Reference, Procedures and | mplicitly
Communicated Meaning*

KATE SCOTT

Abstract

This paper makes two main claims. Firstly, by tigkseriously the idea that referring

expressions carry information which interacts wigtevance theory principles, we can
formulate an account of referring expression usd ttoes not rely on the linguistic

marking of Accessibility, Givenness or similar mots. Secondly, a relevance-theoretic
analysis allows us to look beyond the mere acefgfrring and account for the extra work
that referring expressions do in contributing toatvis implicated rather than explicitly

expressed. This idea is missing from most accoantkit goes a long way towards
explaining the choices made by speakers when selemtbe referential expression rather
than another.

1 Introduction

This paper considers the processes that lie behisigeaker’'s choice of one form of
referring expression rather than another. Fronmmgple, non-linguistic gesture to a
detailed definite description, there are many waysvhich a speaker can indicate
which of a range of potential candidates, is h&anded referent. Consider the forms
in (1)

(1) a. The black cat with the white paw and red cdliding in the corner
That black cat

This cat

Spotty

Him

Mrs Smith’s favourite pet

~P o0 T

’ Many thanks to Deirdre Wilson for many helpful dissions and comments on earlier drafts of the
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These various definite NPs could all be used t& pig the same entity in the world.
They may be more or less appropriate in differemtexts, but on different occasions
they could all lead to a mental representatiorhefdame object being contributed to
the proposition expressed by an utterance. Spealt@refore, must make a choice
about which definite NP to use in which discoureatext. Several theories of what
drives speaker’s choice in this matter have beé¢rigoward (Clark & Marshall 1981,
Prince 1981, Ariel 1988, 1990, Gundel, Hedberg &ch@aski 1993, Gundel &
Mulkern 1998). Each attempts to explain how spesakboose between the various
linguistic forms available and how hearers reaah ititended interpretation. The
wealth of forms illustrated in (1) may make it appdhat choice of referring
expression is to a certain extent free and uncainstl. However, this does not seem
to be the case, and there are examples where otieufza form is less appropriate
than another. Any good account of the use of mneigrexpressions must be able to
explain not only how speakers make their choicasatso why some forms seem to
be unavailable or inappropriate in certain contexts

In section 2, | give a brief outline of two exigiitheories which consider speakers’
use of referring expressions. Both Accessibilityedty (Ariel 1988, 1990) and the
Givenness Hierarchy (Gundel, Hedberg & Zacharsk31%undel & Mulkern 1998)
stress the importance of pragmatic factors in #sigect of utterance interpretation.
Both claim to offer accounts of the data basedhair respective characterisations of
what is encoded by the various linguistic formsg &oth align their work with the
relevance theoretic pragmatic framework. Howebeth also claim that relevance
theory alone cannot fully explain speakers’ choiaed introduce extra machinery in
the form of scales or hierarchies which they claane needed to make up the
difference. In this paper | discuss some example®re, it is claimed, the
acceptability or otherwise of a particular form caot be explained by considerations
of relevance alone. | challenge the claim that¢vahce theory alone (in conjunction
with an adequate semantics) is inadequate to exfiai use of referring expressions
and has to be supplemented in this way. Ratlstart from the hypothesis that choice
of referring expression can be adequately explawmwdtin the relevance theory
pragmatic framework (Sperber & Wilson 1986/95, 2004rston 2002) as driven by
the goal of satisfying the hearer’'s expectationspifmal relevance. If this position
can be maintained, then the motivation for the tamtthl theoretical machinery
introduced by the alternative accounts is removadd a simpler and more
comprehensive analysis emerges.

In this paper | focus on the data that were origgnased to motivate the accounts,
and argue that the examples can be accounted ifog egisting and independently
justified notions from relevance theory. In sewti8 | introduce the distinction
between conceptual and procedural meaning and sutts the work done by the
Accessibility and Givenness hierarchies can begastasily captured using the notion
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of procedural constraints on interpretation. latie& 4, | will go on to argue that not
only does the assignment of appropriate procedmednings help to explain the
choices speakers make, but that relevance theaygneral offers a richer account of
what referring expressions convey than these altem frameworks. It allows us to
go beyond simply resolving reference and consingcta hypothesis about the
proposition expressed, to examine the crucial nblat the choice of referring

expressions plays in optimising relevance and dmrting to the implicit aspects of

communication.

2 Accessibility and Givenness

Defenders of Accessibility Theory and the GivenneBsrarchy argue that their
respective theoretical machineries are necessamxpbtain a speaker’s choice of
referring expression. Both situate themselvesiwithe relevance theory framework
but see this framework as unable to fully explaferring expression use on its own.
Ariel and Gundel propose their respective scalegafessibility and Givenness to
provide a ‘mediator between linguistic forms andgmatic inferencing (Ariel 1994:
4). | will look briefly at each approach in turn.

Accessibility is a ‘graded psychological notion’ r{@d 1994: 37), which is
conventionally (i.e. linguistically) encoded byedearring expression. This accessibility
marking indicates to the hearer how accessiblspleaker judges the intended referent
to be for that hearer and thus helps guide hirhedritended interpretation.

(2) Full name + modifier Low Accessibility
Full (‘namy’) name
Long definite description !
Short definite description
Last name !
First name
Distal demonstrative + modifier !
Proximal demonstrative + modifier
Distal demonstrative (+NP) !
Proximal deomstraive (+NP)
Stressed pronoun +_ gesture !
Stressed pronoun !
Unstressed pronoun
Cliticized pronoun !

Extremely High Accessibility Markers High Accdsitity
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Accessibility itself is determined by the anaphotegedent relation, interacting with a
variety of factors that affect general saliencdudmg the number of competitors and
the status of the referent as a topic or non-toplus results in a scale of Accessibility
which is both language specific in detail and basediniversal principles. The scale
for English referring expression forms is given\adm (2)(Ariel 1990: 73).

An alternative approach is offered by Gundel, Heglend Zacharski (1993) with
the development of their Givenness hierarchy. Tinlicational scale relates forms
of referring expressions to cognitive statuses: afsa particular referring expression
signals to the hearer that the intended referesittina required cognitive status, thus
guiding the hearer to the intended referent. Thei@ess Hierarchy with associated
English forms is reproduced in (3)

(3)
In Focus > Activated > Familiar >Uniquely > Referential> Type >
Identifiable Identifiable
it that that N the N this N aN
this
this N

The statuses on the Givenness Hierarchy reprebkentnecessary and sufficient’
conditions for use of the corresponding forms, d@hds enter into entailment
relationships. By uttering a specific form, a dm@asignals that the necessary and
sufficient conditions of the associated cognititatiss are met, and thus helps the
hearer to identify potential referents that sattbiyse conditions. If the conditions for
a certain status on the scale are met, then avislithat the conditions for all the lower
statuses are also met. For example, an entity hwisc'activated’ will also be
‘familiar’, ‘uniquely identifiable’, and so on dowthe scale. A speaker who uses a
form which requires at least activation therefagmals to her hearer that this status’s
conditions and all the lower statuses’ conditioresraet.

Whilst the Givenness hierarchy was originally desmt as interacting with the
Gricean maxims of quantity to explain a speaken@ae, in a later article Gundel and
Mulkern (1998) demonstrate how it would work witlammelevance theory framework.
Ariel explicitly places Accessibility theory withithe relevance theoretic framework
as a ‘useful tool serving Relevance assessmeAisel (1990: 86) However, although
they endorse the principles of relevance theorth Baiel (1990) and Gundel (2003)
claim that relevance theory alone cannot explaidhoice of referring expressions,
citing a range of data that they claim cannot beoawsted for by considerations of
relevance alone. Consider the utterances in (408 the associated acceptability
judgements.
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(4) a. *A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals tha primitive reptiles are the nearest
relatives of turtles
b. A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals ttiase primitive reptiles are the nearest
relatives of turtles
(5) a. Thetwo groups share numerous derived characteristics
b. These two groups share numerous derived characteristics

The sentences in (4) and (5) are meant to be uoderais consecutive utterances in
the same discourse context. Gundel (2003) and &uwl Mulkern (1998) discuss
the contrast between the (a) and (b) versions tif. bdn (4) the highlighted definite
description in the subordinate clause is judgectcetable, whilst the corresponding
complex demonstrative in (4b) is judged acceptabte(5), however, both options are
judged equally felicitous. The authors claim tha Givenness Hierarchy and its
associated cognitive statuses can account for jbdgenents in a way that relevance
theory alone cannot. In (4) the definite desoniptand complex demonstrative forms
carry the same semantic information which, theyintla‘constrains possible
interpretations to primitive reptiles, but it prdes no information about which
primitive reptiles are intended’ (Gundel 2003: 6)he key to understanding the
difference in acceptability must therefore, acaogdito Gundel, lie with the
determiner. According to the Givenness hierarchg, demonstrative ‘these’ signals
that the referent is at least ‘activated’ in tharee's cognitive environment. Gundel
and Mulkern claim that in (4b) there is only onagmtial referent which satisfies this
criterion (namely the pareiasaurs). Referenclasefore resolved and the use of the
form is deemed acceptable. In contrast, the defanticle ‘the’ in (4a) signals that the
referent should be at least ‘uniquely identifiabl@his cognitive status is lower down
on the scale of Givenness, and so more potentfexiers will satisfy this requirement.
Given the utterance in (4), Gundel (2003) claina there might well be other groups
of primitive reptiles, including the group of alrimitive reptiles, that satisfy the
condition of being uniquely identifiable; as a rigstihe range of potential referents is
not narrowed down to one, and the form is deemedagptable.

In contrast, reference to the ‘two groups’ in (Buires only the use of a form
associated with at least the cognitive status aicb&iniquely identifiable’. This is
lower down the Givenness scale than the ‘activasdtus required for reference
resolution in (4), and since both definite desaripg and complex demonstratives
signal that the referent is at least ‘uniquely idfeable’, both versions (5a) and (5b)
are acceptable.

Ariel (1990) sees a similar problem and cites fsmdata, claiming that Relevance
Theory cannot distinguish between, for exampleatliahd proximal demonstratives.
In her view,
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Relevance theory...cannot account for the distrilbutiof referring
expressions without the mediation of Accessibtliigory (1990: 84).

In this paper | am not aiming to provide directemjons to either the Accessibility or
the Givenness Hierarchy accounts of the data. Mewd | can demonstrate that the
existing relevance theory framework can, in fagllyfexplain the data in (4)-(5) and
other similar examples, then the need for thesealiatyxdevices in an analysis of
referring expressions becomes questionable, &t leas

My strategy will therefore be to offer an altermatirelevance-based account of the
data as presented and discussed in the literatdosvever, before embarking on my
analysis, | would like to enter a caveat: it ig otear that (4a) and (4b) are fully
representative of the contrast between definite crgg®ons and complex
demonstrative forms. To illustrate this point, siier briefly (6) and (7) in contrast
with the examples in (4)

(6) a. A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals thatprimitive reptiles were mainly found
on the African mainland
b. A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals thase primitive reptiles were mainly
found on the African mainland
(7) a. A reexamination of the pareiasaur’'s bones revdatthe primitive reptile
consumed calcium rich food during its lifetime
b. A reexamination of the pareiasaur’'s bones Hevématthis primitive reptile
consumed calcium rich food during its lifetime

The versions of these sentences containing defdeseriptions seem to be just as
acceptable as the complex demonstrative formshaper then, the contrast between
(4a) and (4b) does not simply depend on the choiickefinite NP type. In fact, one
might go further and suggest that the classificatid (4a) as unacceptable is too
strong. The use of this type of anaphoric epitheicceptable in parallel cases such as
those in (6), and, | suggest, in certain contex&y tme acceptable in example (4a).
Ultimately | will argue that the contrast in accaptity between each of these pairs
depends on the inferences that the various forrosugage the hearer to draw via the
procedural meaning they encode. However, theres deem to be some intuitive
contrast between (4a) and (4b), and | will begirpbiting aside the parallel data in (6)
and (7) aside, accepting that there is an intuitivatrast and considering how it might
be explained in relevance theory terms.

My claim is that, far from being unable to accotortthe alternations and contrasts
in these examples, relevance theory allows us tierbainderstand the varied
contributions that referring expressions may makddth the explicit and implicit
phases of communication. It is the vital contribatto implicit meaning that is on the
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whole overlooked by existing accounts of referenkheice, and which | argue can
explain the judgements in (4)-(7). In section Will address the issue of reference
resolution and consider how the proposition exm@ss derived when the utterance
contains a referring expression. In section 5 I sllow how the role of referring
expressions goes beyond this and contributes torplkcit phase of communication.
Ultimately, | will argue that the key to understamglthe selection and interpretation
of referring expressions depends not only on tlemtribution of a referent to a
proposition expressed, but to a large extent on dhestraints they put on the
inferential phase of comprehension. To do thisilllbegin by introducing two crucial
distinctions: between explicit and implicit meaginand between conceptual and
procedural meaning.

3. The Explicit/Implicit Distinction and the Role of Procedural Meaning

Relevance theory assumes a largely computatiopa¢sentational theory of the mind
and communication. The phonetic form of an uttegams seen as undergoing
linguistic decoding to yield a logical form (or fhe case of ambiguity, a set of logical
forms). As decoding proceeds, the logical fornemsiched via inferential pragmatic
processes including reference assignment, to géldly propositional form known as
the proposition expressed or (if it is part of wtia speaker is taken to communicate)
the basic explicature. The distinctions betweenasgics and pragmatics, saying and
implicating and explicit and implicit meaning haveen characterised in various ways
in the literature. | will argue that a speakeitwice of referring expression can affect
both the explicit content (explicatures) and thelioit content (implicatures) of an
utterance and | will draw the distinction betweka two in relevance theory terms.

As noted above, decoding alone typically does netdya fully propositional
representation, and some pragmatic developmemteoliogical form is then required.
Pragmatic processes that contribute to the explide of communication include
disambiguation, free enrichment and reference asggt. As the logical form is
developed into a fully propositional form, it mals@ provide the input to further
inferential processes, resulting in so-called icgdlires. The explicit-implicit
distinction as drawn by relevance theory is disedsst more length in Carston (2001,
2002), but for the purposes of my argument it isug to stress that ‘pragmatic
processes play an essential role on both sidesrsi@a 2001: 1) of the
explicit/implicit divide. On this approach, thetie interpretation of an utterance is
seen as involving two phases, decoding and inferencPragmatic inference
contributes to, ‘the construction and manipulatioh conceptual representations’
(Wilson & Sperber 1993), and linguistic expressioas encode information relating
to either conceptual representations or computstiots Wilson and Sperber put it,



282 Kate Scott

we can distinguish between, on the one hand, esipresthat encode ‘information
about the representations to be manipulated,” andhe other hand, expressions that
encode ‘information about how to manipulate thefWilson & Sperber 1993: 2). In
relevance theory terms, these two types of encodfmtimation are described as
conceptual and procedural meaning, respectivelyonc€ptual encoding vyields
representations that figure directly in the explicas that provide the input to further
inferential computation. Procedural encoding placesstraints on the types of
representations to be constructed or the computatltat are to take place.

Whilst the conceptual information encoded by faaniliexical items is relatively
easy to grasp and paraphrase, linguistic elembatsencode procedural meaning can
be notoriously difficult to paraphrase, and theeribley play extremely difficult to pin
down. An illustration of the kind of work standfrdclaimed to be done by
procedurally encoded meaning can be seen in tloaiiolg example:

(8) a. Alison is a vegetarian
b. She doesn’t like meat

The two utterances can be conjoined by the noh-tahditional discourse
connectives, ‘so’ and ‘after all’ yielding the utaces in (9) and (10)

(9) Alison is a vegetarian. So she doesn't like meat
(10) Alison is a vegetarian. After all, she doesn't likeat

Most linguists and philosophers who have lookesuah examples agree that the truth
conditions of (9) and (10) (and hence the propms#ithey express) are the same.
Both are true if and only if Alison is a vegetareamd she doesn't like meat. However,
the inferences that the hearer is encouraged t@ dra constrained by the choice of
connective. In (9), the suggested inference i$ #lmson’s dislike of meat is a
consequence of her vegetarianism. However, in, (ly inference is that her
vegetarianism is in some way a consequence ofibikadof meat. Thus, although it
does not contribute conceptual information to threppsition expressed by the
utterance, the procedural meaning of the discotoeaective clearly has an important
influence on the inferential phase of interpretatiand the implicatures the hearer is
encouraged to derive.

Initially it can be tempting to see the relevanbeory conceptual / procedural
distinction as lining up with the distinction bewvetruth-conditional and non-truth-
conditional meaning. However, Wilson and Sperlvgua that this is not the case and
that four distinct categories of meaning emergeaiceptual and truth-conditional,
conceptual and non-truth-conditional, procedura &aoth conditional and procedural
and non-truth conditional.
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The first of these categories is the most eadlstilated. Most ‘content’ words,
such as nouns and verbs, can be assumed to ermomkptual meaning and contribute
to the truth-conditional content of an utterand&scourse connectives such as those
in (9) and (10) are plausibly seen as encoding goio@l meaning which does not
affect the truth-conditions of an utterance. Whlsmd Sperber (1993) and Ifantidou-
Trouki (1993) have argued that adverbials such seridusly’, ‘frankly’ and
‘confidentially’ exemplify a third possibility. Ahough non-truth-conditional, they are
best seen as encoding conceptual information.

(11) Confidentially, I don’t think Bob will get the job
(12) Seriously, I'm pleased Bob didn’t come

Intuitively, utterance (11) is true if and onlytife speaker doesn’t think that Bob will
get the job and it therefore seems that ‘confiddigti is non-truth-conditional (in
speech-act terms, it is seen as an ‘illocutionargd indicator’ which contributes to
the illocutionary force of an utterance rather thanthe proposition expressed).
However, adverbials such as ‘seriously’ and ‘coarfiially’ seem to share conceptual
meaning with their manner adverbial counterpart$iicw contribute to truth-
conditional content in the regular way:

(13) | asked him confidentially if he was pleased
(14) Michael took his role as team captain seriously

They are thus different from the procedural conmestsuch as ‘so’ and ‘after all’
described above, which have no synonymous trutiditonal counterparts. It
therefore seems reasonable to treat ‘confidentialyencoding the same concept in
(11) and in (13), but to treat it as contributimgttuth conditions in (13) but not in
(12).

The final logically possible combination involvesopedural meaning which
provides constraints on the truth-conditional cohtef an utterance (as opposed to
directly encoding a concept which is a constituginthis truth-conditional content).
Wilson and Sperber (1993) and Hedley (2007) argategronouns encode just such a
combination as they ‘guide the search for the idéehreferent, which is part of the
proposition expressed’ (Wilson and Sperber 1993: 281y analysis of referring
expressions is based on the assumption that prerememot the only example of this
type. | will argue that procedural constraintstarth-conditional content can also be
found operating in other types of referring expi@ss besides pronouns. As with the
procedural expressions discussed above, the differbetween the determiners in
(4a) and (4b) is often hard to paraphrase or kongpnsciousness. Whereas for Ariel
and Gundel the choice of referring expression thréwe hearer to look for a referent
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which matches the Accessibility level or cognitis&atus indicated by the type of
referring expression chosen, | will present a ratee theory account on which the
procedural meaning of determiners interacts with ¢onceptual meaning of noun
phrases to narrow the hypothesis space in a diffevay.

Although Wilson and Sperber (1993) and Hedley (308Que that procedural
information can provide constraints on the derosatof the proposition expressed, |
believe that the importance of the procedural megarof referring expressions is
underestimated if we focus only on the fact thajuides the hearer to the intended
referent. Crucially, the role of referring express is to guide the hearer not just to an
intended referent but to an intended overall ingiion. According to relevance
theory, identifying this overall interpretation cprises three sub-tasks:

a. Constructing an appropriate hypothesis abounteaded explicit content.
b. Constructing an appropriate hypothesis about ihieended contextual
assumptions
C. Constructing an appropriate hypothesis about ihieended contextual
implications
(Wilson and Sperber 2004)

In the next section | will consider how the choimiereferring expression, with its
combination of conceptual and procedural informmgtiguides the hearer to the
intended explicit content, and then in section\sill begin to consider the role that
they play in the derivation of contextual assummpi@and implications. Whilst Ariel

and Gundel focus on the contribution of referrirgressions to the explicit content, |
argue that choice of referring expressions canretuhderstood fully until we

acknowledge and examine the contribution they nt@kke other two tasks as well.

4 Deter mining the Proposition Expressed
4.1 Introduction

Although | shall be arguing that the role of reifegr expressions goes beyond the
matter of resolving reference, it should not begédten that helping the hearer
construct a representation of the intended refetett will figure in the proposition
expressed is an important part of their functioim order to motivate a relevance
theory account that does not rely on AccessibilBiyenness or similar theory-
external constructs, it is necessary to demongt@iethis takes place.

The relevance theoretic account of referring exgpoes proposed here draws on the
conceptual / procedural distinction outlined inteet 3 and the relevance theoretic
comprehension procedure. The way in which thecypias of relevance are applied is
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subtly but crucially different from the way assumidthe accounts by Ariel and
Gundel. According to Accessibility Theory and tkivenness Hierarchy, each
referring expression type conventionally (i.e. lirggically) encodes a signal to the
hearer, indicating the accessibility or cognitivatss of the intended referent. This
then guides him in finding a particular referentomgst the potential referents in the
discourse context. For Ariel, referring expressiars ‘guidelines for retrievals’ (Ariel
1988: 68) and for Gundel they ‘conventionally sigddferent cognitive statuses’
(Gundel, Hedberg & Zacharski 1993: 274). In badkes, it is therefore possible for
the speaker’s choice of referring expression teafithe hearer to an entity with low
accessibility or low cognitive status in preferenaéhigher ones. Ariel clearly states
that ‘since speakers may wish to refer not to tlestrsalient potential referent, they
should overtly instruct the addressee to search fess salient antecedent’ (1994: 20)
Let us consider this point in relation to the relese theoretic comprehension
procedure given here in (15)

(15) a. Follow a path of least effort in deriving cogwet effects. Test interpretive
hypotheses (disambiguations, reference resolutiordicatures etc.) in order
of accessibility.

b. Stop when your expectations of relevance drsfigal.

The idea that the hearer may ignore or jump owvghliziaccessible potential referents
to reach less accessible ones seems to be digctgds with this comprehension
procedure. The procedure states that the healtealways test potential referents and
potential contexts in order of accessibility, sgnsilling that the hearer should ignore a
highly accessible referent in favour of a less asit#e one is in direct conflict with a
basic principle of the theory. If a hearer reallgre following the relevance theory
comprehension procedure, then any such signal wbaldf no significance and
might, indeed, cause confusion. | will argue thegt can reconcile the relevance
theoretic comprehension procedure with the observdhat speakers do not always
and only refer to the most salient potential reigrdy re-examining the role of
referring expressions. Rather than ‘guiding’ thearer amongst the potential
referents, referring expressions introduce comg®aivhich narrow down the set of
potential referents until the most accessible g@kreferent remaining is (if all goes
well) the intended referent.

Ariel (1994) claims that the problem with pragmadiccounts is that they ‘cannot
explain to us how one decides among various paieatitecedents’. The relevance
theoretic comprehension procedure does just #is, hearer following the procedure
will test out the potential referents in order afcessibility, and stop when his
expectation of relevance is satisfied. The sgtadéntial referents may be constrained
by the conceptual and procedural information enddmethe referring expression, and
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it is this constraining ability that drives the esdion of a particular referring
expression. Rather than indicating to the heat@chvpotential referent should be
chosen, referring expressions place constraintsthen set of potential referents
available. Their role in reference resolutionasonstrain this set to a point where the
most accessible referent is the one the heareildstake to be the intended referent.
The kind and extent of constraint required willyarth the context, and so the same
entity may be referred to in several different wawgs different circumstances.
Referring expressions may carry both conceptualpadedural information, and the
speaker may manipulate both types in choosingdima bf her utterance. Both types
of information may place constraints on the sgtaiential referents, although they do
this in slightly different ways.

4.2 Conceptual Information and Explicit M eaning

The conceptual information (if any) encoded by t&kerring expression will rule out
any potential referents that are not compatiblé vtit Imagine a room full of cats and
the many possible ways in which a speaker coukt tefa particular cat.

(16) The cat looks hungry

(17) The black cat looks hungry

(18) The black cat in the corner looks hungry

(19) The black cat in the corner with the red collak®bungry

To refer to a particular cat in the room, the speakust use a referring expression
that leaves the intended cat as the most accessiide compatible with the
linguistically encoded information (and capableyalding an overall interpretation
that is relevant in the expected way). Thus, uttega(16) would usually be
infelicitous in a cat-filled room as it fails todee one particular cat more accessible
than the others. However the same utterance wWiailgerfectly acceptable in a room
with eight dogs and only one cat. Alternativefythie cat-only room contains one cat
that for some reason is more salient than the ®thdor example all the cats are
asleep, except for one which is worrying for foathen reference will be resolved on
that cat and (16) will be felicitous if it leads om an overall interpretation that is
relevant in the expected way. If there is no palérly salient cat in the cat-filled
room, but only one cat happens to be black, then gheaker may refer to it
felicitously using utterance (17). In this caske sises conceptual information to
narrow down the set of potential referents to platk cats and, as there is only one, it
is the most accessible and reference will be resobn it. Anything not complying
with the conceptual conditions imposed by the rafgrexpression in this case - being
both black and a cat - will be ruled out of the skepotential referents, and as such
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could be seen as having zero accessihilitiowever, utterance (17) is likely to be
infelicitous if there is more than one black cathe context as, all other things being
equal, it would fail to leave one of the potentigfierents as the ‘most accessible’. In
such a situation, the speaker may have to furtheow the set, as in (18) or (19), and
SO on.

Let us compare this use of conceptual informatiath the alternative approaches.
Accessibility Theory distinguishes only between wategories of definite description
- ‘long’ and ‘short’ -, whilst the Givenness Hiecay treats them all equally as
indicating the cognitive status of being ‘uniquelgntifiable’. An approach that treats
definite descriptions as contributing conceptualstaints on reference, however, can
account for the indefinitely large number of opsotiat are available to a speaker
when constructing a definite description, and maktear predictions about which will
be felicitous in certain discourse contexts andcWwhwill not. In effect, the discourse
context can be viewed as including a set of paénmgferents, and the referring
expression as a means by which the speaker mat seteibset of these, such that the
intended referent is the most accessible in theetub

4.3 Procedural Information and Explicit Meaning

Although the manipulation of conceptual informatisra crucial part of the function
of a referring expression, it is not the only mebaypsvhich a speaker can constrain the
set of potential referents. In a framework with rbatonceptual and procedural
meaning, referring expressions may also encodesfduval constraints. In section 3, |
cited some existing analyses of pronouns as engoginocedural information that
places constraints on the truth conditional conté@in utterance (e.g. ‘you’ constrains
the class of potential referents to groups of imhigls who include the addressee).
Here | claim a similar role for the demonstratieesl determiners that figure in more
complex referring expressions. Perhaps the masbwo$ illustration of this is the use
of distal and proximal determiners. Consider WioWwing scenario. Emily is sitting
in a tea shop when the waitress brings a trolléh wilarge cake on it. The waitress
explains that if Emily prefers, she may purchaséce of the cake that is currently on
display in the shop window. Emily decides that ¢th&e on the trolley is more to her
taste. Consider the following possible utterances.

(20) I'll have a slice of the cake
(21) I'll have a slice of this cake

It is important to remember that the encoded conuee material should be viewed as a clue to the
intended referent. A metaphorical referring expi@s may narrow down the set of potential
referents without necessarily ruling out anythingttdoesn't satisfy the literally encoded concept.
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(22) Il have a slice of the cake on the trolley inritaf me

Utterances (20) and (21) encode the same amountonteptual information.
However, it is likely that reference resolution lvalicceed in (21) but fail in (20). In
both cases, the conceptually encoded meaning alan®ws the set of potential
referents to a point where it contains two potémé&gerents — a slice of cake from the
cake on the trolley and a slice of cake from thieeca the window. Utterance (21)
succeeds, as the procedural information encoddaeimeterminer narrows the set of
potential referents further, to a point where istjuncludes the cake in closest
proximity to the speakér. Utterance (22) would be likely to result in thet ®f
referents being narrowed to a point where referéncesolved on the same slice of
cake, but would normally be ruled out on effortigrds. The processing of the extra
conceptual material in (22) would put the heareextra processing effort without
achieving any extra effects (unless the waitress baven evidence of being
particularly hostile or slow on the uptake).

| am therefore suggesting that referring expressiomay encode procedural
information which can be used to narrow the sqiaténtial referents in a way that is
more efficient than encoding further conceptual stents. In the case of distal
versus proximal demonstratives, this proceduralmmgarelates to the spatial position
of the referent relative to the speaker. We wilplere a different type of procedural
meaning when we apply this approach to the dafd)iand (5).

In many examples, it seems that the conceptuakrnrdbon alone is enough to
narrow the field of candidate referents to a puihere the most accessible referent is
the intended one, and yet we still find a contbettveen referring forms which differ
only in determiner. | will return to this in semti 5.2, where | argue that the
procedural information encoded in these expresstonsibutes to the implicit phase
of comprehension and guides the hearer as to pleedfyinferences he should draw.

4.4 Applying the Constraints
Assuming a model in which conceptual and procedtwaktraints interact | will now

re-examine the problematic examples from (4).hia framework, the acceptability of
the referring expression chosen to guide the hdaréne intended explicit content

2 At this stage | am not making any definite propadabdut what this procedural information might
look like, but follow the suggestion of Reboul (F9%Xhat the information these demonstratives
encode “has to do with the relative distance betwtbe speaker and the object designated”, and that
it “has a spatial content which closely parallélsttbetween ‘here’ and ‘there™ (1997: 11)
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should be predictable given the encoded conceptglprocedural information and
the accessibility of the intended referent relatvether potential referents.

The version of example (4) preferred by Gundel lslilidkern is given here again for
convenience:

(4) b. A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals that thpesuitive reptiles are the nearest
relatives of turtles

To analyse this example fully, it will be necessaoy consider the complicated

interaction between reference resolution, contexistruction and implicated effects.
In this section | begin this process by lookinghatv the two types of encoded
information contribute to the retrieval of the posfiion expressed. | will argue that
the proposition expressed by (4a) is the same asith(4b) and the proposition

expressed by (5a) is the same as that in (5b). siygestion is that the apparent
difference in the acceptability of the utterances iresult of the interaction between
the proposition expressed and the context, on tiee ltand, and of the way the
procedurally encoded information guides the infea¢mprocess, on the other. First,
however, we must consider how the explicit conigilerived.

The referring expressions in (4a) and (4b) bothodadhe conceptual information
‘primitive reptiles’. The set of potential refetsnwill therefore be narrowed to
include only (sets of) things that are both privatiand reptiles. Given that there is
one group of primitive reptiles that is highly salt in the discourse context, it might
be tempting to suggest that this is all the speakeds to do. However, consider (23):

(23) A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals that primitivailep are the nearest relatives
of turtles

When the sentence is constructed with a bare-NEadsof a definite-NP, the
interpretation changes significantly. The NP ‘ptive reptiles’ receives a generic
interpretation where it refers to the primitive tikgs as a kind. (23) will be true if and
only if members of the kind ‘primitive reptiles’ erthe nearest relatives of turtles.
Contrast this with the interpretation of (4b) (aatuably (4a), if we allow an
anaphoric epithet reading) where ‘the primitive tilep’ is co-referential with
‘pareiasaurs’ and the utterance is true only ifpaleiasaurs are primitive reptiles.
Thus, the inclusion of a definite determiner sedmsaffect the truth conditional
content of the utterance. As with most procedumébrmation, it is difficult to
paraphrase in conceptual terms the work done bydéterminer. However, in this
case it seems to change the reading from a geardcto one in which a definite
group of primitive reptiles is picked out. As nobtey Gundel and Mulkern, in the case
of (4a), this definite group could logically be tigeoup of all primitive reptiles.
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However, if, as (23) suggests, a reading wheréNthgefers to all primitive reptiles is
acceptable in some cases, why is (4a) unaccepallas reading, rather than simply
being interpreted as a paraphrase of (23)?

| would like to suggest that the answer to thisstioa follows from the relevance
theory claim that a speaker aiming at optimal rahee will not deliberately put the
hearer to any gratuitous processing effort. Theceptual information carried by (23)
narrows the set of potential referents to just ¢hagdich are both primitive and
reptilian. The lack of any definite determineruks in the generic reading described
above® Although the same interpretation could be actdebg adding the definite
determiner and intending the hearer to resolvereat®e on the definite group of all
primitive reptiles, a speaker who chose this foatioh would be demanding extra
processing effort from the hearer but failing téeofany extra reward. Moreover, if
the speaker wishes to refer to all primitive regsjl then she runs less risk of
misunderstanding if she uses the bare-NP form. I3tVthe bare-NP unequivocally
picks out the set of all primitive reptiles, theaee many different subsets that the
definite description could potentially pick outf: (4a) is deemed acceptable at all, then
it is under the anaphoric epithet interpretatiorerehthe explicit content is parallel
with (4b) and not with (23). This brings us baokhe issue of how the hearer of (4b)
identifies the particular group of primitive repsl intended by the speaker. Whilst
pareiasaurs are a highly salient group of primitigptiles, it could be possible to
identify various other subsets within the set ofmutive reptiles, for example
crocodilians, which might also fit the conceptuainstraints. If there are several
logically possible groups of primitive reptiles thaould satisfy the referential
constraints, then, how does the hearer settleemthrpretation where the definite NP
is co-referential with the pareiasaurs?

| suggest that the answer to this lies with thevahce theoretic comprehension
procedure. Recall that a hearer following thiscpaure will test potential referents,
and the resulting overall interpretations, in oraeaccessibility. We therefore predict
that the hearer will test the most accessible eatathat is not excluded from the set of
potential referents by the information encoded big treferring expression. The
speaker has used conceptual information to narhfmvset of potential referents to
groups of primitive reptiles and the procedurabimiation in the determiner to narrow
the set further to include only definite (i.e. iti@able) groups of primitive reptiles.
Whilst other possibilities are logically availalitethe hearer, the subset of pareiasaurs
is clearly the most accessible one in the contaxbéth (4a) and (4b). The hearer will
therefore test the hypothesis that ‘pareiasaurd™#e/these primitive reptiles’ are co-

% It has been proposed that there is some sortarigdbgically null generic operator in such cases.
(see Papafragou 1996 for discussion)
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referential and, on finding that this interpretatigelds enough implications to satisfy
his expectation of relevance, will look no furthek.similar process is followed in the

interpretation of (5a) and (5b) and the hearerlvesoreference on the two-group set
of pareiasaurs and turtles.

Having established that some sort of definite daeit@er is necessary in these cases,
we reach the crux of Gundel and Mulkern’s argumegainst a purely pragmatic
account and their justification for their scale@ivenness. Although my account so
far explains the contribution of both conceptuatl gmocedural information to the
proposition expressed, the contrast between ‘thenifpre reptiles’ and ‘these
primitive reptiles’ remains unexplained. GundedaWulkern claim that such an
explanation is beyond relevance theory alone, a@dd up to this point | have
provided no reason to prefer one account over thero In the following sections, |
will address this issue as | move on from the expphase of comprehension, to
discuss the role that both conceptual and procethicamation may play during the
implicit phase. Acknowledgement of this role, whits largely missing from the
Accessibility and Givenness accounts, will allow tosdevelop an analysis which
captures the subtle differences in acceptabilityvben the utterances in (4), (5), (6)
and (7). | will argue that Gundel and Mulkern’sagnt is wrong to characterise the
contrast between (4a) and (4b) as lying purelyhenexplicit side of comprehension.
In their view, the various forms contribute to fh@cess of reference resolution, and
therefore to the proposition expressed. | hopkalee shown in this section that the
propositions expressed by (4a) and (4b), and (&a)(%b) are the same. In all cases,
the hearer narrows down the set of potential rafer® just those which are sets of
things which satisfy the conceptual and proceduoamstraints. The difference in
acceptability results from interaction between tr®positions expressed by the
utterances and an accessible context, guided nelkneance-theoretic comprehension
procedure. | propose that the same processesamsttraints are in play in (5) as in
(4), but that considerations of relevance resulbeninfelicity of (4a), and not of (5a).

My claim is that the procedural information can\pde constraints not only on the
derivation of the proposition expressed, but oninferences that are drawn during the
implicit phase of comprehension. | will return tiese examples in the next section,
when | consider how referring expressions contaliotthe implicit side of utterance
interpretation. However, first | will discuss hdte conceptual content of a referring
expression may contribute to implicit meaning.
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5 Beyond Reference
5.1 Conceptual Information and Implicit Meaning

We have seen how conceptual information can atfeetderivation of the explicit
content of an utterance by guiding the hearer éodppropriate referent. However,
derivation of the explicit content is just one bktsub-tasks involved in utterance
interpretation.  Comprehension of what is implcitcommunicated involves
‘constructing an appropriate hypothesis about tiiended contextual assumptions’
and ‘constructing an appropriate hypothesis abodm¢ ftntended contextual
implications’ (Wilson & Sperber 2002: 261). Fortpurposes of the discussion to
follow, it is important to stress that, accordimmgrélevance theory, all three sub-tasks
take place in parallel, and the resulting hypothesay be ‘revised or elaborated as
the utterance unfolds.’ (Wilson and Sperber 20@2:) 2Whilst | discuss each process
separately for clarity and simplicity, they sholle viewed as interrelated sub-tasks,
‘embedded within the overall process of constrgcarhypothesis about the speaker’s
meaning’ (Wilson and Sperber 2002: 262).

To illustrate the contribution that conceptual mhation can make to implicatures,
let us return to our acceptable example in (4b)@ndpare it with another alternative,
given here as (4c).

(4) b. A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals ttinase primitive reptiles are the nearest
relatives of turtles
c. Arestudy of pareiasaurs reveals thay are the nearest relatives of turtles

In both (4b) and (4c) it is likely that the heareitl resolve reference on the same
representation. In both cases, the referring esjoa in the subordinate clause will be
interpreted as co-referential with the expressiparéiasaurs’ in the matrix clause.
Thus it seems that, despite my earlier discussibe, conceptual information
‘primitive reptiles’ is unnecessary as far as resg reference is concerned. Indeed, |
predict that a hearer could correctly resolve ezfee in (4b) even if he did not know
what a pareiasaur was and had only limited knovdeafgprimitive reptiles. This falls
out naturally from my earlier discussion, as weehagen that the set of ‘pareiasaurs’
are the most accessible potential referent andilbdevtested first. However, if the
conceptual constraints discussed above are notlgtniecessary, then why is (4b) —
which is linguistically more complex - not ruledtday considerations of effort? Once
again the answer lies with the relevance theomprehension procedure and the
associated principles. According to the procedthe, hearer will test interpretive
hypotheses in order of accessibility and stop whiesnexpectation of relevance is
satisfied. Until now | have concentrated on thstfpart of this formulation, but the
second clause is equally important and it helpsougain insight in this case. The
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hearer can presume that the utterance will be afiynrelevant, where optimal
relevance is defined as follows in (24)

(24) An ostensive stimulus is optimally relevant to adiance if and only if:
a. Itisrelevant enough to be worth the audiepedcessing effort
b. Itis the most relevant one compatible with ¢dbexmunicator’s abilities and
preferences

Once again, we must return to the basics of rel@vdheory to say what makes an
input relevant enough to be worth processing. fdioeessing of (4b), compared with
(4c), involves the same act of reference resolutisndemands that the hearer process
more linguistic material. This should only be guteble if the extra effort is rewarded
with extra cognitive effects. | am claiming thatstis exactly what happens in this
case and that the extra effects that the speakgmmsa to convey explain the various
possibilities of creating acceptable utterances.

At this point, it may be useful to recall the typefscognitive effects that may be
derived as outlined in Sperber and Wilson (200&Fhe processing of an input may
lead to the strengthening of an already held assampWhen the utterance in (25) is
addressed to BiIll, it may lead to the strengthemhis assumption that Mary is an
animal lover.

(25) Mary likes cats

Alternatively Bill may have thought that Mary acliyadisliked animals. In that case
(25), if provided by a reliable source, will cordiet and eliminate this existing
assumption, resulting in a second type of cognigiffect. The third type involves the
derivation of a contextual implication. This ocgewwhen the input combines with
contextual assumptions to yield implications thatofv from the input and context
together, but from neither the input nor the contex its own. If Bill held the
assumption in (26), then the input in (25) migladeo the contextual implication in
(27).

(26) People who like cats are generous people
(27) Mary is a generous person

The implication in (27) could not have been deriigmn the input or context alone,
but is a result of the two combining. Given thédsee types of cognitive effect, |
return to the examples in (4b) and (4c). The ¢dfebat will be derived from the
additional conceptual information in the referriagpression in (4b) depend on the
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contextual assumptions available to the hearer.nsi@er the following possible
contextual assumptions and their likely interactioth the input in (4b).

(28) a. Pareiasaurs are primitive reptiles
b. Pareiasaurs are primitive mammals

If the hearer of (4b) holds assumption (28a), ttenutterance will have the effect of
strengthening this assumption. The size of thecefivill depend on the strength with
which the hearer held (28a) to begin with and haggment of the speaker’s expertise
and honesty. If, the hearer held assumption (28p)xontrast, then processing (4b)
will lead to a contradiction and possible elimioatiof the hearer's assumption. Once
again, the extra effect will depend on the hear@ssessment of the speaker’s abilities
and honesty. However, both utterances make itilpess derive cognitive effects
that would not have been derived from the utterandgc). Now, consider a third
possibility. The hearer holds no assumptions apatgiasaurs: he has never heard of
them and has no idea what they are. He will ptiicess the utterance with the
expectation that it will be optimally relevant. Ieaving the relevance theoretic
comprehension procedure, he will test out the péssreferents in order of
accessibility, starting, in this case, with theagbareiasaurs. Recall that as part of the
interpretation process, the hearer must constiactappropriate hypothesis about the
intended contextual assumptions (in relevance-#gimoterms, implicated premises)’
(Wilson and Sperber 2002: 261). An easily accéssibntextual assumption in this
case would be (29)

(29) Pareiasaurs are primitive reptiles

This implicated premise is likely to be relevantiie own right, as a new piece of
information and an assumption that may be usefulthe processing of later
utterance$. So (4b) leads to a cognitive effect that woult mve been derived if the
utterance in (4c) had been used in its place. ektia effort of processing a complex
demonstrative rather than a pronoun is offset byetttra rewards of the implicature in
(29).

The relevance theoretic approach to communicatioesses the importance of
interpreting utterances in a context. When Guri@e03) and Gundel and Mulkern
(1998) discuss the examples in (4), they do soowitireference to the discourse
context in which they occur. A little researcheals that (4b) comes from a scientific

*In many ways, (29) functions in the same way bgdging assumption. However, | follow the
view of Matsui (2000) that this is not a genuinglging assumption, since there is an ‘explicitly
mentioned antecedent in the previous discoursedq220)
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paper (Lee, 1993), and | suggest that the auth®ifdranulated his utterance so as to
produce as many cognitive effects in as many resadsrpossible as efficiently as
possible. Different readers will hold differensamptions, perhaps including those in
(28), and so the potential for the derivation @ thscussed cognitive effects is clear.
However, | would like to suggest that this kind wianipulation of conceptual
information to affect the implicit side of commuatmon is not restricted to this kind of
carefully formulated text book or academic styldus, consider the utterances in (30)
and (31).

(30) John went into town for his lunch. Kevas late back to the office
(31) John went into town for his lunch. The rasoahs late back to the office

In (30), the narrowing of the set of potential refas that is required from the hearer
is minimal. He need only exclude potential refésemith non-male attributes. When
processing (31), however, the hearer is requiredaamnore work. The referring
expression limits the set of potential referentthtuse that have the attributes of being
arascal. Logically the hearer has two choicdbiatstage: he can either count John as
belonging to this set or rule him out. Taking #ezond option would leave him with
nothing on which to resolve reference. His expemtathat the utterance will be
optimally relevant would be disappointed. He isrédiore likely to try the other option
and construct the contextual assumption (32).

(32) Johnis arascal

Reference is resolved on John once again, as ramneitie only, and therefore most
accessible, potential referent. However, the eeffart that the hearer has put into
processing this is rewarded with extra effectse Mbarer now knows that the speaker
holds the assumption in (32). This may be releuaints own right as a piece of new
information, or it might act as the input to a hat inference by combining with a
contextual assumption to lead to further contexionglications. An example of the
sort of contextual assumption with which it migbhtine is given in (33), leading to
the contextual implication in (34).

(33) If you call someone a rascal, you are not impresatdhis or her behaviour
(34) The speaker is not impressed with John’s behaviour

| suggest that in reality the use of a referringression such as ‘the rascal’ is likely to
lead to a whole range of weak implicatures basedssmmptions about the nature of
rascals and the speaker’s opinion of John. Thakgpédhas therefore produced a wide
range of cognitive effects for only a little exe#fort. In this way, the conceptually
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encoded content has contributed to the inferepti@se of communication, and we
can view referring expressions as just one mordcdelsy which a speaker can
communicate her message in an optimally relevashida. However, there is no
guarantee that extra conceptual content will alwegsult in more or different

cognitive effects. Consider (35)

(35) ??Johnpwent into town for his lunch. The mamas late back to the office.

The structures in (31) and (35) are the same. Bs#ha definite description to refer
back to John. However, the co-reference betwekn dod the definite descriptions is
not judged to be equally acceptable in both cas&be difference in acceptability of
(31) and (35) lies in the processing effort thnat teferring expressions demand of the
hearer and the effects that they offer in retuwihilst the narrowing that takes place
in (30) is minimal, and the extra narrowing in (34)rewarded with extra cognitive
effects, this is not the case for (35). In (36k hearer is required to narrow the set of
potential referents to a sub-set which qualify @en’. Given that John is the only
potential referent in the discourse context, tlisan unnecessary extra layer of
narrowing. Having been asked to expend the effquired to carry out this extra
narrowing and process the extra linguistic materilé hearer can expect to be
compensated with extra effects. However, therenarebvious cognitive effects that
can result from this. The only possible contextassumption with which the input
could combine is that in (36). Unless one was utitkeipreconception that John was a
dog, or other non-human, or perhaps a femaleunligely that the implicature in (36)
would be relevant for the hearer either by stremgihg existing assumptions,
contradicting or eliminating existing assumptior®, combining with existing
assumptions to yield contextual implications.

(36) Johnis aman

Thus, the extra effort required by (35) is wasted.

5.2  Procedural Information and Implicit M eaning

So far | have discussed the contribution that cptua information makes to the

explicit and implicit sides of communication, ance vinave seen how procedural
information can affect the proposition expressed #merefore contribute to the

> Neither Accessibility Theory nor the GHZ framewdrés anything to say about why this should
be. Both treat definite descriptions as a unifietd
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explicit phase. In this section, | examine therflologically possible combination: the
effect that procedural information can have on th®licit side of utterance
interpretation. | return to the examples in (49l é8) and the contrast in acceptability
of the alternations in determiner forms.

In section 4.3, | considered the spatial informatencoded in the determiner of
complex demonstratives and how such information raé/out possible referents and
thus help the hearer to resolve reference. Asuds®zl above, this extra layer of
narrowing does not seem to be necessary for refen@solution in the case of (4). In
both (4a) and (4b) ‘pareiasaurs’ is the most adgolespotential referent and reference
will be resolved on it. However, this is not toydhat the indication of proximity
carried by the determiner in (4) is redundant. Wheocessing (4b), the hearer will
still assume that the speaker is being optimallgvant, and is therefore entitled to
expect that the speaker will not put him to gratst effort. As the procedural
information encoded by the complex demonstrativeasnecessary for deriving the
explicit content, he should expect some other etfegustify its use. This indication
of proximity is only appropriate when the spatiglation of the nominal is significant
in some way, for example in contrast to some otfogr-proximal entity. Use of the
complex demonstrative form ‘this/these N’ therefogsults in an effect of contrasting
the intended referent with some other entity ofsame type. Both Reboul (1997) and
Powell (2002) offer some suggestions as to how wghtmdefine the difference
between complex demonstratives and definite degmmgp and both seem to be
tapping into this idea of contrast. As a restiéytmove us closer to understanding the
procedures associated with these referring expressrms.

Reboul considers the procedural information encoogdhe definite article and
suggests that it restricts interpretation to ‘a@etf objects of which one is N while all
the others are not’ (1997. 8). Here, N correspotadshe conceptual information
encoded by the definite description accompanying dieterminer. Powell (2002)
discusses the difference between definite desonptand complex demonstratives in
his work on reference. Complex demonstratives;laiens, are ‘communicative tools
designed for a particular purpose, that purposegoi talk about particular members
of the nominal class’ (2002: 226)". He goes on discuss how complex
demonstratives contrast with definite descriptioriste nominal of a definite
description must be uniquely denoting, that of englex demonstrative must not be
uniquely denoting.’ (2002: 230). He sums up whaild be seen as their procedural
meaning as follows: “whereas a definite descriptihe F’' exploits, by dint of its
linguistic meaning, the property of being a unidue order to guide a hearer to the
intended interpretation, a complex demonstrativet‘tF’ exploits the property of
being a non-unique F to guide the hearer to arvithgial concept.” Powell places
particular emphasis on the idea that the nomina obmplex demonstrative is non-
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unique, and is therefore picked out as one instahem F in contrast to all the other
instances of Fs.

| argued in 4.4 above that if the hearer followse thelevance theoretic
comprehension procedure, the procedural informadlmout spatial relations encoded
by the complex demonstrative will be superfluougirdy the explicit phase of
communication. However, it can be manipulated rdurthe implicit phase to
constrain the type of inferences that the heardikedy to draw. The contrast in
appropriateness of the resulting inferences hetpsexplain the difference in
acceptability of the two utterances (4a) and (5#Je must then ask what role this
procedural information plays in the interpretati@amd how we might explain the
contrast between (4a) and (5a) and the related@rarm (6) and (7).

As discussed above, the hearer is seen as testargretive hypotheses in order of
accessibility. Given the context set up by thevimes utterance (4), the most
accessible set of two groups for the interpretatdn(5) should be that of the
pareiasaurs and the turtles. Then the concepiiaimation provided should be
enough to ensure that the hearer retrieves thedatereferent, just as it was in (4).

Recall that the procedural information about spat&dations encoded by the
complex demonstrative is only relevant if therearsother potential referent in a
different spatial relation to the speaker. Encgdih such information therefore leads
to a contrast effect. No such effect occurs ifuh&uely-denoting definite determiner
form is used. In (5b), therefore, the two groupder discussion are set in contrast to
other potential groups. This is turn gives risa iwweak implicature that there are other
groups that do not share the same derived chasdi®r The same implicature is not
present in (5a), where the only two groups of agpicance are the turtles and the
pareiasaurs.

On this account, the contrast in acceptability leetv(4a, b) and (5a, b) does not
result from any encoded level of Accessibility orivéhness, but from the
appropriateness of the inferences derivable frooh eersion. Both (5b), with its
indication of contrast and (5a) without it are dfuacceptable in the discourse
context. However, the same parity does not exist (da) and (4b). Following my
argument above, in (4b) ‘these primitive reptilgsides the hearer to an interpretation
where the pareiasaurs are set in contrast to pttential groups of primitive reptiles.
This is just what the speaker of (4) intends.s lthese reptiles and not others that are
the closest relatives of turtles. Logically, onlye set of primitive reptiles can be ‘the
closest relatives of turtles’ thus, an utteranceenghthe intended referent is set in
contrast to others is the most appropriate. Iftakee away the superlative, then the
‘the/these’ variants become equally acceptablén &) and (7). Add the superlative
back in, and we find the same contrast arisingragaith only a marginal anaphoric
epithet reading available.
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(37) a. ??A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals ttiprimitive reptiles were the largest in
Africa

b. A restudy of pareiasaurs reveals thase primitive reptiles were the largest in
Africa

Thus the role of the demonstrative determiner &edprocedural information that it
contributes to the interpretation of the complermdastrative is two-fold. It may help
to narrow the set of potential referents and gtidehearer to the explicit meaning by
encoding a procedure which further narrows theo§gdotential referents, or it may
guide the hearer in the inferential phase of cohlgmeion. When the resulting
inferences are in conflict with the sense of therahce an infelicity effect may occur.

Once again it is vital to remember that as detemtion of the explicit and implicit
content takes place in parallel, the proceduradrmétion is ultimately a device by
which a speaker’s meaning is conveyed in an oplymealevant fashion.

6 Concluding Remarks

A crucial point to note about this approach is tte information encoded by the
referring expression need not rule out all poténtederents that are not in fact
intended, but only those which might be equallyesstble or more accessible to the
hearer than the intended one. This conflicts Witilel's interpretation and criticism of
what she thinks a pure relevance theory approacthddook like:

The relevance...account [s] assume that in refereecevals a speaker
guides an addressee by making sure he picks thearmgecedent based on
eliminating ‘wrong’ choices of competitors’ (Ari@éB90: 85)

In fact, application of the relevance theoretic poshension procedure predicts that
any process that rules out all potential referexsept the intended one would be
likely to lead to a gratuitous expenditure of effoy the hearer and so would detract
from optimal relevance. It follows that there shible an optimal referring expression
in each case: one that restricts the set of palergferents just enough but no more
than necessary. However, we have seen that thereféen options open to the
speaker as to which referring expression to chod®elevance theory is a balancing
act between effort and effect and so the speakgrquie legitimately choose to put
the hearer to extra effort, so long as the effentewarded with extra effects on the
implicit side of interpretation.

In this paper, | have tried to show how the chaoel interpretation of referring
expressions can be explained in the relevancedhedramework without the need to
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introduce theory-external machinery. Referring regpions may encode both
conceptual and procedural meaning which contributesthe retrieval of the
proposition expressed, and can also provide constran the implicit phase of
communication. These roles should not and carbaatonsidered in isolation from
each other.
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