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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Speakers must choose between literal and conversational implicature 

interpretations when the general discourse context appears to be 

consistent with either.  

  

 (1) I’m not suggesting that Philips is the George Wallace of 

 Garrett County, but what he’s doing running for election by 

 attacking the university has that effect.  

  

Has the speaker suggested that Philips is the George Wallace of 

Garrett County, as in (2), which contradicts (1), though derivable from it. 

  

 (2) possible relevance implicature: (I am suggesting that) 

 Philips is the George Wallace of Garrett County. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Subtle contextual factors influence preferences for implicature versus 

literal meaning.  

  

• threats to face (Bonnefon, Feeney, and Villejoubert 2009) 

• lexical variation (van Tiel et al 2014),  

• speakers’ age-related communicative preferences (Katsos and 

Bishop 2011; Schwarz, Romoli, and Bill 2014) 

• immediate linguistic context of the experiment  (Feeney et al 2004; 

Degen 2015; Doran et al 2012) 

• conversational quality  of the environment (Papafragou and 

Musolino  2002; Papafragou and Tantalou 2004; Guasti et al.  2005) 

• speakers’ beliefs about the situation (Siegel (2005); Grodner and 

Sedivy 2011)      

• speakers’ beliefs about their interlocutors (Sikos, et al. 2016)    
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The present study investigates the effects on preferences for 

implicatures of two new contextual factors. Both figure prominently in 

high stakes settings like courts, classrooms, and many experiments. 

  

      (A) instructions to think carefully about exactly what is being said 

  

      (B) access to the verbatim form of what has been said at the time of 

 committing to an interpretation 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Doran et al (2012) tested a manipulation of instructions a bit like the first:  

  

• With training, subjects told to interpret multiple written stimuli as if they 

were a fictional character called Literal Lucy  chose implicature 

interpretations less often than those who did not receive such  

      instructions. 

    

We were interested in eliciting more natural language behavior. 

  

• Rather than asking our subjects to pretend to be Literal Lucy, we 

wanted them to feel free to be  Conversational Cate. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

In order to achieve a natural level of conversational 

implicature in an experimental setting, one must supply 

an experimental context that allows participants to 

maintain the assumption that they are dealing with a 

relatable  interlocutor who is cooperative and can be 

relied upon to employ some form of Gricean reasoning.  

 

(Papafragou and Musolino 2002; Papafragou and 

Tantalou 2004; Guasti et al 2005; Grodner and Sedivy 

2011; Sikos, et al. 2016) 
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

The experiments feature a friendly audio guide who introduces 
herself as Sarah and promises to return with advice during the 
upcoming lexical decision experiment, which is merely a decoy.  
After 32 of the lexical decision items, Sarah interrupts to utter the 
critical item in (3). After 64 lexical decision items, Sarah returns to 
utter the control advice in (5). 

 

 

• Critical item 

  

 (3) I’m not suggesting that you're responding too 
 slowly, but it's important to give the first response 
 that comes to mind. 

  

 (4) possible relevance CI: (I am suggesting that) 
 you're responding too slowly 

   

• Control advice 

  

 (5) It would be good for you to take a deep breath, 
 just to clear your mind. 
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

• Questions 

 

 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with 
each statement below by clicking the button beneath 
the number 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5. 1 means that you strongly 
disagree with the statement, 2 means you disagree 
somewhat, 3 means you neither agree nor disagree, 4 
means you agree somewhat, and 5 means you strongly 
agree with the statement. 

  

  

Sarah the audio guide said that I was responding too slowly. 

                     1             2            3             4            5 

 Strongly disagree         ⃝            ⃝            ⃝            ⃝            ⃝         Strongly agree 
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

Two binary factors: 

 

+Instructions: participants are told to think very carefully 

about what the guide actually says (both  before the 

decoy experiment and after it, on the question page). 

 

-Instructions: participants are never told to think very 

carefully about what the guide actually says. 

 

+Transcript: participants are given verbatim written 

repetitions of both the critical and control items, (3) and 

(5)(on the question page). 

 

-Transcript: participants are never given verbatim 

written repetitions of both the items. 
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Experiment I tested contextual factors (A) Instructions and 

(B) verbatim transcript access in a 2X2 Latin Square design.  

 

  

EXPERIMENT 1 
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EXPERIMENT 1 

 

 
                 Experiment 1 

                      

 
Instructions Transcript 1 2 3 4 5   N Mean Rating 

No No 9 13 22 27 46 117 3.75 

Yes No 13 5 5 18 33 74 3.72 

No Yes 14 13 14 18 24 83 3.30 

Yes Yes 30 18 20 22 43 133 3.23 

Exp. 1 Rating responses by absence/presence of Instructions and Transcript 

 p = 0.0008 (t-test) 
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The Instructions manipulation had no significant effect on either the 

mean ratings or the proportion of subjects agreeing with the 

implicature reading (4 or 5 ratings). 

 

   BUT 

 

The Transcript manipulation had a significant effect on both the 

mean ratings and the proportion of participants agreeing with the 

implicature reading (4 or 5 ratings). 

 



EXPERIMENT 1 

With no transcript, a minute or two after an utterance, 

almost two-thirds of the participants agree that a 

conversational implicature was what was said, but that 

proportion falls to slightly under half when participants 

have a verbatim transcript to look at as they commit to 

an interpretation.  

 

Why? 

  

• Transcript’s written mode of presentation 

• Transcript’s timing concurrent with recording the 

ratings 
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EXPERIMENT 2 

 

 

 

Experiment 2 has the same basic setup as Experiment I 

 

New in Experiment 2: 

 

• None of the conditions includes Instructions 

 

• In addition to +/- Transcript conditions, there is a new condition 

which gives participants access to audio verbatim repetition of 

Sarah’s advice, in the form of a button they could click on the 

question page.   
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EXPERIMENT 2 

 

Experiment 2 tested no verbatim repetition against access to either 

  audio or written verbatim repetition.                

 

 

   Predictions 
 

If the written mode of the transcripts is critical to producing the Transcript 

Effect of Experiment 1, we would expect that access to audio repetition 

will not reduce 4/5 (implicature) ratings. 

 

If the timing of the verbatim access is critical to producing the Transcript 

Effect of Experiment 1, we expect that access to audio repetition will 

reduce 4/5 (implicature) ratings 
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EXPERIMENT 2 

 

 

 

  Experiment 2 

Repetition  

Type 
1 2 3 4 5   N Mean Rating 

None 21 14 24 35 79 173 3.79 

Audio 18 22 23 44 68 175 3.70 

Written 27 34 21 35 59 176 3.37 

Exp. 2 Rating responses by repetition type 

 p = 0.0067 (t-test)  
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EXPERIMENT 2 

      Experiment 2: percent 4/5 implicature agreement by repetition type 

 
p = 0.0233 (X2)  

The Transcript Effect of Experiment 1 was replicated.  

    

Audio verbatim repetition appears not to have had the same effect.  

 

Does this mean that Written mode of presentation was responsible for the 

Transcript Effect in Experiment 1? No… 
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EXPERIMENT 2 

  

        In fact, under half of the Audio Repetition  

        participants actually pressed the button on the  

        Question page to replay the audio of Sarah’s advice. 

Replayed 

Advice? 
1 2 3 4 5   N Mean Rating 

No 4 11 12 23 46 96 4.00 

Yes 14 11 11 21 22 79 3.33 

Total 18 22 23 44 68 175 3.70 

p =  0.0067 (t-test) 

Exp. 2 Audio rating responses by replaying option  
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EXPERIMENT 2 

Participants in the Audio Repetition condition who actually replayed the 

audio of Sarah’s advice agreed with the implicature interpretation 

significantly less often than those who encountered no repetition, just as 

those in the verbatim Written Transcript condition did.  

 

  Experiments 1 and 2: percent 4/5 implicature agreement in no repetition vs. audio 

   and written repetition 

• There is a general verbatim access effect.  

• The timing of exposure to verbatim form is crucial to producing it. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

Why should the differences in timing between our repetition and no-

repetition conditions correlate with a difference in implicature preference? 

It must have to do with how we store meanings over time. 

 

• Speakers forget the verbatim form of an utterance and retain only its 

gist after 27 seconds. (Sachs,1967) 

 

• 100% of our no-repetition subjects took longer than 27 seconds 

between hearing Sarah’s original advice a third of the way through the 

decoy experiment and recording their ratings on the question page  

(mean time 70 secs.).  

 

•  92% of those who played the audio repetition took less than 27 

seconds between their last replay of Sarah’s advice on the question 

page and recording their ratings on that same page (mean time 15.7 

secs.). 

   

• Only those in our no-repetition conditions were relying entirely on 

remembered gist; gist is measurably more implicature-friendly than 

verbatim form. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

Implications of the Verbatim Access Effect for Gist and Modularity of Meaning

    

• A conversational implicature can serve as the gist of an utterance – what 

speakers take to have been said.  

  

•  An implicature-as-gist may be inconsistent with, or even contradict, the 

source utterance’s literal meaning.  

  

• Gist is not, then, the essence of its source’s compositional meaning.  But 

our results do support Gernsbacher’s (1985) experimentally-supported 

claim that gist phenomena arise as a result of speakers’ shifts among 

interpretive strategies. 

  

• In order to retain a contradictory implicature as gist, speakers must shift 

away from the process that has produced the literal compositional meaning 

to the construction of a  different interpretive structure, one dependent upon 

discourse context and Gricean reasoning.  
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QUESTIONS FOR FUTURE WORK 

Does the Verbatim Access Effect occur with the more commonly studied scalar 

implicature, as it does with our relevance-based one?  

 

 Sarah’s advice: 

 (6) Congratulations! You answered some questions correctly! 

 

 Question for participants: 

  

Sarah the audio guide said that I didn’t answer all the questions correctly. 

                                     1              2              3              4              5 

            Strongly disagree           ⃝            ⃝            ⃝            ⃝            ⃝         Strongly agree 

 

What other contextual factors might influence speakers’ preferences for 

implicature interpretations?  

 

• Remove Conversational Cate context  

• Reduce time gap 
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