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Metarepresentational Demonstratives In
Digo*

Steve Nicolle

1. Metar epresentation in Relevance Theory

According to Relevance Theory, thoughts and utearcan both be
viewed as representations: a thought is an abstractal representation
of an actual or hypothetical state of affairs andutterance is a public
representation of a thought. When a speaker repieker own thought
with an utterance, and the thought is one whichlsHieves to be true,
the utterance is said to be used descriptively.t Thathe speaker is
asserting the truth of the proposition expressadt \Bhen a speaker
produces an utterance that is a representationngfagher kind of

thought, such as a thought attributed to somea® althought which is
desirable but not known to be true, or a thought th a representation
of an incomplete proposition (which cannot therefdrave a truth
value), the utterance is said to be used intexmigti(see Sperber &
Wilson 1986: 224-254).

Interpretive uses of utterances are cases of npeementation,
which, according to Wilson (2000: 414), involves bagher order
representation with a lower order representatiofezided inside it.’
Thus a question consists of a public representafon interrogative
utterance) which represents an abstract represant@n incomplete
thought, or a thought whose truth-value is not kmpwMeta-
representation can also involve only thoughts dy arterances, for
example, reported speech uses one utterance (ploet)réo represent
another utterance (the original locution).

Using the concepts of interpretive use and metasgmtation
provided by Relevance Theory, various linguistic ngtouctions,
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including sentence type (word order), verbal mogdyticles and
intonation, have been analysed as indicating bt (0f) the utterance
to which they contribute is being interpretively ometa-
representationally usédin this paper, | will present an analysis of a
particular type of demonstrative pronoun in DigoBantu language
spoken in Kenya and Tanzania, which | will argueosles meta-
representational use. The data for this study asvdrfrom a corpus of
approximately 14,000 words of non-translated text.

2. Data

2.1 Types of demonstratives in Digo

Bantu languages typically have at least three tyggedemonstratives,
which are often described as follows: proximal ¢eldo the speaker),
distal (far from the speaker or the addressee)naneproximal (close to
the addressee, but also used when the speakerndamtify the referent
specifically). Some Bantu languages have more these three types of
demonstratives, and often each type of demonstr&i@g a variant form
which differs from the ‘basic’ form distributiongll as well as
structurally.

The characterisations of the Digo demonstrativegrasimal, distal
and non-proximal hold, more or less, when they aed in
conversations in which the interlocutors are phalgicco-present. But
in narratives, where physical deixis is not alwagkevant, they often
have different functions. These differences comasipto the distinction
between deictic functions of demonstrative expmsson the one hand,
and anaphoric and discourse-deictic functionshenother, as described
by Cornish (this volume).

For example, in narratives, non-proximal demonisteat contribute
to the coherence of a text when there is a disaoityi, for example a
change of location or a lapse of time. A typicahstouction in which to
find non-proximal demonstratives is tail-head ligka In this kind of
construction, there is discontinuity between thetents of two adjacent
clauses and the final information in the first daus repeated, using a
different construction, at the start of the secoladise. When a referent
that was mentioned in the first clause is mentioagdin in the second
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clause, it is often modified by a non-proximal desiative. This
redundancy serves to indicate a conceptual bounoktmyeen the two
clauses, indicating a new development in the nagaand so | will use
the term ‘developmental’ to describe this type efdnstrative.

In the following example, tail-head linkage occatsa change of
location in the narrative. All of the demonstrativia this example have
been highlighted and the type of each has beemgivgparenthesis in
the modified literal translation which follows. Moare of the distal
type, but a developmental demonstrative is usdldarunderlined clause
to refer to the location mentioned in the previalause, thereby
bridging the conceptual gap caused by the chantgafion.

(1) Wauya kayguya mutu, akafikgphara kaya wasagalge hata saa
mbiri, achiuka achiphiyakuratu pangani._Ariphofikahipho,
wakpwera dzulu ya muhi kulofghar atu phatulukirapho fisi.

He returned homthat (distal) man, he arrivethere (distal) at
home he remaineithis one (proximal, short form) until eight
o’clock, then he left and went tiloose same (distal, variant form)
caves. When he arriveélere (developmentalhe climbed to the
top of a tree to obserwhat same place (distal, variant form)
from which had emerged the hyena.

In addition to these three types of demonstratiizégo has a further
type which | am labelling ‘metarepresentationaltdamhich will be the
focus of this paper. This type of demonstrative hawvariant form and
consists of a noun class prefix (indicating on¢hef 14 noun classes, or
genders, to which each Digo noun belongs) and rilaariable ending
-no. The-no ending also occurs in variant forms of some indepat
personal pronouns which have a similar distributibtm meta-
representational demonstratives and which | wiiréfiore call ‘meta-
representational pronourfsThe first person singular pronoumimi has
a metarepresentational forming, the first person plural pronousisi
has a metarepresentational fosimo and the second person plural
pronounmwimwihas a metarepresentational famwina

The complete list of all four types of demonstratare given in the
table below’
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Noun Proximal Distal DevelopmentalMetarepre-
Class (non-proximal) | sentational
1 hiye yuya, huya hiyu yuno
variant | ye yuyatu yuyu, yu

2 hinya hara (hawa) | hinyo hano
variant | aha (h)aratu nyo, o

3 hinyu hura hinyo huno
variant (h)uratu nyo

4 hii hira hiyo hino
variant (h)iratu yo

5 hiri rira hiro rino
variant | riri riratu rro, ro

6 higa gara higo gano
variant | gaga garatu gago, go

7 hichi chira hicho chino
variant | chichi, chi | chiratu chicho, cho

8 hivi vira hivyo vino
variant | vivi, vi viratu Vivyo, VYO

9 hii hira hiyo hino
variant (h)iratu yo

10 hizi zira hizo zino
variant | zizi ziratu Zizo, zo

11 hinyu hura hinyo huno
variant (h)uratu nyo, o

16 hipha phara hipho phano
variant | phapha, pha pharatu phapho, pho

17 hiku kura hiko kuno
variant | kuku, ku kuratu kuko, ko

18 himu mura himo muno
variant | mumu, mu | muratu mumo, mo

Table 1: Digo demonstratives

2.2 Metarepresentational demonstratives in convésa

In conversation, metarepresentational demonstsawe typically used
to draw attention to an object or place which theaker believes the
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addressee should be capable of representing mergaktn if he does
not currently have such a representation in mindgelevance theory, an
assumption of which an individual is currently chlgaof forming a
mental representation is described as being ‘msthifie that individual
(Sperber & Wilson 1995: 39). If all of the interlttors in a speech event
are capable of forming a mental representationnodssumption, it is
said to be ‘mutually manifest’. Similarly, (a repestation of) an entity
can be manifest and mutually manifest in the sarmsy ws an
assumption, if an individual is capable of forming mental
representation of it at a given time. It is notessary for an assumption
or an entity to actually be mentally representeditfdo be manifest, it
only needs to be capable of being mentally reptesenthere can
therefore be degrees of manifestness. An entitychvig highly salient
in an individual’s cognitive environment &rongly manifestand an
entity which is not salient in an individual’s cogwe environment is
weakly manifest

The basic function of metarepresentational dematigés, | suggest,
is to make their referents more manifest to theesiske.

What does this mean in practice? Let us look &tghe use of meta-
representational demonstratives in conversatioreravthe interlocutors
are physically co-present. In contrast to the efeof a non-proximal
demonstrative, the referent of a metarepresenttemonstrative may
be within sight of both the speaker and the adéessalthough not
necessarily near to either, so long as it is patytdentifiable to both
(i.e. mutually manifest). For example, when | aske®igo man if he
knew what had caused a power cut, he told me ‘Labthe colobus
theré® using the metarepresentational demonstratpleano and
indicating the smouldering body of a colobus monkeyan electrical
transformer about ten metres away, which | hadl uh&n failed to
notice. The electrical transformer was only weaklgnifest to me, and
by using a metarepresentational demonstrativegbhaker made it more
manifest. The distal demonstratigharacould have been used, but only
if the speaker believed that | was already awarethef electrical
transformer, that is, if the speaker believed tin&t transformer was
strongly manifest to me.

It is not always necessary for the referent of aamepresentational
demonstrative to be physically present. On anatbeasion a Digo man
said the following to me:
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(2) “Unatanbukiréhino kofiya? N'chere nayo.”
you_are_remembering MD.9 hat.9 |_am_still witt® it
“Do you remember that hat? | still have it.”

The conversation took place not long after Christnaand we had been
talking about the Christmas party that | hostedptevious year. At this

party, | had given the speaker a hat, and it was hht that he was
telling me about. The hat, along with everythingeehssociated with the
previous year’s Christmas party, was only weaknifest to me at that
time, and so the speaker made it more manifest doyguthe meta-

representational demonstrativeo.

The decision as to whether to use a metarepreseraht
demonstratives in conversation is thus not detezthipy the physical
proximity of entity being referred to relative tbet speaker or the
addressee, as is the case with the other thres tyjpdemonstratives.
Rather, the decision to use a metarepresentatideahonstrative
depends on the speaker's assessment of how marafestental
representation of that entity is, with the aim adkimg it more manifest.
Metarepresentational demonstratives therefore modgresentations of
representations, hence the label ‘metarepresen#ditidn a sense all
anaphoric expressions are metarepresentational, thmit difference
between metarepresentational demonstratives andttier types of
demonstratives lies in the fact that their use amversation is not
dependent on spatial deixis, that is, on the playsication of the entity
relative to the interlocutors, but on the psychalah salience of a
mental representation of that entity. This charagon will be
discussed further below.

2.2 Metarepresentational demonstratives in naretexts

Metarepresentational demonstratives can refer tauatly manifest
entities in narrative texts as well as in conveosatThis is illustrated in
the following example, in which the ‘speakers’ aharacters in a story;
the speakers and the house are both physicallgmedat is, manifest
to the addressee, but their identity is not yetkmao the addressee. The
use of metarepresentational demonstratives whearrief to the
speakers and the house makes them both more nanifes meta-
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representational demonstratives and the metarepetsmal first
person plural independent pronoun have been higfleld

(3) “Ichikala u mwanadamu masikirogo naagasikizeowb, mana
sino pepho za kucha hundatulukeno nyumba. Huna nyumba ya
mutsi, ndiyomenya, ela siylano, hino ni ya usiku.”
if you_are human_being ears_your let_them_headr WelMD.1pl spirits of

dawn we_will_come_out_of MD.9 house.9 we_have h®use# daytime
which_we_will_enter, but it_is_not MD.9, MD.9 is pight

“If you are a human let your ears hear well, fwe spirits of the
dawn will come out ahis house. We have a house for the
daytime, which we go into, but it is rtbts one, thisone is of the
night.”

Of 62 sentences containing metarepresentationabdsimatives in
my corpus of narrative texts, 55 (89%) represemeatli speech or
thoughts, as in the example ab8vin a narrative text, this can be
thought of as the narrator representing an utteranchought of one of
the participants.

Over half of the speeches and thoughts containingtam
representational demonstratives either constitoftermation questions
(25 occurrences) or provide the background to médion questions (8
occurrences). In contrast there were only 14 in&diom questions in the
corpus which contained only proximal, distal or elepmental
demonstratives. It is striking that all of the qimss involving meta-
representational demonstratives also express @eegsurprise, shock,
or disbelief on the part of the speaker, whilst itifermation questions
involving other demonstratives are simply requefsis information
(‘Where has so-and-so gone?’ ‘What were you lookfng in the
forest?’ etc.). Metarepresentational demonstratoas also be used in
these ways in conversation, but | do not havestiadil evidence as to
how common such uses are; from this point on hallexamples will be
drawn from narrative texts.

The following four examples illustrate the way irhish questions
and surprise are expressed simultaneously in dgeeech containing
metarepresentational demonstratives.

Example (4) is an interrogative clause containigo tmeta-
representational demonstrativgsino agreeing withmutu (‘person’ in
noun class 1) andino agreeing withpesa(‘money’ in noun class 10).
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The speaker cannot believe that a person who prslyidiad been poor
now has enough money to pay two hundred worketgratimes the
going rate. Similarly, in example (5) the spealkesurprised that the
subject (indicated by the metarepresentational deinativeyuno used
pedicatively), who went to speak to her brothees heen gone for over
two hours.

(4)  “Mutu yuno, zino pesa aziphahaphi?”
person MD1, MD10 money.10 he_it_got_where

“Where did that man (of all people) get that (muamnpney
from?”

(5) “Yuno achiyephiya kpwendabisha, mbona saa zinakalai@yinj
MD.1 who_went to_go_talk, why(emphatic) hours thee becoming many
“That one who went to talk, why has so much time passed by?”

In example (6), the metarepresentational demonstrgtino occurs
in a clause which provides the background to thestjon in the final
clause. The speaker is shocked that when he askemdehalthy brother
for money he was only given kerosene. Oliver Krogprc.) has
suggested that it is perhaps surprising thatuha‘kerosene’ is not also
indexed as metarepresentational, since it is alsel@ment of shock. It
is possible to use a class 6 metarepresentaticerabuistrative with
mafuha here, but perhaps the reason why only the classefa-
representational demonstrative was used is that mioat shocked the
speaker was the fact that it wlais brotherwho gave him the kerosene;
in Digo culture family bonds and obligations areywatrong, and a
wealthy brother would be expected to provide faergoorer siblings.

(6) “Phoyuno kanipha vitu, ananipha mafuha ga taa bahi, go naafu
ga taa ndo n'yarya?”

dem.16 MD.1 he _not _give_me things, he_gives_me af lamp only,
dem.6 oil.6 of.6 lamp exclamative | _am_going_to_eat

“There that one didn’t give me anything, he just gave me
kerosene, am | supposed to eat that kerosene?”

Finally, example (7) containguno (modifying ‘my_wife’ in noun
class 1) in an interrogative clause. The backgrdonttis clause is the
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surprising discovery that an antelope which theakpehad trapped has
been replaced by a woman'’s corpse. The speakenlokesthis using the
metarepresentational first person singular pronouro and the class 8
metarepresentational demonstratiwro, which is used here as a time
adverbial ‘now’. The author could have used anotfisst person
singular pronourmimi and other terms for ‘now’, such as the class 8
proximal demonstrativeivi, but the situation as a whole is surprising
and the repetition of metarepresentational formgresses this. The
class 16 proximal demonstratitdpha is presumably used because the
speaker is standing at the precise location wherefhthe antelope and
has just found a corpse instead.

(7) Yuya mutu waangalala sana mwakpwe rohoni, “Nimbedze
yuno mkpwazangu? Naiino che n’namanya kala kulungu ndiye
wangu na ndiye chemreha hipha nkamuika hipha; nigalu
mkpwazangu, el&ino kulungu kapho, ye maiti nchiyemuona na
fisi ndiye achiyeikpwa hipha!”
dem.1 person.1l he_was_amazed much in_his sphdf wan_|_say to_her
MD.1 my_wife and MD.1sg focus |_know that anteldpevas mine and
it_was that_it_brought (hodiernal) dem.16 (herguk (hodiernal)_it dem.16
(here); |_approached (hodiernal) my_wife, but MD(Bow) antelope
it is_not there, dem.1 corpse which_ | _saw it withyerra it is
what_has_been_put dem.16 (here)

The man was amazed. “What can | sayhiat wife of mine? Now

| know that the antelop@as mine and it was me who put it here;
| went to my wife, bubhow the antelope is not here, and the
corpse | saw with the hyena has been put hereadste

A further 12 clauses in the corpus containing negtegsentational
demonstratives occur in commands and exhortates# example (8)
below. These are also cases of metarepresentatim® a command or
exhortation can be thought of as a representatibra alesirable
proposition, that is, a proposition which the spmgakould like to be
true.

(8) “We bwana, usinichelewespéano.”
you sir, do_not_make_me_late MD.16

“Hey you, don’t make me waiiere.”
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In example (9) the metarepresentational form of fine person
plural pronoursinois used even though this is not part of the contman
However it is part of a clause which provides thasig for the
command, since there was an agreement that whkiteer Mwanyika,

a serpent, would be rewarded by being given the avoas his wife. In
this respect the use dfino in (9) is similar to the use of meta-
representational demonstratives in clauses whiclovige the
background to information questions, as in exar{flebove.

(9) “Sino hwaolaga Mwanyika. Hunatak@ano mwanachetu.”
MD.1pl, we_killed Mwanyika. we_want MD.1 young_wam1

“ We killed Mwanyika. We warthat young woman.”

Of the remaining metarepresentational demonstatwkich occur
in direct speech, and the few which do not occutlirect speech, most
express emphasis (as is the case in (9) above)darate the peak or
conclusion of a story. In example (10) below, déatin-law is chiding
his son-in-law. The context is that the son-in-las@mised to visit the
father-in-law on the previous Sunday to pay pattisforidewealth debt,
but he did not show up; now he has arrived latevaiticbut the money.
By using a metarepresentational demonstrative awd meta-
representational first person singular pronouns, dheaker effectively
expresses his surprise and disapproval of therstanai's behaviour.

(10) Rero Jumankino ndiyo uchiyokpwedza, na unaamba kuna chitu.
Sambimino nimanye, neno ramino?

today.9 Tuesday MD.9 it_is on_which_you_come, aml_are_saying
you_do_not_have thing. Now MD.1sg let_me_know, worhat.5 MD.1sg

Today onthis Tuesday is when you come, and you say you have
nothing. Now want to know, what shouldsay?

A few metarepresentational demonstratives whichndb occur in
direct speech occur in speech orienters to intredsangs; songs are
used in traditional stories to indicate pivotal mee such as the
discovery of a crime, or to summarise the situaasnit stands at that
point in the narrative. In example (11) below, thetarepresentational
demonstrativehuno modifies Wira wenye ariouimbdthe actual song
that she was singing’ which then follows.
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(11) Wira wenye ariouimba kala huno wa kusononeka: ...
song.11 itself.11 which_he_sang_.it past copulaMf.11 to_mourn

The actual song that she was singing wWas one of mourning: ...

3. Semantic characterisation of metarepresentational demonstra-
tives

We have seen that in conversation metarepresematiimonstratives
are typically used to make their referents more ifeaf) and that in
narratives, metarepresentational demonstrativesraceeported speech
and thoughts, information questions, expressions safrprise,

exhortations and commands, and for emphasis. b1 géction, | will

discuss the implications of this distribution. Iliwfirst propose a
semantic characterisation of metarepresentatiog@lodstratives which
accounts for their conversational uses, and theouds the narrative
uses. | will conclude by proposing a unified sentaaharacterisation of
metarepresentational demonstratives in Digo usimgtheer relevance
theoretic notion: procedural encoding.

3.1 Metarepresentational analysis

When metarepresentational demonstratives are usembnversations
where the interlocutors are physically co-presahgy make the

intended referent more manifest to the addressgeydless of whether
it is physically present. In what way is this a arepresentational
function? Manifestness is a property of mental espntations of
referents rather than a property of referents tlebras. When a meta-
representational demonstrative is used in conversatt is used to

indicate an entity that is mutually manifest to tbeeaker and the
addressee and to make that entity more manifa$tet@ddressee. Thus
metarepresentational demonstratives modify reptasens of

representations independently of the physical lonatrelative to the

interlocutors of the entities to which they refer.
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In narratives, spatial deixis is not relevant ie tvay that it is in
conversations where the interlocutors are physicalpresent, and so
metarepresentational demonstratives cannot beetkefmopposition to
other types of demonstratives which depend forr tbenditions of use
on spatial deixis. However, the contexts in whicetanepresentational
demonstratives occur in narrative texts (reporigekesh and thoughts,
information questions, expressions of surprise, ogdtions and
commands, and for emphasis) are all examples chremgtesentational
use. In discussing the use of metarepresentatidealonstratives in
narratives, | first want to consider the possipilihat they encode a
specific kind of metarepresentation, such as refigd, exclamative or
interrogative use, but can be used in a more gemena under certain
conditions.

Other cases have been discussed in the literaturevhich an
expression which has a specific primary meaning alan be used in
related ways under certain conditions. For examplsome languages
markers of reported speech and interrogative useatso be used to
indicate surprise. Blass (2000: 46) explains the oflthe reportative
markersre in Sissala anemisin Turkish to indicate surprise as follows:

the relationship between reporting and surprise lie the wish to be
distanced from the situation the speaker is desgribAs a reportative
(echoic) marker expresses non-commitment on tredfithe speaker, so the
speaker wishes not to commit herself to the trdtthe information gained
by surprise.

Similarly Nicolle (2000) shows on the one hand hdve Swabhili
interrogative markeje can also be used to indicate surprise, and on the
other hand that the Ambharic particlde which only occurs in
interrogative clauses is in fact an exclamativekaar

However, these expressions differ from metareptasenal
demonstratives in Digo in important respects. $&seg Turkish -mis
and Swabhilije all have a primary function as either a repor&@ator
interrogative marker, and only indicate surprisedam specific
conditions. For examplgg only ever occurs in interrogative clauses and
only indicates surprise or irony (another interimetand hence meta-
representational use of language) under specifitdiions, such as
when the interrogative clause containsviaquestion word. Although
the occurrence of wh-question word makeg functionally redundant
as a question marker, it does not alter the faat ji& remains an
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interrogative marker even when it is used in addal ways.
Conversely, although Amhatrite is restricted to interrogative clauses, it
only ever occurs in clauses that are marked asragative in some
other way, and only to express surprise; it isdfage an exclamative
marker with a restricted distribution.

Unlike re, -mis andje, there is no single function which is common
to all uses of metarepresentational demonstraiivd3igo, and unlike
cte they are not restricted to a specific clause tylough most of the
occurrences are in reported speech and/or intdivegalauses, and
there is often an expression of surprise, metaseptational
demonstratives also occur in conversation, andoimneported speech,
including peaks, culminations and speech orientehere there is no
expression of surprise. The reason why so many repgtsentational
demonstratives occur in reported speech in Digaatiges, and in
particular in interrogative clauses, may be thahetorical feature of
Digo storytelling is to highlight important or suiging events in a story
by having one of the major participants expressntiverbally. Meta-
representational demonstratives are therefore xcamative markers
with restricted distribution (like Amhariete), nor are they reportative
markers that can also be used for other functitke Gissalare and
Turkish —mig, nor are they interrogative markers that can espr
surprise (like Swabhili je); rather they are non-specific meta-
representational markers.

3.2 Restriction on metalinguistic use

Having described metarepresentational demonsteafige non-specific
metarepresentational markers, | now want to intcedan important
restriction on this non-specific characterisatioAlthough meta-
representational  demonstratives occur in a varietyf
metarepresentational contexts, they are not usethark the meta-
linguistic use of an expression; that is, they do not indidaat an
utterance is a representation of fbem of another utterance rather than
its content.

If, as | have argued, metarepresentational denetnsts are non-
specific metarepresentational markers, why shouidret be this
restriction? The answer, | believe, lies in thdrreted surface-syntactic
scope of demonstratives.
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Fretheim (2000: 54) argues that particles have kimds of scope:
logical-semantic and surface-syntactic, and thattigegs with a
proposition as their logical-semantic scope musthas their surface-
syntactic scope a linguistic expression which emsod logical form
capable of being pragmatically enriched to yieldrapositional form.
Thus, the surface-syntactic scope of the Norweg@mntruthconditional
particlesaltsa andda is a clause or a fragment of a clause which can be
pragmatically enriched to yield a propositionalnigrand their logical-
semantic scope is a proposition. A similar situatiolds with respect to
the Swabhili interrogative particle. When it is suffixed to a verb its
logical-semantic scope is the verb and the clausgaming the verb
must be pragmatically enriched to be interpretech agh-question —
typically ‘how’ with intransitive verbs and ‘whatvith transitive verbs
lacking an overt object. Whee occurs as a free morpheme in either
clause-initial or clause-final position, it takelset entire proposition
expressed by the clause as its logical-semantipes@nd gives rise to a
polar interrogative interpretation.

The logical-semantic scope of metarepresentatideonstratives is
also propositional, but their surface-syntacticpgces the noun phrase
which they determine. Metarepresentational dematigés are, after
all, demonstratives and not particles (as this tsrosually understood).
Thus, their logical-semantic scope does not appede derived from
their surface-syntactic scope. Metalinguistic meskeepresent form
rather than content, and therefore the linguiskipression which is
marked as being metalinguistically represented esponds to the
surface-syntactic scope of the metalinguistic markehe surface-
syntactic scope of metarepresentational demongsis irrelevant as
far as their use as metarepresentational markersniserned (although
not, of course, as far as their referential denratige use is concerned),
and so there is no way of identifying the linguiséixpression whose
form an utterance containing a metarepresentatideaionstrative is
meant to represent.

This also explains why a metarepresentational dsimative and a
non-metarepresentational demonstrative can co-ogoura single
clause’’ Each has its own referential scope which is dependn their
surface-syntactic scope (i.e. the noun phrase whiepn determine), but
the metarepresentational function of a metareptasenal
demonstrative is independent of this surface-syictascope and
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expresses a higher-level explicature which is lalyrcindependent of
the propositional content expressed by the clause.

3.3 Procedural analysis

The final question | wish to address is the natifréhe information
encoded by metarepresentational demonstrativesev&ste Theory
recognises two basic kinds of linguistically enabdaformation:
conceptual information, which contributes diredity the content of a
mental representation, and procedural informatidmch constrains the
inferential processes which an addressee must rperfo order to
recover the explicatures or implicatures which a&aker intends to
communicate. | will argue below that metarepredental
demonstratives encode two distinct types of proddanformation.
Wilson & Sperber (1993) argue that pronouns encoaeedural
information which constrains the inferential prases involved in
reference assignment. Since reference assignmarititeges to the
propositional form recovered, pronouns are treasdexponents of
procedural encoding which contribute to truth-ctiodial meaning’
The idea that pronouns and other types of referexyression might
encode procedures predates Wilson & Sperber (1988yever. For
example, Hawkins (1978:17, cited in Matsui 200G4ggested that the
use of the definite article acts as “an instructiorthe hearer to locate
the referent of the definite NP” by searching fomi “the appropriate,
pragmatically identifiable, set”, and Ariel (19888) proposed that,

instead of claiming that an expression of type xiliscessed in a certain
way... we view the processing procedure associaidd each form as its

inherent definition. In other words, referring egpsions are no more than
guidelines for retrievals.

Demonstratives are also referring expressions amdcan be
characterised as encoding procedural constraintsrudh-conditional
content, specifically, the identification or retr& of the intended
referent. Just as pronouns in English encode irdton about person,
number and gender, demonstratives in Digo encofibenmation about
the noun class of the intended referent. But mptasentational
demonstratives (and metarepresentational persapabpns) not only
help to constrain the recovery of the intended pstnal content of an
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utterance, they also exhibit a specific distribatim that they occur
exclusively in linguistic content that is being euefpresentationally (but
not metalinguistically) used. There are three pmssexplanations for
this.

The first possibility is that metarepresentatiord@monstratives
encode nothing more than information constrainhgy itlentification of
the intended referent and just happen to occuruskaly in meta-
representational contexts. This is logically untdeaFor a speaker to
know when to use a metarepresentational demons&regguires her to
recognise that the utterance of which it is a [sast metarepresentation,
and conversely, when a metarepresentational dematiustis used the
addressee will similarly be aware that the uttegamicwhich it is part is
a metarepresentation. Thus, simply by virtue ofimg\been used, the
metarepresentational demonstrative will have coegteye information
that the utterance of which it is a part is a megiegsentation.

The suggestion that metarepresentational demonssgtist happen
to occur exclusively in metarepresentational castetso runs counter
to a basic tenet of Relevance Theory: additionakcessing effort is
always justified by the communication of additiomagnitive effects.
The occurrence of a fourth type of demonstrativBigo, in addition to
the proximal, distal and developmental types, rnesmdy increases the
complexity of the system as a whole and therebyesses processing
effort. This would only be justified either if adidinal cognitive effects
result or if the use of this additional kind of damstrative enables
addressees to derive cognitive effects with lessrtefThe conclusion
therefore must be that metarepresentational demadss contribute
some kind of informatiof? the question is, what kind of information.

One possibility is that metarepresentational dertnatiges encode
conceptual information. Although it has been pr@mbghat some
linguistic expressions encode both procedural anshceptual
information (Nicolle 1998; Hall 2004: 209), this it the case with
metarepresentational demonstratives. There is aoifspconcept such
as “surprise” that can be brought to consciousness] meta-
representation is a theoretical construct whichn@ consciously
available to native speakers.

This leads us to conclude that metarepresentatid@@onstratives
encode procedural information. In addition to comsing the
identification of truth-conditional content, metpresentational
demonstratives also constrain the identificationwdfat are termed
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‘higher-level explicatures’, which concern the dpaés attitude to the
proposition expressed. Rather than directly engpdufiormation such
as ‘the speaker wants to make the referent moreifeséinor ‘the

speaker believes the proposition expressed is isump; meta-

representational demonstratives merely make suchingmpretation
more salient. That is, metarepresentational demainsts activate the
range of possible hypotheses compatible with mptasentational use,
leaving the addressee to infer the precise int&apoa based on the
utterance interpretation context and on informatemtoded by other
means, such as sentence type and intonation @s&eltu 2000: 136).

4. Conclusion

Various markers of metarepresentational use hawen b@oposed,
including sentence type, verbal mood, particles iatzhation, but not,

to my knowledge, demonstratives. The class of destnatives in Digo

which | have termed ‘metarepresentational’ occurdnversation and in
narrative texts. In conversation, they make thefienents more manifest,
that is, they increase the salience of a mentalesgmtation of the
referent in the mind of the addressee. In narrativbey occur in

reported speech and thoughts, information questierpressions of
surprise, exhortations and commands, and for engtiag they are not
specific markers of any one of these functionstelad, | argued that
they are non-specific metarepresentational markensch nonetheless
do not indicate metalinguistic use.

As the term ‘metarepresentational demonstrativejgssts, meta-
representational demonstratives are both metammesonal markers
and demonstratives, and so | argued that they entea distinct kinds
of procedural constraints. As demonstratives, teegode procedural
information constraining the identification of thatended referent,
thereby guiding the addressee to the intended prioal content of
the utterances of which they are part; as metaseptational markers,
they encode procedural information which activatee range of
possible hypotheses compatible with metarepresentdtuse, thereby
making such interpretations more salient.

The demonstrative systems of Bantu languages remaeiatively
undescribed area, and this paper has only lookednat type of
demonstrative in a single language. As part of atesy, meta-
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representational demonstratives interact with thbero types of
demonstrative and a complete description must td@unt of what
motivates the choice of one type of demonstratixer another. For this,
a description of each type of demonstrative, asdatriant forms, must
be provided, and other variables, such as the ivelabrder of

demonstrative and noun, must be considered.
Steve Nicolle
SIL International and BTL (East Africa)
nicolle@btlkenya.org
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Notes

''| am grateful to Francis Cornish, Oliver Kroger,j&a@orthen and Nana Aba
Appiah Amfo for helpful comments on a draft of tipaper; all remaining faults
are my own.

2 Some of these studies were published in the voliragmatic Markers and
Propositional Attitude which was edited by Gisle Andersen and Thorstein
Fretheim, and to which Thorstein Fretheim contelouta paper. | will refer
frequently to papers published in this volume.

® Bantu languages are spoken throughout sub-Sahafréce Aand consititute the
largest sub-group of the Bantoid branch of the Be@ongo group of the Niger-
Congo language family. Digo (or Chidigo) is clagsifas E.73 (Guthrie 1967-71)
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or North-East Coast, Sabaki (Nurse 1999). ReseatohDigo was conducted in
Kenya under Research Permit No. OP.13/001/17 C 208G¢sued by the
Government of Kenya to BTL (Bible Translation antetacy). For an overview of
Digo grammar see Nicolle (2004).

* | recorded a total of 114 metarepresentationalgmeaispronouns, all but two of
which were in the first person.

® The numbers in the first column are the establishay of labelling Bantu noun
classes. They refer to the reconstructed noun slgstem in Proto-Bantu, which
has not been retained in its entirety in Digo, leettte gaps in the table (noun
classes 12 and 13 are no longer productive, clas$smd merged with class 11, and
class 15 is used for non-finite verb forms and dugishave demonstrative forms).
Classes 1 and 2 indicate singular and plural humederents respectively, and
classes 16, 17 and 18 indicate precise, approxiraak interior locations
respectively. Class 11 includes elongated objectk qualities, but the semantic
basis of other noun classes is often less obvidasses 3 to 10 include various
kinds of objects, with the odd number noun classeslly indicating singular and
the even number noun classes usually indicatingpar mass nouns.

® This utterance is an interrogative, and as we sealbelow, metarepresentational
demonstratives often occur in interrogative clausesvever it would also have
been acceptable in a declarative clause such as tolobus there caused the
power cut.”

" In the glosses, metarepresentational demonstratares abbreviated as MD
followed by the appropriate noun class number, ‘81§.9’ or person in the case
of pronouns, e.g. MD.1pl. Other demonstratives alykreviated simply as ‘dem’
regardless of which type they are as these ar¢hedibcus of the discussion. The
noun class of the coreferential noun will also besg to clarify the reference, e.g.
‘house.9’. Because of the highly agglutinative natof Digo, the glosses provided
are word-for-word rather than morpheme-for-morpheme

®| recorded a total of 114 metarepresentational destnatives and the same number
of metarepresentational personal pronouns (thene wéen two or more per
sentence). The total number of proximal, distaj textual demonstratives in the
corpus was approximately 850.

® This example illustrates the fact that metarepredgiemal demonstratives used
attributively can either precede or follow the nouich they modify. The precise
function of this variation in word order, or thetext to which it is a case of free
(pragmatically unmotivated) variation, is yet todstablished.

1 As in example (6) where we finEho (class 16, developmental demonstrative,
short form) andyuno(class 1, metarepresentational demonstrative) teget

' Procedural encoding was originally posited in fefatto the derivation of
implicatures (Blakemore 1987), and hence all pracgdmarkers were viewed as
non-truth-conditional. The notion has subsequebégn extended to any kind of
inferred meaning, and since reference assignmean imferential process which
has a truth-conditional outcome, it is possiblech@racterise certain procedural
markers as truth-conditional.

2But see Bezuidenhout (2004) for an alternativeyeisl



