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Abstract However, the Parallel Function Preference fails (8),
where the object pronoun refers to a subject adeste
We describe a pronoun interpretation experimenthich a (3) Samuel threatened Justin with a knife, and
Coherence Hypothesig is testeq against ‘preferemmedb Erin stopped him. [=Samuel]
analyses of pronoun interpretation, including theraRel In light of examples like (3), Smyth (1994) suggest

Function Preference and the Subject Preference. We o . :
demonstrate that preferences can be systematutialiypted modification to the Preference, which requires afepe

through the manipulation of coherence, and thay ohe match between the two clauses in both argumenttstr
Coherence Hypothesis can predict the full range of (number and type of arguments) and sentence steuctu

coreference patterns observed. We argue, followgefler (presence/absence of adjunct modifiers).
(2002), that apparent preferences follow from iefeing In cases in which these conditions are not msyhkgect
processes which support different types of cohereelation. preference kicks in, supporting resolution to ajettb
) antecedent. This Qualified Parallel Preference make
Introduction correct prediction in (3), because the first clacm®ains an

Three decades of psycholinguistic research intoquo adjunct modifier which is not matched in the secoladise.
interpretation have documented a broad range eebiand It does not account for cases like (4), howeverenetthe
effects linked to syntax, semantics, pragmatics] mmore. ~ Structures are fully parallel. The wrong predictisrmade
This has led some researchers to posit pronouffr (5) as well, where a lack of parallel structuiges not
interpretation ‘heuristics’, that is, broadly-amalble trigger the subject preference. In both (4) and (&g
strategies for matching pronouns to their antecsdedf  Subject pronoun instead refers to an object anested

particular interest to this study are two proposatsch Samuel threatened Justin with a knife, and
gained prominence in the 1990's and which contioysay (4) he alerted security with a shout. [=Justin]
a role in theories of pronoun interpretation todsye (5) he alerted security. [=Justin]

Parallel Function Preference (Smyth 1994, ChamBers Note that neither the basic Parallel Function Pesfee nor

Smyth 1998, inter alia) and the Subject Prefer¢Bcawley its more restricted variant takes into account saeantic

& Stevenson 1990, inter alia). cues in (3-5) which support non-parallel reference.
These preferences, however, are often in confiot .

each seems to surface only under certain conditions$ubject Preference

Acknowledging this, proponents of preference-based’he Subject Preference, in its basic form, holdat th

models typically identify a basic antecedent sebact pronouns are preferentially resolved to subjeceeedents.

preference, and then augment it with additionatagtic or  The account assumes increased salience for argsnrent

semantic mechanisms. In this paper we offer anradtave  subject position, which guides antecedent seledtoboth

analysis, following Kehler (2002), in which prefaoe  subject and object pronouns, as seen in (6-7).

conflicts are best understood as side-effects o th Samuel threatened Justin with a knife, and

establishment of different types of coherence. (6) ... he blindfolded Erin with a scarf. [=Samuel]
_ (7) ... Erin stopped him with pepper spray. [=Samuel]
Parallel Function Preference The Subject Preference, as formulated by Crawley &

The Parallel Function Preference holds that proscame  Stevenson (1990), however, will not override explties
preferentially resolved to antecedents that occupy !0 antecedent reference, for example, pronoun gee
matching argument position, for example, subjeonpuns  is the Subject Preference predicted to overridesalution
prefer subject antecedents, and object pronoungerpre t0 @ more plausible referent, as in (4-5) aboveeretthe

object antecedents, as demonstrated in (1-2) below. semantics of the sentence show a causal bias tothard
Samuel threatened Justin with a knife, and non-subject antecedent. Note, however, that thge8ub
(1) ... he blindfolded Erin with a scarf. [=Samuel] Preference does not account for cases like (2)ravhe
(2) ... Erin blindfolded him with a scarf. [=Justin] such bias is present.
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The Coherence Hypothesis ResuLT frame. Wolf et al. thus confirmed that preferences

An alternative account suggests that pronoun inégagion [0 Pronoun interpretation can be reversed by maatmg
is not the sum of so many superficial cues, bthaathe ~Coherence, as predicted by Kehler (2002).

byproduct of a larger inferencing process, wherearers .
make sense of a discourse by inferring cohereriaiars Open Questions

between successive utterances (Hobbs 1979). K¢gtoep)  Although the Wolf et al. study provides crucial lprenary
extends Hobbs’s proposal, arguing that interpreati support for the Coherence Hypothesis, a number of
‘preferences’ are actually epiphenomena of the ramim  important questions remain. Among these is whether
which different types of coherence are establisfemsider —observed effect will transfer to a pronoun intetatien task

(8-9). with ambiguous pronouns. A second issue involves the
Dennis narrowly defeated Isaac, and range of possible resolution patterns. Wolf etestricted
(8) ... Lilly congratulated him. ESULT their study to object pronouns, demonstrating thigject
(9) ... Lilly utterly trounced him. ERALLEL pronouns can be resolved to both subject and object

In (8), there exists a plausible causal relatiotwben the —antecedents. Subject pronouns are of particulterest,
two clauses. Interpreting the object pronoun agfeoent however, as both preferences predict a subjectepiroito-
with Dennis supports this relation. Interpreting the pronounsubject-antecedent resolution pattern, but nejpnedicts a
instead as coreferent witkaac requires the accommodation Subject-pronoun-to-object-antecedent  resolution. isTh
of extra inferences to explain why Lilly congratigd the — suggests the latter pattern is in fact dispreferbedis such

loser and not the victor. an assumption warranted?
_In (9), by contrast, a caus_al relation seemslikely. In Table 1 Possible Coreference Patterns

this case, what stands out is the resemblance &etihe

two clauses. Although Lilly's win was handier th@annis’, subject antecedent object antecedent

it is more likely that the passage coheres dueh® t subject pronour v ?

parallelism between the two events and not dueotoes object pronoun v v

causal relationship. A ARALLEL coherence relation

supports parallel coreference, and the pronourfersreith Finally, it is not clear, given the Wolf et al. sign,

Isaac. whether the observed effects are necessarily due to
coherence or whether an alternative explanationhtnig

Manipulating Coher ence apply. For example, all of the Wolf et al. stimirclude a

Wolf et al. (2004) tested the Coherence Hypothagainst prepositional phrase in th_e second cl_ause. Thi*s;du_tes
both the Subject Preference Hypothesis and thell@lara Non-parallel structure, which, according to the Ipied
Function Hypothesis in a reading time experimeingihg ~ Parallel Hypothesis, might disrupt the paralleleterence
evidence in support of the Coherence Hypothesig 2x2  Pattern. It has also been proposed that connedaresarry
design, coherence frame A@RALLEL/RESULT) and €xtra focusing properties which may disrupt other
antecedent position (subject/object) were varieshe@ence ~Preferences (Stevenson et al. 1994, 2000). The @{ai.
was manipulated through verb meaning and the ugieeof result does not rule out these possibilities.

connectives and smilarly and and so (for .

PARALLEL/RESULT relations, respectively). In ARALLEL Experiment

frames, the verbs in both clauses were synonynResULT  The present experiment asks whether the pronoun
frames,verb semantics incorporated a bias toward the noninterpretation preferences reported in the liteiattan be
parallel referent. Antecedent position was signamd interpreted as epiphenomena of the manner in which
pronoun gender (masculine/feminine), which matclaed different types of coherence are established. Asthia
name in the preceding clause occurring in eithbjestior  majority of the studies described above, we useffime
object position. In half of the stimuli, the conefece disambiguation task, focusing on the outcome ofeetent
indicated by pronoun gender supported the coherenclection, as opposed to the time course of theepses
relation as indicated by verb semantics and the typ supporting it. (Additional studies to address thtter are in
connective; in the remaining half it did not. Exdespare development. See Discussion below.)

given in (10-11). In a 2x2x2 design, we constructed stimulus seth ®i
(10) Fiona complimented Craig and similarly variants, as shown in (12-15). Each stimulus costaivo
James congratulated her/him after the match, clauses: an introduction and a follow-on, both dfick
but nobody took any notice. ARALLEL contain a transitive verb in active voice. The dalion
(11) Fiona defeated Craig and so clause contains an ambiguous pronoun.
James congratulated her/him after the match, Samuel threatened Justin with a knife, and
but nobody took any notice. EBULT (12) ... Erin blindfolded him (with a scarf). ARALLEL

Faster reading times were measured for the follgwin (13) ... Erin stopped him (with pepper spraygsBLT
coreference patterns: parallel coreference wasipssf with (14) ... he blindfolded Erin (with a scarf).  ARALLEL
a PRrALLEL coherence frame; non-parallel reference with a (15) ... he alerted security (with a shout). ESBRLT
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Notice that half of the variants contain an obcinoun,
while half contain a subject pronoun. With thisigas we
are able to test the full range of possible coesfee
patterns in Table 1, including the subject-pronte+object-
antecedent resolution pattern that is not predibtedither
preference account.

This design also allows us to test the QualifiedaRel
Preference, as we have included variants in bothllya
parallel condition (a modifier in the follow-on cise
matches the modifier in the introductory clausejl an
partially parallel condition (no modifier in thellimy-on).
Further, we can test the Qualified Subject Prefezeby
excluding RsuLT coherence frames, which, as in the Wolf
et al. experiment, incorporate a semantic bias roviae
non-parallel referent. Finally we rule out the plodisy of a
connective focusing effect by using the connectavel
across all stimuli.

Thus by manipulating coherence, structure, andquro
position independently, we set up tests for eachhef
competing hypotheses and address the issues lefi lop
Wolf et al (2004).

Predictions

The strongest form of the Subject Preference predia
across-the-board preference for subject antecedeshite
the Qualified Subject Preference predicts a sulgéfeict
only in non-biasing contexts (here, iARALLEL coherence
frames). The Parallel Function Hypothesis prediciss-
the-board parallel coreference (main effect of pron
position), while the Qualified Parallel Structurgpgdthesis
predicts parallel coreference for only those secgsmwhich
show full, as opposed to partial, parallel struetur

prepositional phrases, balanced across sets. ow ddr
diversity in the stimulus set, verbs in the introauy clause
were also varied across four types: physical actsacial
action, mental state verbs, and verbs of address.
Coherence frame was assessed in a prior normiageph
during which trained judges (Linguistics gradudtelents),
who were blind to our hypothesis, categorized slims
instances of either a ARALLEL or RESULT coherence
relation. For 119 of the 128 stimuli, 3 of 3 judgeseed on
the coherence relation. For the remaining 9 stinfubpf 3
judges agreed on the coherence relation with amagee
confidence score of 8 or more on an 11 point scale.

Design
A repeated measure design was employed, where each
participant was tested on 2 stimuli from each ef&htypes,
and where no two stimuli presented to the sameqggzant
were variants from the same set. The two replioativere
block randomized, and the 16 experimental stimwdrev
interleaved with 24 distracters; 16 of which alsotained
ambiguous pronouns. The resulting 16 lists weren the
reversed to rule out ordering effects, yielding @#que
stimulus lists.
Participants were presented with a paper and pberss,
for which they read a two-clause passage and asdwaer
guestion immediately after, as in (16).
(16) Samuel threatened Justin with a knife, and he
blindfolded Erin with a scarf.
Who blindfolded Erin?
The answer was taken to indicate the antecedesttsdl by
the participant in interpreting the ambiguous pramno
Where the answer matched the subject of the inttody

(interaction between pronoun position and sentencelause, a score of 1 was assessed. Where the answer

structure). The Coherence Hypothesis predicts lghral
coreference in ARALLEL coherence frames, and non-
parallel reference in #&ULT frames (interaction between
pronoun position and coherence relation).

Method

Participants

Participants were 32 undergraduates from the Usiityeof
California, San Diego. All were self-reported mangual
native speakers of English. Participants receiwtdcheredit
for participation.

Stimuli

16 stimulus sets were constructed, with 8 varigatsset,
for a total of 128 stimuli. Each set varied pron@gsition
(subject/object), sentence structure (fully/palyiglarallel),
and coherence relation ARALLEL/RESULT). An example
set is provided above in (12-15).

Full/partial structural parallelism was based dme t
presence or absence of a modifier phrase in thendec
clause to match the modifier in the first clauseodMlers
were varied between pre-verbal adverbs and pobaler

matched the object of the introductory clause, @esof 0
was assessed. This score was used as the depeadahle
for data analysis.

Data Analysis
A 2x2x2 analysis of variance was conducted with the
following factors: pronoun position (subject/object

sentence structure (fully/partially parallel), coérece
relation (RRALLEL/RESULT). Separate analyses were
conducted with participants-{) and items k) as random
variables. Two one-sampletests were also conducted to
compare the overall mean and the mean for a restrget
(PARALLEL coherence only) to chance.

Results

The data showed strong support for the Coherence
Hypothesis, and were not consistent with any of dtieer
hypotheses. There was no evidence of a Subjectrense

or of a Parallel Function Preference, in eitheirthasic or
qualified formulations.

Overview

Examining gross percentages across participanbnssgs,
no evidence of a subject preference is found. Acras
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stimuli, the percentage of resolutions to subject d@o
object antecedents are very close at 52:48. (Skke Pa) If

by the Coherence Hypothesis, is significak{(1,31) =
1379.23, p < .0001F,(1,15) = 2016.158, p < .0001]. A

we omit the stimuli which exhibit semantic bias andsecond, smaller effect, which we did not predicsviound
consider only those in ARALLEL coherence frames, the for coherence alond=[(1,31) = 4.429, p = .044,(1,15) =

distribution is 54:46, and as such there is noanié of a
Qualified Subject Preference.

Table 2: Resolutions (%) to Subject/Object Antiere

Antecedent
Subj Obj

Subject Preference

all pronouns | 052 | 0.48] 512
Qualified Subject Preference

non-biasing context | 0.54 | 0.46] 256
Parallel Structure Preference

subject pronouns 0.51 | 0.49 256

object pronouns 0.52 | 0.48 256
Qualified Parallel Preference

subject pronouns:

fully parallel structure 052 ) 048 128

object pronouns:

fully parallel structure 0.50 | 0.50 128
Coherence Hypothesis

subject pronouns:

PARALLEL coherence 0.98 | 0.02 128

subject pronouns:

RESULT coherence 0.05 1095 128

object pronouns:

PARALLEL coherence 0.10) 0.90 128

object pronouns:

RESULT coherence 0.94 1 0.06 128

7.105, p = .018].

The confidence interval for the overall mean i$6.5/-
.043. (Recall that a score of 1 indicates resalutio a
subject antecedent, O to an object.) Based on sam@let
test comparing the overall sample mean to a hypiotie
mean of .5, we conclude that it is not significgrdifferent
from chancet{511) = .707, p = .240], contra the Subject
Preference Hypothesis. Comparing the mean f@nBREL
relations only (.539 +/- .061) to the hypothetigedan of .5,
we find the mean for this restricted set is nohBigantly
different from chancet(255) = 1.251, p = .106], ruling out a
Qualified Subject Preference as well.

The main effect of pronoun position, predicted thg
Parallel Function Preference, is not statisticalfynificant
[F1(1,31) =.088, p = .768&;5(1,15) = .105, p = .751], nor is
the interaction between sentence structure andopron
position, predicted by the Qualified Parallel Prefee
[F1(1,31) = 1.130, p = .30%»(1,15) = 1.552, p = .232].

Discussion
These results strongly support the Coherence Hggith
confirming our prediction that pronoun interprepati
preferences can be reversed through the manipulatio
coherence relations. Furthermore, the Coherencethlgpis
makes correct predictions across the full range of
interpretation patterns, as described below.

Against Preference-Based Accounts

Recall that both the Subject Preference Hypothasisthe
Parallel Function Hypothesis predict only a subsét
possible resolution patterns. The Coherence Hygthen
the other hand, makes correct predictions foraalf bf the

Similarly, the percentages do not support a Relrall patterns under investigation.

Function Preference. We find that subject pronoars
resolved to subject antecedents about as ofteo abjéct
antecedents (51:49). Object pronoun

resolutions are

Table 3: Comparison of Data Coverage
(Pronoun:Antecedent)

similarly even at 52:48 for subject/object antecese subj:subj| subj:ob]  obj:obj|  obj:subj
respectively. The Qualified Parallel Preferenceedano -
better, with subject pronouns resolving to subject Subject) * * v
antecedents 52% of the time when structure is fidhallel. Preference:
Object pronouns in the fully parallel condition ok® to Parallel v x v x
object antecedents 50% of the time. Function:

Given these near 50:50 splits, the coherence aaa  Coherencel v v v
particularly dramatic. We find parallel coreferentm

subject pronouns in aARALLEL frame 98% of the time.

Subject pronouns show non-parallel coreference hia t

Further, we find that the qualifications introddceo

ResSULT frame at a rate of 95%. Object pronouns showextend both the Parallel Function Hypothesis and th

parallel coreference in theaRaLLEL frame 90% of the
time, and object pronouns show non-parallel coesfee
(resolve to subject) in theeRULT frame at a rate of 94%.

Statistical Analysis
Statistical analysis of these data confirms thatieraction
between coherence frame and pronoun position, gieeti

Subject Preference Hypothesis are untenable. We, bp
example, that parallel coreference does not depamd
perfectly parallel structure; parallel corefereneeas
observed in BRRALLEL coherence frames, whether the
structures were fully or partially parallel. Sinrilg even
when we exclude theHRuULT coherence relations, there is
no evidence of a subject preference; antecedeedts®l is
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split between subjects and objects. And finally,rwée out  why do our results show a subject preference ocuyrat
a focusing role for connectives (Stevenson et 8041 close to chance levels? As suggested above, thiecsub

2000). preference disappearshen the relevant factors are
balanced.
Table 4. Summary of Results In this case, the relevant factor is coherencméraAs
Hypothesis Prediction described in the immediately preceding sectioneth® no
default subject preference within aARALLEL coherence
Subject| *  Across-the-board preference for frame. Subject pronouns tend to corefer with subjec
Preference subject antecedents antecedents and object pronouns with object anteded
Qualified | *  Preference for subject antecedent in Similarly, there is no default_ antece_dent position a
Subject non-biasing contexts (i.e ARALLEL ResuLT coherence frame. In this experiment, we examined
Preferencd relations) cases where causal bias supports non-paralleerafer as
in (17) where a subject pronoun refers to an object
Parallel| *  Across-the-board preference for antecedent, but causal inferencing might also suppo
Function parallel coreference parallel subject antecedent, as in (18).
Preference Peter snapped at Ethan, and
Qualified | *  Preference for parallel coreference (17) ... he sulked the rest of the afternoon. [=E}han
Parallel in fully-parallel structure condition (18) ... he felt guilty the rest of the afternoonPpter]
Preference Thus there appears to be little support for a stibje
_ preference in RRALLEL and RESULT coherence frames.
Coherencey v* Parallel co.reference WIthARALLEL But what about other types of coherence? There leay
Svoitr;]eéig%%'ggﬂéeggéel coreference reason to believe that the subject preference i® mabust
within the ‘OccaAsioN coherence relation, where multiple

) discourse segments combine to form a narrativee (Se
Perhaps more compellingly, however, we show that t kenler 1997 for discussion.) Consider the passagd):
basic preferences supported by the Subject Prefe_rence(lg) Rubens passed Lopez in the final lap, and
Hypothesis and the Parallel Function Hypothesispkim he went on to win the race. [=Rubens]
disappear when the relevant factors are balanced. Brhe flow of the narrative seems to be following Bu, and

manipulating pronoun position and coherence frawe, the passage as a whole makes the most sensedifiteein
were able to systematically ‘break’ these prefeesnc frontis the one who wins the race.

supporting our claim that coherence plays a crudi in Whether and how salience interacts with coherées
the interpretation of pronouns. open question, and we are currently developingiasutb

) address the issue. While the current study followeel
Parallelism

previous literature in using an offline task, expemts
In fact, coherence appears to be at the heart ef thcurrently in preparation will utilize online measarsuch as
parallelism account. The kinds of data that meeytBm self-paced reading time, which we hope will providtller
(1994)’s requirements for strict parallelism areteof picture of the processes supporting pronoun inétapion.
instances of RRALLEL coherence relations. This suggestsFor example, although the ultimate resolution fof)(is to a
that the relevant similarity between two clausesne#  non-subject antecedent, one might ask, in lightthaf
simply structural, but more importantly proposibn subject and parallelism preferences, whether reatlines
Recognizing a RRALLEL coherence relation, we propose, are delayed in comparison to cases like (18).

depends upon being able to match up meaningfus unit

distinct propositions. And constructing sentencespthat ~ Semantic Focusing

have similar propositional content is very likescfiitated  gtevenson et al. (2000) make reference to coheramce
by similarity in structure. For example, one woalgpect  formulating their Semantic Focusing Model of pronou
argument structures, taking the same number ofia@gts,  associated with discourse connectives and themasirthis
in the same order. The exact nature of the relaifn  reyised focusing account with a ‘relational’ anilys
between parallel structure andARALLEL ~coherence, stevenson et al. find that the revised Semantiasing

however, remains an important issue for futureakse Model makes better predictions than the Relatidadiel
. in a sentence continuation task.
The Subject Effect We suggest that the reliance on discourse corvescto

The Subject Preference has been documented byedywalr  signal coherence in their work is a critical fldynder such
researchers, and is supported by a plausible mofiel an analysis, antecedent preferences should be staldss a
discourse processing which takes into account sssmie focusing connective is introduced. The present expnt
salience and focus of attention (c.f. related psap® shows, however, that antecedent preferences cahitbed
identifying a topic preference and first-mentiofeefs). So through the manipulation of coherence in the absesfc
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discourse connectives. Furthermore, the Relatidhadel Summary
assumed by Stevenson et al. requires a one-to-apping We described an off-
between coherence relation and preferred referéont (
example, the patient argument is always prefemedresult
coherence relation). That assumption is not a ptiedi of
the coherence model they cite (Hobbs 1979), andi#te
reported here refute the assumption, showing tratquns
can refer back to either a subject (agent) or ajecbb
(patient) in either the ARALLEL or the RESULT coherence
relation.

line pronoun interpretationezkpent
in which a Coherence Hypothesis was tested ag#est
Subject Preference Hypothesis and the Parallel tfamc
Hypothesis. We demonstrated that preferences can be
systematically disrupted through the manipulatioh o
coherence relations, and that when the relevambriaare
balanced, preferences disappear. We addressed iestie
open by previous work (Wolf et al. 2004) and showreat
only the Coherence Hypothesis makes correct piedit
The Coherence M odd _for the _fuII range of corefere_nce patterns _under
investigation. We suggested further investigatiercrried
The Coherence Model is conceptually distinct fromgyt ysing online measures and outlined areas fardu

preference-based accounts of pronoun interpretaliach  research, including possible interactions betwesiersce
of the preference models holds that morpho-syrdaxies gnd coherence.

have a direct bearing on pronoun interpretatione Th
Coherence Model, on the other hand, holds that sfiebts Acknowledgments

are mediated by the interpretation of coherence.
y P This research was supported in part by a grant filoen

Table 5: Two Models of Pronoun Interpretation UCSD Academic Senate.

Model | Mechanism References

Preference morpho- = Ppronoun Chambers, C. G., and Smyth, R. (1998). Structural
Models: syntax interpretation parallelism and discourse coherence: a test okt

theory.Journal of Memory and Language, 39, 593-608.

Coherenc.e coherence Crawley, R. A., & Stevenson, R. J. (1990). Refeeeirc

Model: |~ morpho-< = pronoun single sentences and in texdsurnal of Psycholinguistic
syntax interpretation 9 Y 9

Research, 19, 191-210.
Hobbs, J. R. (1979). Coherence and coreferebognitive
Evidence for the mediating effect of coherence was ssience, 3, 67-90.
provided in the present experiment, where morpimoesyic  Kehler, A. (1997). Current theories of centeringdoonoun
structure (including transitivity, tense, aspeatice, and interpretation: a critical evaluation Computational
syntactic structure) was matched across stimulirs,paut Linguistics, 23(3), 467-475.
coherence was manipulated. Further evidence coroes f Kehler, A. (2002)Coherence, reference, and the theory of
ambiguous passages like (20), taken from KehlefZp0 grammar. Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.
where two competing interpretations of the objecnpun  Stevenson, R. J., Crawley, R. A., & Kleinman, D942).

are possible. Thematic roles, focus, and the representation ehsv
(20) Colin Powell defied Dick Cheney, and Language and Cognitive Processes, 9, 519-548.
George Bush punished him. Stevenson, R. J., Knott, A., Oberlander, J., & McBid, S.
The object pronourhim can be interpreted as coreferent (2000). Interpreting pronouns and connectives:
with either the subject of the preceding claualin Interactions between focusing, thematic roles and

Powell, or the object Dick Cheney. Crucially, these ighgrzeéncze6£elation$.anguage and Cognitive Processes,
competing interpretations are each aligned withstirdt ' e . . .
peting | P ! '9 WI Smyth, R. (1994). Grammatical determinants of anndig

coherence frame. Under one interpretation, Chersey i : S
having a bad day: first Powell defies him, and tlBarsh ggoq(;%n ;g;olutlon]ournal of Psycholinguistic Research,

pumfshes h'mu :‘ RESLLE'],[ relatt_lon Suppﬁrts tpi\i,\:ﬁ”td Wolf, F., Gibson, E. & Desmet, T. (2004). Discourse
core eren.ce. nder- the alternative, Fowell go al coherence and pronoun resolutiohanguage and
deserved: he defied Cheney, and so Bush punisimedihi Cognitive Processes, 19(6), 665—675.

this case, a BSULT relation supports non-parallel reference.

As this example involves a single utterance witlo t
potential interpretations, there is clearly no niap
syntactic trigger which can select between the W only
difference between the two interpretations is tygpsrting
coherence frame. We argue that any successful mcobu
the data presented here, including ambiguities (2@),
must appeal to coherence.
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