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The meaning of although: a Reevance
Theoretic account’

CORINNE ITEN

Abstract

The meaning of concessive connectives like although is notorioudly difficult to capture,
mainly because these connectives do not contribute to the truth conditions of utterances
containing them. In this paper, a Relevance Theoretic account of the meaning of although
is given. The connective is analysed as encoding procedura meaning, constraining the
inferential side of utterance interpretation. The procedure encoded by although leads the
hearer to recover certain contextual assumptions, which in turn give rise to contextual
effects. In this way, the use of although reduces the processing effort involved in
utterance interpretation.

1 Introduction

The question this paper will attempt to answer is Smple enough, namely what is the
meaning of although? However, the answer is not likely to be as smple as the question.

The meaning of although seems elusive, difficult to capture. Peopl€e' s intuitions about the
effect the use of although has, seem to be reasonably clear, but when it comes to giving a
theoretically sound account of the word's precise meaning, things become much more
difficult. The following quote from Frege's ‘On Sense and Reference’ illustrates this

point:

Subsidiary clauses beginning with ‘although’ also express complete thoughts.

"1 would like to thank Robyn Carston for her time and patience. Our discussions have not only been
helpful, but inspiring, at times, and dways enjoyable. | am aso grateful to the members of the Relevance
reading group and the audience at the 1998 LAGB spring meeting for lisening to my presentations and
making me rethink certain aspects of this paper.
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This conjunction actually has no sense and does not change the sense of the
clause but only illuminates it in peculiar fashion (Smilarly in the case of ‘but’,
‘yet'). We could indeed replace the concessive clause without harm to the truth
of the whole by another of the same truth value; but the light in which the
clause is placed by the conjunction might then easily appear unsuitable, asif a
song with a sad subject were to be sung in alively fashion.

(Frege in Geach and Black 1970: 73-4)

At fird, it might seem strange that although should not have sense, since it clearly means
something. However, we should remind ourselves that Fregean senseisafar cry from the
ordinary language meaning of sense. For Frege, senseis that which determines reference.
Clearly, although does not have reference and, therefore, it cannot have Fregean sense
either. What is more, although does not change the sense of its host clause. To put it
differently, the presence of although has no effect on the determination of the reference of
its host clause. The reference of a clause is a truth-value, and , as will be shown below,
although plays no part in the determination of the truth-value of utterances containing it.
In other words, what Frege is saying is that although does not contribute to truth
conditions'. Thisissomething amost al theorists who have dedlt with although agree on.

In this paper, it ismy aim to give an account of the meaning of although which does not
diverge in the basic intuitive points from what Frege has to say. However, | shal attempt
to go into more detail. A first section will look at some examples of how although can be
used. The second part of this paper will be devoted to a Relevance Theoretic account of
the meaning of although: section 3 introduces some notions central to Relevance Theory.
This is followed by a discussion of the explicit content of although sentences. Findly, |
shall proceed to give an account of what is encoded by although.

2 Thedata

2.1 General observations

(1) QalthoughP.
(2) Although P, Q.

! Congtraints on the length of this paper prevent me from saying more about Frege and his notions of sense
and tone. However, morewill be said in my thesis.
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Sentences containing although elther take the form in (1) or that in (2). For the time being,
the discussion will be limited to (1). However, in alater section the differences between
the two will be investigated. At this point, one might well be asking oneself what P and Q
stand for. The standard answer to this question is that they stand for propositions. In fact,
the general consensus seems to be that the propositional content of both (1) and (2) is

smply (3).
3 P&Q

However, there are two considerations which might cast doubt on this assumption. Firstly,
although does not always connect two assertions; the Q clause can be in the imperative or
interrogative mood as well as in the indicative. Secondly, although is a subordinating
conjunction and it is not immediately clear that a co-ordinate structure like the one in (3)
can capture the propositional content of (1) and (2), which involve subordination. The
explicit content of utterances of sentences of the form in (1) and (2) will be discussed
below. For the moment, it will be assumed that P and Q stand for the propositiona
content of the clauses connected by although.

In the following, it will be shown that (1) can have a range of different interpretations.
Taking my inspiration from Konig (1986), | shall distinguish two main types of
interpretations of although: CONCESSIVE and ADVERSATIVE. Furthermore, Sweetser
(1990)’ s distinction between CONTENT, EPISTEMIC and SPEECH-ACT uses of although, will
be touched upon and made use of to a certain degree. For the sake of convenience (and
because they have to be caled something) the next two sub-sections are entitled
‘concessive although' and ‘adversative although'. It should, however, be made clear from
the beginning that there is no claim that although is ambiguous.

2.2 Concessive although
(4) Peter went out dthough it was raining.

(4) is the standard example of the standard case of concessive conjunction. In pre-
theoretic terms, there seems to be a direct incompatibility between the two clauses
connected by although. In more theoretical terms, Konig (1985, 1986, 1988, 1989),
Winter & Rimon (1994) and Sidiropoulou (1992), at least in spirit, all seem to agreethat a
sentence of the form ‘Q dthough P, as exemplified by (4), carries an implicature roughly
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like (5)%
(5) Normally, if Pthen not Q.

In other words, if Mary utters (4), sheisimplicating the following: normaly, if itisraining
Peter does not go out. | believe that this captures quite accurately what although does in
these cases.

Sweetser (1990: 78-79) would call (4) a REAL-WORLD or CONTENT use of although,
anaogous to (6), which is an example of area-world or content use of because (Sweetser
1990: 77-78).

(6) Peter got wet because it wasraining.

It is easy to see how (6) is a red-world use of because; the state of affairs of it raining
caused another state of affairs, namely that of Peter getting wet. Unfortunately, the case of
although is not as straightforward, since there is no such thing as real-world concessivity.

Two dtates of affairs either co-exist or they do not. It takes a human mind to judge that it
Is remarkable that two states of affairs hold at the same time, when the existence of one
would normally prevent the other from coming about. Concessivity, in other words, isin
the eye of the beholder. It seems, therefore, doubtful whether thereis actudly areal-world
use of although. In fact, Sweetser (1990: 103-104) hersalf speculates that there probably
Is no real-world use of but, because there is no real-world relation of contrast. It seemsto
me that, by the same token, it is quite likely that there is no real-world use of although, at
least not in the same way in which there is a real-world use of because. As a matter of
fact, the way in which Sweetser elaborates on the role of although in sentences like (4)
seems to support this. Her gloss for (4) would be something like ‘Peter’'s going out
occurred in spite of there being rain, which might naturally have led to his not going out’.

In other words, the real-world relation does not hold between the states of affairs described
in the two clauses but between the state of affairs described by the subordinate clause and
the negation of the main clause. Another way of looking at thisisto say that, for examples
like (4), the ‘if...then’ in (5), the implicature carried by sentences like (1), is strengthened
to a causa connection®. Thus, a concessive content reading of although in (1) will give

? Note that their views differ when it comes to the status of this implicature, i.e. whether it is conventional
or conversaiona, and that their accounts are set within three very different frameworks.

% Many theorists have perceived a close connection between causdlity and concessivity. Konig (1989), for
example, clamsthat thereis ardation of dudity between the two. In Iten (1998) | have argued againg this
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rise to theimplicaturein (7).
(7) Normally, P causesnot Q.

(8) seemsto carry an implicature very much like (5), except that the order of the clauses
isreversed. However, it is an example of what Sweetser (1990: 78-79) cdls an EPISTEMIC
use of although. Her gloss for (8) would be something like ‘the fact that it was raining is
true in spite of the fact that Peter went out, which might reasonably have led me to
concludethat it wasn't raining’. In other words, the ‘if...then’ in (5) is taken to express an
epistemic connection. On thisreading, (1) will giveriseto animplicature like (9).

(8 It wasraining, although Peter went out.
(9 Normaly, from P the speaker would conclude that not Q.

Thus, what Mary seemsto be implicating by her utterance of (8) isthat, normally, from the
fact that Peter went out, she would conclude that it was not raining. It isinteresting to note
that, in effect, (5) can be read either as (7) or as (9)* and none of the accounts by Konig,
Winter & Rimon or Sidiropoulou distinguish between rea-world and epistemic uses of
although.

Findly, there is the “ speech-act” use of although. (10) is an example of this. Sweetser
(1990: 79)'s gloss for (10) would be ‘I ask you if it israining in spite of the fact that I'll

(20) Isitraining, dthough I'll have to go out no matter what.
Unfortunately, Konig, Winter & Rimon and Sidiropoulou al disregard examples of this
sort. However, it seems clear that (1) on a speech-act reading could be said to carry an

implicature of the general formin (11).

(11) Normaly, if P then the speaker wouldn't be asking whether (/saying that/requesting
that) Q.

In the particular case of (10) this meansthat Mary will be implicating that, normally, if she

position.

* Obvioudly, alittle more generosity is required, if oneisto alow (5) to be read as (9), but | believe it can
be done.
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has to go out no matter what, she would not ask whether it israining. Obviously, what has
just been given is a mere sketch of the effects concessive although has on utterance
interpretation. A full analysis of although will be given in section 5.2 below.

2.3 Adver sative although
(12) It sraining athough Peter iswearing a green shirt.

(12) is an example of the second, adversative, interpretation of although. Taken out of
context, this example sounds rather strange. In fact, Winter & Rimon (1994) consider
examples like (12) unacceptable. For them, an adversative interpretation can only result if
the connective is but rather than although. Thus, (13) would be the acceptable and,
admittedly, probably more easily interpretable, counterpart of (12).

(13) Peter iswearing agreen shirt, but it’ sraining.

Actudly, | beieve that both (12) and (13) are acceptable but that they differ dightly in the
way in which they are processed®.

Let usreturnto (12). | mentioned above that thisis hard to interpret out of context. Let
me provide a context now. Imagine the following scenario: On 19 December 1997 Mary
makes some predictions about a certain day, say 19 January, 1998, i.e. she predicts that it
will be raining and that Peter will be wearing ared shirt. Let us say that John witnesses
these predictions and, on 19 January 1998, he points out to Mary that Peter is in fact
wearing a green shirt and Mary was, therefore, wrong. In reply, Mary might very well
utter (12) and thus implicate that she was still right.  Unlike in the case of concessive
although, here, there is no direct incompatibility between the two clauses. Rather the
incompatibility is between an implication of the first clause and an implication of the
second clause.

To go back to the more formal “Q athough P, at least Konig and Winter & Rimon agree
that, in the adversative case, what a spesker is implicating with an utterance of (1) is
something like (14)°.

® Much more needsto be said about the difference between but and although. Thisissue, which | intend to
pursue in future work, lies outside the scope of the present paper.

® As mentioned above, thisis not quite accurate, since Winter & Rimon do not accept examples like (12).
However, what | am saying hereistrue of their interpretation of examples like (13), which contain but rather
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(14) If Pthennot R. If Qthen R. Q carries more weight than P.

In more detail, this is how this works for (12): if it is raining on 19 January 1998 (= Q)
Mary isright (= R), if Peter is wearing a green shirt (= P), Mary iswrong (= not R), Q
carries more weight, therefore Mary was il right.

Looking at the implicature ‘ Q although P carries on this interpretation it should be clear
why it is somewhat futile to talk about content, epistemic and speech-act uses of although
here. The relationship between P and Q in this case is not a direct one. P and Q are
related to each other viaR. Of course, R could be a belief or conclusion, or a speech act.
However, R is not part of the actual utterance. In fact, more or less any utterance of the
form *Q athough P can have any kind of R.

To sum up the last two sub-sections, ‘Q athough P has two basic interpretations. On
the concessive interpretation it carries the implicature ‘normally if P then -Q’. On the
adversative interpretation the implicature is ‘if P then =R, if Q then R and Q carries more
weight than P (therefore R)'. It may now be clear that, looked at it this way, the
concessive interpretation is Smply a specia case of the adversative interpretation. The
adversative implicature where R = Q comes out precisaly as the concessive implicature: if
P then =Q, if Q then Q and Q carries more weight than P, in the sense that -Q which
follows from P is weaker than Q, afact which follows directly from the fact that Q is part
of the truth conditions of ‘Q athough P .

So far | have merely provided a collection of datato show how although can be used and
to describe roughly what effect the presence of although seems to have on the
Interpretation of an utterance containing it. One centra question that | believe will have to
be answered now is this: what does although encode? To put it dightly differently, how
do the implicatures described above come about and what is their status? Given that there
Is an adversative and a concessive interpretation of although, it will aso be important to
consder the question whether although is ambiguous or whether it is semantically
univocal and the different interpretations are arrived at pragmaticaly. A second, related,
guestion is. what is explicitly communicated by an utterance of a sentence of the form ‘Q
although P ? Findly, the question as to whether there is a difference between ‘ Q athough
P and ‘Although P, Q' should be answered.

In the following sections, | shal attempt to answer the above questions from a Relevance
Theoretic point of view. A section on some of the notions central to Relevance Theory
will be followed by a section on the explicitly communicated content of utterances of the

than although.
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form ‘Q dthough P. The fina section will be devoted to the investigation of what the
word although encodes and how its different interpretations are arrived at.  This will
include a sub-section on the difference between ‘ Q athough P and ‘ Although P, Q'.

3 Relevance
3.1 Thecommunicative principle of relevance

On Sperber & Wilson (1986/1995)’ s view, utterance interpretation involves decoding and
inference. Decoding leaves the hearer with an incomplete (i.e. not fully propositional)
conceptual representation. In order to arrive a a fully propositiona representation, the
hearer has to inferentialy enrich the incomplete representation. Thisinferenceis basicaly
a process of hypothesis formation and confirmation. Relevance is the criterion for testing
the hypotheses. Other things being equal, the hearer will choose an optimally relevant
interpretation. According to Sperber & Wilson (1995: 270) an utterance is optimally
relevant iff () it achieves sufficient contextual effects to be worth the hearer’ s processing
effort and (b) it is the most relevant one the speaker could have produced given her
abilities and preferences.

Let me start with the effects side of things. It seems painfully obvious that hearers do
not process information provided by an utterance in a vacuum but rather against a
background of a set of assumptions which they aready have, and not just any set of
assumptions, but one the speaker intends them to access. This background of assumptions
Is the context in which the utterance will be interpreted. Any effects will be achieved by
combining the new information provided by an utterance with the hearer’s existing
assumptions. There are three basic ways in which information provided by an utterance
can combine with the context. Firgtly, it may combine with existing assumptionsto yield a
contextua implication. Secondly, new information can strengthen an existing assumption
of the hearer’s. Findly, new information can contradict and eiminate one (or, indeed,
more) of the hearer's existing assumptions. So much for the effects an utterance can
achieve.

There is not quite so much that can be said about the effort side of the story. The point
Is that understanding any utterance involves processing effort on the part of the hearer. In
order for an utterance to have any effects at al the hearer must first decode the linguistic
expressions, then recover the proposition expressed by that utterance and access the
intended contextual assumptions. The longer and more complex an utterance, the more
processing effort there will be involved in decoding it. The less accessible the assumptions
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needed to interpret an utterance, the more processing effort will be involved in recovering
the proposition expressed and the intended contextua effects.

The communicative principle of relevance states that every utterance communicates a
presumption of its own optimal relevance. To put this dightly differently, every utterance
comes with a guarantee of optimal relevance. The speaker has to make sure that her
utterance will be worth the hearer’ s attention, otherwise the hearer will not bother to listen
to her. Thus, the hearer can follow a path of least effort, that is, he is licensed to test
interpretations in their order of accessibility. In cases of successful communication the
hearer will have reached the intended interpretation as soon as his expectation of relevance
is satisfied.

3.2 Conceptsand procedures

In the last sub-section it was said that, on the Relevance Theoretic view, utterance
interpretation involves decoding, which leads to an incomplete representation, and
inference, the result of which is a set of fully propositional representations. In other
words, utterance interpretation requires two basic tools. representation and computation.
It should, therefore, not come as a surprise that Blakemore (1987, 1989) and Wilson &
Sperber (1993) differentiate two basic types of encoded meaning. The firgt type is
conceptual meaning, which is associated with representation. The second type is
procedural meaning, which is associated with computation.

It is probably fair to say that most words encode concepts, that is, metaphorically
gpeaking, they contribute building blocks to conceptual representations. However, some
words encode procedures, i.e. they give instructions as to how conceptua representations
are to be manipulated. To put it dightly differently, conceptua information provides the
basic input to hypothesis formation, while procedura information constrains and guides
this process and reduces processing effort. In line with Blakemore (1987, 1989) on but
and arange of other connectives, | shall argue that although encodes procedura meaning.

The cognitive difference between concepts and procedures would seem to be reasonably
clear and, | bdieve, the case for making such a distinction in a framework like Relevance
Theory is very strong. However, determining whether meaning encoded by a given
linguistic expression is conceptual or procedural (or, indeed, both) is arather difficult task.

Building on Wilson & Sperber (1993), Rouchota (1998) presents criteria for
distinguishing expressions encoding procedural meaning from those that encode concepts,
which come from three different areas. cognition, truth-evaluability and compositionality.

Let me start with cognition. There are two pieces of cognitive evidence which seem to
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point to a fundamenta difference between two types of meaning. Firtly, if one tries to
bring to consciousness the meaning of words like tree, freedom or even because | think
one manages quite well. However, attempts to bring to consciousness the meaning of
although or but seem to have little chance of success. Secondly, and probably
consequently, words like although and but and, maybe more obvioudy, well as used in
(15), are notorioudy hard for foreign learners of English to grasp.

(15 Weéll, Peter should be here any minute now.

This difference should not be very surprising if we remind oursalves of the fact that
concepts are mental representations and can, therefore, by definition be brought to
consciousness or represented. Procedures, on the other hand, are computations performed
on these representations and there is no reason why we should be able to bring these
computations to consciousness’. | believe that the very fact that it is so incredibly hard to
pinpoint the meaning of although provides evidence in favour of tregting it as encoding
procedural meaning. Surely, if although encoded a concept it would be reasonably easy to
say what this concept is. Theorists like Frege would not have to take recourse to notions
like “colouring” or “illumination” to account for the meaning of although.

The argument pertaining to truth-evauability follows from the considerations mentioned
above. If procedures are computations they are not truth-evaluable. Truth or fasity isa
property of (complete) conceptual representations. Computations can only be successful
or unsuccessful, appropriate or ingppropriate. Unfortunately, it is quite difficult to test
gpecific linguistic items for truth-evaluability, because the end result of linguistic
processing is aways a conceptua representation. However, (16) should show that the
contribution although makes to the meaning of an utterance is not truth-evaluable and its
meaning, therefore, not conceptual. This becomes especially clear if we compare thiswith
(17) where the contribution sadly makes to the utterance clearly istruth-evaluable.

(16) A: Peter went out although it was raining.
B: *That'snot true, he dways goes out intheran.

(17) A: Sadly, my mother-in-law died.
B: That'snot true, you' re not sad about her desath.

’ Note that what can (a least in some cases) be brought to consciousness are representations of
computations, but not the actual computations themselves.



The meaning of although 11

One might object that (16) merely shows that although does not contribute to truth
conditions. However, let me point out that sadly in (17) does not contribute to the truth
conditions of A’s utterance either. (18) should make it clear that A’s utterance in (17) is
true iff A’s mother-in-law died. Clearly, a speaker uttering (18) is saying that A’s
inheriting £1000 depends only on whether her mother-in-law dies and not on whether A
(or anyone else) is sad about her mother-in-law’ s death.

(18) If, sadly, A’s mother-in-law died, she will inherit £1000.

This also shows that the fact that a given linguistic item does not contribute to the truth
conditions of a particular utterance does not mean that this item does not encode a
concept. In fact, as (19) shows, sadly can contribute its encoded meaning to the truth-
conditional content of an utterance containing it and surely it has to be conceptua in order
to do that.

(190 Mary wassmiling sadly.

What ismore, it seems convincing that evenin (17) sadly is part of the truth conditions not
of the proposition expressed by the utterance, but of a higher-level representation®.
Therefore, it seems fair enough to say that, if an item never contributes to the truth
conditions of the utterance containing it, thisis a good indication of the fact that that item
islikely to encode procedural meaning. At the sametime, | would like to makeit clear that
the only rock solid conclusion that can be drawn isthat, if something encodes a procedure,
that procedure is never part of truth conditions’. Clearly, what although encodes is never
part of the truth conditions of an utterance containing it. |, therefore, believe that this
criterion, too, points in the direction of although encoding a procedure rather than a
concept.

The third type of criterion, again, follows directly from the generd theoretica
consderations above. It is probably a universaly recognised fact that individual concepts
combine in a predictable manner to form larger conceptua representations. In other
words, concepts are compositional. It seems fairly obvious that procedures cannot be

8 Morewill be said about thisin section 4.3

° N.B. This only applies to the actud procedure itsdlf. The output of a procedure can very well be truth-
conditiond. Procedura meaning can contribute to truth conditions by condraining an inferentia task
involved in deriving a propositiond form. Reference assgnment is an example of this. However, the
procedure itself cannot be part of the truth-conditional content of an utterance,
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compositional in the same way as concepts. Unfortunately, the only piece of evidence |
can offer with regard to although in this respect is that although can only ever link two
clauses. It cannot combine with any other connectives or adverbs. (20), where mainly
modifies because, which is likely to encode a concept, is perfectly grammatical. (21), on
the other hand, where mainly should modify although, is ungrammatical. The same goes
for (22), where partly modifies because with a perfectly acceptable result and (23), where
the same cannot be said of an attempt to use partly to modify although.

(20) Peter went to the party mainly because he wanted to see Susan.
(21) *Susan went to the party mainly athough she didn’t want to see Peter.

(22) Peter went to the party partly because he wanted to see Susan and partly because he
had nothing better to do.

(23) *Susan went to the party partly athough she didn't want to see Peter and partly
although she had alot of work to do.

Smilarly, (24), where the because clause is negated, is grammatical, while (25), where the
although clause should be negated, is not. It isinteresting to note that, where the negation
is clearly metalinguistic (or echoic), although can be negated, asin (26)*°.

(24) Peter didn’'t go to the party because he wanted to see Susan but because he had
nothing better to do.

(25) *Susan didn’t go to the party athough she didn’t want to see Peter but athough she
had alot of work to do.

(26) Susan didn’t go to the party athough she had alot of work to do, but because of it.

Clearly, there is no syntactic reason for these differences in acceptability between (20) and
(21), (22) and (23), and (24) and (25): because and although are both subordinating
conjunctions. It seems, therefore, likely that this difference is due to the fact that the two
conjunctions encode different types of meaning.

To sum up this section, al the available evidence points in the direction of although
encoding a procedure rather than a concept. In section 5, | shall suggest a procedure
which is likely to be what although encodes and this procedure will be tested on the data
discussed in section 2. Before that, however, something ought to be said about the explicit

19 For adiscussion of metalinguistic negation see Horn (1985). For a Relevance Theoretic reandlysis see
Cargton (1996).
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content of utterances of the form ‘Q although P or ‘Although P, Q'.

4 The explicit content of ‘Q although P’
4.1 Explicaturesand implicatures

Apart from the distinction between conceptua and procedural encoding, as discussed in
section 3.2 above, there is another fundamental distinction in Relevance Theory: the
distinction between explicitly communicated assumptions, explicatures, and implicatures,
assumptions that are communicated implicitly.

According to Sperber & Wilson (1986/1995: 182) the explicatures of an utterance are
those assumptions communicated by it that are a development of the logical form it
encodes. In other words, explicatures are assumptions which are recovered via a
combination of decoding and inference. Assumptions can be more or less explicit: the
greater the role of decoding in recovering an assumption, the more explicit it is and vice
versa. Implicatures, on the other hand, are derived purely inferentially. This difference
between explicitly and implicitly communicated assumptions is illustrated in (27)-(29)
bel ow.

(27) A: Sndl wego for awak?
B: It'sraining.

The explicatures of B’s utterance in (27) are given in (28). These include not only the
proposition expressed, (28a), but aso what Wilson & Sperber (1993: 5-6) call higher-level
explicatures, embeddings of the proposition expressed under higher-level descriptions,
such as speech-act descriptions, as in (28b), and propositiona attitude descriptions, asin
(28c), for example. It should be obvious that al the assumptions in (28) are indeed
developments of the logical form of B’ s utterancein (27).

(28) a It'sraninginplacep; a timet;.
b. B saysthatit'srainingin placep; a timet;.
c. Bbelievesthat it'sraining in place p, at timet;.

(29) a Ifit'sraining B doesn’t want to go for awalk.
b. B doesn’'t want to go for awalk.
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In (29) some possible implicatures of B’s utterance are given. (29a) is an implicated
premise, (29b) is an implicated conclusion'’. There can be little doubt thet the
assumptions in (29) are recovered via inferential processes alone. No more will be said
about implicatures here. However, there are a few more points to be made about
explicatures.

4.2 Speech-acts

It might seem from what was said in the preceding paragraph that the proposition
expressed by an utterance is dways aso one of its explicatures. However, thisis not so.
In some cases of non-literal meaning, like irony, for example, and speech-acts other than
assertions the proposition expressed is not communicated and it is, therefore, not an
explicature of the utterance. Since there is going to be some discussion of speech-act uses
of although below, it would seem useful to at least sketch how Relevance Theory accounts
for those speech-acts communicated by non-declarative utterances.

Sperber & Wilson (1986/1995: 224-231) argue that propositiona forms can be used to
represent in two different ways. descriptively and interpretively. A propositiona form
represents a state of affairs descriptively if it is true of that dtate of affairs. If a
propositiona form is used to represent another representation (e.g. a thought) it is used
interpretively. A propogitiona form is an interpretation of another representation if it
resembles that representation, for example because it shares certain logical properties with
it or because it has smilar contextual implications. On thisview, every propositiona form
of an utterance is an interpretation of athought of the speaker’s. This thought in turn can
be entertained as a description of an actual or a desirable state of affairs. Alternatively, it
can be entertained as an interpretation of an actual representation or of a desrable
representation.  Sperber & Wilson (1986/1995; 243-254), Wilson & Sperber (1988°
1988") and Clark (1991) use the descriptivefinterpretive distinction to account for speech-
acts.

They analyse imperatives as procedurally encoding the information that the
propositional content of the utterance is a representation of a desirable (and potential) state
of affairs.

(30) Don't forget your umbrella

! For amore detailed account of this distinction see Sperber & Wilson (1986/1995; 194-195) and Carston
(1998: 127-128).
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In other words, the propositional form of (30), something aong the lines of the hearer
doesn't forget his umbrella, is an interpretation of a thought which is a description of a
desrable state of affairs. To put this more smply, by uttering (30), the speaker is
communicating that a state of affairs where the hearer does not forget his umbrella is
desirable. Note that there is an indeterminacy here, as to who this state of affairs is
desrable to. The hearer will have to determine this pragmatically, guided by
consderations of optimal relevance. In the present case, it seems fair to assume that that
state of affairsis taken to be desirable to the hearer. In other words, (31) will be a higher-
level explicature of (30). Given certain saient contextual assumptions, like for example
the assumption that the speaker and the hearer are friends, the speech-act here will be
taken to be one of giving advice.

(31) Itisdesrableto the hearer that the hearer doesn’t forget his umbrella

Interrogatives, on this view, are taken to encode that the propositiona content of the
utterance is a representation of a desirable (i.e. relevant) thought™. In other words,
interrogatives are different from imperatives in that they encode interpretive use. Thus,
the propositional form of (32), something like it israining, is a representation of a thought
of the spesker’ swhich s, in turn, an interpretation of arelevant thought. Put more smply,
by uttering (32), the speaker is communicating that athought which resemblesit israining
(either it is raining or it isn't raining, presumably) is reevant. Again, there is an
indeterminacy as to who the represented thought is perceived to be relevant to™. In this
case, the speaker is most likely to be communicating that the thought is relevant to herself.
Thus, (33) will be ahigher-level explicature of (32).

(32) Isitraning?
(33) Itisraining/itisn't raining isrelevant to the speaker.

12 For smplicity’s sake | am using a yes/no question as an example here. For an account of wh-questions
seee.g. Wilson & Sperber (1988™ 96).

13 Asamatter of fact, in the case of questions there is a second indeterminacy, the indeterminacy regarding
how closdly the representation resembles the relevant thought.
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4.3 How many logical forms does an utterance encode?

As Carston (1998: 123-125) points out, there seems to be a problem with the definition of
explicatures as developments of the logical form when it comes to utterances, for example,
of the form ‘Q because P, like the onein (6). As (36) shows, a sentence adverbid like
sadly can modify the subordinate clause P. In Relevance Theory (eg. Ifantidou 1994:
152-154), these adverbiads are treated as contributing to the explicatures of utterances
containing them. Thus, (35) isahigher-level explicature of (34). Clearly, one would want
to say that (35) is dso a higher-level explicature of (36). Therefore, one would also have
to say that it was raining is an explicature of (6). However, it was raining is not a
development of Peter got wet becauseit was raining.

(6) Peter got wet because it wasraining.

(34) Sadly, it wasraining.

(35) Itissadthat it wasraning.

(36) Peter got wet because, sadly, it wasraining.

This might make one think that the definition of explicature has to be changed to
accommodate these cases. However, Carston (1998: 124) proposes a different solution,
namely that the assumption that every utterance encodes one and only one logical form
should be rgjected. Thus, she suggests that an utterance like (6) has the logica formsin
(37).

(37) a Peter got wet.
b. Itwasraning.
c. Peter got wet because it wasraining.

Each of thelogical formsin (37) can then have its own set of explicatures. In thisway, it
IS easy to see how (35) can be one of the higher-level explicatures of one of the logical
forms encoded by (36).

This account also seems very appealing when it comes to speech-act uses of connectives
like because.

(38) Isitraning, because | don't want to get wet.

If (38) was taken to encode one and only one logical form it would be extremely difficult
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to explain how one of its clauses can be a question and the other an assertion™. However,
If one assumes that (38) encodes severa different logical forms, it is easy to see how this
fact can be accounted for.

4.4 The proposition(s) expressed

As mentioned above, the genera consensus is that utterances of sentences of the formsin
(1) and (2) expressthe propositionin (3).

(1) QadthoughP.
(2) Although P, Q.
) P&Q

Indeed, if one embeds a sentence of the form in (1) under the scope of alogica operator,
such asif...then, it becomes clear that itstruth or falsity depends on the truth or falsity of P
and Q done. (39) is an embedding of (4). Clearly, a spesker uttering (39) is
communicating that Peter’s getting wet depends solely on whether the rain and Peter’s
going out occurred at the same time and not on whether those two states of affairs are in
any way incompatible with each other.

(4) Peter went out dthough it was raining.
(39) If Peter went out although it was raining he'll have got wet.

In other words, the TRUTH CONDITIONS of (1) and (2) indeed seem to be captured by (3).
However, thisis missing an important point. The structure of (3) is one of co-ordination.
By contrast, (1) and (2) involve subordination. It seems highly doubtful whether (3), a
case of co-ordination, can accurately capture the PROPOSITION EXPRESSED by utterances
of sentences involving subordination.

Because of this and in the light of what was said in section 4.3, | would like to suggest
that the propositional content of sentences like (1) and (2) is something like (40), i.e. that
these sentences encode two logical forms, which have to be enriched to yield two

1 Note that one might want to account for examples like (38) by saying that the because dause is
parenthetica. Following Ifantidou (1994: 171-177) one could then say that (38) involves, in fact, two
utterances. However, there is some doubt about whether this is the right way to go, since the subordinate
clausein (38) behaveslike a parenthetical on some tests, but not on others. | am hoping to pursue this matter
in adifferent paper.



In (44), B,'s reply ‘That's right, but =P to A’s utterance of ‘Q dthough P, athough
maybe not entirely feicitous, is much more acceptable than B,'s reply ‘That’s right, but
-Q'. In (45), on the other hand, both B;'s and B, s repliesto A’s utterance of ‘P but Q'
are equally unacceptable. To put this differently, if a speaker utters a sentence of the form
of (1) or (2) and it turns out that Q is not true, the hearer is likely to judge that as a



Bs: *That' sright, but [he didn’t put it away.]

The obvious difference between these connectives and although is that both because and
after contribute to the truth conditions of the utterances containing them. Therefore, there
Is a third, minor, “assertion” that can be cancelled. This “assertion” expresses a causal
connection between the clauses in the case of because and a temporal relation in the case
of after. Since not only although but also because and after behave in this way, it would
seem reasonable to assume that the fact that the speaker is taken to attach greater
“Importance”’ to the propositional content of the main clause (Q) than to that of the
subordinate clause is something which is intrinsic to subordinate constructions. This
observation seems to lend support to the idea that sentences like (1) and (2) encode two
logical forms for the following reason. If Q and P are each propositions expressed in their
own right it is relatively easy to see how one could account for the fact that one of themiis
given more weight. If, on the other hand, ‘P & Q' is taken to be the single proposition
expressed by utterances of (1) or (2), it is much harder to see how one could capture the
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fact that one half of the proposition expressed is more important than the other. The
guestion now is how this difference in “weight” or “importance” between the content of
the main clause and that of the subordinate clause can be captured. Unfortunately, al |
can do at this stage is point in the direction of a possible account.

Intuitively, subordination seems to do exactly the opposite of foca stress; where focal
stress seems to highlight or foreground conceptua information, subordination seems to
“lowlight” or background it. Thus it might be possible to account for the effect
subordination has on utterance interpretation along the lines of the accounts Sperber &
Wilson (1986/1995: 202-217) and Breheny (1996) give of focus. However, at this stage,
thisis al mere speculation and much more work will have to be done before a satisfactory
account of the effect of subordination on meaning can be given. For the time being, it
smply seems important to note that the fact that the although clause is a subordinate
clause does seem to play an important role in the interpretation of utterances of sentences
of theformin (2) or (2).

5 The meaning of although
5.1 The procedure encoded by although

Building on the accounts by K6nig (1985, 1986, 1988, 1989), Winter & Rimon (1994) and
Sidiropoulou (1992) touched upon in section 2, but giving them a Relevance Theoretic
twist a la Blakemore (1987, 1989), | would like to suggest that although encodes the
procedurein (48).

(48) What follows (i.e. P) contradicts, but does not diminate™, X. X is an aspect of the
interpretation of Q.

There are afew points that need clarification here. First of all, what is meant by ‘an aspect
of the interpretation of Q'? This is rdatively straightforward to answer. X can be the
proposition expressed by Q, one of its higher-level explicatures, or an implicature of Q.

The general prediction is that processing effort will increase, the further the intended X is
removed from the proposition expressed by Q. The next, very important, question is. how
does the hearer know which X the spesker intended? The answer to this question is that

> It is concdivable that this clause will become unnecessary once the effects of subordination are
understood alittle better.
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the search for optimal relevance will guide himin his choice. How thisworksin detail will
be shown below. Finaly, something should be said about what it meansfor P to contradict
but not eliminate X. Thisis bascally taken to mean that P leads to the conclusion - X, but
that the evidence for X, i.e. Q, is stronger than that for =X. In other words, the hearer is
likely to recover a contextual assumption (which is an implicated premise) along the lines
of (49).

(49) Ingenerd, -X followsfrom P.

Obvioudy, | shal have to show that the procedure in (48) can account for all possible uses
of although. Let me, therefore, go through the examples | have given so far, one by one,
to seeif my account is descriptively adequate.

5.2 Concessive although
Let usfirst look at (4) again.
(4) Peter went out dthough it was raining.

Here, P is it was raining, Q is Peter went out. As outlined above, | believe that the
propositional content of an utterance of (4) isthat in (40).

(40) a Q
b. P

Now, if | am right, although instructs the hearer that P contradicts but does not eiminate
X, where X is an aspect of the interpretation of Q. It seems obvious that, unless otherwise
indicated, the most accessible aspect of the interpretation of Q will be Q. Therefore, it is
reasonable to assume that thisis ,in fact, the first hypothesis the hearer will test. Thus, the
hearer will take although in (4) to instruct him that P contradicts but does not eiminate Q.

In the case of (4), thisinstruction will lead the hearer to recover a contextual assumption,
or implicated premise, like (50a). The truth-conditional content of (4) is given in (50b)
and (c¢). Together with the contextual assumption in (50a), this will yield a contextual
implication, which is an implicated conclusion, dong the lines of (50d). Thus the overall
interpretation of an utterance of (4) is likely to be something like the following: thereis a
genera rule that the rain keeps Peter from going out, but the particular time the speaker is
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talking about isan exception in that it was raining and Peter did go out at that time.

(50) a Ingenerd, it followsfrom the fact that it israining that Peter is not going ouit.
b. Peter went out at t;.
C. Itwasraning at t;.
d. Itisremarkablethat Peter went out, given that it was raining.

Now, let us reconsider (8).
(8 It wasraining, although Peter went out.

(8), to state the obvious, issmply (4) with reversed clauses. What is more, | would not be
surprised if, to someone just quickly reading (4), the sentence seemed a little odd, a little
hard to process. In fact, my own spontaneous first reaction to it was that it sounded as if
the speaker was implicating that Peter could somehow influence the weather™. This can
be explained if we look a the effect the procedure encoded by although has on the
interpretation of (8). Although, again, instructs the hearer that P contradicts, but does not
eliminate, X. Again, the most accessible candidate for X is Q. Here, P is Peter went out
and Qisit wasraining. Although instructs the hearer that the assumption that Peter went
out contradicts, but does not eliminate, the assumption that it was raining. In other words,
the hearer will recover the contextual assumption in (51a) along with the propositiona
content of (8), whichisgivenin (51b) and (c). Thiswill, again, giveriseto an implicature,
in this case something like (51d).

(51) a Ingenerd, it followsfrom the fact that Peter isgoing out that it is not raining.
b. Itwasraning at t;.
c. Peter went out at t;.
d. Itisremarkablethat it wasraining, given that Peter went ouit.

(50) a Ingenerd, it followsfrom thefact that it israining that Peter is not going ouit.

It seems intuitively convincing that the ‘rule’ in (51a) is not as generally acceptable as the
onein (50a), which isan implicature of (4). All it takesto accept (508) asvalid is common
sense. After all, the rain does keep people from going out. (51a), on the other hand, will
only be acceptable to people who know Peter’ stypical behaviour or are at least prepared to

18| am happy to say that | am not the only person to think this. When | presented this sentence to afriend,
her firgt reaction was very much like my own.
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believe that Peter habitualy does not go out when there israin. In other words, for most
people, adding (50a) to their beliefs will require very little effort. In fact, most people will
aready hold a belief very much like (50a) and the strengthening of this belief will be one
of the effects of an utterance of (4). For people who know Peter and aready hold a belief
like (51a), an utterance of (8) will have effects paralld to those of an utterance of (4) and it
will not be any harder to process. For people like you and me, who do not know Peter and
for whom (518) is not easily accessible, more effort will be involved in adapting our beliefs
to accommodate (51a). However, we will be rewarded with extra effects. Not only will
we be adding the implicature in (51a) to our beiefs, this addition will aso affect some of
our old beliefs and add more new ones. 1t might, for example, contradict and eliminate my
assumption that Peter would be a good person to ask to go for awak on arainy Sunday, or
it might yield the contextual implication that it would be a waste of money to buy an
umbrella for Peter, since he would hardly ever useit. In addition, of course, there will be
the contextua effects yielded by the information that, on this occasion, Peter did go out in
the rain. Hopefully, this has shown that my account of the meaning of although can
explain the difference in “acceptability” or, maybe more accurately, ease of processing
between (4) and (8).

So far, the X which P contradicts but does not eliminate has aways been the proposition
expressed by Q. In (10), which is an example of a speech-act use of although, matters are
dightly different.

(20) Isitraining, dthough I'll have to go out no matter what.

Here, the most accessible candidate for X will not be the proposition expressed by Q but
one of its higher-level explicatures. Thisis for the smple reason that word order and (if
uttered) also intonation clearly mark the first clausein (10) asa question. Asmentioned in
section 4.2, Sperber & Wilson (1986/1995: 252) and Wilson & Sperber (1988% 95)
anayse interrogatives as representations of desirable (i.e. relevant) thoughts. Therefore,
the hearer will take although in (10) to instruct him that P (the speaker will have to go out
no matter what) contradicts, but does not eiminate, the assumption that the thought
represented by Q (it israining) isrelevant. In other words, the hearer will take the speaker
to convey with her utterance of (10) the proposition expressed by P in (52b), the higher-
level explicature of Q in (52c), the contextua assumption in (52a) and the implicature in
(52d).

(52) a Ingened, it follows from the fact that the speaker has to go out no matter what
that it is not relevant to the speaker if it israining.
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b. The speaker hasto go out no matter what.

c. Itisrelevant to the spesker if itisraining.”

d. Itisremarkablethat it isrelevant to the speaker if it israining, given that she has
to go out no matter what.

5.3 Adver sative although
(12) It sraining athough Peter iswearing a green shirt.

As mentioned above, looked at in isolation (12) is extremely difficult, if not impossible,
to process. | believe that my account of the meaning of although can explain this. Just to
repeat this, although instructs the hearer that P contradicts, but does not eiminate X,
where X is an aspect of the interpretation of Q. Again, generdly, the most readily
accessible candidate for X will be Q, ‘-Q follows from P will be an easlly accessible
contextual assumption. | believe that thisis exactly the assumption oneis led to access if
onetriesto interpret (12) out of context. In other words, areader of (12) is highly likely to
access the assumption in (53).

(53) From the fact that Peter iswearing agreen shirt it follows that it is not raining.

It seems obvious that in most situations (53) would not be found relevant and one would
have to abandon that assumption in favour of an assumption that makes sense and could,
therefore, achieve cognitive effects. In other words, adifferent X will have to be accessed.

However, if one is confronted with (12) in isolation, it is extremely difficult to see what
this X could be that would give one a more plausible assumption. In short, the reader is
likely to give up on processing (12)*2,

However, let me remind you of the scenario | set up in section 2 for the interpretation of
an utterance of (12). Mary predicted that it would be raining and that Peter would be
wearing ared shirt on a particular day. John witnessed these predictions and, on the day
Mary made her predictions about, he points out to her that she was wrong because Peter is
wearing a green shirt. Mary’s reply to thisis an utterance of (12). The whole exchange
might look something like (54).

" Thisis shorthand for “It is raining is a representation of athought relevant to the spesker”.
8 Infact, it is possible that this is the reason why Winter & Rimon (1994) do not find sentences like (12)
acceptable at all.
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(54 J May, youwerewrong. Peter iswearing agreen shirt.
M: Oh, no. It'sraining, although Peter is wearing agreen shirt.

In this context, | believe, John will not have any difficulty in accessing the right (i.e.
intended) X. This X here will be something like ‘Mary is right’, clearly one of the
implicatures of Q. The hearer will take although to instruct him that P (Peter iswearing a
green shirt) contradicts but does not eliminate the assumption that Mary is right. Thus,
John is highly likely to recover an implicature like (55) from Mary’s utterance of (12) in
(54) (infact, given his previous utterance, thisis a contextual assumption).

(55) From thefact that Peter iswearing agreen shirt it follows that Mary is not right.

To give the complete picture, (12) uttered in the above scenario will express the
propositions in (56a) and (b) and it will get the hearer to recover an implicature like (55),
which together with the propositional content of the utterance might lead the hearer to
conclude that Mary iswrong. However, although instructs the hearer that the implicature
in (56c¢) is contradicted but not eliminated.

(56) a Peteriswearing agreen shirt at t.
b. Itisraining at t;.
c. Maryisright.

5.4 Thedifference between ‘Although P, Q' and ‘Q although P’

(1)) QalthoughP.
(2) Although P, Q.

So far, dl the examples discussed were of the form in (1) and it was assumed that they
would be absolutely synonymous with utterances of the formin (2). Indeed, in those cases
where although is used concessively, or, in terms of my own account, where P contradicts
Q (or one of its higher-level explicatures) there seems to be no difference at al between
(1) and (2). It seemsto make very little difference whether a speaker utters (4) or (57).

(4) Peter went out dthough it was raining.
(57) Although it wasraining, Peter went out.
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However, when it comes to cases where P contradicts an implicature of Q, or, in Konig's
terms, where although is used adversatively, there can be a marked difference in
acceptability between utterances of the formin (1) and those of that in (2).

(58) Although the film soundsredlly interesting, the cinemawill be packed.
(59) ?The cinemawill be packed athough the film sounds really interesting.

(58) and (59) both have only an adversative reading and they both connect exactly the
same P and Q. However, in my opinion (58) is much easier to process than (59) and it is,
therefore, much more likely to be judged acceptable. This can be explained if we look at
how (58) and (59) are processed. In both cases although instructs the hearer that P
contradicts, but does not eiminate, X, where X is an aspect of the interpretation of Q. In
other words, =X follows from P. The obvious difference between (58) and (59) is that in
the former the hearer is given this ingtruction before he has processed Q and in the latter
heisonly given it after having processed Q.

Thus, in (58), after processing the first clause, the hearer knows that what he has just
processed (P) contradicts, but does not eliminate, X, where X is an aspect of the
interpretation of Q. However, he has not yet processed Q and he has no idea what any
aspect of its interpretation will look like. What he does know is what P looks like and,
therefore, what sort of assumption it may contradict, the negation of what sort of
assumption could follow from P. In more concrete terms, it is very likely that a hearer
confronted with the first clause of an utterance of (58), the film sounds really interesting
(P) will access an assumption which is a reasonable conclusion from P, like, for example,
the speaker wants to see the film or the speaker wants to go to the cinema that evening,
etc. Now, if the negation of one of these assumptions also happens to be an aspect of the
interpretation of Q the hearer will need to look no further for the intended X and he will
supply a contextual assumption like the one in (60) quite easily. Together with the truth-
conditiona content of (58), as givenin (61a) and (b) and the implicature of Q, (62), which
is only contradicted but not eliminated by P, this forms a likely interpretation of an
utterance of (58).

(60) From the fact that the film sounds really interesting it follows that the speaker wants
to go to the cinema.

(61) a Thecinemawill be packed.
b. Thefilm soundsredlly interesting.

(62) The speaker doesn’t want to go to the cinema.
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This shows that for cases like (58), an aspect of the interpretation of Q other than the
proposition expressed (or a higher-level explicature) may wel be the most easly
accessible candidate for X in the context. In the case of (59), on the other hand, thisis
highly unlikely.

While interpreting an utterance of a sentence like (59), after processing the first clause
(Q), the hearer, again, will be ingtructed that what follows (P) contradicts, but does not
eliminate, X, where X is an aspect of the interpretation of Q. In the case of (59) and other
sentences of the form ‘Q athough P, the hearer will just have processed Q and he will,
therefore, have a fair idea as to what aspects of Q's interpretation are available. In this
case, the proposition expressed by Q will, indeed, be the most easily accessible aspect of
the interpretation of Q. It should, therefore, not be surprising that the hearer will first test
the assumption in (63), where X = Q.

(63) From the fact that the film sounds redlly interesting it follows that the cinema won’t
be packed.

Clearly, it is not likely that the hearer will find (63) relevant and he will have to abandon
this hypothesis. It is still possible that he will, in the end, hit upon a likely contextual
assumption but only after having gone through a lot of processing effort, which the
speaker could have spared him by uttering (58) or (64).

(64) Thefilm soundsredly interesting but the cinemawill be packed.

6 Conclusion

In this paper a Relevance Theoretic account of the meaning of although has been given. It
was argued that although encodes a procedure which guides the hearer towards the
intended interpretation of the utterance containing although. In other words, the speaker
saves the hearer processing effort by using although which gives easy access to a
contextual assumption and thus reduces the effort involved in deriving the intended
contextual effects. Hopefully, it has been shown that this procedure can account for all
possible uses of although and for differences in acceptability between different examples,
due to differences in the processing effort involved in accessng the intended
Interpretations.
There are, of course, many questions left, which | hope to answer in my future research.
Probably the most important one of these has only been touched upon very briefly in this
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paper, namely the question as to what exactly is the role of subordination in the
interpretation of utterances of ‘Q athough P and, indeed, other subordinate constructions.
Thisraises a second, related, question, which iswhat exactly the differenceis between the
co-ordinating conjunction but and the subordinating conjunction although.
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