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Theoretical background
Ø Indefinites are considered infelicitous in contexts that satisfy the
uniqueness presupposition of the definite:
(1) a. #A father of the victim arrived at the crime scene.
b. The father of the victim arrived at the crime scene.
Ø Extends to other presuppositional determiners/phenomena
(2) a. {The/ #Every} sun is shining.
b. {#All/ Both} of John‘s arms are broken.
Images
Ø Traditional Account:
Images
pragmatic principle Maximize Presupposition! (MP): “presuppose as
much as possible!”
(Heim, 1991)

Ø Derives non-uniqueness inference for (1a) and (2a) and a non-duality
inference for (2b)
Ø These inferences originally argued to have a special status, different
from both presuppositions and implicatures (Sauerland, 2008)
“anti-presuppositions” (Percus, 2006)
Ø More recently, these inferences have been argued to have the same
status as implicatures, or presuppositions or both (Singh, 2011;
Schlenker, 2012; Magri 2009; Leahy, 2014; Marty, 2017;
Spector&Sudo, 2018; Anvari, 2019; Marty&Romoli, 2020).

Previous experimental research

Ø definite and indefinite are associated with different processing patterns in contexts that
(dis)satisfy their inferences (Clifton, 2006; Kirsten et al. 2014; Schneider et al. 2019a;
Bade&Schwarz, 2019a)
Ø This seems to depend on whether (and which) inferences of the indefinite arise, which
in turn is influenced by a variety of factors:
• presence of/exposure to definite alternative
• reliability/knowledge of the speaker (Bade&Schwarz, 2019b, Schneider et al. 2019b,
Chemla, 2006; Rouillard&Schwarz 2017).
Ø Previous picture selection study (Bade&Schwarz, 2019a) shows very low rate of target
choices based on non-uniqueness → which factors are at play?

Aims of current studies:
Ø Further investigate factors that influence the derivation of indefinite’s nonuniqueness inference
Ø compare the robustness of this inference to presuppositions and implicatures.
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Fig 3. Exp 1 percentage of singe item picture choices by competitor and determiner

Fig 4. Exp 2 acceptability by determiner and picture condition

We find that the non-uniqueness inference drives picture choices for the indefinite to a lesser degree than presupposition of
definite and only if the target picture is not implicature violating. Moreover, we find that both definite and indefinite are equally
acceptable in describing the 1item - 1stain picture, the only effect is one of context.

Material

Ø Experiment 2 tested the acceptability of the
individual picture types (Fig. 3a-c) in an acceptability
rating task
Ø People were asked to judge the scenario depicted
given the conversation (containing definite or
indefinite) in the comic strip on a 1-6 Likert Scale.
Click here to see what an experiment looked like:
https://expt.pcibex.net/ibexexps/nbade/Ben_Cuny/experiment.html

Acceptability by determiner/condition

unique item picture choices

mean acceptability

Ø Experiment 1 used a picture selection task. People
were asked to choose between two pictures based on
which better fit the scene they saw described by a
comic strip.
Ø We had 2 sentence conditions, one with an indefinite,
and one with a definite determiner, see (3), presented
in a comic strip depicting a dialog (see Fig. 1).
(3) a. Look! A shirt in my closet has a stain on it.
b. Look! The shirt in my closet has a stain on it.
Ø They were each paired with one of two picture
conditions. The first condition paired a picture with a
unique stained shirt (see Fig2b) with a picture with 3
shirts, all of which were stained (Fig2a) (blue
rectangle). The second condition paired the unique
stained shirt with a picture of a closet with 3 shirts,
one of which was stained (Fig2c) (red rectangle).

Results

% 1Item−1Stain choices

Experiment 1&2 Idea and design

Fig.2a 3 items – 1 stain
Fig.1 Comic contexts

Fig.2b 1 item – 1 stain

Fig.2c 3 items – 3 stains
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Experiment 3 Covered Box

Experiment 4a/b Extending to “both”/”all” and “the”/”every”
Ø It was suggested many times that we should look at other contrasts, to avoid complications associated with
testing indefinites:
(5) a. The shirts in my closet {all/both} have a stain on them.
b. {Every/ The} shirt in my closet has a stain on it.
c. {Look, I tried the new detergent, and} the shirts in my closet are not {all/both} stain-free.
Ø Set-up for experiments 4a/b similar to the one for indefinite: compare violated anti-presupposition of nonduality (“all”)/non-uniqueness (”every”) versus presupposition of presuppositional competitors
(“both”/”the”)
Ø (5c) with negation was included to compare violated non-duality anti-presupposition with indirect
implicature “not all” à “some”
competition Pres. target Competitor(s)

Ø For experiment 3 we used a picture selection task with a
covered box paradigm. The 1Shirt-1Stain picture (Fig. 5c)
was paired with a covered box picture (Fig. 5b)
Ø Additionally, we had two different context conditions,
see Fig. 5a. The parent asked one of the two questions in
(4):
(4) {What’s wrong?/ Why are you not ready?}

Fig.5b 3 items – 1 stain Fig.5c 3 items – 1 stain
Fig.5a 3 items – 1 stain

We find more reliable target choices for ”all”/”every” based
on their anti-presuppositions than for indefinite, but we see
the same “blocking” effect of implicatures, given priority
when choice between violated anti-presupposition and
violated indirect implicature!
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Fig. 6 Exp3, overt picture choices by determiner/context
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determiners!

%unique item choices

100

%choices '2Items−1Stain' picture by competitor/expression

%choices unique item picture by determiner/quantifier

50

25

75

determiner
50

not all
not both

25

0
Every

the

determiner

0
3items−0stains

3items−1stain

competitor

Fig. 7 Exp 4a, dual item choices by determiner

Fig. 8 Exp 4a, unique item choices by determiner

Fig. 9 Exp 4b, target choices by condition/determiner
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Discussion
Model

Interaction

1

Single picture choices

100

2

Acceptability

glmer, random intercepts cond*det 𝛽! = 2.551, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.49, 𝑝 < .001
det 𝛽! = 1.17, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.49, 𝑝 < .001
subject/item
clmm, random intercepts cond*det 𝛽! = −1.046, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.297, 𝑝 < .01 cond 𝛽! = −3.144, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.763, 𝑝 < .0001
subject/item
det 𝛽! = −0.4195, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.119, 𝑝 < .001

3

Overt picture choices

none

96

4a

Dual/unique item choices

glmer, random intercepts none
subject/item
glmer, random intercepts none
subject/item

49

4b

Target choices

det every/the 𝛽! = −3.034, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.8, 𝑝 < .001
det all/both 𝛽! = 21.21, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.001, 𝑝 < .001
cond 𝛽! = −4.17, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.49, 𝑝 < .001
det 𝛽! = 4.38, 𝑆𝐸 = 0.53, 𝑝 < .001)

Main effects

glmer, random intercepts cond*det 𝛽! = −4.49, 𝑆𝐸 = 1.15, 𝑝 < .001)
subject/item
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Appendix: filler results for all experiments
For all 5 experiments we used filler items with narrow/broad (6) a. Look! I have only blue shirts in my closet
focus and ‘only’ as well as plurals and wide/narrow scope
b. Look! I don’t have red shorts in my closet (PL>NEG = weak; NEG>PL = strong)
negation, see examples in (6):
target choices by filler condition

mean acceptability fillers by type
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Ø However, results for competition between
“every”/”the” and “both”/”every” are clearer
(Exp 4a/b)
Ø We see a clear effect of non-uniqueness and
non-duality with both quantifiers
Ø As for indefinites, the choice falls on the antipresupposition violating picture if the
competitor is implicature violating
Ø Seems to suggest that the two domains are not
considered at the same time

Dependent Variable

%target Responses

à Findings pose challenges for theories treating
non-uniqueness inferences on a par with
implicatures/presuppositions, which are more
robust

Exp

mean acceptability

Ø Non-uniqueness inference of indefinite drives
picture choices (Exp 1), but only when
implicature is true and an overt alternative
satisfying non-uniqueness is given
Ø No effect of non-uniqueness in acceptability or
when the competitor is CB, even with additional
contextual pressure (Exp 2/3)
Ø Presence and relevance of alternative as well as
knowledge state of speaker plays crucial role in
deriving anti-presuppositions of indefinites
Ø Reading of indefinites plays a role à “part-time”
competition with definite

Details of the analyses
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