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In this paper we propose six implicationally related cognitive statuses relevant für
explicating the use of referring expressions in naturallanguage discourse. These statuses
are the conventional meanings signalled by determiners and pronouns. andintcraction
of the statuses with Grice's Maxim of Quantity accounts für the actual distribution and
interpretation of forms when necessary conditions für the use of more than ODeform are
met. This proposal is supported by an empirica! study of the distribution of referring
expressions in naturally occurring discourse in five languages-English, Japancse, Man-
darin Chinese. Russian, and Spanish. *

1. INTRODUCTION.Olle of the more interesting facts about human language
is thaI we ean use different forms to refer to the same thing, and the same form
ean be used to refer to many different things. Yet people somehow manage to
understand Olle another. A partieular issue of Longuoge, für example, ean be
referred to as 011issue of Longuoge, the issue, thaI issue, this isslle, thot, this,
01' it, and any Olle of these forms eould be used to refer to other objeets on
different oeeasions. The question then is: what do speakers/writers Rnow thaI
enables them to ehoose an appropriate form to refer to a partieular objeet and
what do hearers/readers know that enables them to identify eorrectly the in-
tended referent of a partieular form?

The study of referenee has a lang tradition in the philosophieal liteniture,
and has beeil investigated from various perspeetives within linguisties and psy-
chology (see, für example, Karttunen 1976, Nunberg 1978, Hawkins 1978,1984,
1991, Clark & Marshall 1981, Grosz 1981, Heim 1982, Maclaran 1982, Givon
1983, Ariel 1988, Kronfeld 1990, and numerous works eited therein). Althol1gh
many important insights and observations have eome out of this work, basic
facts eoneerning the distribution and understanding 'of different forms of re-
ferring expression in natural language discourse still remain unexplained. In
Ibis paper we outline -a theory whose main premise is that different determiners
and pronominal forms eonventionally signal different eognitive statuses (in-
formation about IDeation in memory and attention stare), thereby enabling the
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1989. 1990. We are indebted to Thorstein Fretheim. Alison Marchant. Gerald Sanders, Candace
Sidner. and two anonymous referees für therr critical comments and suggestions. Special thanks
also to Ann Mulkern, Suellen Rundquist, and Karen Schaffer für their work on various stages of
this project and to Karen Frederickson, Xinghui ehen. Hui-chuan Huang, Svetlana Krylova, Sahya
Luck. Yoshiko Matsumoto. Silas Oliveira. Satoko Suzuki, and Zhu Yao foThelp with data col-
lection. translation. and analysis. The authors' names appear in alphabetical order.
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addressee to restriet the set of possible referents. In §2 we introduee the Giv-
enness Hierarchy, a set of implieationally related statuses which we propose
are neeessary für explaining the relation between referring forms and eonditions
für their appropriate use and interpretation across languages. In §3 we show
how the Givenness Hierarehy aeeounts für restrietions on the distribution of
forms für a partieular type of referenee whieh Prinee (1981b) ealls 'inferrable'.
In 94 we propose eorrelations between statuses on the hierarehy and different
forms in Mandarin Chinese, English, Japanese, Russian, and Spanish, and in

'§5 we present results of an empirieal study of the use of referring forms in
these five languages. Finally, we show in §6 how thc Givenness Hierarehy
interaets wirb the Grieean Maxim of Quantity to prediet the aetual distribution
and interpretation of forms when neeessary eonditions für the _use of more than
'Olle form are met.

2. THE GIVENNESSHIERARCHY.It is widely reeognized thaI the form of re-
ferring expressions, like such other aspeets oflanguage as ward order and
sentenee intonation, depends on the assumed eognitive status of the referent.
i.e. on as'sumptions thaI a eoöperative speaker ean reasonably make regarding
the addressee 's knowledge and attention stare in the partieular context in which
the expression is used (cf., für example, Chafe 1976, 1987, GundeI 1978, 1985,
Prinee 1981b, Grosz & Sidner 1986). But the nature of such eognitive statuses
and the logieal,and empirieal relations among them is still a matter of same
debate. Moreover, researchers have not always distinguished the statllscS

, themselves (e.g., whether 01'not an addressee already has amental represen-
tation of a referent and whether attention is foeussed on the referent) from the
means by whieh a referent aequires a partieular status (e.g. whether it has beeil
linguistieally introduced, whether it is part of general eultural knowledge. and
so on).

We propose thaI there are six eognitive statuses relevant to the form of
referring expressions in natural language discourse, and that these are related
in the Givenness Hierarchy shown in 1.

(1) THE GIVENNESSHIERARCHY:
in uniquely

focus > activated > familiar> identifiable> refcrenlial
type

> identifiable

{

rhar

}rhis {rlwr N}
rhis N

Eaeh status on the hierarehy is a neeessary and suffieient eondition für the

appropriate use of a different form 01' forms. I The relevant English forms are
given in 1. In using a partieular form, a speaker rhos signals thaI she assumes
the assoeiated eognitive status is met and, sinee each status entails all lower
statuses, she also signals thaI all lower statuses (statuses to the right) have

{ir} {rhc' N} {indefinite rhis N} {ll N}

.(

I We assurne hefe thaI demonstrative rhis and indefinite rhis are two distinct forms falber lhan

just different uses of the same form. This assumption predicts correctly thaI a (proximal) de-
monstrative whose referent mögt be aclivated will not necessarily have an indefinite use in other

languages. --
n"';~~~I"~*ätdes ~aa.rrandes-

t,;ümpU~~t ~ui$tik: -
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/'1'e come to THECONCLUS/ONTHATI WILLNOTEXTENDAI}'
CONTRACT AT TUE BANK. [personalleiter)

b. #/'1'e come 10 THECONCLUS/ON.
(25) a. LA SOMBRALARGA Y NEGRADELOSJ{OMBRES

the shadow large and black of the men
Siglli6.
followed

'The long and black shadow of the men followed.' IJuan
Rulfo,No oyes llidrar/o.fperms]

b. #LA SOMBRAsigui6.
the shadow followed

'The shadow followed. '

While pronominals an<~ithe definite article appear to requirc thc same statuscs
across languages, the situation is more variable for demonstratives and indef-
inite articles.

(24) a.

4.2,1 DEMONSTRATIVES.As noted in §2, the referent of a noun phrase in-
troduced by a demonstrative has to be at least fami[iar in English. A demon-
strative determiner is inappropriate when the referent is uniquely identifiable
hut not familiar to the addressee. In 24, for example, Ihe COllclllSiollcannot be
replaced by thaI collc/llsion or this collclllsion. This is also the case für dem-
onstrative determiners in Japanese, Russian, and Spanish. Thus, la so/11hra in
25 could not be replaced by es ta somhra, esa somhra, or aqllc/la somhra in
the particular context in which 25 occurs. And the Spanish, Japanese, and
Russian examples in 26-28 are appropriate only ifthe addressee can bc assumed
to know thai the speaker's neighbor has a clog.

(26) Spanish:

No Plldo dormir anoehe. {~se I} permnot could sleep last.night qlle clog
de al lado no me dejä dorlllir.
of to.the next.door not me let sleep

'I couldn't sleep last night. That clog next dOOf kerl mc awake.'

(27) Japanese:
Kin 00 lI'a hitoba11jllu nemllrel/akatla. Tollari
yesterday TOPall.night couldn 't.sleep neighbor

110 ie 110 allo inu no sei da.

GENhouse GENthai dog GEN reason is
'I couldn't sleep last night. That neighbor's clog is the reason.'

(28) Russian: -

{Eta

} b k d . v,

T, so a 'a [( .'lose a l1111e FSJlI 110C
a clog at neighbor me all night

11e da1'alaspat'.
not allow to.sleep

'That clog next dOOf kept me awake all night.'
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However, as we noted in §4.1, the Chinese distal demonstrative determiner
l1ei in a sentence like 23 only requires the referent to be uniquely identifiable,
hut not necessarily familiar.

The languages also differ as to which demonstrative determiners? if any,
require the referent to be activated. In Spanish, which has a three-way dis-
tinction in demonstratives, only the proximal determiner este requires acti-
vation. Thus, both the medial ese and the distal aquel are possible in 26 above,
even if the clog has not been activated by the immediate linguistic or extra-
linguistic context.'17 But in Japanese, which also has three demonstratives, both
proximal and medial determiners, like pronouns, require activation. Although
the facts are not entirely cIear, it appears that thc medial demonstrative SO/1()

would be appropriate in 27 only if the addressee were currently aware of the
clog, i.e. if it could be assumed thai a representation of the clog is already
activated.18 -

While Japanese and Spanish differ as to whether or not the medial demon-
strative determiner requires activation, the proximal demonstrative determiner

requires activation in both languages, as it does in Chinese and English. Rus-
sian, however, differs from the other languages in lacking the adivation con-
dition on the proximal determiner. Thus the proximal Cta is possible (and in
fact preferred) in 28 above, even if the clog has not been recently mcntioned
and is not present in the immediate discourse context, i.e. if the clog is familiar,
hut not activated.

Finally, the languages appear to differ in whether Olle or more demonstrative
forms require not only thai tbc referent be activated, hut thai it be speaker-
activated. As we noted in §2, the referent of English that can be used to com-
ment on the remarks of another speaker (activated, but not speaker-activated).
as in 7 above, or it can be used to comment on the speaker's own rcmarks'

(speaker-activated), as in 29.

(29) lohn, this speech was a I1wf?nificellt triumph for the Presic/ellt. He
showed he could stay a\l'ake for t\l'elFe 1I'I1Oieminutes. He showed
that he could speak eFery \I'ord off of his teleprompter, n'ell the
lang ones. But the speedl doesn't ha1'e ([n)' chance (~(plltfing the
scandal behind him, because the scanda! is not about mistakes, as
he said. and it's not about mismanagell1ent, ([.'Ithe To1l'er COIll"
mission said. It is about a betrayal q( principles. it's about Iying.

J7 Although both forms require only familiarity, they are not equally appropriate in all contexts.

In languages which have two demonstratives thaI require only familiarity. the more distal form is
generally restricted to contexts where distance (either spatial or cognitive) is being emphasized.
Thus. Spanish speakers find the medial pse to be more natural than the distal aqllel in an example
like 26. .

18There has been considerable debate regarding conditions on the appropriate use of SOl/() and

CIf/(}(cf. Kuroda 1965. Hinds 1973. Kuno 1973. and Kitagawa 1979). Our claim thaI SOIlOrequires
activation while (///() requires only familiarity appears to be at least consistent with all positions.
But it is not clear whether this distinction can account für all differences in the distribution of these;
two forms. !;
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and it' s abotlt breaking the law. And THOSEISSUESrel1wi/1. [PBS.The
McLaughlin Group. 3/6/87]

However, pronominal and determiner this REQUIREspeaker activation. Thus,
while those isslIes can be replaced by these iSS/fes in 29, this is unnatural across
speaker boundaries in 30.

(30) A: Ithink thaI my novels are better than his.
B: I agree with thaI (statement)l??this (sta/ement).

Speaker activation also appears to be required für proximal demonstrative pro-
no uns and determiners in ~apanese (kore, kOllO)and Spanish (es/a, es(a). Th.us
kore in 31 is inappropriate in B's utterance, because the referent has been
activated by A.

(31) Japanese:
A: Watashi no hall wa Mishima no yori N.

I GENbook TOPMishima GENthan good
'My book is bett er than Mishima's.'

.;

{
Sore

}B: #Kore wa honto da.
. TOPtme. be
'That/this is tme.'

And, while the facts are less clear than in Japanese. most Spanish speakers
thai we consulted find the proximal esto to be less natural than the medial eso
in 32.

(32) Spanish:
A: Mis Clientos SOll mejores qlle los de Ortef,?a.

my stories are hefter than those of Ortega
'My stories are better than Ortega's.'

{

eso

}B: Estoy ~e acllerdo c~n ??esto'
am In agreement wlth

'I agree with that/this.'

Finally, as illustrated in 33 and 34, proximal demonstratives in Chinese and
Russian do not require speaker activation. (As noted aqove. the proximal de-
terminer in Russian does not require activation at all.) In fact, speakers prefer
the proximal (zhe, e/o) to the distal (/lei, (0) forms in these examples.

(33) Chinese:
A: Wo juede wade xiiiosllllö br !tixÜn xie-de häo.

I think my novel than Luxun write-NOM good
'I think my noveIs are hefter than Luxun 's.'

B {Zhidge }
- I ' .

: ?N " wo C zeugten.
. e/ge I d

.
. a mIt

'I agree with this/that.'
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(34) Russian:
A: Moi rasskazy lliese eem ego rasskazy.

My stories hefter than his stories
'My stories are hefter than his stories.'

{

{>tim

},B: Jas ?t soglasen.
I

.
h

. em
WIt agree

'I agree with this/that.'

4.2.2. THE INDEFINITEARTICLE. Of the languages we examined. only
Chinese, English, and Spanish have an indefinite article, and these langmiges
are alike in thai the indefinite article appears to require only type identifiability.
But distribution ofthe indefinite article differs somewhat in the three languagcs.

As noted in §2, a. neun phrase introduced by English a may be referential
or merely type identifiable. Thus, a sentence like 35 can have an interpretation
where the speaker intends to refer to a particular car and wants the addressee
to construct a representation of thai car (the referential reading), or it can have
an interpretation where the speaker intends only to assert thai Ellen bought at
least one car, i.e., she is now a car-owner (the nonreferential, merely type-
identifiable reading). The two interpretations are distinguished in 35' and 35",
respectively. .

(35) Ellen bought a car.
(35') We wentto Solithtoll'n Toyota yesterday. Ellen bOllght a car. It's a

Regal1Q Bille Corolla lI'ith a Swz roof.
(35") A: You'll never gliess what Iwppened today.

B: Don't tell me. Ellen bOllght a car.

In contrast to a, which requires only type identifiability, the referent of in-
definite 'this must be referential. Thus, 36 is appropriate in the context of 36'.
hut not in 36".

(36) Ellen bough/ this car.
(36') We went to Southtown Toyota Yesterday. Ellen bOlightthis car. /t's

a Regal1a Bille Corolla with a sunroof.
(36") A: You'll never guess what happenedtoday.

B: #Don't tell me. Ellen bOlight this car.

The Spanish indefinite' article Wl also requires only type identifiability, as
illustrated by examples like 37 and 38, where the referents of the phrases lina
gaseosa and lina ce/osa fana/ica are type identifiable, hut not referential.

(37) EI quiere (una) gaseosa pero no enCllentl'e.
he wants a soft.drink hut not find

'He wants a soft.drink, hut can't find (one).'
(38) No sos (wza) ce/osa fanatica.

not be a jealous fanatic .
'Don't be a fanatic jealous (woma~).'

However, unlike the English indefinite article, the Spanish indefinite article is
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optional in clearly nonreferentiaf contexts like 37 and 38, and in same nonref-
erential contexts it is not used at all.

Chinese does not have an obligatory indefinite article. However, as we will
see inthe Hext section, the distribution of yi 'one' in actual discourse is similar
to thai of the indefinite article in Spanish. Most singular referential indefinites
and same nonreferential ones are introduced by yi.19

Bolinger 1980 (Abstract) Holes that 'in Old Englishthe indefinite article, now
required in the lohnis a lawyer type of sentence, was optional'. Bolinger also
points out that the indefinite article is still optional in Modern English 'in certain
peripheral constructions' such as He 'llllel'er /11ake(a) captai/l and He' s rtl/l-
ning for (an) office. Chinese, English, and Spanish thus appear to be at different
stages in the development of the indefinite article from the numeral 'one'.
Chinese represents a very early stage in which the indefinite article is optional
and is generally restricted to referential contexts. In Spanish the indefinite
article is optional in some nonreferential uses; hut it has become grammati-
calized for referential indefinites. Finally, the English indefinite article has
become grammaticalized not only für referential indefinites, hut für most non-
referential ones as weil. .

5. THE GIVENNESSHIERARCHYAND NATURALLANGUAGEDISCOURSE.The

Givenness Hierarchy and the associated forms in Table I predict thai a par-
ticular form will be inappropriate if the required cognitive status is not met.
Since the statuses are Implicationally related, this analysis also predicts that a
form can appropriately encode the necessary and sufficient status (the status
immediately above the form in the fable) as weil as all higher statuses (statuses
to the left). For example, the referent of an NP with the definite article the in
English may be just uniquely identifiable, or it mayaiso be familiar, activated,
or in focus; and the referentof a demonstrative pronoun mäy be simply acti-
vated or it mayaiso be in focus. We would thus expect forms to be distributed
across more than one status in actual discourse. We tested these predictions
by investigating the distribution of different forms of reference in naturally
occurring discourse für each of the five languages in Dur study. 20The results
of this investigation are given in Tables 2-6, which show the distribution of
the different forms according' to the highest cognitive status met by that form
in the particular context in which it was used.21

19Li & Thompson ( 1981: 132) also note thaI 'the numeral yi' 'one" . ifit is not stressed. is beginning
to function as ll.'

20Our da ta comes from a variety of spoken and written sourees whieh difTer in formality and
degree of planning. These indude noveIs. short stories. magazine artides. news broadcasts. in-
terviews, and casual conversations. In addition. für allianguages except Russian, we also analyzed

narrative film deseriptions which were collected für another study. The methodology hefe was
similar to thaI of the Pear Stories (Chafe 1980). Speakers viewed a silent film ealled the The Go/den

Fish and. immediately after viewing the film, described it to another native speaker of their lan-
guage.

21 Cognitive status involves assumptions thaI a eoöperative speaker ean reasonably make re-
garding the addressee's knowledge and attention state in the eontext in which an expression is
used. As diseussed in §2 (particularly note the discussion of examples 10 and 11). the eognitive

status of a referent is not uniquely determined by syntactic structure. This is reflecte.d in the methods
we used for analysis. Two trained eoders analyzed each transcript. Whi1e there were eoding guide-

. -!ines based on syntax and reeency of mention. decisions on cognitive status were not completely
.mechanieal. but also involved judgments based on relevanee and the shared knowledge and beliefs

of the speaker and hearer. The two eoders agreed on approximately 90% of the tokens examined.
:Most disagreements were between familiar vs. aetivated or aetiv'ated vs. in foeus. We believe this
. is beeause the boundaries between statuses involving attention state are not diserete. even though
they map onto diserete forms. Disagreements were resolved by diseussion among the eoders.
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IN Foeos ACTIVATED FAMILIAR UNIQUE REFERENTIAL TYPE TOTALS
ff 25 I 26

tci 40 40
zhi! 2 2
ni>i

zhi! N 12 26 1 39
/IN N 1 7 2 10
yi N 17 2 19

N 12 17 14 49 2 10 104
TOTALS 90 53 17 49 19 12 240

TAßLE2. Distribution of Chinese forms aeeording to highest status.

IN Foeus AeTIVATED FAMILIAR UNIQUE REFERENTIAL TYPE TOTALS
it 214 I 215

HE I I
this 15 15

tlrat I 17 18
Ihis N r 11 12

thaI N 10 7 17

lire N 30 95 47 108 280
indefinite

Ilris N I I
aN 41 55 96

TOTALS 246 150 54 108 42 55 655

TAilLE3. Distribution of English forms aecording to highest status

IN Foeus ACTIVATED FAMILIAR UNIQUE REFERENTIAL TYPE TOTALS
ff 87 1 88

kare 4 4

kore 1 1 :!
sore 1 I

are
kOllO N I 7 1 9

SO/ION 18 15 1 34

WlO N I I 2

N 14 32 17 71 45 44 223

TOTALS 125 58 20 71 45 44 363

T AßLE 4. Distribution of Japanese forms aeeording to highest status.
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As predicted, an hut a few occurrences of referring expressions examined
met the necessary conditions posited für thai expression für the language in
question (see Table 1). For example, in Spanish aU referents of zero pro-
nominals were in focus; an referents of overt pronouns (both personal pronouns
and demonstratives) were at least activated;22 an phrases with the demonstra-
tive determiner ese were at least familiar; an phrases with the definite article
el were at least uniquely identifiable; and all phrases with the indefinite article
ll/l were at least type identifiable.

When the referent of a particular form does not have the required cognitive
status, the result may be infelicitous, as in 39, where the addressee was not
ahle to identify the referent of the pronoun these because it wasn't activated.

(39) M: These. Do these go in here or Ihere?
K: These?

M: The ones I jllst got dolle }i'ritillg.23 [Fredricksontapes)

22 Because we had tapes' für only a small portion of our data, we were not abte to' distinguish
stressed from uristressed pronouns in most cases. Note, however, thai the referents of all bur a
very few.personal pronouns in any ofthe languages were in focus. Either a stressed or an unstressed
personal pronoun would therefore have beeIl appropriate.

23This example and so me others in the paper are drawn from data outside the study reported
on in Tables 2-6. The 'Frederickson tapes' are transcribed recordings of conversations during
family gatherings, collected by Karen Frederickson of the University of Minnesota Linguistics
Department in 1975-1987.
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A more typical result of using a form whose referent does not meet the required
status is thai the addressee accommodates and is ahle to associate the correct
referent with the form in spite of the fact thai it was used inappropriately. This

. is iIIustrated in 40, the one instance of an unstressed personal pronoun in Ouf
English data where the referent is not in focus.

(40) K.l: Barb gor it.
N.2: Catl1l0politan?
K.3: Yeah.

N.4: Catmopolitall.
K.5: She gof il. .
N .6: flIp. I slispicion she was a cat in her other life.
K.7: Oh did I tell YOll that THEYhave a cat, they have two C{/IS~'one

is Maynard and one's Dudley. [Fredericksontapes]

The referent of they in K7 is Barb and her husband. Although the addressee
knows thaI Barb is married (i.e., the couple is familiar), it is probably not the
case thai mentioning Barb automaticaUy brought her husband iota focus (or
thai the couple had even been activated in this context). But the reference
succeeded nevertheless.

The results in Tables 2-6 thus dearly support the necessary conditions hy-

pothesizcd für the forms in Table 1. Moreover, we found thai forms were not
only used in coding neun phrases whose referents met the minimal required
status; they were also used in coding higher statuses. For example, in English
there are same lakens of the N für all statuses to the left cf, and including,

. uniquely identifiable, and there are same lakens of the demonstrative pronoun
thaI für both activated and in focus. Similarly, in Russian, bare neons with no
preceding determiner are found für all statuses; and there aretokens of the
demonstrative determiner eto für referents thai are activated, as weil as für
these thai are familiar hut not activated. This is as expected, since each of the

cognitive ~tatuses in the Givenness Hierarchy entails aU lower statuses, and a
particular status thus implies the possibility of reference with forms associated
with lower (entailed) statuses.24 .

However, the distribution across statuses varies considerably für different
[arms. For example, we found a relatively high occurrence of phraseswith the
definite article in English and Spanish and of a bare neun in the ether languages
für all statuses thai imply uniquely identifiable. By contrast, demonstrative
pronouns are rarely used für referents thaI are in focus, and demonstrative.
determiners are rarely used für referents that are familiar. Similarly, there were
no occurrences of indefinite articles für statuses higher than referential, even
though all statuses meet the necessary conditions für the use of this form. What

24 The fact thai all occurrences of the Chinese distal demonstmtive determiner nei were at least

familiar may be just an accident of the da ta we examined; or it may be thaI the use of /lei für
referents thaI are not familiar is relatively rare in Chinese, even though necessary conditions für
this form are the same as für the definite article in English and Spanish (see §3). In any case, these

. . findings are not inconsistent with the claim thaI the determiner /lei requires the referent to be
ii uniquely identifiable, bur not necessarily familiar.
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IN FOCUS ACTIV ATED FAMILIAR UNIQUE REFERENTIAL TYPE TOTALS
ß 18 18

ot!o 51 2 53
ONO I I

Cto 2 9 I1
tot

eto N 1 7 2 10
to N

N 25 29 22 66 21 28 191

TOTALS 97 48 24 66 21 28 284

TABLE5. Distribution of Russian forms according to highest status.

IN FOCUS ACTIVATED FAMILIAR UNIQUE REFERENTIAL TYPE TOTALS

ß 63 63
et (subj) 30' 3 33

el (nonsubj) 57 2 59
este I I
ese 4 4

aqllel I I
este N
ese N I 2 3 6

aqllel N
eiN 23 45 22 42 132

lI/lN 22 10 32
TOTALS 174 58 25 42 22 10 331

TABLE6. Distribution of Spanish forms according to highest status.
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then explains the choice among forms when necessary conditions für the use

of 11!°re than Olle form are met? This quest ion will be addressed in the next
and final maiD section of the paper.

6. THE GIVENNESSHIERARCHYANDGRICE'SMAXIMOFQUANTITY.Since each
of the cognitive statuses in the Givenness Hierarchy entails alliower statuses,
a particular form can afteR be replaced by forms which require a tower status.
For example, the proximal demonstrative determiner these, which requires that
its referent be activated, could be replaced by those, which requires only fa-
miliarity; by the, which requires only unique identifiability; and sometimes even
by an indefinite article (or zero if it is plural), which requires only type iden-
tifiability. This is iIlustrated in 41, where these systems was the form used in

.the cited magazine article, hut any of the other alternatives would also have
heeR acceptable in this contexL .

(41) These incredib/y sma/l magnetie bubb/es are the vanguard qf a new
generation of u/tradense memory-storage systems.

{

These systems

}

Those systems 0

The systems 0

New generation u/tradense memory-storage systems
are extreme/y rugged: they are resistant to radiation a/1(/ are
non\'o/atile. [GordonGraff.Beuer bubbles.PofJ/llarSciCIICC232(2):68(1988)]

As noted in §5, however, the distribution of forms across statuses which
meer necessary conditions für their appropriate use is not random. And same
forms rarely occur, even when necessary conditions für their use have heeR
met. Thus, as seen in Tables 2, 3, and 6. all nOORphrases in our data coded
with the indefinite article in Chinese, English, and Spanish are at most refer-
ential or type identifiable, even though the status 'type identifiable' is entailed
by all other statuses on the hierarchy and therefore all statuses meer necessary
conditions für use of the indefinite article. Similarly, entities in focus are gen-
erally coded by unstressed pronouns or by zero, even though a demonstrative
pronoun in all five languages requires only activation, and any entity that is in
facHs is necessarily also activated. Moreover, a given form is afteR inappro-
priate, or conveys same special effect, even when necessary conditions für its
use have heeR meL Thus, it in 42b is naturally interpreted as referring to the
topic, Simplified English, which is in focus at this point in the discourse. But
if it is replaced by this, as in 42b', the most natural interpretation is Olle where
this refers to the whoIe statement about Simplified English.

(42) a. Simp/ified English disa/lows the use of passil'e. progressive. (md,
perfective auxi/iary verbs. 0 among other things.

b. !T requires engineers to break up /ong compound nOllns and teeh-
0 nica/ express ions info cJzunks of three or/ess e/ements. [message

from electronic news group]

b'. THIS requires engineers to break IIp /ong eompound nOllllS (md

technica/ expressions. . .
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In the remainder of this section, we will argue that such facts involve con-

versational implicatures which result from interaction of the Givenness Hier-
archy with Grice's maxim of quantity, stated in 43.25

(43) MAXIM OF QUANTITY (Gricel975):

QI Make your contribution as informative as required (for the current
purposes of the exchange).

Q2 Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.

The classic examples that give rise to quantity implicatures are Olles which
form an implicational scale (see Horn 1972, 1984, Hirschberg 1985). In Q 1-
based implicatures, use of a weaker (entailed) form conversationally implicates
that a stronger (entailing) form does not obtain. For example, while 44 entails
(and is therefore consistent with) 45, a speaker who otters 45 normally impli-
cates the negation of 44, i.e., she implicates that she does not agree with every-

thing the addressee said.

(44) I agree lI'ith a/l ofll'hat YOll said.

(45) I agree with some of what YOll sold.

In Q2-based implicature, by contrast, use of a weaker (entailed) form implicates
. a stronger (entailing) form. For example, 46 entails 47, hut not vice versa.

However, a speaker who otters 47 normally intends to convey 46. i.e., she
implicates that she will go to the meeting only if the addressee goes.

(46) /'11 Ro to the meeting (f and on/y ifYOll go.

(47) /'11 go to the meeting (f you go.

Atlas & Levinson (1981) propose that forms which give rise to such implicatures
are usually Olles where the meaning associated with the stronger form is ster-

eotypical. Thus, since conditional relations discussed in everyday discourse
are stereotypically biconditionaI. the biconditional form Uf ([nd on/)' (f) 'Yould
be 'more informative than is required'.

Since the statuses in the Givenness Hierarchy form an implicational scale,
we find, as expected, that use of forms which overtly signal different cognitive
statuses gives rise to quantity implicatures as weil.

6.1. Q I. As noted above, we found no examples of the indefinite article in
Chinese, English. or Spanish für statuses above referential, even though all

. statusesmeernecessaryconditionsufor this form. Moreover, use of an indefinite
article typically implicates by Q I that the referent is not uniquely identifiable

25 Following Grice 1975,we use the term 'cÖnversational implicature' to refer to nondeductive
inferences that arise when the maxims of conversation are being observed. These are. of course.

< not restricted to conversation, but are assumed in all coöperative uses of language. both spaken
and wriuen. There has been important work in recent years which aims to reduce one or both
parts of the quantity maxim to more general principles (cL. für example. Atlas & Levinson 1981.
Levinson 1983, Horn 1984. and Sperber & Wilson 1986). We have returned to Grice's original
formuJation because we find it adequate für explicating the facts at issue hefe (see also Levinson
1987).However, we highly recommend the recent work für essential insights iota ways in which
the two parts of the quantity maxim interact (e.g. Horrl's Division of Pragmatic Labor).
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and hence also' not familiar, activated, or in fOCUS.26Thus, while we claim that

the c°I!ventional meaning of the indefinite artide (what it explicitly signals) is
simply that the referent is at least type identifiable, use of this form conver-
sationally implicates by Q I that the addressee cannot uniquely identifythe
referent. .

Since conversational implicature (unlike entailment) is not a necessary in-
ference, Gur analysis correctly predicts that the referent of an indefinite noun
phrase can be uniquely identifiable, or even familiar, in same contexts. For
example, in 48 the definite article (the form actually used in the original citation)
is appropriate in referring to the 137.7-million-dollar Host Senate office buildlng
because the latter is uniquely identifiable. However, since the descriptive in-
formation necessary to identify the referent is fully encoded in the nominal
itself, an explicit marker of identifiability is unnecessary and an indefinite article
would have been equallyappropriate hefe.

(48) The senate on AURust JO voted 50 to 48 to spend $736.400 for II third
Senate Gymnasium due to be /milt in THEtA /37] MILLlON-[)OLLAR
HOST SENATE OFF/CE BUILD/NG OPEN/NG /N JANUAR!'. (V.S. Ne\\'s lll/cI

WorldRepart.3August1982.9)

Similarly, as discussed in Dahl 1984, the phrase a doctor in 49 does not intro-
duce a new entity iota the discourse. Since it is the property of being a doctor,
and not the identity of this particular doctor, which is relevant here, an in-
definite article can be used without implicating that the referent is not familiar.
Ifnonidentifiability (and therefore nonfamiliarity) were part ofthe conventional
meaning associated with the indefinite article, 49 would necessarily have the
interpretation that the speaker believes exercise helps because she heard it
from someone other than Dr. Smith.

(49) Dr. Smith told me that exercise helps. Since 1 hellrd itji-om A DOCTOR,
l' m inclined to believe it.

Our analysis also predicts correctly that the interpretation of nonidentifiability
(or nonfamiliarity) associated with the indefinite article can be cancelled with-
out contradiction, as in 50, and reinforced without redundancy. as in 51.

(50) I met A STUDENTbefore dass. A STUDENTcame to see me after class
as weil-in fact it was the same student 1 had seen beJore.

(51) But forged provenance papers still did not mean thaI the kollros was
lake. . . . The Getty decided thaI the lake documellts werenot rea-
SOll enouRh to ask Mr. Becchina, the Basel dealer who Iwd sold

~6Grice himself observed thaI 'Anyone who uses a sentence of the form "X is meeting a woman c

this evening" would normally implicate thaI the person to be met was someone other than X's -.
wife. mother. sister. 01' perhaps even cIose platonic friend' (1975: 168). In other words. although
Grice does not explicitly state it in these terms. use of llfl N implicates thai the referent is not::':
someone uniquely identifiable to the addressee. Note. however, thaI the indefinite articIe does not

implicate nonreferentiality. This is so because. with the exception of indefinite [his in colloquial
English, the langua-ges we examined have no separate form thaI signals referentiality. The indefinite
articIe would thus be the strongest possible form für coding something which is referential hut not
uniquely identifiable.
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the kouros, to take back the sculpture. (Attempts by The Times to

reach MI'. Becchilla were unsuccessflll.) Then last April, an inde-

pendent scholar i/I Lolldon, Jeffrey Spier, was shown a photograph

of a lake torso ofa kouros, belollging to A BASEL DEALER (NOT MR.
BECCHlNA) , that looked simillir to the Getty's sculpture. [The Ne\\'

"'7 .
Yar/; Time.\'.4 August 1991. 2:241-

We also find Q I operating in thecoding of noun phrases whose referents are
in focus. As Tables 2-6 show, the number of in-focus referents coded by the

. strongest, most restrictive possible form (zero or unstressed pronoun) ranges
[rom 71% (Russian) to 87% (English); and a demonstrative pronoun was rarely
used in such cases.28 In English, für example. 214 of the 246 noun phrases that
were in focus were unstressed personal pronouns, and only one was a de-
monstrative pronoun. Similarly, in Japanese 87 of the 125 noun phrases whose
referents were in focus were coded by a zero pronominal, and only 5 by a
demonstrative pronoun. This is so even though an forms meet the necessary
conditions für coding an in-focus referent, since the status 'in focus' entails an
other statuses. Moreover, use of a demonstrative pronoun, which requires only
activation, orten implicates by Q I that the referent is not currently in focus;
that is, it signals a focus shirt (cf. lsard 1975, Linde 1979, Bosch 1983, Sidner
1983).29

~7Example 50 is adapted from Hawkins (1991:419). who argues. as we do here. thaI use ofthe
indefinite article conversationally implicates the negation of what is conventionally signalIed by
the definite article. Hawkins explicitly defines the conventional implicature of fhe as folIows: 'The
conventionally implicates thaI there is some subset of entities {P},in the universe of discourse
which is mutually manifest 10 S & H on-line and within which definite referents exist and- are
unique' (1991:414). We believe thatthe extension öf this definition is essentially equivalent to what
we mean by 'uniquely identifiable'.

Example 51 has another interpretation where the phrase a Basel dealer is used to express the
inability of the London scholar to identify the dealer as Mr. Becchina. As pointed out to us by an
anonymous reviewer, the expression' !lot MI'. Becclri!la does not reinforce an implicature for the

.reader on this interpretation.
According to the native speakers we consulted. the facts illustrated in 48-51 are similar inChinese

and Spanish. 1t is tempting to propose thaI nonidentifiabiIity 01'nonfamiIiarity is conversationally
(not conventionally) implicated by the indefinite article in allianguages which have such an article.

. This would be the case if articles, personal pronouns. and demonstratives conventionally signal a

. cognitive status on the givenness hierarchy in allianguages. as they do für the languages we have
investigated here. In any case, this is an interesting empirical claim which is worthy of further
investigation.

~XAlthough all the languages hut English are 'pro-drop', we find some interesting differences
among them. in the distribution of pronoun vs. zero. While 70% of referents in focus were coded
with zero in Japanese. Chinese had only 28% zeroes. and Russian had only 19%.The preferred
form für in-focus referents in Chinese and Russian appears to be unstressed personal pronouns
(44%in Chinese and 53% in Russian). In Spanish. which allows zero only in subject position. 68l}(
of in-focus pronominal subjects were zeros and 32% were overt subject pronouns. The relatively
high number of zero pronominals in Japanese is predicted by Duranalysis, since only a zero ar-

-:gument requires the referent to be infocus in this language (i.e.. Japanese has no unstressed personal
pronouns). The facts in the other languages are consistent with Dur analysis. hut we have no
explanation für the differences in frequency of zero pronominals.

.. ~9Since the topic of the immediately preceding utterance is always in focus at the beginning of
the next utterance (see §2). a shirt in topic is generallyalso a focus shirt.
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Same illustrations of the focus-shift function of pronominal demonstratives
are given in 52-56.

,(52) Chinese:
a. Xiiio Iulizi hh/ gäoxing. SlIoyr tä bii tä ddi gei hlmg

small child very happy so he OMhe bring give red
jfllYil de YlzM hila fdllg zäi Y/lgällg lrmll/II.
goldfish NOMOlle flower put in bowl LOC

'(The) small child was very happy. So he put a flower he had
brought für (the) goldfish into (the) bowl.'

b. ZHEIjiii shi zhid-ge gi/shi.
This then be this-CLF story

'This then is the (lit. 'this') story.'
(53) Japanese:

a. Toori e dete shibarakll IUlsllittekll.

street to go.out foLsome.time run
'He goes out onto the street and runs für same time.'

b. To lIanka yatai mitaina omise ga atte.
and something stall .seem shop NOMbe

'There is a shop like astalI.'
c. KARE wa SOIlOomise no toko e itte.

he TOPthat shop GENplace to goes
'He goes to that shop.'

(54) K I: And .. So II'hat he did was ... came ill, seI l/p the Iree ...
2: Alld Ihen IIe made wassail, wilh rum ill il?

3: And .. made it ill coffee cans (md heated il Oll Ille slol'e in Ihe

, graduale loullge.
A 4: Oll, gee.
K 5: And Tms was the solstice tree. [Fredericksontapes]

,(55) Whell SlIepp makes a speech he Iws 10 sl/bmil a lext 10 CIA eellsors
firsl. Whe/l he wrote a book review for the Los Angeles Times, he
had to show it to the agene)' before he senf it to tlle /lewspaper,
and when the editor asked for a change, he /wd to show TliAT to
the ce/lsors too. [AnthoriyLewis. Secrecypolicyhas no sense.Mil/I/capo/is
SIClrlmd Tribul/e 4/14/87)

(56) A/lyway going Ollbackfrom the kirchen thell is (/ little ha//way leading
to a lI'i/ldow, and an'oss from the kitehe/l is a big walk-throl/gh
doset. On the other side of T/fAT is a/lother little Iw//way leadi/lg
to a lI'illdoll' [personalletter]

In the Chinese example in 52, the proximal demonstrative pronoun zllei in
(b) i~plicates that focus hagshifted from the boy-who is the center ofattention '

at the end of (a)-to the story. In the Japanese example in 53. focus shirts from
the boy in (a) to the shop in (b). Thus. when the boy is reintroduced in (c), the.
pronoun kare (which, like demonstrative pronouns, requires only activation)
shirts focus back to the boyagain. In 54, the tree hag been activated by its
mention in Kl, thus licensing the use of a pronominal in K5. However, since
the tree is not in focus in K2, K3, and A4, reference to it in K5 constitutes a
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focus shirt and thus requires a stressed demonstrative form. The fact that de-
, monstrative pronouns, unlike unstressed personal pronouns and zero, can be

used to refer to something which is activated hut not currently in focus follows
from the necessary conditions posited für appropriate use of these forms. Wh at
is of interest hefe is that demonstratives not only don't require the referent to

oC be in focus, hut orten implicate that the referent is not currently in focus. This
,', isparticularly striking in cases where there is potential ambiguity of reference.

For example. this in 54 would not normally be interpreted as the currently in-
focus wassail; the referent of tllal in 55 is interpreted as something other than
the first version of the book review; and the referent of tllat in 56 is not under-

;;stood as the kitchen. If tIlGt in 56 were replaced by il, however. the kitchen
0" wouldbe the only possiblereferentsinceit is in focushefe.

. We believe that use of pronominal tllis and thaI in referring to previous
'statements (cf. Webber 1988) isjust a special case offocus shirt, since the focus

of attention at the point after a statement is made is typically not the event or
state of affairs deseribed by that statement hut rather the entity whieh is the

)opic of the statement. Thus, 'in 42b above, use of il eontinues the topie and
, refers to Simplified English; hut use of this in 42b' implieates that the referent
is not in foeus, and is interpreted as referring to the whole statement about
what Simplified English disallows.:lu

6.2. Q2. We have seen in §6.1 that the choice among forms when the nec-
essary cognitive status für more than Olleform is met can be partly explained
in terms of the first part of the quantity maxim-be as informative as required.

. Interaction of this maxim with the Giveness Hierarchy correctly prediets that
(a) an indefinite article will normally not be used für referents that are uniquely

. identifiable, since this form explicitly signals only type identifiability, and (b)
für referents that are in focus, an unstressed personal pronoun or zero. whieh
explieitly delimits the set of possible referents to those that are in focus. will
normally be chosen over a demonstrative pronoun, whieh gives less information
about eognitive status because it only requires that the referent be activated.

However, as is evident from Tables 2-6, use of a partieular form doesn't
always eonversationally implieate that neeessary conditions für a form requir-
ing a higher status don't obtain. Over 85% offull noun phrases whose referents
were at least familiar were introdueed by adefinite 'article in English and Span-

30While we don't necessarily want to claim that interaction of cognitive status and implicature
, accounts for all functions of particular forms of referring expression, we believe that at least same
-~ frequently discussed functions of particular forms may insightfully be explained in terms of focus
;- shirt. The tendency for overt (stressed) pronouns inpro-drop languages to signal emphasis. contras!.

or the opening of a new thematic unit; the tendency for use of a distal demonstrative to signal
" closure of a thematic unit; and the tendency of demonstratives to signal contrast may all be subcases
:- of focus shirt. In (iJ. for example. the speaker could have referred to the currently in-focus travel
:, journal with pronominal i/. Use ohMs implicates by Ql thai the referent should be viewed in a

new way. thus implicitly bringing into focus other traveljournals with whichÜ might be contrasted.

(i) [','e beeil l\'orkillR ,wme more Oll I/IY book, Oll my rfm'el jo///'Ilal f/"OI/I '85. ThC/I .w//llds
f//11I1Ybul 1 llCll'e al/my Iwles. Ho I\'e"er, Il\'a11/ /0 I\'fi/e a lillie ben er IlIa11 1 al/l, plll
alillie more effort, /lrake TI/lS C/linie more q//aliry effor/I/lClI1ll1e la.\'/ O11eI\'C/.\'.[Fred-
eI;'ickson tapes)
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ish and by a bare nounin Russian, even though necessary conditions for a
demonstrative determiner (the stronger, more restrictive, form) were met.
While' demonstrative determiners occurred somewhat more frequently in
Chinese and Japanese, a bare 'noun (the weaker form) was also common for
fun familiar NPs in these languages (47% in Chinese and 59% in Japanese).'"
Thus, use of adefinite artic1e or a bare noun c1early doesn't implicate by Q I
that the referent is not familiar; rather, it is the second part of the Quantity
Maxim-don't be more informative than required-that is relevant hefe.

The question thai naturally arises is: why should choice among definite de-
terminers be primarily dictated by Q2 when, as just argued. choice among
definite pronominals is primarily dictated by Q I? We believe the answer to this
quest ion is related to the fact that pronominal forms have \iUle if any descriptive
content, so thai information about cognitive status is crucial in delimiting the
set of possible referents. For fun noun phrases, however, signalling identifia-
bility is often sufficient für identifying the referent, given the descriptive content
of the noun and its modifiers, and an explicit signal of a more restrictive cog-
nitive status is therefore unnecessary. Moreover, since familiarity is the most
common basis für identifiability, the Q2 implicature hefe would follow tram
the observation that the second part of the quantity maxim induces stereotyp-
ical interpretations (cf. the observation in Atlas & Levinson 1981 noted above.)
Since most references whic;:hare uniquely identifiable in a discourse are' also
at least familiar, explicitly signalling a status higher than uniquely identifiable
would be more informative than required. Thus, while so me researchers con-
sider familiarity to be part of the conventional meaning of thc definite artic1e
and treat the nonfamiliar cases as exceptional (cf. Heim 1982), we propose thai
the definite artic1e conventionally signals only thai the referent is uniquely
identifiable and thai familiarity is conversationally implicated by Q2. Since the
definite artic1e explicitly signals thai the speaker expects the addressee to
uniquely identify the referent, the more restrictive cognitive statuses associated
with demonstrative determiners orten have little information value and do not
need to be signaHed explicitly. This is especially true when the referent hag .
just beeIl introduced by a phrase which is at least partially identical in form,
as in the following examples from Englis~ and Spanish.J2

31The higher frequency of demonstrative determiners in Chinese and Japanese may be due partly
to the fact that these languages lack a separate form für the definite article. It isofinterest. however.
that Russian. which also lacks adefinite article. patterns more like English and Spanish here. wilh
demonstratives aeeounting für less than 15% of the fuH definite NPs. The fact that the highest
number of demonstrative determiners was found in the Chinese data would appear to support
observations that the demonstrative determiner is beginning to funetion like adefinite article in
Chinese (see §4.1). But notice thaI it is the proximal rather than the distal demonstrative whieh
oeeurs most frequently. Our data thus suggests thaI both demonstratives are beginning 10 function
like adefinite article in Chinese. with the proximal form predominating for referents that are at

'least activated.

~2Notice thai Q2 can be invoked here onIy to e,xplainwhy the definite article is used instead of
a demonstrative determiner. It cannot explain why a fuHNP rather than a pronominal is used in
the activated cases. Seme possible reasons für this. including ambiguity resolution and global foeus ,

shirt. are discussed in Marslen-Wilson et al. 1982. Guindon 1985. and Fox 1987.
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(57) 'Hol!' i/1the I!'orld,' demanded Hw'riet, 'did you ger here?'
'Car, , said Lord Peter, briej1y. 'Have they produced the body?'
'W/IO told you about THEBODy?' [OorothySayers.Hl/I'l'his (,{//"("lISl'.1986:38]

(58) Spanish:
Y el airajo macho al pez, y el miraba AL PEZ,
and he attracted a.lot to. the fish and he looked aUhe fish

y EL PEZ 111irabaa el.
and the fish looked at hirn

'And he was attracted to the fish, and he looked at the fish, and
the fish looked at hirn.'

Examples 59-61 illustrate the use of a bare noun fot an activated referent in
Chinese, Japanese, and Russian.

(59) Chinese:
Zhili sM/wll qiaqWo jfnYll yijfng he l1iiior zdi yollxi.
ibis time so.happen goldfish already with bird at play

Zdi yollxi-de sM/um JINY(; yijfnK tido-ddo le
at plaY-NoMtime goldfish already jump ASP
zhuömid//-s/Ul//K.
fable-top .

'At ibis time, (it) so happened thai (thc) goldfish was already playing
with (the) bird. At (the) time (thcy) were playing, (the) goldfish
bad already jumped auto the fable top.'

(60) Japanese:
De SOlIOkake de otoko//oko ga katte.
and thai gambling in boy NOMWill

Akai ki//gyo ga so//o otokonoko //() toki lI'a kingyo ga
red goldfish NOMthai boy 'GENtime TOPgoldfish NOM
kantan.ni patIo toreta to iu kanji Je;
easily rapidly caught Q gay seem be
de OTOKONOKOlI'a yorokonde uchi e
and boy TOPhappily horne to
modotte iku-tte iu hamen ga alte.
gC5.back go-caMP gay scene NO~ is

'And the boy wins the bel. It seems thai the red goldfish is easily
caught in thai boy's turn; and there's a scene where the boy goes
horne happily.'

(61) Russian:

Etot kot poteljall'~jakuju sOl'est'. KOT- brodjaga i ba//dit.
ibis cat lost every conscience cat vagabond and bandit

'This cat has lost all conscience. The cat is a vagabond and a bandit.'

Since Q2 predicts use of the weakest possible form für filII definite NPs,
when demonstrative determincrs do occur there is orten a good reason tor
conveying the stronger cognitive-status information. For example, a demon-
strative determiner thai requires familiarity but not activation (the proximal

-'form in Russian and the distal form in the other languages) orten facilitates
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comprehension by serving as a signal to the addressee to search lang-term
memory für a familiarreferent. In such cases, which we refer to as 'reminder
that' , the determiner that explicitly signals thai th~ referent is familiar and
conversationally implicates by Q I 'thai the referent is not activated. Examples
of 'reminder that' in English and Russian are given in 62 and 63.:\:\

(62) Exxon Oil claims it will take several million dollars to clean up T/IAT
OlL SPILL OFF THE COAST OF ALASKA. [beginning of radio n.ewscastJ

(63) Russian:
A sosli my na ostanovke kotoraja na2)'1'01(/s'
and descended we at stop which was.called

sorok-vtoroj kilometr, a spllsli/is' I' ETOT KAN'ON.

forty-second kilometer and went.down in this canyon
.And we goi off at a stop which was called forty-second kilometer,

and (we) wellt down info thai (lit. 'this') canyon.'

Redescriptions of an activated referent provide a compelling example of a
stronger than strictly necessary form being required. Determiner this. which
requires activation, becomes crucial in identifying the referent in such cases
by serving as an explicit signal thai the referent has already been activated.
Examples of such uses of fItis N in English, which appeal' to be restricted to
more formal, written genres, are given in 64-66.

(64) Nearly lost in the polemie was Jlldge Kennedy himself. That was
irollie, becallse in mall)' ways TH1SFORMERSMALL-C1TYLAWYERwith
the stahle marriage and three attractil'e childrell (md the fille rep-
utation appears to personify jllst those I'ailles that made the image
of Ronald Reagan so attractive after the convulsions of the 1960' s
and 1970's. [Ne\\' Yor/.:Time,l'11/15/87.4:11

(65) Poil Retllrn The attaclllnent feature sends T/llS lNBOUNDTAGto the
series/ I challnel controls 10 indicate a poil capture for interrupt
servicing 01'nollburst cycle steal ser\'idng. It is /lot wjed to signal
a bllrst transfer. [technicaldocument]

(66) Olle vaillable outcome of these organizatiolllli studies I\'as the re-
finemelzt of Ollr /lotions of three different approach es t/zat could be
incorporated in an alltomated message filtering system. We refer
to THESETECHN1QUESas the cog/litive, sodal, and economic ap-

proaches to information filtering. IThomasMaloneet a\.. Intelligentinfor-
mationsharingsystems.Commllllicatioll.\'4 (heACM30(5):39I (l987)J

As seen in Tables 2-6, demonstrative forms (both pronouns and determiners)
are relatively infrequent in the five languages we investigated. Similar obser-
vations hgve been made by other investigators (cf. Ariel 1988, für example).
The analysis we have proposed here provides an explanation für why this
should be the case. Since demonstrative pronouns require only activation, they
signal a weaker, less restrictive cognitive status than unstressed personal pro-
nouns or zero, which require the referent to be in focus. Demonstrative pro-

33Other special effects associated with demonstratives. su'ch as emotional uses discussed. for
example, in Lakoff 1974. mayaiso be attributed to quantity implicatures.
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!nouns are thus less informative thanare unstressed personal pronouns, because
'~nything which is in focus is also activated, bot not vice versa. And since
'demonstrative determiners (other than the distal demonstrative in Chinese)
i:require the referent to be at least familiar, they signal a stronger. more'restric-
.'tive cognitive status than the definite articIe 01'zero determiner, which require
:!,~mlyidentifiability. Demonstrative determiners are thus more informative than

c::thedefinite articIe 01' zero determiner, because anything wh ich is familiar is
t:also (uniquely) identifiable, hut not vice versa. The application of Q I (give as
:much information as necessary) für definite pronouns and Q2 (dön't give more
information than necessary) für full definite NPs thus conspires, to result in

"relatively low frequency of demonstratives, both pronoun ancl. determiner, in
'natural language discourse.

7. CONCLUSION.We have proposed thai six implicationally related cogni-
. tive statuses are relevant für describing speakers' ability to appropriate\y use
,:imd interpret different forms of reference in natural language discourse. We
!.have shown thai each of the statuses is a necessary and sufficient ~ondition für
';-theuse of Olle 01'more different forms, and that interaction of these rann-status
!correlations with the Gricean maxim of quantity allows us to account für facts
"regarding the actual distribution of different forms of reference (both within
':;andacross languages) wh ich remain unexplained in previous analyses.

The form of referring expressions is only one of<! number of linguistic phe-
nomena which have been shown to depend on-factors re1ating to speakers'
assumptions about the addressee 's knowledge and attention state. Others in-

,ic1ude intonation, topic/focus marking particIes. and a wide range of syntactic
;:structures. (See, für example. Prince 1985, Lambrecht 1986, Sgall et al. 1986,
~Gundel 1988, Kuno 1989, Givon 1990, Hedberg 1990, Rochemont & Culicover

1990, Steedman 1991, Ward et al. 1991, and other references cited in Green
'-1989:127-40.) We ho pe that the theory of cognitive statuses outlined in this
,paper will contribute to more adequate and insightful ana1yses of these phe-
, nomena as weil.
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been met. For example, the definite article the signals 'you ean identify this',
the demonstrative determiner thaI signals 'you are familiar with ibis, and there-
fore can identify it', and so on. We {hus agree with Garrod & Sanford 1982
and Arie! 1988 that the different forms serve as proeessing signalS to the ad-
dressee. However, whjIe these authors (as weil as others who have proposed
degrees or types of 'givenness') view the statuses signalled by different forms
as mutually exclusive, in the model we propose hefe the stilloses are impli-
eationally re!ated (by definition), such that eaeh status entails (and is therefore
included by) alllower statuses, hut not viee versa. The statuses are thus ordered
from most restrietive (in foeus) to least restrictive (type identifiable), with re-

speet to the set of possible referents they include. For example, an entity whieh
is in focus is necessarily also activated, familiar, uniquely identifiable, refer~
ential, and type identifiable. However, not all uniquelyidentifiable entities are
familiar and not all familiar entities are either activated or in foeus.

In presenting this framework, we make only minimal assumptions about
reference processing and about the representation of referents in long- and
short-term memory. None of these are partieularly controversiaI. The individ-
ual statuses are eharacterized below. t

TYPE IDENTIFIABLE:The addressee is ahle to access a representation of the

type of object described by the expression. This status is neeessary for ap~
propriate use of any nominal expression, and it is sufficien~ for use of the
indefinite article a in English. Thus, a dog in 2 is appropriat<;, only if the ad-
dressee can be assumed to know the meaning ofthe word dog qhd can therefore
und erstand what type of thing the phrase a dog describes.

(2) 1 collldn't sleep last night. A dog (next doof) kept me awake.

REFERE~HIAL:The speaker intends to refer to a partieular object or objects.
To understand such an expression, the addressee not only needs to aceess an
appropriate type-representation, he most either retrieve an existing represen-
tation of the speaker's intended referent or construct a new representation by
the time the sentence has beeil proeessed. The status 'referential' is neeessary
fot appropriate use of all definite expressions, and it is both- necessary and
suffieient fot indefinite this in colloquial English.2 Thus, while 2 can have an

ZThere has been considerable debate in the philosophical and linguistic literature concerning
the referential status of both definite and indefinite expressions (cf.. für example. Russell' 1919,
Strawson 1950, Donnellan 1966. Partee 1970, Chastain 1975. Fodor& Sag 1982.and Ludlow &
Neale 1991).To the extent thai we are concerned hefe primarily with USESofreferential expressions.
i.~ with speaker reference. rather than with referential interpretation in a purely semantic sense
(cL Kripke 1977).Dur werk is independent of milch of this debate. Thus. like Chastain (1975)and
Fodor &Sag (1982),we believe thai indefinites may be used either referentially or nonreferentially:
hut we agree with Chastain (1975), Searle (1979), Bach (1981), and Birner (1991) thaI definite
expressions are always used referentially in the sense thaI speakers intend to refer to a particular
entity in using them-either one they are acquainted with and intend to refer to irrespective of
whether the description actually _filS(Donnellan's 'referentiaI' use). or one which the description
actually- fils, irrespective of whether the speaker is directly acquainted with it (Oonnellan's 'at-
tributive' use).

The sense of 'referentiaI' thai we define hefe is not to be confused with the sense of 'specific'.
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interpretation where the speaker intends to say something about a particular
clog or Olle where she is simply asserting thai there is at least Olle clog (next
dOOf) thai kept her awake,3 is appropriate only if the speaker intends to say
something about a partieular dog.3

(3) I ('ollldn't ,\'leep last night. This dog (next doof) kept 111C awake.

UNIQUELY IDENT[F[ABLE:The addressee can identify the speaker's intended
referent on the basis of the nominal alone. This status is a neeessary condition
for all definite reference, and it is both neeessary and sufficient for appropriate
use of the definite article the.4 Identifiability may be based on an already ex-
isting representation in the addressee's memory, as would probably be the case
in 4 without the material in parentheses, hut, as Hawkins (1978) and others

" have pointed out, identifiability does not have to be based on previous famil-
iarity if enough descriptive content is encoded in the nominal itself. For ex-
ample, the phrase the dog next doof in 4 would be perfectly felicitous even if
the addressee bad no previous knowJedge thai the speaker's neighbor has a

, clog.

(4) I ('ollldn't sleeplast night. The dog (next door) kept 111eawake.

Thus, expressions whieh are referentiaI bot not uniquely identifiable require
the addressee to construct a new representation as determined by the conlent
ofthe referential expression along with the rest ofthe sentence. For expressions
which are both referenlial and uniquely identifiable, on the other hand, the

- addressee is expected to eonstruct or retrieve a representation on the basis of

whereby the phrase a ,\'flldellt illthe syntax dass in ti) is necessarily specific since it can only have
a wide-scope existential reading (i,e. There i,1"II stlldellt ill the sYlI/(/x dllss 1\'110. , .).

(i) AstlIdeIlt ill the sYlltax dass che(lted Oll the filial eXlIlI/,

This phrase could be used either referentially or nonreferentially hefe, since a person who otters
(i) 'might be intending to assert merely thai the set of students in the syntax dass who cheated on
the final exam is not empty [the nonreferential reading]: or he might ne intending to assert ofsome

particular student. whom he does not identify, thai Ibis student cheated [the referential readingJ'
(Fodor & Sag 1982:356). See En~ 1991 für a discussion of so me other senses in which the term
',specific' has been used,

J A number of researchers have found thai referents of indefinite noun phrases introduced with

this are more likely to be continue.d in subsequent sentences than referents of phrases introduced
with (I (prince \98Ia, Wright &Giv6n \987, and Gernsbacher & Shroyer 1989). Such findings would
be expected if speakers always intend to refer to a particular entity when using phrases introduced

by this, whereas phrases introduced by indefinite (I, which requires only type identifiability. are

ambiguous between a referential and a nonreferential interpretation, Indefinite this is very likely
an extension of the cataphoric use of the proximal demonstrative, i.e. its use in referring to an
object which will not be activated for the addressee unti! the next sentence is processed. as in
Wlwt I !l'wlled 10 tell YOII is this. Last lIi!.tI1I, , . (see also Perl man 1969 and Maclaran [982 for
discussion),

4 The Givenness Hierarchy thus allows us to define explicitly the not ion of definiteness. A noun

phrase is definite if its referent is necessarily at least uniquely identifiable. Since 'type identifiable'
- and' 'referential' are the only statuses thaI don 't entail 'uniquely identifiable'. it fellows thaI all

forms listed under statuses to the left of 'referential' (i,e., all hut a and indefinite this) are associated
with noun phrases thaI are definite.
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the referring expression alone (See Webbel' 1983 and Millikan 1984 für further
diseussion).s

FAMILlAR:The addressee is abte to unique1y identify the intended referent
beeause he al ready has a representation of it in memory (in lang-term memory
if it has not been reeently mentioned 01' pereeived, 01' in short-term memory
if it has). This status is neeessary für all personal pronouns <ind definite de-
monstratives, and it is suffieient für appropriate use of the demonstrative de-
terminer that.6 Thus 5, unlike 4, is appropriate only if the addressee already
knows that the speaker's neighbor has a dog.

(5) I collldn't sleep last /light. That clog (next dOOf) kept me all'ake.?

ACTIVATEO:The referent is represented in eurrent short-term memory. Ae-
tivated representations may have been retricved from lang-term memory, 0"-
they may arise from the immediate linguistie 01'extralinguistie context.8 They
therefore al~ys inc1ude the speech participants themselves. Activation is nec-
essary für appropriate use of all pronominal forms, and it is sufficient für the,
demonstrative pronoun that as weil as für stressed personal pronouns. The
pronoun that in 6 ean thus be used appropriately to refer to the barking of a
dog only if a dog has actually been barking during the speech event 01'if barking
had been introduced in the immediate linguistic eontext.

(6) I collldn't sleep last night. T/Ult kept me awake.

Aetivation is also neeessary for appropriate use of the definite demonstrative
determiner this. .

~ This does not mean. of course. thaI the content of the remainder of the sentence cannot assist
the addressee in correctly identifying the speaker's intended referent.

f>There is a relatively infrequent use of demonstrative tl/(/t which does not require familiarity.
For example. the referent of the demonstrative phase in (i) is uniquely identifiable but not nec-
essarily familiar. '

0) lt ha.I'great potC'llIiall'ldue.for tllOse 11'110must read teclmica/ do('ull1elll.l'.Imessagefrom
electronic newsgroupJ

We believe this to be a special 'precision' use of the demonstrative that, which emphasizes the
exhaustiveness of the referent. For example, the presence of tbose in (i) forces and emphasizes
an interpretation where the referent is ALLthe people thaI meet the description. There were no
instances of 'precision' that in the present study. and only 2% of the tokens of demonstrative that
in our'previous studies were of this type.

7 Dur characterization of the distinction between demonstrative, determiners and the definite
article appears to disagree with thai of Hawkins (1978), who proposes thai 'identifiability' is a
necessary property of demonstratives, hut not of the definite article. However, this disagreement
may be more terminological than substantive, since Hawkins' definition of identifiability is closer
to OUT'familiar' than to OUT'uniquely identifiable'. Thus,like Hawkins, we maintain thaI familiarity
is not part of the conventional meaning of the definite article. This point is discussed further in
§5.

x Cf. Sgall et al. 1973,Chafe 1976, 1987,and Gunde! 1978fOTearlier uses of the term 'activated'.
A number of important questions arise concerning the nature of representations in memory and
their relation to (representations of) linguistic forms. For example, does the process of retrieving
a representation from long-ierm memory involve first constructing a representati?n from the dis-
course and then somehow matching this one to one in memory. or are the previous representations
accessed directly? While such questions need to be addressed in a complete theory of reference
processing, they are beyond the score of the present study.

.
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Both determiner and pronominal this require the referent to be not only
aetivated, but speaker-activated, , by virtue of having been introduced by the
speaker 01'otherwiseinc1uded in the speaker's eontext space (cf. Lakoff 1974,
Fillmore 1975, 1982, Halliday & Hasan 1976). The phrase this clog in 7 is there-
fore inappropriate in the eontext of A's question,

(7) A: Have yolt seen /he neighbof's dog?

{')?/hiS dog }B: res, lind' . 1 d kept me awllke last night.
/tat og

But in 8, where the dog has been introdueed by the speaker ,either /his 01' /hat
is appropriate.

(8) My neighbof Iws II clog. {~~~~:~}dog kept me all'lIke last night.9
IN FOCUS:The referent is not only in short-term memory, but is also at the

current center of attention. This status is neeessary für appropriate use of zero
and unstressed pronominals. The entities in focus at a given point in thedis-
course will be that partially-ordered subset of activated entities whieh are likely
to be continued as topies of subsequent utteranees. Thus, entities in foeus
generally incIude at least the topie of the preeeding utteranee, as weil as any
still-relevant higher-order topies.lo

To the extent that syntaetie strueture and prosodie form eneode topie-eom-
ment strueture and serve to highlight constituents whose referents the speaker
wants to bring info foeus, membership in the in-foeus set is partially determined
by linguistie form (cf. the eentering and foeusing algorithms of Grosz et al.
1983, Sidner 1983, and Oahl 1986). For example, subjeets and direet objects
of matrix sentences are highly likely to bring a referent iota foeus, whereas
this is not the ease für elements in subordinate clauses and prepositional
phrases, Thus, in 9a the bull mastiffjs not eurrently-in foeus beeause it has

~ Whenthis is used to refer to an entity not activatedby Ihr speaker, the speaker-activation
condition is being exploited 10convey special effects. such as solidarity. One such use is in polile
interruptions, generally clarification questions. like (i) (see Hedberg 1990).

(i) This is Chris ,voll're ta/king ahO/lI,right? [Frederickson tapes]
Another example is in expressions like this is tme where. as Georgia Green has suggested to uso
the speaker. by using thi,\'rather than Ihat. appropriates an idea introduced by the addressee.

The speaker-activation condition mayaIso be extendable to uses of this fOTextralingu;stic objects
relatively close to the speaker and für intervals including speech time. and uses of that fOTobjects
relatively rar away from the speaker and för limes prior to speech time.

10By 'topic' we mean what the speaker intends a sentence to be primarily about. While the topic
is often in subject position. it does not have to be. In fact it need not be overtly represented in
the sentence al all (see GundeI 1985, 1988).The term 'focus' has been used in two distinct ways
in the jiterature (see Hajicova 1987). We use 'in focus' hefe to refer to the psychological notion
of focus of attention (Hajicov<i's fOCUSAI-Cf.Linde 1979,Grosz & Sidner 1986).This is to be
distinguished from the notion of focus as the position of Iinguistic prominence in the part of the
sentence thai expresses the comment (Hajicova's fOCUSL-cL Halliday 1967.Chomsky 1971.Jack-
endoff 1972). These two senses of focus are related~ however. in thaI elements tend to be lin-
guistically focussed because the speaker wants to bring them inlo the focus ofattention. In addition.
like the topic-of a sentence. the referent of a linguistically focussed element is likely to be in focus
in subsequent utterances in the discourse.

.
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not been mentioned in the immediately preceding discourse, But since it is
introduced in matrix subject position (and is most likely also the topic) in 9a,
it is brought info focus, and can thereföre be appropriately referred to with
either that 01'it in 9b, But in 10, where the bull mastiff has been introduced in
a prepositional phrase that functions primarily to restrict the referent of the
indirect object, reference with it is inappropriate.

(9) a. My /leighbor's Im/l mastiff bit a Rir!-o/l a bike.

b. {
I
T~;s ,

}
the same d;JR tlwt bit Mary Bell last summer.

. aal s .
(10) a, Sears delil'ered /lew sidi/lg to my /leighbors with the Im// mastiff.

{
#It'S

}

,

b. TI' the same dOR thai btl Mary Bell last summer. 11Iwt s '

c. Allyway, tlzis sidi/lg is real hideous (md ...

While linguistic form plays an important roje in determining what will be
brought info focus, actual indusien in the.'in-focus' set depends ultimately on
pragmatic factors, and is not uniquely determinable from the syntax, For ex-
ample, a [arge willd e/lergy projeet in 11a is in a syntactic position similar to
that of the bu// f11astiff in IOa, hut its referent, unlike that of the bulll1UlStiff,
is brought info focus because of its importance in this context. Subsequent
reference with the unstressed pronoun it, as in 11b, is therefore appropriate
here.

(11) a. However, the. gol'emmellt of Barbados is [ookillR for a project
ma/lager for a [arge willd ellergy projeet.

b. /'m goillg to see the mall i/l charRe of it /lext weck. [personalleiter]

3. INFERRABLEs.In her seminal werk on givenness, Prince (1981b) proposes
different types of givenness/newness and suggests that these are related in the
following preference hierarchy ,though she ducs not explicitly link the statuses
with particular forms.

(12) FAMILIARITYSCALE(Prince 198Ib):

{

Evoked

}

. B d .
Containing ran Brand

S. ,
11

> Unused > Inferruble > I " bl > New >
NlIuatlOna y n.erra e A h d

ew
Evoked ne are

An important distinction between the statuses in 12 and these in the Giv-
enness Hierarchy is that the Familiarity Scale ducs not distinguish between
'activated' and 'in focus'; the status.'evoked' covers both. Furthermore, while
statuses in both scales are ranked according to degree of givenness (from most
familiar to least familiar), the relation between statuses in the Givenness Hi-
erarchy is une of entailment, while statuses in the Familiarity Scale are mutually
exdusive. Same of Prince's statuses correspond to set differences between
ours. For example, 'unused' corresponds roughly to 'familiar' hut not 'acti-
vated'; 'containing inferrable' corresponds to 'identifiable' hut not 'familiar';

11 We use # here to indicate unacceptability in the given context.

.
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and 'brand new' corresponds to 'type identifiable' hut not 'uniquely identifi-
able', As we show below in §6, entailment relations among the statuses allow

für a straightforward explanation of the interaction of the Givenness Hierarchy
with Grice's Maxim of Quailtity in predicting the actual distribution of forms
in discourse.

Of particular cancern to us here is the category Prince calls 'inferrable' (see
also the 'bridging inferences' of Clark & Haviland 1977, the 'associated ana-
phors' of Hawkins 1978, and the 'indirect anaphors' of Erkü & GundeI 1987).
In such cases, the speaker assurnes that the hearer can infel' an entity 'via
logical-or more commonly, plausible-reasoning from discourse entities al-
ready Evoked 01'from ether Inferrables' (Prince 198Ib:236). For example, the
referents of a who[e paragraph in 13 and the pulse in 14 are inferrables,

(13) [Boss to secretary who just typed an affidavit he is reading] 'Miss
Murchiso/l,' said MI' Vrquhart, with all expressioll of co/lsidera!J/e
all/loya/lce. 'do you klloll' that you have feit out A WIIO'LE
PARAGRAPH?' [Dorothy Sayers. Strolll< POi.\'ol1 (l977)J

(14) Members of the jurY-lIIere is 110Ileed. I thillk. for me to reca// the
course of Plzilip Boyes' i//Iless i/l great detail. The f!urse was called
in on lune 21st. alld durinR thai day the doetors visited the patie/lt
three times. His eonditio/l grew s/eadily WOrse. . , Oll the da.\' ({fter,
the 221ld, he was worse stil/-ill Rreat pai/l. TilE PULSERrol\'illg
weaker, alld the skin a!Jout the mouth gettilll{ dry (md peelilll{ (df
[Dorothy Sayers. StrollR Po;.WI/ (1977:21)]

To account für such examples, Garrod & Sanford (1982) distinguish between
explicit focus, which contains representations of entities directly mentioned in
a discourse, and .implicit focus, which contains information from situational
scenarios that is not specifically mentioned hut is directly relevant to something
which is mentioned. Similarly, Chafe (1987) suggests that an entity can be 'semi-
active' (in an individual's consciousness hut not in focus) by being a member
of a 'set of expectations associated with ascherna' evoked by the discourse.
Thus, für these authors, as für Prince, inferrable entities have aseparate cog-
nitive status on a par with different types 01'degrees of givenness.
- An interesting property of inferrables is that they typically do not allow
reference with a pronominal (see Garrod & Sanford 1982:28-29) .01' with a
demonstrative determiner (see Webbel' 1988:26). The pu/se in 14 cannot be
replaced with thai pli/se or with it, für example. Such facts can be accounted
für naturally if 'inferrable' is viewed not as aseparate cognitive status hut rather
as a way that something can achieve a particular status by association with an
entity that has been activated. We would thus expect inferrables to have dif-
ferent statuses, and to be coded by different forms, depending on the nature
and strength of the link between the inferrable and its associated discourse
entity. If, as suggested in Garrod & Sanford 1982, hearers/readers do not au-
tomatically construct laken representations of entities that can be inferred hut
are not directly mentioned in a discourse, then most inferrables would have a
status tower than familiar, as is the case in 13 and 14 above. Thus, in 13 the

.
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the referring expression alone (See Webbel' 1983 and Millikan 1984 für further
discussion).s

FAMILlAR:The addressee is ahle to uniquely identify the intended referent
because he al ready has a representation of it in memory (in lang-term memory
if it has not been recently mentioned 01' pereeived, 01' in short-term memory
if it has). This status is necessary für all personal pronouns and definite de-
monstratives, and it is suffieient für appropriate use of the demonst'rative de-
terminer tltat.6 Thus 5, unlike 4, is appropriate only if the addressee already
knows thai the speaker's neighbor has a dog.

(5) I could/l't sleep last /light. That dog (/lext doof) kept me (/\\'ake.7

ACTIVATED:The referent isrepresented in eurrent short-term memory. Ae-
tivated representations may have been retrieved from long-term memory,or
they may arise from the immediate linguistie 01'extralinguistic context.H They
therefore al~ys incIude the speech participants themselves. Aetivation is nec-
essary für appropriate use of an pronominal forms, and it is suffieient for the,
demonstrative pronoun tlwt as weil as für stressed personal pronouns. The
pronoun that in 6 can rhos be used appropriately to refer to the barking of a
dog only if a dog has actually been barking during the speech event 01'jf barking
had been introdueed in the immediate linguistic context.

(6) I could/l't sleep last /light. That kept me awake.

Activation is also necessary for appropriate use ofthe definite demonstrative
determiner Iltis.

~This does not mean. of course. thaI the conte nt of the remainder of the sentence cannot Üssist
the addressee in correctly identifying the speaker's intended referent.

nThere is a relatively infrequent use of demonstrative Ihal which does not require familiarity.
For example. the referent of the demonstrative phase in (i) is uniquely identifiable hut not nec-
essarily familiar. .

(i) /1 'ws greal polenlial wällefot" IllOse11'110//Ilisl read lecl/llical dOClI//lenl.l',Imessagefrom
electronic newsgroup]

We believe this to be a special 'precision' use of the demonstrative Ihal. which emphasizes the
exhaustivenessof the referent.For example,the presenceof tflO.\'ein (i) forcesand emphasizes
an interpretation where the referent is ALLthe people thaI meet the description. There were no
instancesof 'precision'Illalin the presentstudy.andonly2%of the tokensof demonstrative Illal
in our'previous studies were of this type.

7Dur characterization of the distinction between demonstrative, determiners and the definite
article appears to disagree with thaI of Hawkins (1978). who proposes thaI 'identifiability' is a
necessary property of demonstratives. hut not of the definite artiele. However, this disagreement
may be more terminological than substantive. since Hawkins' definition of identifiability is eloser
to our 'familiar' than to our 'uniquely identifiable'. Thus. like Hawkins, we maintain thaI familiarity
is not part of the conventional meaning of the definite articIe. This point is discussed further in
§5.

x Cf. Sgall et al. 1973,Chafe 1976. 1987.and Gundei 1978for earlier uses of the term 'activated'.
A number of important questions arise concerning the nature of representations in memory and
their relationto (representations 00 linguistic forms. For example, does the process of retrieving
a representation from lang-term memory involve first constructing a representati?n from the dis-
course and then somehow matching this Olleto Ollein memory. or are the previous representations
accessed directly? While such questions need to be addressed in a complete theory of reference
processing, they are beyond the score of the present study.
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Both determiner andpronominal this require the referent to be not only
activated, hut speaker-activated, ,by virtue of having been introduced by the
speaker 01'otherwiseincIuded in the speaker's context spacc (cf. Lakoff 1974,
Fillmore 1975, 1982, Halliday & Hasan 1976). The phrase this dog in 7 is there-
fore inappropriate in the context of A' s question.

(7) A: Have yoll ~;ee/l the /lei/ihbor's dog?

{

??this dag

}
B: res, alld .. I d kept me awake last lIi~ht.

t wt og ,

But in 8, where the dog has been introdueed by the speaker,either this 01' that
is appropriate.

(8) My Ileighbar Iws a dog. {~:~:~}dag kept me awake last llight.9
IN FOCUS:The referent is not only in short-term memory, hut is also at the

current center of attention. This status is necessary für appropriate use of zero
and unstressed pronominals. The entities in foeus at a given point in thedis-
course will be thai partially-ordered subset of activated entities which are likely
to be continued as topies of subsequent utteranees. Thus, entities in foeus
generally include at least the topie of the preeeding utterance, as weil as any
still-relevant higher-order topics.IO

To the extent thai syntaetie structure and prosodie form eneode topic-com-
.ment structure and serve to highlight constituents whose referents the speaker
wants to bring info focus, membership in the in-focus set is partially determined
by linguistic form (cf. the centering and focusing algorithms of Grosz et al.
1983, Sidner 1983, and Oahl 1986). For example, subjects and direct objects
of matrix sentences are highly likely to bring a referent info focus, whereas
this is not the case for elements in subordinate clauses and prepositional
phrases. Thus, in 9a the bull mastiffis not currently'in focus because it has

9 When lhis is used to refer to an entity not activatcd by the speaker. the speaker-activation
condition is being exploited to convey special effects, such as solidarity. One such use is in polite
interruptions. generally clarification questions, like (i) (see Hedberg 1990).

(i) Tlris is Clrris,voll're'lalkillK abl/lIl, riglrf? [Frederickson tapes]

Another example is in expressions like Ihis is Ime where. as Georgia Green has suggested to uso
the speaker. by using Ihis rather than Ilral, appropriates an idea introduced by the addressee.

The speaker-activation condition mayaIso be extendable to uses of lhis for extralingu;stic objects
relativelyeloseto thespeakerandfür intervalsincludingspeechtime,andusesof Ihal far objects
relatively rar away from the speaker and für limes prior to speech time.

10By 'topic' we mean what the speaker intends a sentence to be primarily about. While the tapie
is orten in subject position. it does not have to be. In fact it need not be overtly represented in
the sentence at all (see Gundei 1985. 1988).The term 'focus' has been used in two distinct ways
in the literature (see Hajicova 1987). We us~ 'in focus' hefe to refer to the psychoIogical notion

..of focus of attention (Hajicov<'i'sfOCUSAI-Cf.Linde 1979,Grosz & Sidner 1986). This is to be
y- distinguished from the notion of focus as the position of linguistic prominence in the part of the
;rsentence thaI expresses the comment (Hajicova's fOCUSL-cf. Halliday 1967, Chomsky 1971. Jaek-

~;::endoff 1972). These two senses of focus are related~ however, in thaI elements tend to be lin-
guistically focussed because the speaker wants to bring them into the focus ofattention. In addition.
like the topic-of a sentence. the referent of a linguistically focussed element is likely to be in focus
in subsequent utterances in the discourse.

.
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addressee is expected to identify the subclass of paragraphs that the referent
of a whole paragraph belangs to, namely paragraphs in the affidavit that the
speaker is holding. But she isnot expected to uniquely identify the particular
paragraph in question. That is, a whole paragraph is referential (and therefore
type identifiable), hut not uniquely identifiable (and therefore also not familiar).
In 14 the referent of the pulse is uniquely identifiable, hut not familiar. What
must be familiar in order für 14 to be felicitous is the knowledge thai patients
have pulses, hut there is no reason to expect thai the mention of a patient will
automatically evoke a representation of thai particular patient's pulse.

Since most instances of inferrables are of the type in 13 and 14, at most
uniquely identifiable, hut not familiar, Gur analysis predicts correctly thai they
generally cannot be referenced by pronouns (which require their referents to
be at least activated) or by demonstrative determiners (which require their
referents to be at least famili<ir). But when the link between an inferrable and
its associated discourse entity is streng enoughto create (or activate) an actual
representation of the inferrable, a demonstrative determiner as in 15, or even
a pronoun as in 16, is possible.

(15) We wellt to Iwar the Millllesota Drehestra last Ilildlt. TIIATCONDUCTOR

wasverygood. .
(16) There was IlOt a mall, womall 01'child lI'ithill siglll: al/I." a S/11l11/fish-

illg-boat. stalldillg O,l{tto sea some dislallce all'ay. Harriet lI'al'ed
wildly ill its direclioll, hut THEYeilher didl/' I see her or supposed
thaI she was merely doillg same kind ofr~ducil/g exercises. IAdapled
from Dorothy Sayers, H(/l'e his ('(/r('(/se (1932: 15)]

In 15 the link between orchestras and their conductors is streng enough to
make a conductor familiar in this case. The conductor can therefore be ref- .
erenced with a demonstrative determiner. Similarly, in 16the mention of same-'
Olle waving towards a beat is enough to create and bring info focus a
representation of people in the beat. Reference with a pronoun is therefore
possible hefe. .

A similar explanation can be given for the contrast between well-known
examples like these in 17a-b.12 .

(17) a. 1 dropped tell marbles a/ldfol/I/d all oflhel1l, exceptIor o/le.lt's
probably u/lder the sofa.

b. #/ dropped ten marbles a/ldfol/nd ollly nille ofthem.lt's probab/y'
wider the sofa.

In 17a, reference with olle creates and brings info focus a representation of the
missing marble, thus licensing reference with the unstressed pronoun il in the

. second sentence. In 17b, by contrast, the fact thai there is a missing marble is
inferrable from the first sentence, hut the possibility ofinference is not sufficient
to create a representation of thai marble. Reference with il in the second sen-
tence is thus inappropriate. Since demonstrative pronouns and determiners also
require familiarity (i.e., they require an already existing mental representation

of the referent), we would predict that a demonstrative determiner or preßGuß,
like a personal pronoun, could appropriately refer to the missing marble in 17a
hut not in 17b. This prediction is correct, as illustrated in 18.

(18) a. I dropped lell marbles alld fou/ld al/ (~rIhem, excepl Jor olle.

{

That

}

.
TI ..

II s probably u/lder Ihe sofa.
/(/1 mlssmg mar'J e '

b. I dropped lell marbles (md Jol/lld ollly /lilie (~rl/zem.

#
{TI

.TI~at II }
'.'Iprobablv [meIer Ihe sofa.

IlIt 111lSS//lgmal' ")e - .

. However, a form with adefinite article can appropriately refer to the missing
marble in both the (a) and (b) examples, given a description which is sufficient
to uniquely identify the marble.

(19) a. I dropped lell marbles (md foul/cI al/ them. excepl tor olle. The
missillg marble' s probably IInder the ,w~fa. .

b. / dropped tell marbles (md fo/llld ollly /li/le of Ihem. The missillg

, marble's probably wider the sofa.
. These facts are also predicted by Dur analysis, since adefinite articIe, u'nlike

a personal pronoun or demonstrative, requires only thai the referent be
uniquely identifiable, hut not necessarily thai it be familiar. 13 .

4. UNIVERSALITYOFTHEGIVENNESSHIERARCHY.We have proposed six im-
plicationally rclated cognitivc statuses, and have shown thai each of these is

, necessary and sufficient für the appropriate use of a different form or set of
forms in English. In this seetion, we diseuss correlations between cognitive
status and different forms of reference in Couradditionallanguages-Mandarin
Chinese, Japanese, Russian, and Spanish. These eorrelations are presented in
Table 1.14 Forms are listed below the highest eognitive status necessary für
their appropriate use. For example, the proximal demonstrative determiner or

. pronoun zhi! in Chinese requires thai the referent be at least activated; a zero
(ß) pronoun in Spanish requires thai the referent be in foeus; and so on.

t~ Quoted in Heim (1982:21)and originally due to Barbara Partee.

13As far as we can see, lhe contrast between 18and 19remains unexplained under Heim's 1981
analysis. Nole thai it would be 100 strong 10require thai referents of pronouns and demonstrative
phrases musl be identicallo referenls introduced in Ihe 1inguislicor sp.atiotemporal conlexl. While
correctly ruling out examples like 17band 18b. such a restriction would also rule out acceplable

.~ reference with pronouns and demonstratives, as in 15and 16.
14For simplicily. we have excluded proper names, generics, and indefinite plurals from OUTstudy.

We have also excluded zero NPs in conjoined and nonfinile clauses. in reJativized position. und
inspecialusesoflanguagesuchas Englishcasualspeech(e.g.slI/ellsRood)and recipes(e.g.hake

,. for fil'e millIIres).Thus. we did not include English among the languages which allow zero (ß)NPs.
We have included only one form on Ihe chart 10represent members of a whole class. In English.

foTexample. ir in the 'in focus' column represenls an unslressed personal pronouns, and HE in
. the 'activated' column represents al1 stressed personal pronouns. (As Bolinger 1986 und others

.,'. have noted, rl/llr is the typical slressed form of i1.).
;,~ Abbreviations used in Ihe glosses are ACC 'accusative', ADV 'adverb', ASP 'aspecC, CLF 'clas-
,~ sifier', CaMP 'complementizer', GEN 'genitive', NOM 'nominative', LOC 'Iocative', 01'01'object

'. marker'. TOP 'lopic. and Q 'queslion'. .

.
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TABLE 1. Correlation between linguistic form and highest required status,

4.1. THE UNIVERSALITYOFCOGNITIVESTATUSES.The six statuses in the Giv-
enness Hierarchy appeal' to be adequate für describing appropriate use of de-
monstratives, articlcs, and pronouns in the five languages we examined.
However, not all six statuses are required für all the languages, Thus, as seen
in Table J, only English has a form (indefinite this N) für which the status
"referential' is both necessary and sufficient.15 The remainingfive statuses are
not all required für Chinese, Japanese, and Russian, which lack distinct forms
für articles. As illustrated in 20-22, a neun with no preceding determiner in
these languages can be interpreted as either uniquely identifiable (definite) 01'
merely referential 01'type identifiable (indefinite).

(20) Chinese:
Ta lai brsai zlzöng hila jiiing.
he in game during win prize

'He wen a prize in althe game.
(21) Japanese:

Kare II'a akai kingyo 0 /lOslzii.
he TOPred goldfish ACCwant

'He wants a/the red goldfish.'
(22) Russian:

V ruke deriali bilety.
in hand held tickets

'ln (their) hand(s), (they) held tickets/the tickets.'

15 But see En~ 1991für a discussion of how her not ion of specificity (close to the notion of
referentiality described hefe) is needed to account für the omission of morphological case markers
in Turkish. as weil as universal constraints'on the use of existential constructions.
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These languages differ, however, as to which status is unnecessary. As Table
I shows, Japanese and Russian have no forms für which the status 'uniquely
identifiable' is both necessary and sufficient. In Chinese, by contrast, this status

, 'appears to be sufficient für appropriate use of the distal demonstrative dcter-
miner nei; hut Chinese apparently has no determiner which requires the referent
to be familiar, hut not necessarily activated. Thus, with respect to cognitive

, status requirements, nid behaves more like the definite article in English and
: Spanish than like the distal demonstratives in these languages. According to

the Chinese speakers we consulted, 23, unlike its counterpart in the ether lan-
guages, is appropriate even if the addressee has no previous knowledge thai

, the speaker's neighbor has a clog.

(23) Zuotiiin lI'afls/ul/1g 11'0s/wi-bif-zlzäo. Gebl-de /lei tiäo
yesterday evening I sleep-not-achieve next.door thaI CLF

gÖu jiäo de li/ud.
dog bark ADVextremely

'I couldn't sleep last night. The (lit. 'that') dog next door was bark-
ing.'

This supports the observation, made für example by Li & Thompson (1981:
131-32), thai the unstressed distal demonstrative in Chinese is beginning to
function like adefinite article.

4.2. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN COGNITIVE STATUS AND LlNGUISTIC FORM. In the

languages we in'vestigated, the statuses necessary für appropriate use of cor-
responding farms are the same für all forms except demonstrative determiners

, , and the indefinite article.16 It is also of interest thai when the required status
für a corresponding form is the same across languages, (he correlation appcars
not to be arbitrary. Thus, forms which signal the most restrictive cognitive
status (in focus) are always these with the least phonetic content, namely un-
stressed pronouns, clitics, and zero pronominals (cf. Giv6n 1983, Kameyama
1986, Levinson 1987, and Arie! 1988 für similar observations). In additiön, all
pronouns (including demonstrative pronouns) require the referent to be at least
activated, which is no doubt refated to the fact thaI the minimal descriptive
content of a pronoun provides little if any basis für identifying the referent.

" Finally, in English and Spanish, the languages which have adefinite artic1e,
the referent of a phrase introduced by this article must be at least uniquely
identifiable, hut not necessarily familiar. Thus, the phrases headed by [he ('011-
eh/sioll in 24a and la so11lbra in 25a do not require previous familiarity. How-
ever, the definite article would be inappropriate without the modifiers in these
contexts. as in 24b and 25b, because the referent would no longe I' be uniquely
identifiable from the description.

16We are only talking about cognitive status here: there are. of course, other conditions which
differ across languages. such as restrictions on the use of definite determiners with generics and
proper names. Languages also exploit morphological devices such as noun incorporalion and syn-
tactic devices such as preverbal vs, post verbal position to signal cognitive status.

8

UNIC)III",Y TYI'I:

IN FlK'lOS Aenv AI"EI> FAMII.IAK II>I:NnHAlI1.L REH'KEN II,'\!, J"UI"IIHAIII.E

CIIINESt'. ß TA 1Ic'i N yi N '" N'
lci 's/hc, :.I/(' 'this' ßN

it' 1Ic'i 'that'

:lrc' N

ENlH,lSH il UE, Ihi,l', Ihal, Ihal N lire N indefinite aN

IIrÜN Ihis N

J AI'ANESI': ß kar(' 'hc' (/IwN'thatN'

kol'(' 'this' distal

sorc' 'that' mcdial

are 'that' distal flN

kollo N 'this N'

,"'"0 N 'that N'

mcdial

RlJsslAN ß ON c'lo N

Oll 'hc' ('10 'this' 111N ßN

10 'that'

SI'ANISH ß EL ('sc' N 'that N' c'/ N 'thc N'

CI'hc' (;,I'lc' 'this' mcdial
flN

(',H' 'that' mcdial aC/lid N 'that 1111N"a N'
'aqllN'that' distal N' distal

-
('slc' N


