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This chapter deals with a group of sub-sentential meaning components that can
be divided into two main groups: presuppositions and conventional implicatures.
These include, for example, the factive meaning of certain clausal verbs, non-
restrictive relative clauses, and parentheticals. This seemingly diverse group of
phenomena is linked by common properties. The first is their projective behaviour.
This means that their contribution to utterance meaning is not affected by embed-
ding under truth-cancelling operators. The second is their status as not-at-issue
content. This means, pre-theoretically, that they do not contribute to the speaker’s
main point. This chapter provides an overview of the phenomena and discusses ap-
proaches that attempt to sharpen the pre-theoretical notion of at-issueness in terms
of subordination to a question under discussion (QUD). In particular, it discusses
the extent to which the concept thus explicated helps to explain the projective
behaviour of the individual phenomena.

1 Introduction

There are some phenomena that are included into virtually any introduction to
the semantics-pragmatics interface. These include presuppositions, conventional
implicatures, expressive content, information structure, and many more. Each of
them comes with their own specific research topics and puzzles and each of these
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bundles of phenomena can be and has indeed been studied extensively in linguis-
tic research over the past few decades within various frameworks. Oftentimes,
however, the most successful theories are those that manage to bridge over indi-
vidual phenomena and explain seemingly unrelated ones in a unified way. The
main topic of this chapter is one of those ideas that has electrified research at the
semantics-pragmatics interface by bringing together precisely the phenomena
mentioned above.

Consider two fairly well-known cases: presuppositions illustrated in (1) and
conventional implicatures introduced by non-restrictive relative clauses illus-
trated in (2).

(1) Skylar knows that Ashanti is very progressive.
a. asserts: Skylar rightfully believes that Ashanti is very progressive.
b. presupposes: Ashanti is very progressive.

(2) Josh told Ashanti, who is very progressive, a funny joke.
a. asserts: Josh told Ashanti a funny joke.

b. conventionally implicates: Ashanti is very progressive.

These two examples have something in common. In particular, if we were
to embed them under some operator like negation, a modal operator or the
antecedent of a conditional, the relevant asserted proposition is no longer en-
tailed. However, the second entailment, the presupposed/conventionally impli-
cated one, remains entailed. This is shown in (3). Such cases are usually known
under the label of projection, i.e. presupposed and conventionally implicated con-
tent can project.

(3) a. Skylar does not know that Ashanti is very progressive.
i. does not entail: Skylar rightfully believes that Ashanti is very
progressive.
ii. presupposes: Ashanti is very progressive.
b. Skylar did not tell Ashanti, who is very progressive, a funny joke.
i. does not entail: Josh told Ashanti a funny joke.

ii. conventionally implicates: Ashanti is very progressive.

However, the two examples in (1) and (2) are also quite different in important
ways. For example, one can assert (1) in a context in which the presupposed con-
tent has just been established, but not (2) in a context in which the convention-
ally implicated content has just been established. This is shown in (4). Further
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differences that we do not elaborate upon here include differences with respect
to binding of variables, speaker-orientation and more.

(4) a. Context: Did you know that Ashanti is very progressive?
b. Yes, and Skylar knows that Ashanti is very progressive.

c. Yes, and Ashanti (# who is very progressive) studied comparative
literature.

The idea that we will explore in this chapter is the following: the projectiveness
of these constructions has a common explanation that is widely independent of
the syntactic (and semantic) peculiarities of the respective structures. In partic-
ular: all of the inferences that project are so-called not-at-issue inferences and
they project for that very reason.

The intuition underlying this idea is this: when asserting (1) and (2), the
speaker will usually not have the presupposed or conventionally implicated in-
ferences as her main point. At an operational level, this means that this inference
will not constitute the answer to the question the speaker may have had in mind
when making the respective utterance, the so-called question under discussion
(QUD).! Projection is claimed to be a side-effect of not being the answer to the
question under discussion. This immediately raises the question of how not
being the main point of an utterance actually leads to projection.

This will be the main topic of our investigation in this chapter. We adopt the
following presentational strategy. In a first step, in Section 2 we introduce some
of the main empirical phenomena that are usually discussed under the label of
projection and explain their basic characteristics. Given the topic of this volume,
we will try to limit our discussion to cases of clausal embedding modulo some
phenomena that can at least be conceptualised as such, even if they are not pro-
totypical cases. However, we will occasionally fail in this attempt for the simple
reason that it is one of the main points of the theoretical approach we explore
that many phenomena that seem remote and unrelated have in fact a common
core. Hence, we will need to occasionally talk about epithets, appositives and
other phenomena that really fall outside of clausal embedding. In the next step,
in Section 3, we get into more technical details showing how the idea can be
put in terms of a predictive theory and discuss some examples. This discussion
will incorporate not only the question of what the QUD is and how it should

"The QUD is an important notion in many recent theories within formal pragmatics, developed

among others by Klein & von Stutterheim (1987), van Kuppevelt (1995), Roberts (1996) and
especially popular since Beaver & Clark (2008). We will return to this notion in Section 3 in
more detail.
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be modelled but also how exactly projection is predicted or not depending on
the context. One of the important aspects of the discussion in this section is the
exploration of possible implementations and limits of the theory that projection
is based on not-at-issueness. In Section 4, we sum up the discussion of the fea-
tures and limits of the theoretical approach discussed and outline some ways in
which the main idea can be connected to some of the other approaches from the
literature. Thereby, we suggest some possibilities for future research. Finally, the
paper ends with some concluding remarks in Section 5.

Before concluding this introductory section, we need to point out that there
are several very well-written books and overview articles on presuppositions
that we want to mention here. Levinson (1983: Ch. 4) is a standard reference
that summarizes the discussion up to the end of the 1970s. Beaver (1997) pro-
vides an excellent overview of the literature up to the end of the 1990s. It is
particularly useful as a guide to the dynamic theories of Kartunen, Heim, and
van der Sandt. There are very accessible accounts by Geurts (1999) and van der
Sandt (2012) on the presupposition as anaphora account, which is embedded in
Discourse Representation Theory (Kamp & Reyle 1993: DRT). The experimental
literature has been reviewed by Schwarz (2019). Conventional implicature was
introduced by Potts (2003, 2005). The phenomena are described exhaustively in
Gutzmann (2013). Further accessible introductions to phenomena and theory are
provided in (Liu 2012, Gutzmann 2015, 2019). In light of this, we do not make
it our purpose to add to this body of literature; instead we focus on a detailed
analysis of the relation of (not-)at-issueness and projection. Thus, the overview
of the literature and theoretical discussions in Section 2 will remain limited and
focus mainly on a comprehensive description of the main empirical facts.

2 Projective phenomena

2.1 What is projection?

What all linguistic phenomena that we address in this chapter have in common is
that they involve projective meaning. The relevant meaning is a proposition that
is implied by a certain trigger. For example, in (1), Skylar knows that Ashanti is
very progressive, the verb know triggers the inference that the embedded propo-
sition Ashanti is very progressive is true. Projective meaning is characterised by
a peculiar property of these inferences:
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(5) Definition of projection (Simons-Tonhauser-Beaver-Roberts).

An implication projects if and only if it survives as an utterance
implication when the expression that triggers the implication occurs
under the syntactic scope of an entailment-cancelling operator (Simons
et al. 2010: 309)2.

As an example let us consider (6). In the philosophical literature, knowledge
is often identified with justified true belief (originally going back to Plato and
more recently proposed, e.g. by Chisholm 1957, but see also Gettier 1963 and
subsequent literature). Hence, one may be tempted to paraphrase Skylar knows
that with Skylar correctly/rightly believes that and expect that (6a) and (6b) are
almost synonyms.

(6) a. Skylar knows that Ashanti is very progressive.
b. Skylar correctly/rightly believes that Ashanti is very progressive.

For both (6a) and (6b), one would ordinarily infer that the speaker who utters
(6a) or (6b) also believes that Ashanti is very progressive. However, when the
sentences are negated, as in (7a) and (7b), then we see a difference between the
two versions.

(7) a. Skylar does not know that Ashanti is very progressive.

b. Skylar does not correctly/rightly believe that Ashanti is very
progressive.

c. Skylar does not believe that Ashanti is very progressive.

It can, pre-theoretically speaking, still be inferred from (7a) that the speaker
believes that Ashanti is very progressive, whereas it is not possible to infer it from
an utterance of (7b). An utterance of (7b) still implies that Skylar believes that
Ashanti is very progressive. What is negated is that this belief is correct. If the
adverbial is dropped, as in (7c), then there is a strong tendency to infer that Skylar
believes that Ashanti is not very progressive, while nothing can be inferred about
the beliefs of the speaker. Hence, although know and correctly believe may seem
near synonyms, they turn out to behave differently when syntactically embedded
under negation. As the proposition Ashanti is very progressive is entailed by both
(6a) and (7a), where the trigger of this entailment is syntactically embedded under
an entailment-cancelling operator, one says that it projects.

“This definition goes back to a large body of literature, primarily the family-of-sentences test pro-
posed in Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet (1990), which involve the embedding under entailment-
cancelling operators, as shown below, viz. examples (8) and (9).



Edgar Onea & Anton Benz

From the perspective of clausal embedding, projection is the most interesting
property of the linguistic phenomena that are discussed in this chapter.

Embedding under negation is the traditional test for projective meaning. Be-
sides embedding under negation (8a), the most widely used ones are embedding
under epistemic operators (8b), embedding in an antecedent of a conditional (8c),
and embedding in questions (8d).

(8) a. Negation: Skylar does not know that Ashanti is very progressive.
b. Epistemic operators: It is possible that/Maybe/Probably Skylar
knows that Ashanti is very progressive.
c. Antecedent of conditionals: If Skylar knows that Ashanti is very
progressive, she will be at her party.

d. Questions: Does Skylar know that Ashanti is very progressive?

As in the case of negation, speakers of English would agree that normally
someone who says (8b), (8c), or (8d) must believe that the proposition embedded
under know, i.e. that Ashanti is very progressive, is true. If know is replaced by
believe, then this is not the case any more:

(9) a. Negation: Skylar does not believe that Ashanti is very progressive.

b. Epistemic operators: It is possible that/Maybe/Probably Skylar
believes that Ashanti is very progressive.

c. Antecedent of conditionals: If Skylar believes that Ashanti is very
progressive, she will be at her party.

d. Questions: Does Skylar believe that Ashanti is very progressive?

If a proposition p entails g, then not p, possibly p, if p, and p? do not entail
q- The definition in (5) says that an inference p = q is called projective mean-
ing if it has the surprising property of surviving these embeddings. The notion
goes back to Langendoen & Savin (1971). The tests in (8) and (9) are collectively
known as the family-of-sentences diagnostic (Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet 1990:
29f). In the following, we consider two types of projective meaning that have
been extensively discussed in the literature: presuppositions and conventional im-
plicature. Examples of presuppositions are the inferences from the factive know p
to p or from the definite description the dog to the existential there exists a dog.
An example of a conventional implicature is the inference that the speaker who
uses the expressive adjective in the damn book has a dislike of the book. In the
next section, we address presuppositions. In Section 2.3 we consider the main
phenomena related to conventional implicature. These are two broad classes of
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phenomena. In Section 2.4 we address the issue of whether there are projective
phenomena that do not fall under the labels of presupposed or conventionally im-
plicated content. We present a proposal by Tonhauser et al. (2013) that addresses
this issue. They sub-divide projective phenomena into four classes based on two
semantic conditions.

2.2 Presuppositions
2.2.1 Defining presuppositions

The modern notion of presupposition can, at least, be traced back to Frege (1892).
For Frege, a presupposition (Voraussetzung) is a proposition that must be true for
a sentence to have a truth value. The presupposition has to be distinguished from
what a sentence asserts. For example, the sentence in (10) presupposes that there
is someone who discovered the elliptic form of the planetary orbits and asserts
that this person died in misery.

(10) Whoever discovered the elliptic form of the planetary orbits died in
misery.

As it was Kepler (1609/1937) who discovered the elliptic form of planetary or-
bits, sentence (10) is true if, and only if, Kepler died in misery. If the presupposi-
tion of (10) is false, i.e. if the elliptic form of the planetary orbits had never been
discovered, then it is not clear which truth value to assign to (10), the intuitive
reason being that it is unclear what the sentence asserts.> The same intuition
provides a reason for why presuppositions survive embedding under entailment-
cancelling operators: the embedding operator targets the asserted content; it can
only target the asserted content if the content is a well-defined proposition; it
can only be a well-defined proposition if its presuppositions are satisfied; hence,
embedding under an operator can only be felicitous if the presuppositions are
true.

It is far from obvious, however, that all phenomena that are traditionally sub-
sumed under the notion of presupposition fall under Frege’s concept of a Voraus-
setzung that has to be satisfied for a sentence to have a well-defined truth value.
For example, the sentence (6a) Skylar knows that Ashanti is very progressive pre-
supposes the proposition that Ashanti is progressive and asserts that Skylar be-
lieves it. However, the truth of the presupposed part is not a requirement for the

*For simplicity’s sake, we follow here Strawson (1950) who argued that sentences like (10) lack
a truth-value if the definite description has no referent. There was a famous debate between
him, Russell (1905, 1919), and others about this issue.
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asserted proposition to have a truth value. It seems rather that the speaker who
says (6a) takes it for granted that the presupposed proposition is true. Stalnaker
(1974) distinguished between semantic presuppositions, which are a property of
sentences and correspond to the Fregean conception, and pragmatic presupposi-
tions which are propositions that the speaker assumes to be shared beliefs be-
tween her or him and the addressee. Stalnaker shows that semantic presupposi-
tions are also pragmatic presuppositions if one assumes that speakers normally
assert sentences only if they have well-defined truth conditions. For example, if
someone asserts (10), then she or he must assume that it is shared knowledge be-
tween speaker and hearer that the Fregean presupposition that there is someone
who discovered the elliptic form of planetary orbits is true. Hence, the semantic
presupposition of (10) is also a pragmatic presupposition.

2.2.2 Presupposition triggers

The issue of how to define the notion of presupposition is notoriously difficult,
and it is safe to say that there is no universally accepted candidate. There is,
however, a core of phenomena for which there is a general agreement that they
trigger presuppositions. This means that they are linguistic constructions where
an asserted and a presupposed proposition can be distinguished. The construc-
tions can be divided into semantic and syntactic presupposition triggers. In the
following list, we indicate the presupposition by >>.

(11) a. Definite Descriptions
The King of France is bald. >> There is a King of France.
The ¢ > There exists an x such that ¢(x) is true.

b. Possessives

Toni and Niki come with their children. > Toni and Niki have
children.
P poss x > There exists an x such that P possesses x.
¢. Quantifiers
Every/Some/No Athenian is wise. > There are Athenians.
Similar: most, many, few, etc.
d. Factive Verbs
Skylar knows that Ashanti is progressive. >> Ashanti is progressive.
Also: Skylar discovered/noticed/accepts/regrets/etc. that ¢ > ¢ is true.
e. Aspectual Verbs
Ashanti stopped smoking. > Ashanti smoked before.
Similar: began, started, ceased, continued.

viii
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f. Implicative Verbs
Sasha managed to open the door. > Sasha tried to open the door.
Similar: Sasha failed to V > Sasha tried to V;
Sasha forgot/remembered to V > should have Ved.

g. Iteratives
Niki visited me again. > Niki visited me before.
Similar: a second time, before; also: Niki visited me too.

h. Clefts and Pseudo—clefts
It was Bilge who wrote the programme. > Someone wrote the
programme.
What Bilge did was write the programme. > Bilge did something.

In this list, only factive verbs embed a finite clause. Definite descriptions, pos-
sessives, quantifiers, and clefts trigger an existence presupposition (there exists...).
Sometimes, pronouns are also counted among the triggers of existence presup-
positions (it is on the shelf >> something is on the shelf).

If the family-of-sentence-test is applied to them, it can be seen that the pre-
suppositions do project. In (12), this is demonstrated for a cleft sentence. In each
case, the addressee can infer the presupposition that there is someone who wrote
the programme.

(12) a. Negation: It wasn’t Bilge who wrote the programme.

b. Epistemic operators: It is possible that it was Bilge who wrote the
programme.

c. Antecedent of conditionals: If it was Bilge who wrote the
programme, she will get a reward.

d. Questions: Was it Bilge who wrote the programme?

There is also an important test that is normally used to target specifically
presuppositions. It is the hey-wait-a-minute-test (von Fintel 2004). While this test
was not originally designed to distinguish presuppositions from other projective
content, but rather from assertions, it works best for presupposed content. In von
Fintel’s example (13) it is applied to a sentence containing a definite description.

(13) A: The mathematician who proved Goldbach’s Conjecture is a woman.

B: Hey, wait a minute. I had no idea that someone proved Goldbach’s
Conjecture.

B': #Hey, wait a minute. I had no idea that that was a woman.

ix
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The idea is that an addressee who disagrees about the presupposition of an
utterance cannot simply reply with no. Negation can only target asserted content.
Hey, wait a minute is a device that indicates that the reply targets something else.
The contrast between B and B' shows that hey, wait a minute can introduce an
objection to the presupposed content of an utterance, but not the asserted one.

2.2.3 Properties of presuppositions

Presuppositions have properties that would normally classify them as pragmatic
in nature. The semantic meaning of a linguistic construction that contains no
anaphoric or deictic element is context-independent. If presuppositions are a
purely semantic phenomenon, then a linguistic trigger should create the presup-
position whatever the context is. In the early semantic theory of Langendoen &
Savin (1971), presuppositions are locally triggered by lexical or syntactic elements,
and automatically projected to the global utterance context. What is locally em-
bedded is only the asserted part; the presupposition becomes a presupposition of
the global utterance. There are, however, cases that show that presuppositions
are context-sensitive, and do not automatically project. For example, none of the
following sentences presupposes that Bilge wrote a programme:

(14) a. Ifanybody managed to write the programme, then it was Bilge who
did it.

b. Either no one wrote the programme, or it was Bilge who did it.

In response to these examples, Karttunen (1973) proposed general rules that
specify when presuppositions triggered in embedded clauses become presuppo-
sitions of the embedding sentence. For example, if a presupposition is triggered
in the consequent of a conditional, then it projects (becomes a presupposition of
the whole conditional) if the truth of the antecedent does not entail the presuppo-
sition. This rule explains why the presupposition triggered by the cleft sentence
in the consequent of (14a), that someone wrote the programme, does not become
a presupposition of the whole conditional: if the antecedent is true, then the pre-
supposition is entailed by it.

In (14), the features that cancel the presupposition are sentence-internal. Pre-
suppositions can, however, also be cancelled by features of the wider discourse
context, which points to their pragmatic nature. In the following example the
critical implicature trigger is the factive verb aware (see also Levinson 1983: 189f).

(15) A: Well, I simply want to know whether Bilge wrote the programme.
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B: The only person who would know for sure is Imani; I've talked to
him, and he isn’t aware that Bilge wrote the programme. So I think
that she didn’t write it.

In B’s response, aware triggers the presupposition that Bilge wrote the pro-
gramme. The trigger is embedded under negation in a conjunction, hence, ac-
cording to standard assumptions, it should project. However, it does not. The
context makes clear that the speaker B does not know whether Bilge wrote the
programme or not. Examples like these show that presupposition cancellation
cannot be explained purely on syntactic and semantic grounds.

Since Karttunen’s seminal work, a wide variety of theories has been developed
that tried to explain when and why presuppositions of embedded clauses project.
All of them consider a mixture of semantic and pragmatic factors that can lead
to activation, cancellation, or non-activation of presuppositions (e.g. Karttunen
1974, Gazdar 1979, Karttunen & Peters 1979, Heim 1983, 1992, van der Sandt 1992,
Geurts 1999, Beaver 2001; see also Singh 2020 for a recent overview). In the new
millennium, a novel kind of explanation emerged that explained presupposition
projection on information-theoretic grounds. The core ingredient is the question
under discussion that dominates a sentence or a stretch of discourse (Simons et al.
2010, Tonhauser et al. 2013, Simons et al. 2017). These accounts will be the main
topic of Section 3.

2.3 Conventional implicatures

The term conventional implicature was coined by Grice (1975). It denoted mean-
ing of linguistic expressions that is conventionalised but not truth-conditionally
relevant. Examples are connectives like but and therefore. In the sentence It is
beautiful but expensive, the truth-conditional contribution of but is equivalent to
that of and. In addition, it signals a contrast between the two connected proposi-
tions and makes an argumentative contribution by weighing the second propo-
sition more than the first. As conventional implicatures have no effect on truth
conditions, it was widely held that their proper place is in pragmatics and not
semantics. This changed with the influential work of Potts (2005). As conven-
tional implicatures are conventional, as the name says, he argued that the proper
place for studying them is in an extended framework of compositional semantics.
Before sketching this framework, we first consider general properties of conven-
tional implicatures and linguistic phenomena that have been identified there.

To build up some intuition about conventional implicatures, we consider the
expressive adjective damn in (16) (see Potts 2005: 17).

xi
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(16) We bought a new electric clothes dryer [...] Nowhere did it say that the
damn thing didn’t come with an electric plug!

The word damn clearly contributes lexical meaning to the sentence. The damn
N can be paraphrased as: the speaker is frustrated by whatever the N refers to. As
lexical meaning, it is by definition a form of conventional meaning, i.e. meaning
that is attached to the linguistic material and understood by language speakers
just on the basis of this material. Furthermore, conventional implicatures are not
cancellable, in contrast to presuppositions and conversational implicatures. In
Potts’s words, the speaker is committed to their conventional meaning. As the
meaning can be paraphrased by a declarative sentence, it can be represented by
a proposition that allows for further inferences. The main difference between
conventional implicature and asserted truth-conditional content of a sentence
is their deletability: if damn is deleted from the sentence, as in (17), then the
shortened sentence states the same fact as the original one, i.e. both variants are
true or false in the same contexts.

(17) Nowhere did it say that the thing didn’t come with an electric plug!
The non-cancellability is demonstrated by the following examples:

(18) a. #Nowhere did it say that the damn thing, if it is indeed the case that
the thing is frustrating, didn’t come with an electric plug..

b. #Nowhere did it say that the damn thing didn’t come with an electric
plug; but, in fact, the thing is not frustrating.

Potts himself defines conventional implicatures (Cls) as follows (Potts 2005: 24;
see also Potts 2003: 2):

(19) Properties of conventional implicature
a. ClIs are part of the conventional meaning of words.
b. ClIs are commitments, and thus give rise to entailments.

c. These commitments are made by the speaker of the utterance ‘by
virtue of the meaning of’ the words he chooses.

d. CIs are logically and compositionally independent of what is ‘said (in
the favored sense)’, i.e. independent of the at-issue entailments.

Compositional independence causes a problem for semantics. The expressive ad-
jective damn is syntactically part of the determiner phrase the damn thing. The
adjective takes the meaning of thing and delivers an expressive proposition. The

xii
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article the, however, ignores the adjective and only combines with the mean-
ing of the noun thing to deliver a referent for further compositional meaning
computation. As the expressive proposition is not involved in these further com-
putations, it remains unbound and floats above the meaning of the remaining
sentence. Christopher Potts, and others after him (McCready 2010, Gutzmann
2015), therefore, developed a hybrid semantics with a two-layered representation
of meaning, where the lower layer represents truth-conditional meaning, and the
higher layer expressive content. Potts also introduced the notion of at-issue con-
tent for the truth-conditional content of a sentence, which is set in opposition
to the expressive content. Both types of content can be represented as proposi-
tions. In standard model-theoretic semantics, a proposition is a set of possible
worlds: the set of worlds in which the sentence that expresses the proposition
is true, which is usually called the truth-conditional meaning. Gutzmann (2013)
proposed to represent the expressive or use-conditional content in parallel fash-
ion by a set of utterance contexts, and called it the use-conditional meaning of a
sentence.

The carriers of conventional implicatures are syntactically but not semanti-
cally integrated in the sentences. In contrast to Fregean presuppositions, they are
not necessary for calculating truth conditions of their surrounding hosts. With
respect to clausal embeddings, conventional implicatures pose a problem similar
to presuppositions: they are predominantly not represented by clauses but have
a meaning that has to be paraphrased by a full sentence. So, even if the carrier of
the conventional implicature is not sentence-like, on another layer, there is a full
proposition embedded. In the following, we concentrate on clausal carriers of
conventional implicatures, and on appositives as an example of a non-sentential
carrier with clause-like semantics.

Potts (2005) distinguished between two broad classes of phenomena: supple-
ments and expressives. Supplements comprise non-restrictive relative clauses, ap-
positives, and parentheticals. Potts also subsumed certain adverbs under supple-
ments (Potts 2005: 90):

(20) Types of supplementary conventional implicatures
a. Ames, a successful spy, is now behind bars. (nominal appositive)
b. Ames was, as the press reported, a successful spy. (as-parenthetical)

c. Ames, who was a successful spy, is now behind bars. (supplementary
relative)

d. Amazingly, they refused our offer. (speaker-oriented adverb)
e. Thoughtfully, Ed destroyed the evidence for us. (topic-oriented adverb)

xiii
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f. Just between you and me, Aldo is a dangerous spy.
(utterance-modifying adverb)

Among them, only parentheticals and non-restrictive relative clauses (NRRC,
Potts’s supplementary relative) embed a clause on surface level. The nominal ap-
positive in (20a) is semantically equivalent to the NRRC in (20c), so that there
is a semantically embedded proposition. The NRRC and the appositive take a
nominal (Ames) from their host sentence as argument. The adverbs, and also the
parenthetical, however, take as argument the whole proposition that is expressed
by their host. Hence, they are embedding a clause, but not being embedded by
a clause. From a semantic perspective, the meaning of the adverbs can be rep-
resented as properties of utterance contexts. For the given example, this is also
plausible for the parenthetical (20b). For the meaning of the nominal appositive
and the NRRC this is, however, not plausible. Their meanings are propositions of
the same type as the propositions representing asserted content. In general, as-
parentheticals also do not express properties of the utterance context but truth-
conditional meaning, as can be seen in (21).

(21) Ames, as a successful spy, was a respected employee of the secret service.

Expressives in the narrow sense are, for example, expressive adjectives (damn),
honorifics (Sir), ethnic slurs (Lessing is a Kraut; Kraut = derogatory for German),
and interjections as, for example, ouch.* They can broadly be considered as ex-
pressing properties of the utterance situation, for example, as propositions about
speaker attitudes. Expressives are not clausal and, although they may take argu-
ments, for example expressive adjectives, they are not clause embedding.

Some interjections and particles arguably take propositional arguments:

(22) a. Man, that is hot! (interjectional use of man)

b. Riku ist wohl in Japan. (particle, German)
Riku is perhaps in Japan.

The interjectional man intensifies the gradable adjective hot and turns the
whole utterance (22a) into an expressive exclamative. With the German modal
particle wohl in (22b), the speaker communicates that she/he assumes that the
asserted proposition is true, without being certain about it.

*For a thorough overview, see Gutzmann (2013). For expressive adjectives see Liu (2012).
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17 Projective content: Presuppositions and conventional implicatures

2.4 A classification of projective content

Potts (2005) distinguished between at-issue and not-at-issue content of utterances.
The distinction was mainly an intuitive one. In later research, however, an at-
tempt was made to give it a precise meaning. Simons et al. (2010) proposed to
equate at-issue content with that part of a sentence that answers a possibly im-
plicit question under discussion (QUD). The not-at-issue content can then be con-
sidered as the material that is not answering the QUD. This lead to the following
proposal about projective content (Simons et al. 2010: 315):

(23) Hypotheses about what projects and why

a. All and only those implications of (embedded) sentences which are
not-at-issue relative to the question under discussion in the context
have the potential to project.

b. Operators (modals, negation, etc.) target at-issue content.

The condition in (23b) says that not-at-issue content is ignored by embedding
truth-conditional operators. This entails that not-at-issue content is ignored by
further calculations of compositional meaning. This is a generalisation of Potts’s
observation that expressive content is logically and compositionally independent
of what is asserted. The qualification have the potential in the (23a) condition
says that being not-at-issue is a necessary condition for projection, but not a
sufficient one. For content to actually project, further pragmatic conditions have
to be satisfied. These conditions will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.

We have seen two large groups of projective phenomena: presuppositions and
conventional implicatures. Both the presuppositions of a sentence and its expres-
sive and supplementary content are not-at-issue and, hence, are not answering
the (implicit) QUD to which the asserted content answers. Based on this insight,
Tonhauser et al. (2013) proposed a taxonomy of projective phenomena on the
basis of two conditions: the satisfaction of a strong contextual felicity constraint
and the existence of obligatory local effects. The taxonomy classifies items ¢ for
which the family-of-sentences diagnostic shows that ¢ triggers projective content
m, where m is some proposition. Tonhauser et al. (2013: 75) distinguish between
two types of contexts that they called m-positive and m-neutral contexts. An m-
positive context is a context in which it is known that m is true, and an m-neutral
context is an utterance context in which it is both possible that m is true or that
it is false. If an occurrence of trigger ¢ is felicitous only if the utterance context
makes clear that m holds, then ¢ satisfies the strong felicity constraint (Tonhauser
et al. 2013: 76):
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(24) Strong contextual felicity constraint: If utterance of trigger t of
projective content m is acceptable only in an m-positive context, then ¢
imposes a strong contextual felicity constraint with respect to m.

Examples are pronouns that presuppose the existence of a referent, and the
English particle too that presupposes an alternative, e.g. Ashanti came too pre-
supposes that someone else than Ashanti also came. Clausal or clause embed-
ding triggers, for example factive verbs, non-restrictive relative clauses, the fo-
cus particle only, and aspectual verbs come without strong contextual felicity
constraints.

The next condition is satisfied if projected content m is semantically embedded
under belief operators that embed the trigger ¢ (Tonhauser et al. 2013: 93):

(25) Obligatory local effect: A projective content m with trigger t has
obligatory local effect if and only if, when ¢ is syntactically embedded in
the complement of a belief-predicate B, m necessarily is part of the
content that is targeted by, and within the scope of, B.

The existence presuppositions of pronouns and the particle too are embedded
under belief operators and therefore satisfy this condition:

(26) Dayo believes that it is in the drawer too.
~ Dayo believes that something is in the drawer.
~ Dayo believes that something else but the referent of it is also in the
drawer.

Among clausal or clause embedding triggers, some have obligatory local ef-
fects, and some do not. For example, non-restrictive relative clauses do not have
them:

(27) Dayo believes that Ames, a successful spy, is now behind bars.
~ Dayo believes that Ames is a successful spy.

Factive verbs, the focus particle only, and aspectual verbs, for example stop, have
obligatory local effects:

(28) a. Dayo believes that Ashanti knows that Riku is in Japan.
~ Dayo believes that Riku is in Japan.

b. Dayo believes that only Riku is in Japan.
~ Dayo believes that nobody else but Riku is in Japan.

c. Dayo believes that Bilge stopped programming.
~ Dayo believes that Bilge programmed before.
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17 Projective content: Presuppositions and conventional implicatures

By cross-classification, Tonhauser et al. (2013) predict the existence of a class
of projective phenomena that satisfy the strong contextual felicity constraint but
do not have obligatory local effects. This is a small class of phenomena, none of
which are clausal or clause embedding.

3 Interaction between at-issueness and projection

With this background we turn to the question raised in the introductory section:
Is there a common explanation for projection across the categories shown in Sec-
tion 2.4? As suggested in the introduction, we shall explore whether at-issueness
as a semantic/pragmatic category can explain projection in a unified way, as sug-
gested by Simons et al. (2010) and subsequent literature.

We start by briefly introducing the core idea that it is the not-at-issue status
of an entailed inference that is responsible for projection. The core hypothesis is
postulated in (5), repeated as (29) (Simons et al. 2010: 315).

(29) The Simons-Tonhauser-Beaver-Roberts projection hypothesis

a. All and only those implications of (embedded) sentences which are
not-at-issue relative to the question under discussion in the context
have the potential to project.

b. Operators (modals, negation, etc.) target at-issue content.

This formulation contains two aspects that we will ignore for now. Firstly,
the hypothesis does not state that, whenever an implication is not-at-issue, it
will invariably project, but merely that it has the potential to project. Essentially,
this only guarantees that at-issue inferences do not project. However, usually,
scholars interpreted the hypothesis as a biconditional: all and only embedded not-
at-issue inferences project. This is partly because it is not obvious what would
stop something that has the potential to project from projecting if operators do
not. We will also not focus particularly on the second part of the thesis in this
paper. This is in part because we are not aware of a complete compositional
implementation of the theory within which this claim can be fully evaluated,
but see compositional implementations in AnderBois et al. (2015) and the more
recent Koev (2022) for a compositional implementation for a subset of the cases.

Focusing then on the core of the projection hypothesis, two important ques-
tions come to mind that need to be addressed, as well as a third one that emerges
from the answers to the first two questions.

The first question is this: when exactly is an inference at-issue? How can we
know? This is in fact not a trivial question and there are some misunderstandings
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that need to be addressed in this paper. We deal with this question in Section 3.1.
The second question is an elaboration on the biconditional nature of the general-
isation: If it holds that what projects is not-at-issue, and that what is not-at-issue
projects, then what is really the part that needs to be explained? Are, for example,
presupppositions inferences that want to project but at-issueness prevents them
from doing so, or are presuppositions entirely harmless inferences that are sent
on to the way of projection precisely by their not-at-issue status? Whether and
how the second part of the theory stated in (29) can help here will be discussed
in Section 3.2.

3.1 What is at-issueness?

If one looks at the literature after the dissertation of Potts (2005) and especially
Simons et al. (2010), it would seem that at-issueness has become a central topic
at the semantics-pragmatics interface. It seems to play a role in quite a range of
seemingly unexpected places. We name just a few of the domains in which it is be-
ing applied: semantics of it-clefts (Velleman et al. 2012, Destruel 2013, DeVeaugh-
Geiss et al. 2018), word order in embedded sentences in German (Antomo 2016),
or discourse coherence (Hunter & Asher 2016). Also, like a veritable it-girl, it is
not only everywhere but there are also some reservations with which the success
story is being viewed. Part of the problem boils down to a simple question: how
do we know what is at-issue and what is not?

Koev (2018, 2022) discusses at length a range of possible notions of at-issueness
alongside specific empirical tests for these notions. He distinguishes at least be-
tween Q-at-issueness, which is essentially the notion that both we use in this
paper and Koev (2022) adopts eventually, P-at-issueness (essentially referring
to propositions that have been proposed for a discourse update, e.g. in Farkas
& Bruce 2010 but whose discourse acceptance or rejection is not yet settled, cf.
Murray 2014, AnderBois et al. 2015 and others), and C-at-issueness (essentially re-
ducing to the right frontier in Segmented Discourse Representation Theory, SDRT,
see Asher & Lascarides 2003, Hunter & Asher 2016). We will ignore the notion of
C-at-issueness in this paper since it is not connected to the notion of projection,
even though it has important merits in discourse structuring.

Syrett & Koev (2015) use the anaphoric potential of propositions as a diagnostic
for at-issueness, essentially targetting P-at-issueness. For example, in (30) the
speaker B’s contradiction can only target the proposition asserted by the main
clause, but not the one expressed by the non-restrictive relative clause. This is
often called the dissent diagnostics, cf. Amaral et al. (2007). Importantly, Syrett &
Koev (2015) argue that — among others — based on this test, one could show that
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17 Projective content: Presuppositions and conventional implicatures

in fact sentence final non-restrictive relative clauses can be at-issue, as shown in
(31); however this only applies to the P-at-issue status.

(30) A: Skylar, who is on vacation in South Africa, is a big fan of Joe.
B: That is not true, she is not a fan of Joe.

#That is not true, she is in Mongolia.

(31)

Skylar is a big fan of Joe, who is on vacation in South Africa.

That is not true, she is not a fan of Joe.

® @ > P

That is not true, he is in Mongolia.

Syrett & Koev (2015) suggest that double-questions are a reasonable diagnostic
for what it means for an inference to be at-issue, this time clearly targeting Q-at-
issueness.

(32) a. Where is Skylar and whom does she vote for?
b. # Skylar, who is on vacation in South Africa, is a big fan of Joe.

c. The greatest fan of Joe is Skylar, who is on vacation in South Africa.

However, Snider (2018) suggests that all the at-issueness diagnostics used by
Syrett & Koev (2015) to show that sentence-final non-restrictive relative clauses
can be at issue may allow for independent explanations, either involving more
elaborate discourse structures or independently motivated anaphoric properties
of propositions.

Another diagnostic that has been suggested, for example in Tonhauser et al.
(2018), is the rephrasing of a polar question that focuses on the main partition
introduced by the question, or put differently, on finding the primary speech act
performed by the speaker. Accordingly, in the example (33), (33a) is expected
to be dispreferred as a paraphrase of the speech act performed by Patrick as
compared to (33b).

(33) Patrick asks: Was Martha’s new car, a BMW, expensive?
a. Is Patrick asking whether Martha’s new car is a BMW?

b. Is Patrick asking whether Martha’s new car is expensive?

With all existing diagnostics discussed above, it is not entirely obvious
whether they are actually based on the definition of at-issueness, understood
as Q-at-issueness (in fact at least for the assert-dissent-test, Koev 2022 actually
agrees that it targets a different notion of at-issueness), or whether both the diag-
nostics and the definition are attempts to capture some deeper intuitive notion.
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This is surely a problem. Two remarks, however, are in order: firstly, the diag-
nostics do for better or worse correlate with the range of phenomena that have
been claimed to be at-issue and not-at-issue respectively. Moreover, especially
Tonhauser et al. (2018) convincingly argue that when it comes to experimental
settings, both at-issueness and projection appear to be gradient notions. Whether
or not these are intrinsically gradient or whether the gradience comes from the
variability with which participants in experiments interpret utterances in the
existing context or imagine a non-given one, remains to be seen in future.

For the purposes of this overview paper, we will focus on the main definition
of at-issueness given in Simons et al. (2010), as in (34) (Simons et al. 2010: 317)
and the respective auxiliary definition in (35) (Simons et al. 2010: 316).

(34) The Simons-Tonhauser-Beaver-Roberts definition of at-issueness. A
proposition p is at-issue relative to a question Q iff ?p is relevant to Q.
(35) Relevance to the QUD

a. An assertion is relevant to a QUD iff it contextually entails a partial
or complete answer to the QUD.

b. A question is relevant to a QUD iff it has an answer which
contextually entails a partial or complete answer to the QUD.

We show the workings of the definition using a conjunction as an example, as
in (36).°

(36) Q: Who danced?
A: Ashton smoked and Jaden danced.

Now;, the theory itself does not specify a particular account of questions and an-
swers, but for explicitness, we assume that questions are modelled as sets of Ham-
blin alternatives (cf. Hamblin 1973 and Onea & Zimmermann 2019 for a recent
overview) and these alternatives are in fact the possible answers to the question.
Hence, we model (36) as {Aw.danced(x,w)|x € C} for some contextually given
domain C of individuals. We further consider the at-issue status of the following
four entailments of (36).

(37) a. Ashton smoked = Aw.smoked (A, w)
b. Jaden danced = Aw.danced(J,w)
c. Jaden danced and Ashton smoked = Aw.danced( J, w) A smoked (A, w)
d. Jaden danced or Ashton smoked = Aw.danced( ], w) v smoked (A, w)

>Thereby, we note in passing that the a. part of the definition in (35) is not necessary, as the
relevance of an assertion plays no further role in the theory.
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17 Projective content: Presuppositions and conventional implicatures

By definition, a proposition p is relevant to the QUD Q if ?p is relevant to Q.
The relevant relations between the two questions are given in (38). Thereby, we
use the symbol = for relevance of a question to another question.

(38) a. {Aw.smoked(A,w), Aw.~smoked(A,w)} # {Aw.danced(x,w)|x € C}
b. {Aw.danced(J,w), Aw.~danced(J,w)} = {Aw.danced(x,w)|x € C}

c. {Aw.danced(]J,w)Asmoked(A, w), Aw.~danced(J,w)V-smoked(A,w)}
= {Aw.danced(x,w)|x € C}

d. {Aw.danced(]J,w)Vsmoked(A, w), Aw.~danced( J,w) A—smoked(A,w)}
’="{ dw.danced (x,w)|x € C}

Let us consider (38a) first. Here, the polar question has two alternatives. It is
relevant to the QUD if at least one of these answers (contextually, but we ignore
this part here) entails one of the question alternatives of the QUD. Thus, we have
to check whether any of the following holds:

(39) a. Aw.smoked(A,w) C X for some X in {Aw.danced(x,w)|x € C}
b. Aw.—smoked(A,w) C X for some X in {Aw.danced(x,w)|x € C}

Since neither is the case — unless very special contextual rules apply — we can
conclude that Ashton smoked is indeed not-at-issue. By using similar steps, we
can easily check that Jaden danced is indeed at-issue, as it is identical to one of
the question alternatives. Moreover, we can show that jaden danced and Ashton
smoked as a conjunction is also at-issue, since it entails that Jaden danced. Finally,
the disjunction Jaden danced or Ashton smoked is more complicated. Here, we
can establish that the positive alternative is not relevant, as it does not entail any
of the QUD-alternatives. When it comes to the negated version, the situation is
more complicated. In particular, although the negated disjunction still does not
entail any individual question alternative directly, as shown in (40), it does entail
the negation of one of the question alternatives when rewritten as a conjunction
of negations.

(40)  Aw.~danced(J,w) A —smoked(A,w) £ Aw.~danced( ], w)

If, for example, we assume that the question Who danced presupposes that
someone danced, then it follows that someone other than Jaden danced. Then,
at least a disjunction of a proper subset of the question alternatives is entailed.
If, however, we do not take the question to presuppose that someone danced,
it is hard to show that (37d) or its negation license any entailment regarding
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the question alternatives. Since our discussion, is of course, limited by our deci-
sions above regarding question alternatives, and since the intuitions are also not
entirely clear, we leave it undecided whether the disjunction is at-issue or not,
marked by the question marks in (38d).

Let us then use the example in (41) to check the predictions regarding projec-
tion. For this, we embed the conjunction under an entailment-cancelling operator
such as it is possible that.

(41) A: Who danced?
B: It is possible that Jaden danced and Ashton smoked.

Applying the theory bluntly, Ashton smoked should project, Jaden danced
should not project, and Ashton smoked and Jaden danced should also not project.
It remains somewhat unclear whether the disjunction Ashton smoked or Jaden
danced is predicted to project, since it is uncertain whether it is at-issue. Impor-
tantly, it is not obvious that the inference that Ashton smoked (or the disjunction)
projects in (41). Hence, we have an example of at least one not-at-issue infer-
ence that fails to project. We would then like to know why. Yet, an anonymous
reviewer correctly points out that the acceptability of the answer in (41) is ques-
tionable altogether, which may raise doubts about the conclusiveness of the
example.

However, the problems do not stop here: let us consider another example, (42),
explicitly discussed in Simons et al. (2010).

(42) Q: Why aren’t you inviting any boys from your class to the party?
A: Tdon’t like the boys in my class.

Here, according to Simons et al. (2010), the inference that there are boys in
the speaker’s class is in fact at-issue since the negation of this information, i.e.
there are no boys in the class, would answer the QUD (in fact it would provide a
complete answer to the QUD) in (42). Still, arguably, the inference that there are
boys in the class projects in this case. Hence, we also have an example in which
the at-issue inference projects.

The way Simons et al. (2010) address this question is by revising the definition
of at-issueness somewhat. The revised definition is in (43):

(43) a. A proposition p is at-issue iff the speaker intends to address the QUD
via ?p.

b. An intention to address the QUD via ?p is felicitous only if:
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17 Projective content: Presuppositions and conventional implicatures

i. ?pisrelevant to the QUD, and

ii. the speaker can reasonably expect the addressee to recognise this
intention.

This definition leaves quite a bit of space for interpretation. However, it allows
the following solution to the problem in (42): The proposition that there are boys
in the class could in principle address the QUD but it is not intended to answer
the QUD. There are in fact several reasons for this. One is that there is a more
direct and more complete answer which is entailed: the speaker does not like
the boys. In fact, if there were no boys in the class, this sentence would not even
make sense. Another one is that a definite description is conventionally marked
to not address the QUD by its existence presupposition:®

(44) Q: Is Kim a bachelor?

A: Her wife is talking with Michael and Jada in the living room.

Returning to (41), it is not really obvious how the revised version of the theory
in and of itself helps correct the prediction. After all, there is no reasonable way in
which the inference that Ashton smoked could be taken to address the question
asked in the previous turn. Hence, by any account, this inference will be not-at-
issue and thus should project.

At this point, a final complication comes into the picture: Simons et al. (2010)
explicitly state, in the discussion of examples such as (45), that there are cases
in which even inferences that are conventionally marked as being not-at-issue,
such as epithets (cf. Potts 2005, Gutzmann 2012), do in fact sometimes provide
the answer to the question explicitly asked in the dialogue:

(45) Q: What do you think of Bailey?

A: T've never met the son-of-a-bitch.

In order to deal with such examples, a very important feature of the QUD
needs to be considered. In particular, following Roberts (1996) and subsequent re-
search, scholars have assumed that every single utterance in discourse answers a
question. However, if one looks at naturally occurring discourse, quite obviously,
questions are far less frequent than assertions. Hence, clearly, the question ad-
dressed by a speaker can also remain implicit. So, how can we know what the

*Though examples such as (44) can easily be constructed, even if such examples seem to be
somewhat rhetorically loaded because they, at least intuitively, require the hearer to use pre-
supposition accommodation as a question-answering strategy.
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question under discussion is? The answer is that the way in which an utterance
made by a speaker is performed, be it in terms of word order, syntax, prosody or
even morphosyntax, can be indicative of the question the speaker had in mind -
the so-called congruent question. Usually, scholars do not assume a one-to-one
relation between the way in which assertions are articulated and the questions
that they address. Still, given that part of the construction of the contextual rep-
resentation is driven by general domain inference patterns in addition to QUD-
marking, the situation cannot be generally deemed hopeless; see e.g. Roberts
(2012), Onea (2016) and many others. Thus, we assume that in (45), B’s answer
is taken to address another question and regarding that question, namely (46),
the proposition associated with the epithet is indeed not-at-issue and projects.
However, with regard to the overt question, the situation is different - thus the
impression that the conventional implicature of (45) is at-issue.

(46) Have you ever met Bailey?

By analogy, then, we could say that the (41) case involves an example in which
the apparently not-at-issue inference that Ashton smoked is in fact at-issue with
regard to another question that the speaker B actually addresses. Consider, for
example, that the actual discourse context contains a larger question, namely
(47a). Crucially, when B answers, B does not only provide the answer to (47a)
but also to the super-question (47) by also addressing (47b), thus, making the
non-projecting inference at-issue.

(47) Who danced and who smoked?
a. Who danced?
b. Who smoked?

This raises the final point in this discussion. We have suggested above that
there are conventional means to signal the QUD addressed by an utterance.
We will briefly consider some of them, mainly focus-marking (see Roberts 1996,
Beaver & Clark 2008, Zimmermann & Onea 2011), i.e. the requirement that the
QUD has to be focus-congruent to the answer. And thus, we can never assume a
QUD which is not focus-congruent to the utterance given. We briefly explain this
idea. If an overt question is present and a direct answer to this question is given,
the focus alternative value of the answer needs to be a superset of the set of ques-
tion alternatives. In other words, the answer needs to be focus-congruent to the
question. This idea has been spelled out in different ways in various theoretical
frameworks. Example (48) follows Rooth (1992, see also Onea & Zimmermann
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2019 for a soft introductory discussion of question answer congruence). In (48),
we show how the so-called focus-semantic value [ ]¥ of some assertion is a su-
perset of the question-alternatives provided by the congruent question.

(48) a. [Who danced?]] = {Aw.danced(x,w)|x € C}
b. [[Jaden]r danced] = Aw.danced(J,w)
c. [[Jaden]r danced]’ = {Aw.danced(x, w)|x € C}

Crucially, if we now return to (41), we realise that in fact this sentence can
be pronounced with a variety of intonational patterns. The most natural one, it
seems to us, is the one in (49), where the brackets mark prosodic and not merely
syntactic units.

(49) a. Who danced?
b. It is possible that [[[Jaden]r danced] and [[Ashton]cr [smoked]F]]

Here, the embedded disjunction is taken to involve two separate intonational
phrases, each with its own information structural partition. In particular, the
first phrase has a clear focus on Jaden. As we have already seen, this makes
this part of the embedded clause focus-congruent to the immediately preceding
question. Crucially, however, the second part has a contrastive topic intonation
that is usually assumed, following Biiring (2003), Rojas-Esponda (2015), Kamali
& Krifka (2020), to signal the presence of a higher question within a discourse
strategy. In this case the relevant super-question is the one in (50). This question
now comes with two different strategies that could be used to answer it: the one
in (50) and the one in (51). What makes the example somewhat odd is, indeed,
that here the two strategies are mixed. The first part seems to follow the strategy
in (51), whereas the second part seems to follow the strategy in (50). But notice
that in the specific case in which there are only two individuals and two actions
in the domain, the mixing of the strategies seems to be innocent.

(50) Who did what?
a. What did Ashton do?
b. What did Jaden do?
(51) Who did what?
a. Who danced?
b. Who smoked?
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Importantly, now, Ashton smoked is at-issue with regard to both (50a) and (51b)
and is thus not predicted to project. It conventionally signals that it addresses
both questions.

Before concluding this section, we need to mention two additional issues.
Firstly, we consider an example that shows the strength of the proposal, and
secondly we consider a peculiarity of the theory.

Consider (52), from Beaver (2010). This example involves a factive verb that is
usually taken to presuppose its clausal complement. However, the example nicely
shows that the actual focus-background structure of the sentence determines
whether projection obtains.

(52) a. If the TA discovers that [your work is plagiarised]r, I will be [forced
to notify the Dean]r.

b. If the TA [discovers]F that your work is plagiarised, I will be [forced
to notify the Dean]F.

The logic of the example is as follows: in (52a) the focus on the embedded
clause signals that the question addressed, the QUD, is (53a). Now, this is surely
not the only question that is being addressed, and sticking to classical theories of
discourse structure with questions (be it in the version of Roberts 1996, Onea 2016
and most other theories), it will not be easy to pinpoint how exactly conditionals
relate and should be integrated into question-answering strategies. Regardless
of the correct answer to this problem, it should be clear that the question (53a)
is expected to be a highly relevant discourse question if this intonation contour
is chosen. Indeed, in this case, the embedded clause is both at-issue and does not
project. As opposed to this, if the focus is on the main verb in the conditional
clause, the question addressed appears to be a question like (53b). Here, the em-
bedded clause is not-at-issue and will indeed project.

(53) a. What will the TA discover?
b. Will the TA discover that your work is plagiarised?

For classical theories of presupposition projection, it is not obvious that pre-
dicting this contrast could ever be possible without incorporating some notion
of at-issueness. We will have a brief discussion in Section 4 about this problem.

We now turn to the peculiarity of the theory that we indicated above without
becoming more specific: it may seem that the theory is circular or at least non-
falsifiable. The worry goes like this: you are saying that what projects is not
at-issue. But how can I create a counter-example to your theory? I tried to create
a case where something that appeared to be at-issue projected. Then you said,

XXVi



17 Projective content: Presuppositions and conventional implicatures

roughly speaking, that it projected because it was not meant to be at-issue. Then I
gave an example in which something that was in fact not-at-issue did not project,
and then you said: well that is the wrong question. With regard to which I said
that it is not-at-issue. It was actually at-issue. And you even said that, because it
is marked grammatically for not being at-issue, it will project even if it directly
answers the QUD! It is important to articulate such worries and address them
head on.

There are several ways to address this problem: One perspective is a purely
empirical one: is there a correlation between at-issueness and projection? If there
is, the way in which the theory needs to be spelled out can be further discussed,
but the worry of circularity (which would amount to zero predictions) is at least
out of the way. Assuming we take the diagnostics used in Tonhauser et al. (2018)
at face value, it seems that the answer to this question is clearly positive.

The second perspective is a more theoretical one: any theory that has empiri-
cal predictions will depend on some parameters. The more parameters a theory
depends on (which can be fitted) the weaker the theory. For this approach, the
crucial parameter seems to be an overall theory of question-answer congruence
and of QUDs in discourse. For example, when we say that an NRRC or an epi-
thet cannot be at-issue and will always need to project, we could mean that the
compositional semantics of these items is simply not allowing focus to project
in such a way as to make these congruent answers to a question. Hence, even
if they appear in a sentence evidently uttered as an answer to a question with
respect to which the respective utterance would be at-issue, we will still need
to assume another QUD simply because otherwise the focus-congruence rule
would be violated. Thus, it is often impossible to construct a counter-example.
But this is not because the theory is not falsifiable but because the theory is us-
ing the question-answer congruence rule, which independently rules out certain
question-answer configurations. More importantly with respect to the purposes
of this paper, while certain constructions seem to be inherently incompatible
with focus, such as epithets or non-clause-final-NRRCs, others, such as clausal
arguments of embedding verbs, are and thus do in fact provide an ideal testing
ground for the theory. As suggested by the example in (53), here, the predictions
are borne out.

Summing up the results of this section, we conclude that the at-issueness hy-
pothesis is made explicit mainly by considering the focus-background structure
of utterances, which determines the range of possible QUDs the speaker could be
addressing. Once the QUD is established we can decide whether an entailment
is at-issue or not. Once this is established, it is predicted that the not-at-issue
inferences will project.
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3.2 What is the explanandum?

As discussed above, the at-issueness theory of projection is mainly a generalisa-
tion and not yet an explanation. In fact, we can entirely accept the generalisation
and yet not even agree on what is the explanandum for a theory of projection.
Does a theory of projection need to explain the cases in which projection takes
place or should a theory of projection rather explain those cases in which pro-
jection does not happen? It may come as a surprise that this is not a rhetorical
question.

One possibility is that a projective content projects because it has a specific
conventional projective property, i.e. terms such as presupposition or conventional
implicature, or simply potential to project, are compositional semantic notions.
When we say that this is a conventional property, we mean that it is determined
by the linguistic system itself. By default, then, what has the potential to project,
projects. In this case, if there is anything to explain it is this: why is it that in some
cases some of the instances of projective content fail to project? The answer then
appears to be: projective content fails to project whenever it is at-issue.

The radically opposite view is this: there is no conventional difference between
projective and non-projective content. These simply constitute inferences based
on a sentence and whether or not they end up projecting or not depends on
something else — the primal candidate being their pragmatic status with regard
to the question under discussion. Let us call this the pragmatic view. In this case,
the question to answer is: why do some entailments project? The theory of Si-
mons et al. (2010) hints at this, but this point never really gets substantiated in
the literature: entailment-cancelling operators somehow fail to see content that
is not at-issue. One possibility would be that entailment-cancelling operators do
in fact compositionally interact with focus and it is then indeed at-issueness that
literally drives the computation of projection. A recent proponent of a radically
pragmatic theory of presuppositions is Simons (2001, 2007). One could take Si-
mons et al. (2017) to also advocate such a theory, inasmuch as they discuss cases
in which inferences associated with non-factive verbs such as to believe seem
to project in certain pragmatic contexts. But we simply do not see how such a
view could apply to conventional implicatures, which appear to be convention-
ally marked as projective. Moreover, the systematic differences of different types
of projective content, as classified in Tonhauser et al. (2013) and experimentally
shown in Tonhauser et al. (2018) are also hard to explain on such an approach. If
such a radically pragmatic perspective is to be a sustainable line of attack, in our
view, it will have to be limited to presuppositions of so-called soft triggers.
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Notice, however, that both the pragmatic and the semantic view outlined
above take a causal approach. But an alternative is also conceivable. There might
be a general pragmatic correlation between not-at-issueness and projection, but
the correlation itself may not be causal in nature. Instead, there may be differ-
ent explanations for the ways in which at-issueness and projection interact for
different phenomena. Let us call this the hybrid view.

In what follows, we attempt to briefly explain how the hybrid view could be
substantiated.” Suppose the speaker has two thoughts that she wishes to express,
the propositions in (54). Suppose, further, that she knows what question she
wishes to address, i.e. one of the three options in (55):

(54) a. George is an idiot beyond imagination.
b. George is a notorious criminal.

(55) a. Why is George a successful politician?
b. Why did George not pass his exam?

c. How is George?

By virtue of knowing which question is being addressed, the speaker knows
which of the two propositions is at-issue, hence, the speaker can decide to express
the other one as an appositive, thereby marking it as a conventional implicature,
or to express them as a plain conjunction. The hybrid view now essentially boils
down to suggesting that the projection itself may be a conventional property
of the conventional implicature, the appositive, but one can only use such a
structure if the corresponding proposition is not at-issue. This gives the options
in (56).

(56) Q: Why is George a successful politician?

A: George, an idiot beyond imagination, is a notorious criminal.
(57) Q: Why did George not pass his exam?

A: George, a notorious criminal, is an idiot beyond imagination.
(58) Q: How is George?

A: George is a notorious criminal and an idiot beyond imagination.

Hence, projection, at least in such cases, is not necessarily derived from not-at-
issueness, but from the very structural properties of the appositives. Encoding

"We gratefully acknowledge that parts of this idea go back to a discussion with David Beaver,
p.c. 2017.
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something as an appositive of the kind in (56) is, however, a speaker-decision
that is correlated to the speaker-decision to address a question such that the
very same proposition ends up as not at-issue. A possible — intuitive — bridge is
the notion of importance: what is at issue-should be more important and what
is more important should be the main clause rather than the appositive. The
perspective suggested above for appositives is very closely related to Ott & Onea
(2015) and Beaver (2020), who think of appositives and conventional implicatures
in general as independent speech acts of different types. We will not go into
further detail on this idea, but we will briefly return to it in Section 4.3. In this
case, what requires explanation is neither the projection (as facilitated by not-
at-issueness), nor the lack of projection (blocked by at-issueness), but rather the
speaker-level necessity to encode not-at-issue material as potentially projective,
i.e. the correlation between not-at-issueness and projection.

The case discussed above involves two distinct, logically independent proposi-
tions and, thus, suggests that their encoding as potentially projective (in correla-
tion with at-issueness) is clearly a decision problem of the speaker. But suppose
what the speaker wants to express is not two independent thoughts, but some-
thing that is lexically constrained, i.e. one thought depends on another. An ex-
ample would be the thought that the TA discovers that the hearer cheated on the
exam, as in example (52) above. In this case, the thought that the TA discovers
p, cannot be divorced from p itself. While in the case of appositives, there was a
structural asymmetry between the main clause and the appositive that may be
seen as a marker of the potential to project, in the case of (factive) presupposi-
tions, there is a lexical/semantic assymmetry that is responsible for marking the
potential to projection. This view appears to be a variant of the theory proposed
by Abrusan (2011, 2016).

The core idea in Abrusan (2011) is that the explanation for why factive verbs
presuppose is that the embedded proposition is not about the main event in-
troduced by the factive verb. Her idea, inspired by research on vision, is that
such entailments are not in the focus of attention and thus become presupposed.
Abrusan (2011) is not interested in projection but in triggering of presupposi-
tions. This paper is not the right venue to evaluate and discuss the triggering
mechanism proposed by Abrusan in detail. Our point here is a simpler one: it
appears possible to rephrase Abrusan (2011) as a variant of Simons et al. (2010)
without losing any essential component of her theory. Abrusan (2011) claims that
a presupposition of a factive verb is triggered because the complement of a fac-
tive verb is not about the main event of the matrix verb. But this suggests that
the main event is by default more important than other events, which are not
about it. Importance, however, can be spelled out in many ways. One prominent
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option is this: what is important should be at-issue. Then, the default question
addressed by a sentence containing a factive verb is not about the truth of the em-
bedded proposition. Say, if you want to know whether it is raining, you usually
do not speak about people’s attitudes toward this proposition. And if you speak
about people’s attitudes you are not usually primarily interested in whether the
content of their attitudes is actually correct.

Crucially, then, on the hybrid view, there seems to be a similarity between
conventional implicatures and presuppositions. In both cases, an asymmetry (al-
beit a different one) is responsible for their structural or semantic marking of
potentially projective content and is also exploited by the speaker in marking
what issue is being addressed, by making what is — intuitively — more important
the answer to the QUD.

But there is a big difference as well. While appositives are independent of
each other and the speaker may find it easy to encode either of the inedependent
propositions as the appositive or the main clause, in the case of (factive) presup-
positions, the lexically coded dependency between the two propositions cannot
be changed by the speaker (at least not easily). Hence, if the proposition which
is marked for the potential to project is intended to be at issue, the speaker may
use a more economical device to achieve this goal: focus. The semantic structure
marks one proposition as dependent on another but focus gives the hearer a han-
dle on at-issueness, which has a direct impact on projection. Indeed, Abrusan
(2011) observes that the triggering mechanism of factive presuppositions needs
to be focus-sensitive, i.e. presuppositions for so-called soft triggers, in our case
factive verbs, are only ever generated if the sentence complement is not focused.
This is because focus would act as an independent device that shifts the attention
to another entailment. In Abrusan (2016) the idea is extended to projection and
cancellation phenomena, where she argues that while the cancellation of presup-
positions for soft triggers is driven by focus, blocking their very triggering, in the
case of some other presupposition triggers such as some discourse particles, pre-
suppositions are always triggered and they invariably project — as also noted by
Tonhauser et al. (2013).

Hence, it would seem that on a hybrid view focus could in some way be re-
sponsible for the non-projection of (factive) presuppositions, and, in the case of
conventional implicatures, the structure itself determines what projects (but the
choice of the structure is determined by at-issueness). It turns out, however, that,
despite initial evidence, the situation is more complicated and focus itself cannot
be the whole answer to the problem of presupposition projection even under the
at-issueness hypothesis.
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The overall idea that focus signals the question addressed by an utterance in
a compositional way goes back to the seminal paper of Roberts (1996). However,
Roberts (2012) forcefully argues that it is not only the focus-congruent question
that plays a role in the interpretation of utterances but also communicative goals
and general domain questions.

Importantly, this claim is not limited to contrastive topics, which are claimed to
associate with entire discourse strategies, and to some discourse particles, such as
German iiberhaupt as analysed in Rojas-Esponda (2015). Instead, Roberts (2012)
explicitly wants to incorporate the effects of more remote domain questions that
cannot interfere with the semantic composition, at least not directly. She argues:

The more general intentional structure of discourse outlined above also sug-
gests a generalisation of the notion of Relevance to other goals and inten-
tions, as well as to the QUD.

Roberts (2012) gives the following general example, where the patient’s question
is relevant to the goal proposed by the nurse’s suggestion and not a QUD.

(59) Nurse: Don’t eat on the morning before your test.
Patient: May I drink water?

With this in mind the question naturally arises whether at-issueness effects
are limited to cases in which the QUD is focus-congruent to the relevant asser-
tion. If remote, non-congruent QUDs still play a role, this has important con-
sequences for the exact nature of the explanation of the role of at-issueness in
projection. For if projection was in some way governed by focus at the level of
compositional semantics, non-focus-congruent questions should not be respon-
sible for projection-effects. Indeed, Simons et al. (2017) suggest that such effects
may exist. They discuss the example in (60):

(60) Polly: Why is it taking Phil so long to get back here?
Amy: [with sudden realisation] He doesn’t know the car’s parked in the
garage!

The intended intonation in this case is with a pitch accent on the embedded
clause. This allows for a range of various foci, given the fact that focus tends to
project from deeply embedded constituents. Crucially, however, the verb know
cannot be the sole focus in the example and it is by all means very likely that the
entire embedded clause or parts of it will be interpreted as the focus. Thus the
congruent question will be a question like the ones in (61):
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(61) a. What does Phil know?
b. What does Phil not know?

c. etc.

Importantly, if this is the congruent question, i.e. the compositionally relevant
QUD, the proposition that the car is in the garage can be seen as at-issue (though
it depends on the exact analysis of the question). More importantly, Simons et al.
(2017) argue that the reason why projection occurs in the example (60) is that
without projection the answer would not be relevant to the overt question, the
domain question. Thus, in determining whether something projects or not, it not
only matters what the congruent question is but also what the domain question is.
In fact, they argue that the same line of reasoning could also lead to the prediction
that not only know but also believe can embed projective content.

The fact that domain questions that are not focus-congruent can also be rel-
evant to projection creates a serious problem for hybrid accounts. If a hybrid
account is viable, it cannot be compositional since the domain question stands
in no compositional relation to the relevant expression.

4 Pushing the limits of semantic theories

While the original hypothesis of Simons et al. (2010) would seem to suggest that
all types of projective content work the same way, the classification in Tonhauser
et al. (2013) suggests that a systematic distinction between different types of
projective content. Moreover, we have suggested above that it is hard to imagine
an entirely pragmatic explanation that handles conventional implicatures and
presuppositions in the same way. Finally, we have also seen that a compositional
interaction between focus and projection seems unlikely given the observation
that a) in the case of conventional implicatures focus seems to be irrelevant and
b) QUDs that are not focus-congruent can also impact projection. Thus, in this
section, we wish to consider how the at-issueness-projection hypothesis could
relate to existing theories of projection both in the domain of presupposition and
conventional implicature. Of course, given the huge range of literature on both
topics, we will need to limit ourselves to a small selection of ideas which we deem
particularly interesting for future research.

In the domain of presupposition projection, we wish to make two points.
Firstly, we suggest that the at-issueness theory could in fact provide a missing
element in an old projection theory developed in Gazdar (1979). Secondly, we
will discuss how this idea could significantly improve on the binding theory of
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presuppositions developed by van der Sandt (1992). In a final sub-section, we
briefly connect the theory of appositives and non-restrictive relative clauses
from a QUD perspective with extant literature.

4.1 QUD and presupposition cancellation

One of the first truly predictive formal theories of presupposition projection was
developed in Gazdar (1979). Gazdar famously proposes a fairly complicated sys-
tem that manages all embedded inferences generated by an embedded clause.
He distinguishes potential implicatures, “im-plicatures”, and potential presuppo-
sitions, “pre-suppositions”, from actual implicatures and actual presuppositions
utterances may have. Pre-suppositions are triggered locally in some potentially
deeply embedded environment. A filtering mechanism is used to decide which
of the locally generated inferences will eventually survive and become true pre-
suppositions.® One remarkable rule of the filtering mechanism that was deemed
empirically necessary but which does not appear very intuitive is important: if
the sentence has a potential presupposition that contradicts an implicature, the
presupposition loses and is filtered out, while the implicature remains.

A well-known example is the filtering with conditionals, as in (62). Ever since
at least Karttunen (1977) and Karttunen & Peters (1979), it has been received
knowledge that if the antecedent of a conditional entails the presupposition of
the consequent, this presupposition will not project. Otherwise, presuppositions
of the consequent of the conditional project. Thus, both presuppositions in (63)
are expected to project, whereas in (62), none do.

(62) a. If Justice has kids, Justice’s kids will be linguists.
b. If Mary loves Jada, Michael surely found out that she does.

(63) a. If Justice decides to learn even just one more language, Justice’s kids
will be linguists.

b. If Mary keeps on talking, Michael surely finds out that she loves Jada.

According to Gazdar (1979), a conditional implicates that it is unknown to the
speaker whether the antecedent is true. In (62) there is, hence, an implicature
that the speaker does not know whether Justice has kids and Mary loves Jada
respectively. Hence, for (62), the presupposition of the consequence will be can-
celled, because it contradicts the ignorance implicature. As opposed to this, the

3For the details of the theory we have to refer to (Gazdar 1979) and general textbooks on prag-
matics, e.g. (Levinson 1983, 2000, Huang 2014).
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ignorance inference associated with (63) does not contradict the presupposition
of the consequent and thus the pre-supposition of the consequent can become a
true presupposition.

The theory proposed in Gazdar (1979) has its obvious historical merits but also
some well-known issues we will not discuss here. However, even in introductions
to pragmatics, students usually find it mysterious that implicatures would win
against presuppositions — are they not supposed to be weaker inferences? It
seems to us that the at-issueness hypothesis could help clarify that intuition in
some way.

From a communicative perspective, presupposition projection does not
amount to presupposed propositions becoming new information but rather
to a requirement on the common ground. If p becomes a presupposition, it will
be assumed that it is common ground that p is true. But if an inference is at-
issue, it cannot be common ground and vice versa.” An ignorance implicature
of the sort exemplified above would seem to obtain precisely in cases in which
the inference the speaker is ignorant about is at-issue and, thereby, naturally
blocks it from becoming a presupposition. Indeed, it has been shown in erotetic
logics (Wisniewski 1995) that the question about the truth of the antecedent of a
conditional is often an erotetic inference, and thus a natural follow-up question
to a conditional statement. Put this way, the theory of at-issueness could in fact
be viewed as a powerful update of an old idea by Gazdar, by integrating it with
erotetic theories of discourse.

4.2 QUD and binding of presuppositions

Another classical theory of presuppositions that exhibits a remarkable connec-
tion to the at-issueness theory of presupposition projection is the binding theory
of presuppositions. Van der Sandt (1992) suggests that there is a deep connection
between anaphora and presupposition. The core observation of van der Sandt
(1992) is that, in the very same way dynamic semantics models the anaphoric
binding of a pronoun, the satisfaction of presuppositions can be modelled. In
particular, he distinguishes two main types of presupposition satisfaction: bind-
ing and accommodation. A presupposition is bound if in discourse an explicitly

*While this does not immediately follow from the theory of questions and answers sketched
above, the theory can easily be accommodated to guarantee this. One way to do this, see e.g.
Onea (2016), is to intersect all question alternatives with the context set (Stalnaker 1978). Thus,
each question alternative entails the context set and thus information that is in the context set
cannot be relevant to the question, i.e. cannot be at-issue.
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represented antecedent can be found. A presupposition is accommodated if bind-
ing is not possible. For example, in (64a) the first sentence acts as an anaphoric
antecedent and thus binds the presupposition of the second sentence. As opposed
to this, in the second case, there is no binder available, and thus the presupposi-
tion needs to be accommodated. Importantly, whenever binding is an option, we
no longer need to accommodate.

(64) a. Justice has kids. If his kids are happy, he is happy.
b. Justice is a simple guy. If his kids are happy, he is happy.

Thus, accommodation is governed by a global geometry constraint intrinsic
to DRT (Discourse Representation Theory, Kamp 1981); a current formulation is
given in Kamp et al. (2011). In particular, DRT has a hierarchic system of dis-
course representation, such that a presupposition starts out as a designated en-
tailment at the lowest possible starting location and floats upwards, i.e. tries to
project in search of an antecedent to bind. If binding is successful the process
stops. This also explains the filtering function of, e.g. conditional antecedents,
as within the DRT-architecture used by van der Sandt (1992) and Geurts & van
der Sandt (1999), conditional antecedents are anaphorically accessible from the
consequence. If the attempt to find an appropriate binder is unsuccessful, the
presupposition floats to the global level and then tries to be accommodated from
there, in the highest slot in which a contradiction does not emerge. If such contra-
dictions eventually lead to contradictions in all projection sites, the final option
is always local accommodation, which oftentimes means no projection whatso-
ever, as the presupposition is limited to a local effect in this case. We illustrate the
idea in example (65). In (65a) no contradiction arises, and thus we can globally
accommodate, hence project, the presupposition that Justice has a car. In (65b),
global accommodation is blocked by the information that the speaker does not
know whether Justice has a car, and thus only local accommodation remains an
option, hence yielding: If Justice has a car and Mary discovers that he has one ...

(65) a. If Mary discovers that Justice has a car, he will have to drive her
home.
b. Idon’t know whether Justice has a car. But if Mary discovers that he
has one, he will have to drive her home.

The binding theory of presuppositions has been extended to a theory of focus
as a presupposition-inducing device in itself; see Geurts & van der Sandt (2004).
However, the theory has no obvious built-in means to deal with the variability
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captured by the at-issueness theory of presupposition projection. In fact, DRT
itself is not particularly well suited for question-semantics and question-answer
patterns never have been a main topic of investigation in standard DRT to start
with.

However, at least a very rudimentary theory of questions can be given. Take
Hamblin-question-alternatives and represent them as individual propositions
marked in some way such as to avoid taking them as inferences. If we now as-
sume that question-alternatives are available discourse referents and thus possi-
ble binders for presuppositions, we end up with a surprising prediction: when-
ever a presupposition is at-issue in the sense that it could be anaphorically bound
to a question-alternative, it will be bound to a question-alternative and not ac-
commodated globally. Since question-alternatives are mere possibilities and do
not license global entailments, it follows that at-issue inferences do not project.
Not-at-issue inferences, on the contrary, need to project. We summarise this idea
in terms of a simplified but respectable unified theory of at-issueness and presup-
position binding.

(66) A unified theory of at-issueness and presupposition binding
a. All presuppositions need to be bound or accommodated.
b. Binding has priority over accommodation.

c. Question-alternatives are possible binders.

This theory now comes with a remarkable prediction: suppose that question-
alternatives disappear from a discourse representation structure (DRS) once the
question is resolved. Suppose, further, that all open questions in the QUD-stack
in the sense of Roberts (1996) are represented in the global DRS. Then, it is im-
mediately predicted that not only the immediate focus-congruent question but
also the entire question strategy, and thus the domain question, are responsible
for determining the at-issue status and thus the projection of potential presup-
positions.

Let us return to the example (65a). Here, the presupposition that Justice has a
car needs to be bound somewhere or become accommodated. But where it can
be bound depends on what questions we encounter. Suppose the QUD contains
the open question (67a). This does not simply mean that it is unknown whether
Justice has a car (which would not block accommodation) but that this question
has been recognised as relevant for and thus as part of the discourse strategy
at hand. In this case, the presupposition is bound to the positive alternative of
the question and since the alternative to which it is bound is not entailed, the
presupposition is not entailed either. But suppose the question is (67b) and (67a)
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is not part of the QUD stack. Now, there is no antecedent for the presupposition
to be bound to. Hence, accommodation obtains.

(67) a. Does Justice have a car?

b. Under which conditions does Justice have to drive Mary home?

Of course, we do not suggest this as a fully worked out theory, but rather as
a fairly obvious and hitherto unexplored path for future research. Such a theory
could finally have both the merits of the at-issue-projection hypothesis and a
true-explanative power as presupposition projection would be tied to an inde-
pendently motivated and needed mechanism of anaphoric binding.

4.3 QUD and non-restrictive relative clauses

Finally, in this very brief section, we turn to the way in which existing theories of
appositives can relate to the at-issueness-based projection hypothesis for appos-
itives and non-restrictive relative clauses. Here, the main question to be asked
is this: are for example non-restrictive relative clauses actually syntactically em-
bedded at all?

Both theoretical options have been proposed in the literature and while there
may be some debate about what the nature of syntactic dependence and indepen-
dence means, the view that non-restrictive relative clauses and appositives are
generated deep in the syntactic structure of the main clause is a well-established
view advocated by Potts (2005) and subsequent literature, e.g., AnderBois et al.
(2015). However, a larger portion of the literature going back to McCawley (1988),
del Gobbo (2003), Ott & Onea (2015), Ott (2016), Onea & Ott (2022) and many oth-
ers (see Schlenker 2020 for a recent overview) suggests that these items are, at
least in many cases, in fact generated high in the syntactic structure or as inde-
pendent speech acts only linearly interposed into the structure of the host clause.

With this in mind, under such theories predicting projection turns out to be a
simple exercise, for they are not embedded in the first place under any operator
that could cancel them as entailments. As already argued, however, there is still
truth to the observation that these items are not-at-issue. It just so happens that
projection, in this case, is not a puzzle. The reason why a speaker may have
chosen to use a construction that needs to be globally entailed can still be not-at-
issueness. But this is only a tendency. Thus, not surprisingly, Onea & Ott (2022)
argue that, at least for nominal appositives, there is a systematic type of examples
which is usually at-issue and does not project.

XXXVIiil



17 Projective content: Presuppositions and conventional implicatures

5 Conclusion and outlook

With respect to clausal embedding, the most interesting property of presupposi-
tions and conventional implicatures is their projective behaviour. Even if their
triggers are embedded deep in the sentence structure, they can emerge as in-
dependent truth-conditional or expressive content that is not affected by the
embedding linguistic material. This raises the issue of whether projective phe-
nomena can be understood in a uniform way. Questions under discussion and
the associated notion of at-issueness are core ingredients of newer approaches
that try to achieve such a uniform understanding. This chapter introduced the
main ideas and discussed the conceptual and empirical problems that arise when
one tries to spell out in detail the meaning of at-issueness and the mechanics
of projection. Most theories assume that sentences are subordinated to a focus-
congruent question that is again subordinated to higher discourse structuring
questions (see, for example, Klein & von Stutterheim 1987, van Kuppevelt 1995,
Roberts 1996; see also Benz & Jasinskaja 2017). Hence, progress about the ques-
tions whether at-issueness can be defined in terms of superordinated questions
and whether, in turn, projective behaviour is conditioned by at-issueness can be
expected from annotated corpora. Some work has been done in this direction
(in particular de Kuthy et al. 2018, Riester 2019, Westera et al. 2020, Hesse et al.
2022); however, there is still work to be done before the theoretical questions can
be answered.
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