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Abstract

Schwarzschild’s (1999) account of givenness, followingpfRo(1992a),
elaborates a notion of complementarity of givenness andsfae an intri-
cate way: While givenness is semantically interpretedj$as grammatically
marked. As Wagner (2005, 2006b) noticed, however, undéaioecircum-
stances givenness in English is grammatically marked ak vidbvement
plays a role in this process.

This paper provides further evidence for marking givennégsesent a case
study of three Slavic languages (Czech, Russian, and S&ndmtian) in which
givenness isaalwaysgrammatically marked. In these langauges, given ele-
ments must linearly precede new elements. If this relatrdering cannot be
achieved by base generation, the ordering can be fixed by meve | will
provide an account of the data in terms of givenness and thxéhitee Presup-
position principle of Heim (1991). In particular, | will ang for an operator
that marks elements in its scope as given. The operatoredivtite structure
between a given and a new part. The role of Maximize Presiipposs to
enforce that every given element is in the scope of the operaéhe operator
and Maximize Presupposition work in tandem with an econoondition on
movement that licenses movement only if it yields an othsewinavailable
semantic interpretation (cf. Fox 1995, 2000; Reinhart J99%he proposal
thus provides independent evidence for a competition imgrar and for the
role of Maximize Presupposition in the process.

1 Introduction

Czech is gpro-drop language with fairly free word order. To have a desep

label at hand, I will refer to SVO based (SV 10 DO, etc.) ordesshebasic word

order and to other orders (VSO, OSV, etc.) @erived word ordergVeselovska,

1995, among others). Interestingly, the basic word orddraaderived word order
differ in the range of their interpretations. | will demorate the interpretational
differences on example (1).



(1) Anexample of a basic word order and a derived order:

a. SVO Chlapec naSel lizatko.
boy.Nomfoundlollipop.Acc

b. OVS: Lizatko naSel chlapec.
lollipop.Acc foundboy.Nom

To describe the readings | will use labgjvenand newto indicate whether the
relevant item has been previously introduced into the dissm The labels are used
here only as a first approximation, they do not refer to theotiion of an item.

Focusing on the interpretation of DPs within the basic wadkoin (1-a) (putting
aside the rest of the utterance for now), three differendirggs are readily avail-
ablel-2

(2)  Possible interpretations of the basic word order:

a. SVO Chlapec naSel lizatko.
boy.Nomfoundlollipop.Acc
(i) ‘A boy found a lollipop.” «<— new > new
(i)  ‘This boy found a lollipop.”<—— gi ven > new
(iif) ‘This boy found this lollipop.’<— gi ven > gi ven
(iv) #'A boy found this lollipop.’«— #new > gi ven

As we can see, if ‘boy’ is given, ‘lollipop’ may be new or giveltf ‘boy’ is new,
‘lollipop’ mustbe new. The given interpretation is not possible. In otherdsp
even though the basic word order is compatible with (at Jédistee different in-
terpretations, one logically possible interpretation issimg. To obtain the missing
interpretation, the word order must be changed:

(3) OvsS: Lizatko nasSel chlapec. «— gi ven > new
lollipop.Acc foundboy.Nom
‘A boy found this lollipop.’

1 will be concerned here only with utterances without costive or corrective focus. All exam-
ples are pronounced with neutral sentential intonatiore iffain sentential stress falls on the first
syllable of the last prosodic word. There is no other pitateat except for the main sentential stress
that falls on the first syllable of the last prosodic word.daput aside cases of the so called about-
ness topics in which the speaker changes the word order to wiaat she is going to concentrate
on in the coming utterance.

°Notice that there are no overt determiners in Czech. In katings, | use either ‘a’ or ‘this/that’
in order to avoid uniqueness presupposition that the readght associate with English ‘the’.

3We have put aside the non-nominal part of the utterance.



A first attempt to characterize the restriction on word om@ed the corresponding
interpretation is given in (4).

(4)  Generalization I: *New > Given [to be modified]
In Czech, given elements must linearly precede new elements

| suggest an account of the Czech data in terms of a naturglséage operator that
marks elements in its scope as given. | will call this opearatG-operator* The

operator is designed to capture the fact that there is a pothe structure above
which everything is given. The G-operator is recursive anfieiely propagates
upwards, thus enforcing the structure to be divided betvaeginen and a new patrt.

(5)  The G-operator marks structurally higher elements as given

N

given /\
given
&
new

new

The question that arises is why we need such an operator finghelace. Consider
the following scenario:

(6)  Scenario I

a. Alittle girl on her way to school lost a lollipop. And then.
b. #chlapec naSellizatko
boy.Nomfoundlollipop.Acc

Since ‘lollipop’ in (6-b) is given, it should be marked by tlEeoperator. However,
because of the way the operator works, it would not mark olalipop’: ‘boy’
would be marked as given too. But such a marking would yieEsppposition
failure. In short, this will not do. What about not having a@yoperator in the
structure? Notice that the utterance would still be symtalty well-formed and
semantically interpretable. Furthermore, if we consideéefnition of givenness as
that one of Schwarzschild (199%ccording to which an element is interpreted as

41 will properly define the operator in Section 3.
5

(0 Definition of GIVEN (Schwarzschild 1999, p. 151, (25))
An utterance U counts asI&N iff it has a salient antecedent A and

3



given if it has a salient antecedent, ‘lollipop’ would beramtly interpreted as given.

| argue that it is not enough to interpret an element as gigeren elements must
bemarkedas given because of an independently needed pragmatidicondilax-
imize Presupposition of Heim (1991), stated in (7). The @gle requires that if
an element may be presupposed, it must be presupposed.qiendly, if a given
element failed to be marked, the Maximize Presuppositiorcyple would be vio-
lated®

(7 Maximize Presupposition(after Heim (1991))
In context C use the most informative presupposition satisfi C.

Consider now again the utterance in (6-b), repeated below:

(6-b) #chlapec naSel lizatko
boy.Nomfoundlollipop.Acc
‘A boy found the lollipop.

If the G-operator were inserted below ‘lollipop’, it woul@écessarily mark the rest
of the utterance as given as well, resulting in presuppmsi@ilure. On the other
hand, if the operator were not inserted, ‘lollipop’ wouldl f& be grammatically
marked as given. Consequently, Maximize Presuppositiaridvoe violated"

(8) a. The structure with the G-operator (presupposition faijure
a-b0Ysiven || FOUNTiven | the-lollipopsiven, G

b. The structure without the G-operator (Maximize Presuppasifail-
ure):
a-boyy..,, foundy.., [ the-lollipopy..,

The only way to resolve the tension between presuppositituré and Maximize
Presupposition is to reorder the structure:

(9) Reordering of (6-b) resolves the pragmatic tension:

a. ifUistype e, then A and U corefer;
b.  otherwise: modul@-type shifting, A entails the Existential F-closure of U.

5The definition of Maximize Presupposition in (7) refers tohwice from a candidate set of
presuppositions. | will define the relevant reference sdtieevaluation in Section 3.
"The source of the relevant pragmatic violation in the fologuexamples is marked by boxes.



a. lizatko naSel chlapec.
lollipop.Acc foundboy.Nom
b. the-lollipopyiven, G foundy.,, a-boyye.,

We have just derived Generalization I, i.e., the linear olEpendency between
given and new elements, as a result of an interaction of tlopé&ator and the
Maximize Presuppositon principle.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section2ijlisow that as it
stands, Generalization | is too strong and its applicatiaistrbe further restricted
to a certain type of domains. In the same time we will see tretegalization |
is not only too strong but it is also too weak: it justifies marerd order patterns
than we find. | will argue that Generalization | is furthertreged by an indepen-
dently needed economy condition on syntactic operatiomne@lization | can be
understood as a statement about a partition between givemeawt since given and
new seem to be complementary we might reduce the properatberation of the
pattern to marking one of the sides of the partition. In $ec8 | will also intro-
duce data from Russian and Serbo-Croatian showing thathdgeawot unique in
its givenness marking properties. In section 3 | will intnod a semantic proposal
which will account for the pattern. In Section 4 | will invegte further predictions
made by the semantic proposal. Section 5 will conclude tpempa

2 Generalization I: *New > Given

In the previous section | introduced a generalization atiogrto which in Czech

given material must precede new material. This sectiond@kthe generalization,
repeated below, in more detail and introduces further refergs. This section also
introduces data from Russian and Serbo-Croatian showeigtitie Czech word-

order pattern is not unigue.

(4)  Generalization I: *New > Given [to be modified]
In Czech, given elements must linearly precede new elements

We can think about the boundary between given and new mbéeria partition:

in the following examples | will mark the partition by The generalization pre-
dicts that we should find exactly one partition per an utteeasuch that all given
elements are to the left of the partition and all new elemarggo the right of the

8Even though | introduce data from Russian and Serbo-Croati@st of the proposal will be
demonstrated on Czech.



partition. The structural status of the elements shouldreéant for the ordering.
As we will see, the prediction is borne out.

Let’s start with a simple example of an intransitive clauseCzech there are word-
order differences between unergatives and unaccusativesg from a different

base-generated position of the subject. As can be seen }x({B), in an out of

the blue context, the unergative subject which is strutdiuhagher than the verb,

linearly precedes the verb. However, if the subject is nesvthr verb is given, the
word order must be reversed, as in (14)—(17).

(10)  Unergatives:

a. Context: It was just a normal party. Nothing special. Some people
just drank, some people sang, and. ..
b. subject > verb

(11) Czech:

a. Marietancovala.
Marie danced

b. #tancovaldMarie
danced Marie

‘Marie danced.’

(12)  Serbo-Croatian:
a. Marija jeigrala
Marija.Nomis danced
‘Marija danced.’
b. #lgrala je Marija

danceds Marija.Nom
‘Marija danced.

(13) Russian:

a. Marija pritancovala
Marija.Nomdanced
‘Marija danced.

b. #Pritancovaldarija.
danced Marija
‘Marija danced.’

(14) Ifthe verb is given, the order must be reversed:

a. Context:A: I'm sorry | missed the party yesterday. Did you go?
B: No, but | heard that it wasn’t such a great party. There wapss-
edly only one person that danced.
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A: Do you know who danced?
b. verb > subject

(15) Czech:

Tancovalg Marie
danced Marie
‘Marie danced.

(16)  Serbo-Croatian:
Igrala je | Marija
danceds Marija
‘Marija danced.’

(17)  Russian:

Tancovalg Marija.
danced Marija
‘Marija danced.’

Since in unaccusatives the base generated position of tfecsisubject is lower
than the verb, we expect unaccusatives to form a mirror inohgeergatives. This
is indeed what we find. If both the surface subject and the aezmew, the verb
linearly precedes the subject, as in (18)—(21). Howevéhgfverb is new and the
subject is given, the word order must be reversed, as se@2)}A(@5).

(18)  Unaccusatives:

a. Context:A and B walk on a street in A's neighborhood and suddenly
there is a very loud noise. A knows that there is a railwayiatan
front of them but B doesn’t. B: ‘What was that noise?’A: ‘Thas a
railway station ahead of us. | guess...’

b. verb > subject

(19) Czech:

Prijel vlak.
arrivedtrain
‘A train arrived.

(20)  Serbo-Croatian:

Stigao je voz
arrivedis train
‘A train arrived.

(21) Russian:



PriSol pojezd
arrivedtrain
‘A train arrived.

(22)  If the subject is given, the order must be reversed:

a. Context: A and B wait for a train and they get lost in a chat. A
suddenly notices that the train they have been waiting fairsady
in the station.

b. subject > verb

(23) Czech:

a. Viak| prijel
train arrived
‘The train arrived.’
b. #Prijel vlak
arrivedtrain
‘The train arrived.

(24)  Serbo-Croatian:

a. \oz je | stigao.
train.Nomis arrived
‘The train arrived.’

b. #Stigaoje voz.
arrivedis train
‘The train arrived.’

(25) Russian:

a. Pojezd| prisol
train  arrived
‘The train arrived.

b. #PriSol pojezd
arrivedtrain
‘The train arrived.

The same pattern repeats itself in more complex struct@essider now a double-
object construction in which only the direct object is newe test of the utterance
is given, as in (26)—(29). In the following examples, newenial is written in bold.
The relevant context is approximated by a question-ansaier p

(26)  Only direct object is new:
Context:What did Marie give to Pavel?

(27)  Czech:



(28)

(29)

a. Marie dala Pavlovi | knizku.
Marie.NomgavePavel.Dat book.Acc
‘Marie gave Pavel a book.’

b. #Marie dalaknizku Pavlovi.
Marie.Nomgavebook.AccPavel.Dat

c. #Marie knizku dala Pavlovi.
Marie.Nombook.AccgavePavel.Dat

d. #nizku Marie dala Pavlovi.
book.AccMarie.NomgavePavel.Dat

Serbo-Croatian:
Marija jedala Pavlu | knjigu
Marija.Nomis givenPavel.Dat book.Acc
‘Marija gave Pavel a book.

Russian:

Marija dalaPaviu | knjigu
Marija.NomgavePavel.Dat book.Acc
‘Marija gave Pavel a book.

As we can see in (26), the only felicitious order is the ordewhich the new ele-
ment linearly followsall given elements. Examples in (30)—(41) show that there is
nothing special about a direct objeénynew element must follow given elements.

(30)

(31)

Only indirect object is new:

Scenario:A really wanted to read a book Marija told A about but Peted tol
A that Marija gave the book to someone. A: Do you know whom jari
gave the book?

Czech:

a. Marie dalaknizku | Pavlovi. (Alety ho myslim
Marie.Nomgavebook.Acc Pavel.Dabut youhim think-I
neznas.)
not-know-you
‘Marie gave a book to Pavel. (But | don’t think you know him.)’

b. #Marie dala Pavlovi knizku.
Marie.NomgavePavel.Dabook.Acc

c. #Marie Pavlovi dala knizku.
Marie.NomPavel.Dagavebook.Acc
d. #Pavlovi Marie dala knizku.

Pavel.DatMarie.Nomgavebook.Acc



(32)  Serbo-Croatian:

Marija jedala knjigu | Pavlu. Myslimda ga
Marija.Nomis givenboo.Acc Pavel.Dathink-1 thathim
neznas

not-know-you
‘Marija gave the book to Pavel. | don’t think you know him, thgh.’

(33) Russian:

Marija dalaknjigu | Paviu. (Ty jegoneznaes.)
Marija.Nomgavebook.Acc Pavel.Datyou him not-know
‘Marija gave the book to Pavel. (But you don’t know him.)’

(34)  Only subjectis new:
Context:l didn’t know that Pavel now has the book. Who gave the book to
Pavel?

(35) Czech:

a. Pavlovi knizku dala| Marie.
Pavel.Dabook.Accgave Marie.Nom
‘Marie gave the book to Pavel.

b. #Pavlovi dala Marie knizku.
Pavel.DagaveMarie.Nombook.Acc

c. #dalaMarie Pavlovi knizku.
gaveMarie.NomPavel.Dabook.Acc

d. #dala Marie Pavlovi knizku.
Marie.Nomgave Pavel.Datook.Acc

(36)  Serbo-Croatian:
Pavlu jeknjigu dala | nekazena
Pavel.Dais book.Accgiven somewoman.Nom
‘Some woman/A woman gave Pavel the book.’
(37)  Russian:

Pavlu  knjigu dala| kakajato Zergtina
Pavel.Dabook.Accgave what thatwoman.
‘Some woman gave Pavel the book.’

(38)  Only adjunct is new:
Context:Oh, I didn’t know that Marija gave Pavel the book. When did she
give it to him?

(39) Czech:
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(40)

(41)

a. Marie dalaknizku Pavlovi | vCera
Marie.Nomgavebook.AccPavel.Dat yesterday
‘Marie gave a book to Pavel yesterday.’

b. #Marie dala Pavlovi vCera  knizku.
Marie.NomgavePavel.Datyesterdayook.Acc

c. #Marie dalavcera  Pavlovi knizku.
Marie.NomgaveyesterdayPavel.Dabook.Acc

d. #Marie vCera dala Pavloviknizku.
Marie.NomyesterdayPavel.Dagave book.Acc
e. #wcera  Marie dala Pavlovi knizku.

yesterdayMarie.NomgavePavel.Dabook.Acc
Serbo-Croatian:

Marija jedala Pavlu  knjigu | juce

Marija.Nomis givenPavel.Dabook.Acc yesterday

‘Marija gave the book to Pavel yesterday.

Russian:

Marija dalaPavlu  knjigu | vCera.
Marija.NomgavePavel.Dabook.Acc yesterday
‘Marija gave the book to Pavel yesterday.

If there is more than one new element in an utterance, the ganmeralization still
holds: all new elements must linearly folloall given elements, as can be seen in
(42)—(45).

(42)

(43)

(44)

Adjunct and subject are new:
Context: Oh, | didn’t know Pavel now has the book. Do you know who
gave it to him and when?

Czech:

a. Pavlovi knizku dala|vCera Marie.
Pavel.Dabook.Accgave yesterdayMarie.Nom
‘Marie gave a book to Pavel yesterday.’

b. #Marie dalavcera  Pavlovi knizku
Marie.NomgaveyesterdayPavel.Dabook.Acc

c. #Pavlovi knizku Marie dala vCera
Pavel.Dabook.AccMarie.Nomgaveyesterday

d.

Serbo-Croatian:
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a. Pavlu jeknjigu dala |juce Marija
Pavel.Dais book.Accgiven yesterdayMarija
‘Marija gave the book to Pavel yesterday.

b. Knjiguje Pavle dala juce Marija
book is Pavel.DagivenyesterdayMarija.Nom
‘Marija gave the book to Pavel yesterday.

(45) Russian:

a. Pavlu knjigu dala| vcera Marija
Pavel.Dabook.Accgave yesterdaryMarija.Nom
‘Marija gave Pavel the book yesterday.

b. Pavlu dalaknjigu Marija vCera
Pavel.Dagavebook.AccMarija.Nomyesterday
‘Marija gave Pavel the book yesterday.

Furthermore, Generalization | predicts that in a basic waater there should be
multiple points in which the partition can be placed. Pdssflacements of the
partion in a double object constructions are predicted tasiia (46).

(46)  Possible partition placements in a double-object congtounc
() Marie (|) gave () to-Pavel {) book.

This prediction is indeed borne out:

(47)  The basic word order is felicitous in several contexts:

a. (i) Whatdid Marie give to Pavel?
(i) Marie dala Pavlovi| knizku.

b. (i) Whatdid Marie give to whom?
(i) Marie dala| Pavlovi knizku.

c. () Whatdid Marie do?
(i) Marie | dala Pavlovi knizku.

d. () Whathappened?
(i) | Marie dala Pavlovi knizku.

2.1 Domain restrictions

Generalization | also predicts that the *Newiven is a root phenomena. The
prediction is that if there is a given element generated irembedded clause it
should precede new elements in the matrix clause. As carelparsé8)—(51), this
prediction is not borne out. This time, the given elementrigten in bold.
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(48) *New- Given is not a root phenomenon:
Context: A and B are friends of Mary but A has not heard from her for a
long time. But she thinks that B might have. ‘A: By the way, @awu
heard anything about Marija?’

(49) Czech:

a. Lucie mi fekla,ze Marie | si vzalaPetra.
Lucie.Nomme.Dattold thatMarie.Nom REFLtook Petr.Acc
‘Lucie told me that Marie got married to Petr’

b. #Marie | Lucie mi fekla, Zze si vzalaPetra.
Marie .Nom Lucie.Nomme.Dattold thatREFLtook Petr.Acc
‘Lucie told me that Marie got married to Petr’

(50)  Serbo-Croatian:

a. Jedarmrijatelj  izgovoriomi da Marija sa udalaza
one friend.Nomtold methatMarija.NomREFL got for
Petra
Petar.Gen
‘A friend of mine told me that Marija got married to Petar.’

b. #Marija jedanprijatelj  izgovoriomi da sa  udalaza
Marija.Nomone friend.Nomtold methatREFL got for
Petra
Petar.Gen

‘A friend of mine told me that Marija got married to Petar.’

(51) Russian:

a. Mnje drug skazalto Marija vylaza muaPetra
me.Datfriend.Nomtold thatMarija.Nomgot for manPetor.Gen
‘A friend of mine told me that Marija got married to Petor.’

b. #Marija mnje drug skazalto vylaza muaPetra
Marija.Nomme.Datfriend.Nomtold thatgot for manPetor.Gen
‘A friend of mine told me that Marija got married to Petor.’

As it stands, Generalization | is too strong. As we can seel), (the relevant
domain of application is a finite clause. Putting aside fawnehat the relevant
domains are, we need to modify Generalization | to be domairsitive. The final
formulation of Generalization | is given in (52):

9The relevant domains are often smaller than a finite clauseexample in Czech, a complement
of a finite auxiliary is a domain for Generalization | apptioa:

0] The complement of a Future auxiliary is domain for Geneeadian I
a.  What will happen to the book?
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(52) Generalization I: *New = Given [final version]
Within a domain [, Y ... X], if Xis given, sois Y.

2.2 Economy condition on movement

Domain partitioning into given and new seems to involve adbmovement?
Furthermore, Generalization | predicts that any derivetboin which given pre-
cedes new should be felicitous. Thus, any patrtition-irdereordering should be
felicitous. However, this prediction is not borne out. Asean see in (53), if Gen-
eralization | is satisfied in the basic word order, then th&@daord order cannot be
changed:

(53) Ifthe basic word order does not need to be changed, it canmchlnged:
a. What did Marie do?

b. Marie Mtu knihu m Petrovi.
Marie.Nomwill  thebook.Accgive.InfPetr.Dat
‘Marie will give the book to Peter.

c. #Tu knihu MMarie m Petrovi.
thebook.Accwill ~ Marie.Nomgive.InfPetr.Dat
‘Marie will give the book to Peter.

(i) The complement of Past tense auxiliary is domain for Geigtaon I:
a. What happened to the boat that got demaged in the lastatorm

b.  Jederechnik a ja|jsme| lod .
one technician.Nomandl Ayx 1p|boat.AcCrepaired

‘A technician and | repaired the boat.’

Interestingly, the domain of Generalization | is in prineiindependent of the tense of the finite
clause. For example, the Past tense auxiliary is presediplosubjects, as in (ii), but not for 3sg
subjects, as in (iii). If there is no tense auxiliary, the damfor Generalization | can be the whole
finite clause:

(iii) 3sg.:
a.  What happened to the boat that got demaged in the lastatorm
b. Lod opravil| jedentechnik.

boat.AcCrepairedone technician.Nom
‘A technician repaired the boat.’

If we assume (following Ogihara 1996, among others) thahasdeauxiliary selects for a proposi-
tion, we can characterize the domain of Generalization Irapgsitional domains. This characteri-
zation will become revelant in Section 3.

10The ordering could be in principle derived by base genematitowever, we will see in Section
3 that there is evidence for movement being the relevanttstral operation.
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b. Marie | dala Pavlovi knizku.
Marie.Nom gavePavel.Dabook.Acc
‘Marie gave Pavel a book.’

c. #Marie | Pavlovi dala knizku.
Marie.Nom Pavel.Dagavebook.Acc
d. #Marie | dalaknizku Pavlovi.

Marie.Nom gavebook.AccPavel.Dat

One might argue that reordering is restricted only for basid orders. If this were
so, we would expect derived word orders to be compatible mitiple interpre-
tations in the same way as the basic word order is. Howevegrabe seen in (54),
this is not what we find. The only interpretation that is cotitga with the derived
order is the interpretation thatmot availablefor the basic word order.

(54) Possible interpretations of the derived word order:

a. OVS: Lizatko nasel chlapec.
lollipop.Acc foundboy.Nom
(i) ‘A boy found this lollipop.” +— gi ven > new
(i) #'A boy found a lollipop.” «— new > new
(iif) #This boy found this lollipop.”<— gi ven > gi ven

| argue that in order to account for the lack of partitionemmial reordering and for
the limits on the interpretation of derived order, Geneatlon | must be comple-
mented by a generalization restricting movement:

(55)  Generalization II: *Inversion
The word order may be changed only if the reordering yieldsmaastic
interpretation that would not be available otherwise.

| argue that Generalization Il results from an indepengemtieded economy con-
dition on movement. In particular, | argue for a view of sytia movement as
being free but costly: movement is licensed only if it yiekasintepretation (in our
case, presupposition) that would not be available othenfdé Fox 1995, 2000;
Reinhart 1995).

2.3 Summary

The observation that there is a relation between Czech water @nd its inter-
pretation is, of course, not neW. The particular observation that given material

1To my knowledge, the first grammar that mentions the relabietween a word order and its
interpretation is Dobrovsky (1819). The first attempt teteynatically describe the relation is due to
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in Czech, Russian, or Serbo-Croatian linearly precedesmaterial goes back at
least to Mathesius’s 1908 Prague lectures (Mathesius 918283, 1931); Firbas
(1964); Sgall (1967); Sgall et al. (1986) to name just a felmterestingly, there
has never been agreement on what factors determined thewittien the given
part andwithin the new part. Furthermore, the generalization has beeedsiat
domain-independent terms.

In this section | argued that characterizing the word-ordstriction as *New-Given
is both too strong and too weak. First, the generalizatiostrba restricted to do-
mains. Second, the actual reordering must be restricteah lecanomy condition
on movement.

3 The semantic proposal

We have learned in Sections 1 and 2 that in Czech a structuydendivided into
domains and any domain can be partitioned between given end @ne way to
understand the partitioning is that there is a complemiytalation between the
given and the new part. Consequently, it should be suffid@emthe grammar to
mark only one half of the partition and to define the other hglfan elsewhere
condition. The question is whether it should be the given pathe new part. A
suggestive evidence comes from the following pattern. &3 $¢bows, the partition
point may be off the main spine and yet, the main spine abay®és and the main
spine below is new:

(56)  The partition may be off the main sentential spine:

a. What else did Marie do yesterday?
b. Yesterday Marie | and Paul came to school.

Gebauer (1900). Gebauer was also the first to notice thatibtinly the word order but also
prosody that matters for the interpretation. In particuke argued for a model which derived
prosody directly from the syntactic structure, taking iat@ount hierarchical relations.
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Yesterday /\

P\ came to school

Marie
and Paul

If the structure is marked up from the partition, as in (52,ca&n define a structural
relation between the partition point and the given elem&ntiere is no structural
relation that can be used to define the partition with resjoettte new elements. If
we wanted to mark new elements with respect to the partitoomtpwe would have
to first mark ‘Paul’ and then zig-zag down toward ‘came to sthaevhile avoiding
marking ‘Marie’ as new as well. | will use this observatiordaargue that in Czech

only givenness is grammatically encoded. New is defined byethewhere condi-
tion 1314,15

| thus propose to account for Generalization |, repeatedvheh terms of given-

ness. In particular, | will argue for a natural language apmrthat recursively

marks elements in its scope g&ven The terminating point of the operator will
be defined in terms of a semantic type that corresponds tetharstic type of do-

mains of the application of Generalization |. Furthermow]l define givenness in

terms of existential presupposition and | will argue thgtlagation of the operator
is enforced by Maximize Presupposition.

(52) Generalization I: *New >~ Given [final version]
Within a domain p,,, Y ... X], if X is given, sois Y.

2All given elements asymmetrically c-command the partipioimnt.

3Note, that the same is not true about focus in general: tBerething in the present system that
would force focus and given to be in the complementary dhistidn.

14The reader familar with the so called cartographic apprestt information structure (Rizzi,
1997, among others) may wonder whether we could capture zeelCdata in a feature-checking
mechanism. The fact that the partition point may fall off thain spine is one of the facts that
suggests otherwise: In this particular example, the diéoivavould either violate the Coordinate
Structure Constraint (Ross, 1967) (in case we assumed oslgigenness projection given elements
needed to move to), or we would have to posit multiple givesmeojections. The latter choice
would, however, fail to explain why the structumeustbe affected upwards even if the partition
point is off the main spine.

15This argument, of course, holds only if we refer to hieratahrelations and not to the linear
order. We could avoid the problem by defining newness ovealistrings. However, as we will see
in Section 4, marking givenness is not only easier but it edefses more precise predictions.
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Generalization | says that there is a point in the structbm/e which everything
is given. We can formalize this observation in terms of anratoe that would
add a presupposition to a syntactic element. Such an opéiateeds to be able
to mark more than one element as given, and (ii) it may opevalg within a
certain domain. Since in the cases we encountered so faglévant domain was a
proposition, | will treat the domains as being of types, ¢ >.1% | propose to define
such an operator syncategorematically as in {57).

(57)  G-operator:

A, : Given(A).G([B A]) Bisoftype< «, [ > for somea, [
other than< s, t >

G(B])= ’

18] for B of type<s,t>

The operator marks elements in its scope as given. It re@lyspropagates up-
ward<® and terminates on an atomic semantic type (in our case,t >). The
operator is defined with respect to a syntactic constitu€htis, whatever can be
syntactically (and semantically) combined together digglias good arguments for
the operator. If B is of type< s, >, the application of the G-operator returns
[B].° Notice that it is immaterial whether the operator is insgitethe narrow
syntax or at LF. The only important thing is that it is syngaiematic. For con-
creteness, | will follow Sauerland (2005) in assuming thaéigness gives rise to
an existential presupposition (cf. Schwarzschild 199y interest lies in how
givenness applies compositionally, the actual lexicatyeistnot crucial.

We now have an operator that does the following two thingsufr (i) Once the
operator starts propagating upwards, it does not stop siitlesaches the edge of
a domain. As a result, structures are divided into domainghich given precedes

18]t is not crucial that the domains are of a propositional typry atomic semantic type would
do as well.

"The operator in (57) is due Roni Katzir. | am grateful to Darfiok, Irene Heim, and Roni
Katzir for discussing the properties of the G-operator it

¥The reader might be puzzled that the operator leaves irgacbimplement and instead it prop-
agates upwards. A more conventional idea of a semantic tmpasaan operator that applies only
to its complement. Notice, however, that such a binary dpefa not uncommon. This is exactly
how, for example, the generalized conjunction (Partee asatiR 1983) or-operator of Beck and
Sauerland (2000) work.

1%To my knowledge, Schwarzschild (1999) was the first to oleséimat interpreting givenness
instead of focus allows given elements to be interpreted-écarsive fashion.

20Givenness related deaccenting conditions in English aekereghan the condiitons on reorder-
ing discussed in this paper. For example, entailment isceesffi for licensing deaccenting in English
but it does not yield reorderig in languages like Czech.
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new (the *New> Given generalization). (ii) The operator can be insertedngt
place. Consequently, the partition can fall at any place.

We have just derived how to get the broad range of interpoetsitand possible

partitions in a basic word order. The question that ariseghigt happens in case
Generalization | is violated in the basic word order. Coasgkample (58) in which

only the object is given and the subject and the verb are new.

(58)  Only object is given (S YO):
Option I: G operator inserted on O:
< 5,1 >

subject /\
verb /\

object
6] -

If we insert the G-operator below the object, then not ony @bject but also the
subject and the verb would be marked as given, i.e. presegdpo$his would,
however, lead tgresupposition failure The reader might think that a way out
would be to leave out the G-operator. As | discussed in Sedtjsuch a structure
would be syntactically and semantically well-formed. Rermore, under semantic
definition of givenness, such as that of Schwarzschild (3,988 relevant part of the
structure would be also interpreted as given. | argue tregiten elements must
be marked by the G-operator because of the Maximize Presitmpoprinciple
of Heim (1991), repeated below. If all given elements arematked by the G-
operator, Maximize Presupposition is violated.

(7)  Maximize Presupposition(after Heim (1991))
In context C use the most informative presupposition satsfi C.

In other words, if a presuppositionaybe grammatically marked, mustbe marked.
Thus, the only way to resolve the conflict between MaximizesBpposition and
presupposition failure is to reorder the structure (cf. Weag2005, 2006b):

(59) svoﬁlgvs
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The consequence of the principle is that the presuppositiaa consider form a
scale and we need to have a systematic way to choose from?thdime reason
is that the principle requires the speaker to use the lodicaed which marks the
strongest presupposition compatible with the common gito{8talnaker, 1973,
1974). The question is how we restrict the set of presuppaosithat are relevant
for a particular utterance. The recent proposals based oiniitee Presupposition
such as, for example, Sauerland (2003) and Percus (2008)tbairelevant set by
replacing a lexical item with its scale-mates (Horn, 197&hin a fixed structure.

Replacing scale-mates within a fixed syntactic structurelvaot, however, work
in our case. | argue that if we want the principle to reguléie distribution of
the G-operator, the reference set must contain differemasyic (syntactic in the
LF sense) derivations (see Reinhart 1995; Fox 1995; Rei2086 for proposals
using reference set computation over structut€3dhus, we need a definition of a
reference set that would allow us to compare different stines with and without
a G-operator. Such a definition is given in (60).

(60) Reference set for Maximize Presupposition evaluation
For purposes of Maximize Presupposition, the referencemeard which
Maximize presupposition is evaluated, consists of al\@dgions

a. that are based on the same numeration and free insertianGof
operator, and
b. that make the same assertion.

| assume that the G-operator is not part of the numeratiorit igia syncategora-
matic operator which the semantic module can introduceawitiviolating inclu-
siveness (for example, Chomsky (2008)A crucial part of the proposal is that the
semantic module has the capacity to license an otherwisi¢ siiructure but only if
there is no other way to achieve the desired interpretatiea &lso Fox 2000).

21 treat the Maximize presupposition principle as a pringithut see Schlenker (2006) for argu-
ments that it might be possible to derive the principle fr@n+Gracean reasoning, if we take into an
account the notion of common belief of Stalnaker (2002). &ueven Schlenker admits, the results
are inconclusive.

22 assume that both Sauerland (2005) and Wagner (2006a) dieéingeference set as a set of
derivations as well even though they are not explicit abbut i

23But a version in which the G-operator would be part of evemjvadion would do as well.
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4 Further Predictions: Coordinations

In the cases we have considered so far it was possible to/estha tension between
Maximize Presupposition and presupposition failure by ement. The question is
what happens if resolving the tension by movement violateépendent syntactic
restrictions on movement such as island constraints. Themusemantic proposal
makes two differing predictions here: (i) one of the pragmptinciples must be
violated, (ii) the pragmatic tension can be resolved in sother way.

The obvious case to test the predictions is syntactic islaftde predictions, how-
ever, are not easy to test because islands often coincitieawiaitomic type. Thus
the syntactic domain of movement and the G-operator domfamayement are
identical. We need a case in which the syntactic island igpnmpositional. Such
a case is provided by coordinations: coordinations formraiesyic island (Coordi-
nation Structure Constraint of Ross 1967) while preserd@rsgmantic type of its
conjuncts. We can thus construct test examples in whichetleeant coordination
would not be of type< s, t >.

For concreteness, | will consider a DP coordination in Czdtte current semantic
system predicts that there should be no problem with a DPdawation adjoined

to an atomic semantic type (for example, a coordinated DPsinlgect position).

The structure should be well-formed as long as the givengdatie coordination

precedes the new part of the coordination, as in {61).

(61) DP coordination adjoined to an atomic type:

(new) <st>

and new

Examples (62) show that this prediction is borne out. In ttemario givenin (62-a),

24 assume the asymmetric structure of a coordination (Kay®@4, among others).
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only (62-b) in which the given part of the coordination préee the new part of the
coordination is felicitous. The reverse order (62-c) cderrenly to some other
teacher, not the teacher mentioned in (62-a). Notice thiiscase the right struc-
ture must be merged. It cannot be derived by movement.

(62) A coordinated DP adjoined to an atomic semantic type:

a. Naprogramubyladiskuse o  novéutitelce.

on program was discussioraboutnew teacher

‘There was a discussion about a new teacher on the agenda.’
b. UcCitelku a (jeji) zaky to pfekvapilo.v'DP & DP

teacher andher studentst surprised

‘The teacher and (her) students were surprised by it
c. #Zaky a utitelku to prekvapilo.# DP & DP

studentsandteacher it surprised

‘A teacher and (her) students were surprised by it

The interesting question is what happens in case the cadidimis not adjoined to
a semantic atomic type. The prediction is then that insgai®G-operator will nec-
essarily lead to presupposition failure, as schematizé6l3n On the other hand, if
no G-operator were inserted, the Maximize presuppositiorciple would be vio-
lated. Thus, we predict that if a DP coordination is adjoiteed non-atomic type,
a part of the coordination can be given only if the structlreve the coordination
is given as well. This prediction is borne out, as seen in.(64)

(63) DP coordination not adjoined to an atomic type:

/\
.

/\ new

given

and new
(64) # To prekvapiloucitelku a (jeji) Zaky.
it surprisedeachemand (her)  students

# new > DP & DP
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‘That was surprising for the teacher and her students.

Example (65) is here as a control. If the tree above ‘teadbegiven as well, the
utterance from (64) becomes felicitous:

(65) Control:

a. There was a discussion about a new teacher on the agenda.aQu
few people were surprised by it.

b. Prekvapilo to také ucCitelku a Zaky. v'given > DP & DP
surprised it too teacher andstudents
‘It was surprising for the teacher and students too.’

4.1 Pronouns

The coordination cases teach us that if the pragmatic terisebwveen Maximize
presupposition and presupposition failure cannot be veddly movement, neither
of the pragmatic principle can be violated. The interestjngstion is whether the
pragmatic tension can be rescued in some other way.

Let's consider again (64), repeated below. Surprisingly,the utterance to be
felicitous, the given element must peonominalizedas seen in (66).

(64) #To prekvapilaCitelku a (jeji) Zzaky.# new > DP & DP
it surprised teacher and (her) students
‘That was surprising for the teacher and her students.

(66)  To prekvapildgi a (jeji) zaky.v'new > DP & DP
it surprised her and (her) students
‘That was surprising for her and her students.’

Why should pronominalization be relevant? | argue that éhadal entry ofo gives
rise to a presupposition, there is no need to introduce theupposition by the G-
operator as Maximize Presupposition is already satisfied.

If this explanation is on the right track, we make the follogiprediction: If pro-
nouns never require to be marked by the G-operator, theyéghotiundergo move-
ment because of givenness. This prediction is borne out.afAsbe seen in (67),
pronouns differ from other DPs in that they may freely folloew elements within
their presuppositional domain. Example (68) is here as &aomhere is nothing
wrong with a pronoun being in the sentence-initial positssriong as the pronoun
is interpreted contrastively.
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(67) What do you know about Pavel?

a. Marie ho vidélananadraZi. vnew > pron.
Marie.Nomhim.Accsaw onrailway-station

b. #Marie Pavla  vidélananadraZi. # new > DP
Marie.NomPavla.Accsaw on railway-station

c. #Jeho vidélaMarie nanadrazi. # pron. 1st
him.Accsaw Marie.Nomon railway-station

d. Pavla vidélaMarie nanadrazi. vDP first

Pavel.Accsaw Marie.Nomon railway-station
‘Marie saw him/Pavel in the railway-station.’

(68) JEho Marie nevidéla.JenomPetra. «— contr ol
him.Acc Marie.Nomnot-saw only Petr.Acc
‘Marie didn’t see HIM. She saw only Peter.

To summarize, if the lexical entry af gives rise to a presupposition, there is no
need to introduce the presupposition by the G-opefator.

Notice that if we chose to motivate the syntactic reordebggnewness instead
of givenness, we would have no explanation for the behavigmanouns. Fur-

thermore, the difference between pronouns and lexical BRgtirely unexpected
under other proposals. Functional proposals and parsimgppels, including var-
ious forms of Accessibility theory, (Sgall, 1967; Sgall &t 4986; Ariel, 1990,

among others) predict that items encoding information Wwiscalready activated
in the brain/memory/discourse etc. should behave a paila&iyproposals which

assume that information structure is encoded by syntaotifigurations, such as
Neeleman and van de Koot (2008), do not expect any differetex@ming from

the denotation of lexical items. Feature-checking projsofRizzi, 1997, 2004,

Chomsky, 2000, among others) cannot deal with the full-DRpwsnoun asymme-
try either because they assume that for an element to beiated as given the
element must come to the derivation with some form of a syit&egivenness]

feature that needs to be checked in syntax. Finally, the amtny is unexpected un-
der phonology-driven proposals (Zubizarreta, 1998; Ba2igd1; Arregui-Urbina,

2002, among others) as well.

250ne might wonder whether we need to change the definitioneofeference set for the Maxi-
mize Presupposition evaluation as our current definiti@aganly assumes structures based on the
same numeration. This might not be necessary if we assumerhr@ouns are either DP ellipses
(Elbourne, 2005), or pronunciation gffeatures (cf. Heim To appear.)
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5 Conclusion

| argued that in some Slavic languages a structure may beedivhto domains and
any domain can be partitioned between given and new. Funtbrey;, | argued that
presence of a discourse antecedent is not sufficient foreamegit to be given. In
particular | showed that syntactic elements must be gramaigtmarked as given
in order to Maximize Presupposition (Heim, 1991).

The proposal has three componenents. First, | argued folusahéganguage oper-
ator that marks elements in its scope as given. The operafidied the syntactic
structure between a given and a new part. Second, Maximgsupposition re-
quires every given element to be in the scope of the oper&onsequently, the
operator must be in the lowest possible position in the siremtherwise its inser-
tion would lead to presupposition failure. Finally, the posal assumes an economy
condition on movement. Movement is viewed as free but casily it may be li-
censed only if it yields otherwise unavailable presuppmsit

To conclude, under the current proposal the role of infoiromastructure in the
grammar is rather diminished: instead of being an indepetimdedule, it relies on
independently needed pragmatic principles and indepelydstested grammatical
means (movement, pronominalization).
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