10. Vety v kontextu
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Opakovani z minula

Minuly tyden jsme mluvili o predikci v porozuméni

Probrali jsme, jak |ze argumentovat anticipacnimi pohyby oci pro predikci
N400 ERP je spojovan se sémantickym zpracovanim

Ukazuji efekty N40O na predikci nebo integraci?

Studie vyuzivajici rodu v holandstiné nebo anglického neurcitého ¢lenu argumentovali pro
predikci




Dnesni hodina

Co je za doslovnym vyznamem?

Informacni struktura — topik a fokus
Fokus v porozuméni — ,hlubsi“ zpracovani?

Roothova alternativni sémantika

A S

Alternativy v porozumeéni
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Co je za doslovnym vyznamem?

Véty maji sémantiku, ale promluvy maji téz pragmatiku

—> pragmatika odpovida tomu, co je za doslovhym vyznamem

— jsou to inference o vyznamu, napriklad implikatury (o nich vice pfisti tyden)

Tato prednaska — informacni struktura

— prunik syntaxe, prozodie, sémantiky a pragmatiky
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Topik a fokus

Topik ma vyznacovat znamé a predpokladané informace — anglictina:

| really like chips = Chips, | really like. (topikalizace)
Hranolky, ty mam rad; rybu, tu zas tak moc ne. (Sturgeon, 2008)
O fokusu se tvrdi, ze markuje nové ¢i kontrastni informace

I really like chips = It’s chips that I really like (clefting)

Fokus mUzZe byt zna€en riznymi zpusoby:
— prozodicky (napf.: anglictina)

— syntakticky (napf.: madarstina)




Fokus v
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Pojdme se podivat na tuto vetu...

'Kolik zvirat od kazdého druhu vzal Mojzis na Archu?’
Dvé, ne?

Spatné! Nebyl to Mojzis, kdo postavil Archu ale Noe!



Bredart & Modolo (1988)

MOSES STRIKES AGAIN: FOCALIZATION EFFECT
ON A SEMANTIC ILLUSION *

Serge BREDART and Karin MODOLO

University of Liége, Belgium

Accepted January 1988

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the role of focalization on the occurrence of
semantic illusions like the famous Moses illusion. The experiment employed a sentence verifica-
tion task. The results indicated a strong effect of focalization. These results are consistent with the
current literature on focalization and question the Erickson and Mattson (1981) claim that the
Moses illusion is not dependent on a misdirection of focus.
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Bredart & Modolo (1988)

Zmizi sémanticka iluze, kdyz slovo Mojzis bude ve fokusu?

— It was Moses who took two animals of each kind on the Ark.

— It was two animals of each kind that Moses took on the Ark.

Lidé méné Casto podléhaji této iluzi, kdyz jsou nevhodné informace ve fokusu



Sturt, Sanford, Stewart, & Dawydiak (2004

Psychonomic Bulletin & Review
2004, 11 (5), 882-888

Linguistic focus and good-enough representations:
An application of the change-detection paradigm

PATRICK STURT and ANTHONY J. SANFORD
University of Glasgow, Glasgow, Scotland

ANDREW STEWART
University of Manchester, Manchester, England
and

EUGENE DAWYDIAK
University of Glasgow, Glasgow, Scotland

Patrick Sturt

A number of lines of study suggest that word meanings are not always fully exploited in compre-
hension. In two experiments, we used a text-change paradigm to study depth of semantic processing
during reading. Participants were instructed to detect words that changed across two consecutive pre-
sentations of short texts. The results suggest that the full details of word meanings are not always in-
corporated into the interpretation and that the degree of semantic detail in the representation is a func-
tion of linguistic focus. The results provide evidence for the idea that representations are only good
enough for the purpose at hand (Ferreira, Bailey, & Ferraro, 2002).




Sturt, Sanford, Stewart, & Dawydiak (2004)

Jak zpracovavaji lidé fokusované informace?

Change-detection paradigm




Sturt, Sanford, Stewart, & Dawydiak (2004)

[Focus on the cider]

Everyone had a good time at the pub. A group of
friends had met up there for a stag night. What
Jamie really liked was the cider, apparently. (7A)

[Focus on Jamie]

Everyone had a good time at the pub. A group of
friends had met up there for a stag night. It was
Jamie who really liked the cider, apparently. (7B)



Sturt, Sanford, Stewart, & Dawydiak (2004)
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Sturt, Sanford, Stewart, & Dawydiak (2004)

Lidé zpracovavaji fokusované informace odlisSné

- Castéji si véimaji zmény
Mozna fokus prinasi ,,hlubsi” zpracovani ve srovnani s ,,good-enough” reprezentacemi

Co to ale znamena ,,hlubsi zpracovani“?
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Roothova alternativni sémantika

MATS ROOTH

A THEORY OF FOCUS INTERPRETATION*

According to the alternative semantics for focus, the semantic reflex of intonational
focus is a second semantic value, which in the case of a sentence is a set of
propositions. We examine a range of semantic and pragmatic applications of the
theory, and extract a unitary principle specifying how the focus semantic value
interacts with semantic and pragmatic processes. A strong version of the theory has
the effect of making lexical or construction-specific stipulation of a focus-related
effect in association-with-focus constructions impossible. Furthermore, while focus
has a uniform import, the sources of meaning differences in association with focus
are various.
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Véty maji svoji béznou sémantickou hodnotu

Primarni funkci fokusu je uvést alternativy k fokusovanému elementu

Predpokladejme, ze jsou v néjaké mistnosti Ctyfri lidé: Jan, Petr, Hana a Katka
—> Zmrzlinu snédla [Katka] oy s

Bézna hodnota Katky je Katka (tedy konkrétni osoba)

Fokusova hodnota Katky je mnozina vsech plauzibilnich alternativ

— {Jan, Petr, Hana, Katka}



Alternativy v
porozumeni




usband & Ferreira (2016

The role of selection in the comprehension of focus alternatives
E. Matthew Husband?® and Fernanda Ferreira®

2st. Hugh's College, University of Oxford, St. Margaret's Rd, Oxford OX2 6LE, UK; "Department of Psychology, University of California,

Davis, CA, USA
ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Successful language comprehension often requires comprehenders to infer contrastive focus Received 6 August 2014
alternatives, but the mechanisms used to establish contrastive alternatives are still poorly — Accepted 7 August 2015

understood. We propose that comprehenders establish contrastive alternatives by using

selection mechanisms that distinguish contrastive from non-contrastive candidates. To examine Cross-modal priming;
this proposal, we investigated the time course of contrastive alternatives in two cross-modal contrastive focus alte;natives;
priming experiments, manipulating contrastive focus on prime words and the contrastiveness of pitch accent; selection
visual targets. Experiment 1 examined early processing where comprehenders are entertaining mechanisms; semantic
candidates for contrastive alternatives. Experiment 2 examined later processing where processing
comprehenders have selected contrastive alternatives from the candidate set. Results

demonstrated that when primes were contrastively focused, initially both contrastive and non-

contrastive associates were facilitated, but, in subsequent processing, non-contrastive associates

became deactivated while contrastive associates maintained facilitation. We argue that selection

mechanisms distinguish contrastive from non-contrastive candidates by deactivating non-

contrastive candidates, enabling comprehenders to draw proper inferences about speakers’

implicit meanings.

KEYWORDS




Husband & Ferreira (2016)

Hraji alternativy roli ve zpracovani fokusu?




Husband & Ferreira (2016)

Hraji alternativy roli ve zpracovani fokusu?

— Aktivuji posluchaci alternativy?




Husband & Ferreira (2016)

Hraji alternativy roli ve zpracovani fokusu?

— Aktivuji posluchaci alternativy?

— Jak se tato aktivace vyviji v Case?




Husband & Ferreira (2016)

Hraji alternativy roli ve zpracovani fokusu?

— Aktivuji posluchaci alternativy?

— Jak se tato aktivace vyviji v Case?

Uloha detekce slova (lexical decision) s rGznymi SOA (stimulus-onset asynchronies)
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Hraji alternativy roli ve zpracovani fokusu?

— Aktivuji posluchaci alternativy?

— Jak se tato aktivace vyviji v Case?
Uloha detekce slova (lexical decision) s rGznymi SOA (stimulus-onset asynchronies)

— Experiment 1: Oms SOA
— Experiment 2: 750ms SOA
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The museum thrilled the SCULPTOR when they called about his work.




Husband & Ferreira (2016
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Figure 1. Examples of the prosody manipulation in the neutral condition (a) and the focus condition (b). The intonational annotation for
these examples follow ToBI.
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L+H* nebo H*

~

The museum thrilled the SCULPTOR when they called about his work.

Constrastively associated probe: painter
Non-constrastively associated probe: statue
Unrelated probe: register
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Figure 2. Mean reaction time to contrastive, non-contrastive,
and unrelated targets given neutral or focused prosody at 0 ms
SOA in Experiment 1. Error bars depict standard error of the
means.
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Figure 3. Mean reaction time to contrastive, non-contrastive, and unrelated targets given neutral or focused prosody at 750 ms SOA in
Experiment 2. Error bars depict standard error of the means.
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Na co prisli?

Oms SOA

— Jak kontrastné tak nekontrastné asociované sondy byly aktivovany fokusovou prozodii

750ms SOA

— Pouze kontrastné asociované sondy zUstaly aktivované v podmince fokusové prozodie
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Posluchadi aktivuji fokusové alternativy

Vypada to, Zze nejdrive aktivuji vSechna asociovana slova

Poté zlstanou pouze ta slova, ktera mohou vymeénit fokusované slovo v ramci véty

- selekéni mechanismus




Shrnuti

Informacni struktura

— topik a fokus

Fokus markuje nové a kontrastni informace

Fokus byl spojen s nékolika zajimavymi efekty v ramci porozumeéni
Roothova alternativni sémantika vysvétluje fokus formalné

—> Nyni existuji experimentalni data, ktera ukazuiji, Ze Roothova teorie by mohla fungovativ
porozumeni!



