychology, University of Chicago, USA
Kim, Christina (ckim@bcs.rochester.edu ) University of Rochester, USA
Kim, Lucy Kyoungsook (lucykimmy@gmail.com ) University of Southern California, USA
Kronmüller, Edmundo (edmundo.kronmuller@isc.cnrs.fr ) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Landmer, Eva (eva.landmer@socwork.gu.se ) Department for Social Work, Göteborg, Germany
Lehmann, Anja (A.Lehmann@em.uni-frankfurt.de ) GK Satzarten, Universität Frankfurt, Germany
Liebal, Kristin (kliebal@eva.mpg.de ) Max Planck Institute, Leipzig, Germany
Morisseau, Tiffany (Tiffany.Morisseau@isc.cnrs.fr) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Musolino, Julien (julienm@ruccs.rutgers.edu ) Center for Cognitive Science, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, USA
Nilsenova, Marie (m.nilsenova@uvt.nl ) Department of Communication and Cognition, University of Tilburg, Germany
Noveck, Ira (ira.noveck@isc.cnrs.fr ) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Panizza, Daniele (daniele.panizza@gmail.com ) Università di Trento, Rovereto, Italy
Pouscoulous, Nausicaa (n.pouscoulous@ucl.ac.uk ) Department of Phonetics and Linguistics, London, UK
Rabagliati, Hugh (hugh@nyu.edu ) Department of Psychology; New York University, USA
Rakhlin, Natalia (natalia.rakhlin@yale.edu ) Yale University, Child Study Center, New Haven, USA
Reboul, Anne (areboul@isc.cnrs.fr ) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Reichle, Robert (rreichle@mail.utexas.edu ) University of Texas, Department of French, Austin, USA
Rubio, Paula (paularubio@hotmail.com ) Department of Phonetics and Linguistics, UCL London, UK
Schaeken, Walter (walter.schaeken@psy.kuleuven.be ) Department of Psychology, University of Leuven, Belgium
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Schulze, Cornelia (cornelia.schulze@googlemail.com ) Max Planck Institute, Leipzig, Germany
Schumacher, Petra (petra.schumacher@uni-mainz.de ) General Linguistics, University of Mainz, Germany
Sedivy, Julie (Julie Sedivy@Brown.edu ) Brown University, Providence, USA
Skordi Athina (askord01@ucy.ac.cy ) Human Communication/English Studies, University College London, UK
Snedeker, Jesse (snedeker@wjh.harvard.edu ) Department of Psychology, Harvard University, Cambridge, UK
Sofu, Hatice (hasofu@cu.edu.tr ) Faculty of Education, ukurova University, Turkey
Sperber, Dan (dan.sperber@gmail.com ) Institut Jean-Nicod, Paris, France
Spotorno, Nicola (nicospot@alice.it ) Department of Philosophy, University Vita e Salute San Raffaele, Italy
Su, Yi Esther (esu@maccs.mq.edu.au ) The Macquarie Centre for Cognitive Science, Sydney, Australia
Tomasello, Michael (tomasello@eva.mpg.de ) Max Planck Institute, Leipzig, Germany
Tomlinson Jr., John (otomlins@ucsc.edu ) Department of Psychology, UC Santa Cruz, USA
Türkay, Fayza (fturkay@cu.edu.tr ) Faculty of Education, ukurova University, Turkey
Van Berkum, Jos (jos.vanberkum@mpi.nl ) Max Planck Institute, Nijmegen, Netherlands
Van der Henst, Jean-Baptiste (vanderhenst@isc.cnrs.fr ) Laboratoire Langage, Cerveau et Cognition, Lyon, France
Verbrugge Sara (sara.verbrugge@psy.kuleuven.be ) Department of Linguistics, University of Leuven, Belgium
von Fintel, Kai (fintel@mit.edu ) MIT, Cambridge, USA
Wearing, Catherine (cwearing@wellesley.edu ) Wellesley College, USA
Wollermann, Charlotte (cwo@ifk.uni-bonn.de ) Institute of Communication Sciences, University of Bonn, Germany
Zondervan, Arjen (arjen.zondervan@let.uu.nl ) Utrecht Institute of Linguistics, Utrecht University, Netherlands
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More on Lyon

Our favorite Restaurants

Here’s a selection of good restaurants that we really like. Reserva-
tion is highly recommended for all of them.

Chez Abel - 25, Rue Guynemer, Lyon 2ème. A safe bet if you’re looking for a typical “Bouchon Lyonnais”.
Their quenelle is perfect - as well as are most of the other dishes. The place might be a little difficult to find though! Tel :
09 64 43 23 34

Le Café du Soleil - Place de la Trinité, 2 rue Saint Georges, Lyon 5ème.Situated in the heart of Vieux-Lyon,
this is the oldest cafe in Lyon. You are guaranteed to eat well (the menu features mostly local specialties), and to receive
a friendly welcome. Tel : 04 78 37 60 02

La Cantine des Sales Gosses - 5, Rue Martinire, Lyon 1er. A great place off the beaten track. The food is
quite good, and the decor highly imaginative and amusing. The restaurant may not look much from the outside but it is
definitely worth a visit for a delicious and fun night out. Tel : 04 78 27 65 81

La Brasserie Georges - 30, cours de Verdun, Lyon 2ème. A monument of Lyonnaise gastronomy near the
Perrache station. The building alone is worth the visit. Traditional menu with some Lyonnaise specialties. Tel : 04 72 56
54 54

Les Lulus - 3, Petite rue Feuillants, Lyon 1er. Les Lulus lights up the slopes of the Croix-Rousse with their cosy
atmosphere. The food is exquisite, albeit a bit prize, and if the weather allows it, you’ll certainly enjoy the private terrasse.
Tel : 04 72 07 71 93

L’ourson qui boit - 23, Rue Royale, Lyon 1er. Another must-try semi-gastronomic restaurant in Croix-Rousse.
The japanese chef will astonish you with his fine French cuisine and moderate prizes. Tel : 04 78 27 23 37

Pizzeria Napoli - 45, rue Franklin, Lyon 2ème. Because sometimes nothing is worth a genuine italian pizza, we
recommend this place where the owners Nicolo and Franco Morreale will convince you that this is just the best pizzeria in
Lyon. Tel : 04 78 37 23 37

O’paille en queue - 30, Avenue Berthelot, Lyon 7ème. Two steps away from the conference site on Avenue
Berthelot, the Chef of this very friendly exotic restaurant will serve you original and tasty food from the island of the
Reunion, at lunch or dinner. Tel : 04 37 65 01 17
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PLACES YOU SHOULD SEE 

 

A) Basilica Notre Dame de Fourviere & the Gallo-roman theaters and Museum  
   The Museum of Gallo-Roman civilization is in a building nearly entirely buried within the archeological 

park, overlooking the antique theaters. The museum's collection includes 

steles, statues, bronzes and mosaics from the Gallo-Roman period. 

      The archeological park includes one of the finest theaters in all of ancient 

Gaul and an odeum in a unique juxtaposition not found elsewhere in antiquity.  

In 1643, Lyon chose the Virgin Mary as its patron saint and later 

made good on its vow to honor her by building the Fourvière 

Basilica in 1896. The strange and massive silhouette with its four 

octagonal towers dominates the city and inspired its nickname "the 

upside-down elephant". 

 

B) Vieux Lyon (Old Lyon) 
In 1964, Vieux Lyon became the first protected historic district in 

France. It is one of the largest Renaissance quarters in Europe and 

was named a UNESCO World Heritage site in 1998. 

At the bottom of the hill there is the old Renaissance area of Vieux Lyon, which 

goes from Saint George’s right up to Saint Paul, so be sure to visit Saint Jean 

Cathedral while discovering the area.  

Make your way through the Traboules (silk workers passageways) while you 

admire the magnificent interior courtyards, wells and spiralling staircases. 

  
 

C) Place Bellecour 
Formerly known as the Royal Square, the Place Bellecour is located between 

the Rhone and the Saone rivers in the Presqu'ile district. In the center of this 

square (one of the largest in all of Europe) is the famous statue of Louis XIV 

on horseback by Francois Lemot. The square itself doesn't have much 

character, but it is located in a very vibrant part of town, and allows for some 

nice views of the Fourviere Hill. Also, the official Tourist Office is located 

here. (Photo:View from the Fourviere). 

 

 

 

D) Hotel de Ville/ Place des Terreaux 
   The Musée des Beaux-Arts de Lyon (Lyon’s Fine 

Arts Museum) is located in the middle of the historic 

city centre in the building of a former Royal Abbey 

dating from the 17th century. It is called the Abbaye 

des Dames de Saint-Pierre.  

Open to the general public since 1803 fully renovated 

in 1998, the Lyon’s Fine Arts Museum has one of the 

largest collections of art in Europe. The five 

departments, covering over more than 7,000 m² and 70 

rooms make it into a real art museum illustrating all 

the important periods in the history of art. 

The Lyon National Opera House is one of the finest examples of theatrical architecture from the 2nd half of 

the 20th century! Built in 1993 by Jean Nouvel, it can now be considered a part of our international heritage. 
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E) Quai du Rhône (Riverbanks of the Rhone) 
In the afternoon, take the time to rent a Vélo’V bike and go for a ride along 

Rhône riverbanks up to the confluence of the Rhône and Saône rivers. 

 

 

 

F) Parc de la Tête d’Or 
There are 7 entrances but the most 

impressive is the "Enfants du Rhône" gate which opens out onto the 

lake, the centerpiece of the park's landscape design. The immense 

lawns of romantic inspiration alternate with groves of trees often over a 

hundred years old. The flower beds, rose and peony gardens bring a 

year-round touch of color and perfume. 

 

 

G) Part-Dieu : Gare, Mall & Pencil!  
There is a big shopping mall situated near the train station, Part Dieu, 

Grand centre commerciale de Part Dieu. Here you can shop till you drop. They 

have some big departmental stores like Galaries Lafayette. There are also small boutiques 

and a big super market Carrefour. . 

 

Due to its shape, the headquarter of Crédit Lyonnais is 

named Le crayon (the pencil). Crédit Lyonnais is a major 

French bank (since 2003 integrated in the Crédit Agricole 

Group) established in 1863. 

 

 

H) Institute of Contemporain Art 
The Institut d'art contemporain was created in 1997 from the merging 

of a centre for contemporary art, the New Museum, created in 1978, 

and a Frac (regional collection of contemporary art), the Rhone-Alpes 

Frac, created in 1982. It is a pioneering institution in France and has 

two aims. These are to organize exhibitions inside its walls and to 

constitute the Rhone-Alpes Collection with a view to circulating it 

over the whole Rhone-Alpes territory.  
 

 

I) Musée Lumière 
In 1895, the City of Lyon became the birthplace of the 7th art, 

when Auguste and Louis Lumière invented the "Cinématographe".  

The Lumière museum, where you can discover the Lumière 

brothers' fabulous inventions, such as the Cinématographe, the first 

colour photos, and unusual items, is housed in the family villa.  
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