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Can We Compute the Preference in Anaphor Resolution?: A Theoretical Approach
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The purpose of this paper is twofold: First, it proposes the principle that controls the interpretation of
various anaphors such as long distance anaphors, anaphors with a non c-commanding antecedent, and
discourse anaphors. Second, it suggests how to compute the degree of preference in the interpretation
of anaphors. This paper starts with questions such as why we have to explain the interpretation of
anaphors without depending on c-command rules of syntax and how we can achieve it. After exploring
the dependencies between anaphors and their antecedents in Korean, this paper generalizes the core
factors that control the interpretation of anaphors and suggests the Prominence Principle that is defined
in terms of the Prominence Hierarchy. The Prominence Principle is extended to the interpretation and
distribution of anaphors in other languages such as English, Japanese, Chinese and Icelandic. —The
Prominence Principle tells us not only the acceptability status but also a degree of deviance that directly
reflects the degree of preference: By counting the distance in the Prominence Hierarchy, the degree of
preference will be computed. It also shows how to distinguish preference from acceptability in the
interpretation of anaphors. Non-preferred interpretation differs from unacceptable interpretation in that
non-preferred interpretation becomes acceptable if the discourse context that strongly favors the given
interpretation is established. On the other hand, the unacceptability that comes from a violation of the
syntactic rules stays constant regardless of the change of discourse context. Coupled with the fact that
the interpretations of anaphors are conditioned by factors such as the presence of interveners, this paper
also suggests that the interpretation of anaphors be crucially affected by the presence of a potential
antecedent.
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Modality in Dynamic Semantics
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