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. We also attempt to show how this discrepancy in terms of referentiality builds on the unequal access that the speaker and the hearer have to a particular extralinguistic reality. In certain situations, more than one account of the functioning of the associative deictic description seems acceptable. Hence, the question of whether we are dealing with a referential or an attributive use remains open.

Résumé

Dans la présente étude, nous nous interrogeons sur les différentes lectures des descriptions définies au sein de la « deixis associative définie ». Le terme a été proposé par [START_REF] Dvořák | Definite Associative Anaphora in Informal Spoken Czech: A Corpus-based Study[END_REF] pour renvoyer aux « emplois en situation large fondés sur des connaissances générales » de Hawkins (1978). Ce choix terminologique s'appuie sur une analogie entre le phénomène étudié ici et l'anaphore associative définie car, dans les deux cas de figure, le nom-tête de la description définie est un concept fonctionnel [START_REF] Löbner | Concept Types and Determination[END_REF] qui doit être saturé par un argument contextuel. C'est la source dudit argument (ancre) qui change : à l'intérieur de l'anaphore associative définie, l'argument contextuel est fourni par le discours ; dans le cas de la « deixis associative définie », l'argument est présent dans la situation d'énonciation. Nous soutenons qu'au sein d'un cadre situationnel, une même description associative définie est susceptible d'être interprétée tantôt d'une manière référentielle et tantôt d'une manière non-référentielle, c'est-à-dire « attributive » [START_REF] Donnellan | Reference and Definite Descriptions[END_REF]. En outre, nous tentons de montrer comment cette disparité du point de vue de la référence est fondée sur une inégalité d'accès à une réalité extralinguistique chez le locuteur et l'interlocuteur. Dans certaines situations, il est permis d'envisager plus d'une explication du fonctionnement de la description déictique associative. Ainsi, la question de savoir si nous sommes face à un emploi référentiel ou attributif reste ouverte.

Mots-clés : deixis associative définie, descriptions définies, lectures référentielles, lectures attributives, ambiguïtés d'interprétation Abstract This paper investigates different readings of definite descriptions within "definite associative deixis". The term itself was proposed in [START_REF] Dvořák | Definite Associative Anaphora in Informal Spoken Czech: A Corpus-based Study[END_REF] to refer to Hawkins' "larger situation uses based on general knowledge" (1978). The terminological choice is grounded in an analogy between the phenomenon under investigation and definite associative anaphora since in both cases, the head noun of the definite description is a functional concept [START_REF] Löbner | Concept Types and Determination[END_REF] calling for a contextual argument. What changes is the source of this argument (anchor). While in cases of definite associative anaphora, the contextual argument is provided by discourse, as far as "definite associative deixis" is

General background

In his now seminal paper, Donnellan presented the distinction between referential and attributive uses of definite descriptions. Reacting to Russell's account of definite descriptions [START_REF] Russell | On Denoting[END_REF], Donnellan argues that this account fails to capture the difference between mere denotation and reference proper: On Russell's view a definite description may denote an entity [...] In using a definite description, then, a speaker may use an expression which denotes some entity, but this is the only relationship between that entity and the use of the definite description recognized by Russell. I shall argue, however, that there are two uses of definite descriptions. The definition of denotation given by Russell is applicable to both, but in one of these the definite description serves to do something more. I shall say that in this use the speaker uses the definite description to refer to something, and call this use the "referential use" of a definite description. Thus, [...] referring is not the same as denoting and the referential use of definite descriptions is not recognized on Russell's view. (1966: 281-282) Furthermore, Donnellan shows how, depending on the context of use and the speaker's intention, the very same definite description such as Smith's murderer can give rise to both referential and attributive interpretations. The author summarizes the difference as follows:

A speaker who uses a definite description attributively in an assertion states something about whoever or whatever is the so-and-so. A speaker who uses a definite description referentially in an assertion, on the other hand, uses the description to enable his audience to pick out whom or what he is talking about and states something about that person or thing. (1966: 285) Consequently, the description Smith's murderer can either enable the hearer to identify a particular person (cf. Jones) or merely amount to the predication the x who murdered Smith.

Building on this distinction, Fodor and Sag later extended it to indefinite descriptions. They made the case that indefinites can either function referentially or non-referentially (i.e. as Russell's "existential quantifiers"): "[…] it appears that Donnellan's distinction is closely related to our distinction between a referential and a quantificational use of an indefinite […] (1982: 364)." In the literature, the distinction in question often touches upon that between "specificity" and "nonspecificity" (cf. [START_REF] Galmiche | Les ambiguïtés référentielles ou les pièges de la référence[END_REF][START_REF] Von Heusinger | Specificity and Definiteness in Sentence and Discourse Structure[END_REF][START_REF] Karttunen | What Makes Definite Noun Phrases Definite? RAND Corporation[END_REF]1976;[START_REF] Prince | On the Inferencing of Indefinite-this NPs[END_REF]. Prince (1981: 237) comments on the two interpretations that the following sentence may receive depending on the context. We paraphrase these readings in [1]:

[1] John wants to marry a Norwegian.

[1a] There exists an x such that x is a Norwegian and that John wants to marry x -specific (referential) reading.

[1b] John wants that there be an x such that x is a Norwegian, in order to marry x -non-specific (quantificational) reading.

The two interpretations have also been extensively described in terms of scopein [1b], the indefinite NP a Norwegian falls under the scope of the verb to marry while in [1a], the NP has scope over the verb -and in terms of behaviour with regard to negation -contrary to [1a], a merely quantificational reading of the NP in [1b] cannot, under negation, give rise to a discourse referent. 1Yet in spite of the "Donnellanian turn" and the parallel established by Fodor and Sag, it seems to us that attributive readings of indefinite descriptions are more broadly recognized in the literature than attributive readings of definite descriptions. Therefore, one of the aims of the present paper is to stress the relevance of the referential vs. attributive distinction for the latter category as well. We believe that, at least to some extent, this asymmetry may reside in the fact that unlike indefinite quantificational NPs, definite attributive NPs do not fall under the scope of the verb and, therefore, they can still yield a discourse referent under negation:

[2] John does not wish to encounter [the mayor of this town]i, even though he does not even know who [he/she]i is.2 

It is crucial to make clear here that the account of reference we subscribe to is tightly linked, precisely, to the notion of specificity (Dvořák, 2021). Therefore, it is more accurate to redefine the dichotomy between what has been called above "referential" and "attributive" as the one between "strong" and "weak" reference. The former is indexed on specificity while the latter is not. This is because both strong and weak reference can give rise to a discourse referent, as can be seen in [3]:3 

[3a] John wants to marry [a Norwegian]i. He met [her]i last summer in Spain.

[3b] John wants to marry [a Norwegian]i. But first he has to find [her]i.

Note also that in a purely textual approach to reference, i.e., one which leaves specificity apart, de dicto referents such as the one in [3b] are no less referential than de re referents such as the one in [3a].4 Among other authors, Himmelmann (1997: 118) argues that an NP introduces a discourse referent each time it can become the antecedent of a demonstrative NP.5 Of course, the anaphoric take-up can be carried out by other linguistic expressions as well. Typically, these tend to be definite descriptions or third-person pronouns, as can be seen in [3b], [4a] and [4b]:

[4a] If Mary finds [a pink truck]i, she'll buy [it]i, but I don't think she'll find one. (Prince, 1981: 236-237) [4b] Were I to win the lottery, I would buy [a big house]i and [a car]ii.

[The house]i would be painted green and [the car]ii would be red. Prince (1981: 236-237) uses example [4a] to make the case that "[…] specificity is a necessary (though not sufficient) condition for an NP to carry an existential presupposition […]". In her view, a discourse referent is automatically made specific via its anaphoric take-up. On the other hand, in order for there to be an existential presupposition, the NP has to point to some extralinguistic entity. Rather than subscribing to this view, which, in our opinion, fails to account for the way in which a non-specific -weak -referent suddenly turns into a specific -strong -one, we prefer reserving the term "specificity" for those discourse referents that enable the hearer to identify an entity whose existence is not confined to discourse only. 6Naturally, the term "existential presupposition" is by definition problematic as "existence" can be understood in different ways. Indeed, a definition of "existence" broader than that of Prince easily extends to possible worlds as well (cf. [START_REF] Martin | Pour une logique du sens[END_REF]. This applies to examples [3b], [4a] and [4b] -in [3b], for instance, even though the Norwegian woman John wishes to marry does not exist in any actual (real or unreal) world, she still exists in some possible, hypothetical world.

The very same account of the difference between [3a] and [3b] also applies to the difference between specific -i.e. referential, de re -definite NPs and non-specifici.e. attributive, de dicto -definite NPs. Both in [5a] and [5b], the NP the mayor of this town introduces a discourse referent:

[5a] John does not wish to encounter [the mayor of this town]i. He has an issue with [her]i over the spending of the municipal budget.

[5b] John does not wish to encounter [the mayor of this town]i, even though he does not even know who [he/she]i is.

In what follows, we will attempt to delve into the difference between referential and attributive readings of definite descriptions in the realm of "associative deixis". First of all, we will circumscribe the notion itself with regard to other types of definites and, more particularly, to "definite associative anaphora". Then, while examining the factors that seem to favour/enforce either type of reading, we will raise the more general issue of the referential potential of "definite associative deixis". Lastly, we will try to show that the referential/attributive duality stretches beyond associative definite descriptions.

Associative uses of definite descriptions

The following sentence is an example of an associative use:

[6] A person enters a supermarket and asks a member of the staff the following question: Where's the frozen food aisle, please? (Dvořák, 2023: 103) Dealing with associative uses in informal spoken Czech, [START_REF] Dvořák | Definite Associative Anaphora in Informal Spoken Czech: A Corpus-based Study[END_REF] argues that cases like [6] display an analogy with definite associative anaphora (DAA) in that the head noun is a "functional concept" [START_REF] Löbner | Concept Types and Determination[END_REF] 7 whose denotative uniqueness is triggered by a contextual argument. Yet unlike DAA, where the argument is provided by discourse, in cases like [6], it is provided by the situation itself:

Therefore, regardless of the impossibility for the speaker to perceive and to identify a particular referent (they cannot see the aisle, hence their question), the NP is definite because of the conventional link between supermarkets and their aisles (there exists a frozen food aisle in every supermarket) -in other words, between a permanently established cognitive frame and its elements. (Dvořák, 2023: 104) Given the analogy with DAA, Dvořák decided to refer to such cases as "definite associative deixis" (DAD).8 On the various scales of definiteness designed within the Löbnerian paradigm [START_REF] Löbner | Concept Types and Determination[END_REF][START_REF] Ortmann | Definite Article Asymmetries and Concept Types: Semantic and Pragmatic Uniqueness[END_REF][START_REF] Czardybon | Definiteness in a Language without Articles -A Study on Polish[END_REF][START_REF] Dvořák | The Emerging Definite Article Ten in (Informal Spoken) Czech: A Further Analysis in Terms of Semantic and Pragmatic Definiteness[END_REF], DAA is considered a borderline case between pragmatic and semantic definiteness. It is pragmatically definite since the argument (anchor) is provided by the context and semantically definite since its head is a functional noun. As regards DAD, it tends to be subsumed under "individual concepts"9 , hence belonging to pure semantic definiteness. This, however, fails to account for the specificity of this phenomenon, situated somewhere between DAA and pure semantic definiteness. Dvořák (2023: 104) argues that [...] in comparison to DAA, the retrieval of the anchor relies more on world knowledge (and, consequently, on inferences). Thus, the anchor is even more implicit than in DAA, where it does appear in the discourse. Clearly, this absence of discourse anchoring brings cases like ([6]) even closer to the pole of pure semantic definiteness.10 

It is precisely the referential status of NPs such as the frozen food aisle in [6] that we will try to investigate further in the present study. Differences with regard to "strong" vs. "weak" referentiality constitute a salient trait of these NPs and, more generally, of all associative uses. Consider the following two sentences: Both [7] and [8] belong to DAA as the uniqueness of the noun is made possible by the presence of a previously mentioned discourse argument. However, unlike the NP in [8], the NP the townhall in [7] is "strongly" referential since while using it, the speaker has a particular townhall in mind.

The fact that the hearer does not have the same access to the referent in [7] -they have never seen it and would not be able to recognize it if they saw it -is not of much importance. Once the referent has been introduced by the speaker, the hearer can still identify it a) on the basis of this mention and b) by relying on the speaker's direct access to it. Therefore, an act of "strong" reference is accomplished not only from the speaker's point of view but also from that of the hearer, regardless of the unequal access to the referent.11 This is precisely the reason why, contrary to some authors (cf. [START_REF] Christophersen | The Articles: A Study of Their Theory and Use in English[END_REF][START_REF] Roberts | Uniqueness in Definite Noun Phrases[END_REF][START_REF] Heim | The Semantics of Definite and Indefinite Noun Phrases[END_REF][START_REF] Heim | The Semantics of Definite and Indefinite Noun Phrases[END_REF]) and in line with [START_REF] Lyons | Definiteness[END_REF], we reject the approach consisting in reducing reference/identifiability to familiarity. Being able to identify an x does not necessarily entail any form of familiarity with this x.

Furthermore, even though our approach to definiteness is grounded in Löbner's semantics, there is an important point in which our position diverges from that of the author. In his Concept Types and Determination theory, [START_REF] Löbner | Definites[END_REF]2011) accounts for definiteness in terms of uniqueness of reference, proper to functional and individual nouns. But little attention is paid, within this framework, to attributive uses: "The proposal is confined to NPs in referential use, be it non-quantificational or quantificational, but it excludes predicative and generic NPs." (Löbner, 2011: 279-280). Or, to be more accurate, Löbner seems to consider all NPs introducing discourse referents as equally referential, independently of the distinction made by Donnellan for definite descriptions and the one made by Fodor and Sag for indefinite descriptions, thereby disregarding the difference between strong and weak reference as explained above.

"Definite associative deixis" and the referentialattributive duality

Now, in order to further explore the topic of the referential-attributive duality of definite descriptions in associative situational uses, let us imagine the following situation. Person A is visiting an apartment with a view to renting it. He is being shown around by person B, the apartment's owner. We suppose that it is person A's first visit to the premises. Therefore, he has absolutely no familiarity with the layout of the apartment (its rooms, furniture, etc.). On the other hand, as person B is the owner of the property, she has perfect knowledge of all that. During the visit, B (the apartment's owner) says to A:

[9] I should also show you the bathroom!

We subscribe to the notion of "permanently established individual concepts", forged by [START_REF] Gerland | Referential Properties of Nouns Across Languages[END_REF]. "Permanently established individual concepts" are individual concepts in Löbner's approach, although they only function as such for a (very) restricted community of speakers. Unlike what is sometimes called "absolute unica", (cf. [START_REF] Ebert | Referenz, Sprachsituation und die bestimmten Artikel in einem nordfriesischen Dialekt[END_REF][START_REF] Witschko | What Does it Take to Host a (Restrictive) Relative Clause? Working Papers of the Linguistics Circle of the University of Victoria[END_REF][START_REF] Hofherr | Reduced Definite Articles with Restrictive Relative Clauses[END_REF], that is individual concepts functioning within a (very) large community of speakers (cf. France, God), "permanently established individual concepts" are "situational unica". They comprise terms such as station or townhall, used by the inhabitants of a particular town, but also terms like bathroom, kitchen, dustbin, dog, etc., used by the tenants of a particular apartment.12 It is important to stress that even the referents of individual nouns are not completely independent of context, although the context in question is not the immediate context of exophoric and endophoric reference [START_REF] Fraser | Le système de la deixis. Endophore et cohésion discursive en anglais[END_REF]:

The referent of an individual noun depends on the context of utterance, including a time index, a location index and a constellation of facts (i.e. a ''world'' in the sense of possible world semantics). The range of indices for which an individual noun refers to a particular entity may vary widely. Some have almost globally uniform reference (US president, Ghana), while others like mosque, station, exit and so on have a particular referent only in smaller domains. (Löbner, 2011: 284) The NP the bathroom in [9] tends to be regarded as a "permanently established individual concept" rather than as a case of DAD. This analysis is not self-evident. Indeed, someone could object that the identification of the referent in [9] operates via a mechanism of explicit context-grounding. On this account, what enables the speaker to access the referent is the associative link between the unique (relevant) bathroom and the situational framework (the apartment), the bathroom being construed as the bathroom of the particular apartment. To put things in semantic terms, the noun bathroom would amount to a functional concept, with the situational associative link as its "possessive argument" [START_REF] Löbner | Concept Types and Determination[END_REF]. However, we do not think this explanation is the most appropriate. Indeed, why would the speaker, who has direct access to the referent, bother about any associative link? Is it not more natural for her to simply retrieve the referent from her long-term memory? Therefore, we make the case that when using the NP the bathroom, it is more probable that speaker B disregards the immediate situational context of utterance. Instead, she picks up the referent in the much larger set of her permanent knowledge. 13 Having said this, an important question arises: How does hearer A process this act of reference? The answer is: In exactly the same manner as in the case of sentence [7] above. That is, even though A has no direct access to the referent of the NP the bathroom, he identifies it via the act of reference that B has just accomplished. Just as in [7], he cannot access the referent directly, which, however, does not prevent the particular referential act from being accomplished from the point of view of both B and A. Moreover, once this has happened, the hearer (A) can track the referent of the NP via coreferential discourse anaphora: The NPs of both utterances lend themselves to "strong" reference. Now, what happens if, instead of being used by the apartment's owner (B), the NP the bathroom is first used by the potential tenant (A), as in [11]?

[11] May I also see the bathroom, please? 14

In this scenario, the NP can only be analysed as a case of DAD. Analogously to [8], no reference is accomplished as the speaker has no referent in mind. Here, unlike in [9] and [10], the immediate context definitely plays a role and so does the associative link between the situational framework (the apartment) and the unique (relevant) bathroom it is assumed to contain. Relying solely on his extralinguistic knowledge (there is a bathroom in every apartment), the speaker is thus able to speak about something without identifying it, that is, without referring to it. Such a conclusion is in line with Donnellan's analysis of sentence [12] in a situation where no particular x fits the NP Smith's murderer:

[12] Smith's murderer is insane.

13 Moreover, it is not inconceivable for the NP in [9] to also give rise to an attributive reading, as one of our reviewers kindly pointed out. Such a reading would indeed be in line with Abbott's analysis of sentences such as You should take this issue to the dean of the college, where the speaker "[…] mean[s] to convey the thought that the dean's office is the one appropriate for the issue, regardless of who happens to be dean at the current time." (Abbott, 2021: 5). 14 We assume that the speaker has, until the moment when he pronounces [11], neither heard of B's bathroom nor seen any pictures of it.

Suppose […] that we come upon poor Smith foully murdered. From the brutal manner of the killing and the fact that Smith was the most lovable person in the world, we might exclaim, "Smith's murderer is insane." (Donnellan, 1966: 285) By uttering [12], the speaker qualifies the x who has murdered Smith as insane without being capable of identifying them. Let us now come back to [11]. Once A has uttered [11], the flat's owner (B) is also aware what his visitor is talking about, namely the flat's bathroom. Yet what almost inevitably pops into her mind is her particular bathroom. This very way of B's processing the speech act accomplished by A may constitute the most interesting phenomenon of the situation under investigation. Yet again, there is nothing particularly surprising about this for those familiar with Donnellan's 1966 paper. Donnellan showed that it still remains possible to use a definite description attributively even though everybody present in the situation knows whom the definite description designates under normal circumstances:

To use the Smith murder case again, suppose that Jones is on trial for the murder and I and everyone else believe him guilty. Suppose that I comment that the murderer of Smith is insane, but instead of backing this up […] by citing Jones's behavior in the dock, I go on to outline reasons for thinking that anyone who murdered poor Smith in that particularly horrible way must be insane […] I would be using the definite description attributively, even though I believe that a particular person fits the description. (Donnellan, 1966: 290) There is, however, a difference between the situation outlined in [11] and that described by Donnellan. Unlike in the latter, where both the speaker and the hearers know who normally fits the description, in the former, the hearer is the only one for whom the description conveys something particular. Let us pursue the analysis of example [11]. Imagine that the other party reacts to A's question by replying the following: The same analysis cannot be applied, we claim, to this case as to [10]. While in A's sentence, the NP the bathroom functions as a DAD devoid of reference, in B's sentence, the very same NP almost inevitably refers to B's particular bathroom. Thus, an incongruity in the usage of the NP emerges, wherein the NP is first used attributively and then referentially. Consequently, these two occurrences cannot be regarded as coreferential. Furthermore, analogously to [9], the second occurrence of the NP the bathroom in [13] may be construed either as a referential DAD (the noun being a functional concept) or as a "permanently established individual complex" (the noun being an individual concept).

And what if, just as in [10], the hearer follows up on the previous sentence with a line containing the personal pronoun it? The fact remains that the first NP is attributive whereas the second is referential. Therefore, there can still be no coreference. What consequence does this entail for the status of the personal pronoun? Simply that it cannot be considered a case of discourse anaphora. Instead, we are dealing here with "lexical anaphora" -also called "in absentia", "indirect", etc. (cf. [START_REF] Milner | Réflexions sur la référence[END_REF]Corblin, 1985b;[START_REF] Kleiber | Peut-on définir une catégorie générale de l'anaphore ? Vox[END_REF][START_REF] Decool-Mercier | Le fonctionnement des anaphores dans les textes oraux et écrits en français d'enfants bilingues et monolingues, Psycholinguistique et acquisition[END_REF]. 15 Another term is commonly used for such pronominal uses, namely that of "lazy pronouns". Karttunen (1969: 14) gives the following example:

[15] The man who gives his paycheck to his wife is wiser than the man who gives it to his mistress.

In [15], the pronoun it does not have the same discourse referent as the NP his paycheck because it relates to the paycheck of the man mentioned later in the sentence. Using the pronoun seems to be motivated, first and foremost, through the possibility of avoiding repetition: The pronoun allows for taking up the lexical content of the previously introduced NP without taking up its referent (if there is one). In line with our previous analysis, we argue that in example [14], the pronoun it is also a "lazy pronoun" whose (major?) role is avoiding the repetition of the noun bathroom. We leave open the question whether it belongs to DAD. 16 Analysing examples [10], [13] and [14] results in one important conclusion. Should the definite description be referential 17 , the anaphoric pronoun in the interlocutor's follow-up is interpreted as coreferential discourse anaphora. If, on the other hand, the definite description is attributive, there is no link of coreference between the subsequent referential anaphoric pronoun and this attributive definite description. Two other scenarios are now going to be investigated. First, suppose we have the same situation as in [10], except that the NP the bathroom appears twice in the sequence: We have seen that in [10], the presence of the personal pronoun in A's line probably enforces a (co-)referential reading. Nevertheless, in [16], the status of the NP the bathroom in A's line seems more equivocal. It seems possible to analyse the occurrence of the bathroom within A's line as coreferential with its occurrence within B's line. But unlike in [10], the lexical profile of the NP also makes it possible to interpret the second occurrence as a case of attributive DAD. Contrary to the pronoun, the noun does not call for a discourse-bound reading. The NP the bathroom is therefore not anaphoric. On the attributive account, the NP can be paraphrased as the x being the bathroom < of this place/apartment >. 18 This account seems even more 15 These terms usually cover a larger series of phenomena. There can be either no coreference or just partial coreference between the two expressions. See the following two French examples: [1] J'ai vu dix lions et toi tu en as vu quinze. (Milner, 1976: 64); [2] [Un caniche]i m'a mordu. [Ces chiens]i+ ? sont pourtant très gentils en général. (Corblin, 1985a: 135). There is no coreference in [1] and partial coreference in [2].

16 It probably does, since pronouns can (occasionally) embrace associative functioning but they cannot, due to their dependence on immediate context, function as individual concepts (cf. [START_REF] Kleiber | L'anaphore associative[END_REF][START_REF] Löbner | Concept Types and Determination[END_REF]. 17 In the sense of "strong"/specific reference (see above). 18 We use angle brackets in order to signal that their content is not part of the syntax of the NP but has to be retrieved, at the level of the interpretation process, from the situational context.

plausible if A's line, containing the NP in question, does not follow immediately after B's line but is deferred in time: [17] B: I should also show you the bathroom.

[ten minutes later] A: Shall we see the bathroom, then?

Here, after such a lapse of time, it is not at all certain to us whether the visitor (A) still operates, in his universe of discourse, with the referent introduced by the NP's first occurrence or whether he is merely denoting the x being the bathroom < of this place/apartment >.

The second scenario is the one wherein the same NP appears in predicative position after the verb to be: Again, two analyses seem acceptable here, of which one seems more plausible. These analyses differ by the status of the to be predicative construction. On the first account, the NP is regarded as referential, which results in the predication establishing a relation of identity: The copula links together two co-referential NPs. 19 On the second account of [18], the NP is regarded as an attributive DAD use:

[19] This is the x being the bathroom < of this place/apartment >.

As far as we are concerned, the second scenario is more plausible, precisely because of the presence of the NP within the to be predicative construction: It is foregrounded (enforced?) by the syntax. Moreover, it constitutes the only valid scenario should the same structure appear in a sentence pronounced by A:

[20] A (pointing to the apartment's bathroom): This, I guess, is the bathroom?

To end this section, we will return to our frozen food aisle example [6]. We will slightly modify it, so that the person entering the supermarket does not address any staff member but rather decides to find the frozen food aisle on her own. She nevertheless asks herself the same question that she asked the staff member in [6]:

[21] A person enters a supermarket and, searching for the frozen food aisle, asks herself: Where could the frozen food aisle be?

The NP in [21] is subject to the same analysis as in [6]. But what if, after she has been looking around, the person suddenly finds a place she believes to be the supermarket's frozen food aisle and says, again to herself:

[22] That's it! Can the demonstrative that and the personal pronoun it be considered coreferential? Certainly not, since while the demonstrative that has strong exophoric reference, the pronoun it takes up the weak discourse referent introduced by the aforementioned NP the frozen food aisle in [21]. Therefore, that designates a de re referent embedded in the speaker's actual world while the referent designated by it either only exists within a hypothetical world established by the discourse or the speaker is unable to tell whether it also exists beyond discourse. 20 4. Referential chassé-croisé: beyond "definite associative deixis"

The aim of the present paper is not to provide a comprehensive list of cases like those commented on above. The aim is rather to show that similar referential ambiguities are far from rare in natural language, whatever the type of reference. Example [23] features a "recognitional use" [START_REF] Himmelmann | Demonstratives in Narrative Discourse: A Taxonomy of Universal Uses[END_REF] The first mention of the noun coffee is not of much interest. Furthermore, there is no coreferential link between the referent introduced by this NP and the pronominal NP some (the latter is, however, a case of lexical anaphora since it can only be interpreted via the previously mentioned noun coffee). The attributive NP some has established a pure discourse (i.e. weak) referent, which is tracked via the NP the coffee shortly afterwards. Then, after B's coming home from the supermarket, things get slightly more complicated with regard to reference. A asks B the following question: You didn't forget the coffee, I hope? Naturally, she keeps on referring to the discourse referent introduced by the NP some. Thus, the NP the coffee appearing in her sentence is coreferential with its previous occurrence and with some. Its referential mode may be recognitional rather than anaphoric as it relies on shared knowledge/memories. 21 Yet the pronoun it contained in B's reply, although it takes up the same lexical content (coffee), inevitably interrupts the reference chain since B now has some particular coffee in mind, that is the coffee he has just purchased. Exactly like in [14] and [15], it is a "lazy pronoun". 20 What is certain is that unlike that, it lacks the trait [Spec]. We thank one of our reviewers for drawing our attention to the equivocal status of the existential presupposition of it in [21].

21 This seems to be due to the time which has elapsed between the current mention of the discourse referent and its antecedent. The retrieval of this antecedent is therefore a matter of shared memory rather than of discourse processing.

Summary and conclusion

In this short study, we have attempted to focus on cases of "definite associative deixis" from the point of view of the referential-attributive duality described by [START_REF] Donnellan | Reference and Definite Descriptions[END_REF]. We first introduced the referential-attributive split and its application to indefinite descriptions [START_REF] Fodor | Referential and Quantificational Indefinites[END_REF], which allows for a comprehensive distinction between de dicto and de re uses of both definite and indefinite description. Some of the common notions of definiteness semantics were addressed in this introduction, namely existence presupposition, familiarity and specificity. Besides the importance of distinguishing between simple denoting and reference proper, we advocated, as part of a more discourse-based approach [START_REF] Himmelmann | Deiktikon, Artikel, Nominalphrase: Zur Emergenz syntaktischer Struktur[END_REF], the utility of separating "strong" reference from "weak" reference. While discourse referentiality is a property of both, "strong" referents alone have the trait [Spec].

Then we saw the distinctive features of associative uses. We argued in favour of the category called "definite associative deixis" (DAD), which is not always recognized as the exophoric equivalent of definite associative anaphora (DAA) in the literature22 . The referential-attributive duality is, as we saw, proper to definite descriptions within both DAA and DAD. We then decided to explore this duality in the realm of DAD by examining several examples of imagined situations with DAD occurrences functioning either referentially or attributively. We saw how the presence of a referential reading depends on the access to a particular entity established within the speaker's permanent universe of discourse. However, when it came to the referential readings, analysing the NPs as "permanently established individual concepts" turned out to be more felicitous than analysing them as DAD. Once the "strong" referents of these NPs had been introduced into discourse, they could be taken up by the other party via a coreferential anaphoric pronoun. This finding raises the following question: Is there not a strong affinity between DAD and attributive uses? It looks, indeed, as if all NPs within DAD lend themselves primarily to attributive readings. If a referential reading is conceivable, it only comes second after an attributive one. Even though more research would be necessary to support this conclusion, we have observed that first and foremost, speakers resort to DAD whenever they have no particular referent in mind, which enables them to talk about something they are incapable of identifying (cf. examples [6] and [11]). They do so by grounding this something in the particular situation, relying both on the noun's functional semantics and on their extralinguistic knowledge. This mental operationproving that one can denote without referring -brings some extra support for the relevance of Donnellan's approach.

Next, we focused on cases combining, within the same type of situation, a referential and an attributive use of an NP. This NP, we claimed, has the same denotation in both cases. However, if its first occurrence has been provided by the speaker with no referent in mind, it is necessarily a case of attributive DAD. The second occurrence is then used by the speaker having a particular referent in mind, which results in the impossibility of establishing, between these two occurrences, a coreferential link (example [13]). If the second occurrence is replaced by a thirdperson pronoun (example [14]), this pronoun only shares the lexical content with the noun in question but does not share its referent: It is a "lazy pronoun". The order of the lines in the micro-dialogue was then reversed, the first occurrence of the NP coming from the speaker with a particular referent in mind (example [16]). Here, doubts appeared as to the status of the second occurrence. This occurrence can probably be regarded either as referential, hence coreferential with the one preceding it, or as attributive. The longer the interval separating the two occurrences, the more felicitous the attributive interpretation (example [17]).

Concerning the presence of definite descriptions in to be-predicates 23 , two facts drew our attention. First, provided the construction is employed by the speaker whose world knowledge normally allows them to use the NP referentially (example [18]), it can a priori be construed as either referential or attributive. On the first account, the predication identifies the pragmatically definite deictic referent in the subject with the semantically definite referent in the predicate. Yet this scenario does not seem convincing to us since the predicate position appears to be a syntactic constraint strong enough to favour, if not force, an attributive DAD reading of the NP. Second, provided the construction is employed by the speaker whose world knowledge normally does not allow them to use the predicative NP referentially (example [20]), this NP can only be construed as a case of attributive DAD. Last but not least, we tried to provide some evidence for the claim that similar ambiguities between referential and attributive functioning of definite descriptions are not limited to DAD alone. Instead, they constitute a very common phenomenon of natural language. This leads us to the general question of whether more attention should not be paid to such ambiguities in annotating corpora for chains of reference. It may also raise issues with regard to annotations performed automatically or semi-automatically. Will it ever be possible to develop natural language processing tools sensitive to these opacities or will trained linguists remain indispensable for performing such tasks correctly?

We are perfectly aware of the present study's flaws, especially its incompleteness. To mention just two examples: 1) The last statement on the ubiquity of the aforementioned ambiguities would require a much more comprehensive study, providing a large number of examples from several domains of use of definite descriptions. 2) All the analyses concerning the relationship between DAD and reference proposed here rely on our personal judgement and, for this very reason, necessarily present the risk of bias. Therefore, every reaction from the reader, however critical, is most welcome.

  Saturday, we visited a beautiful town in the South of France. The townhall had been damaged in an arson attack. B: What a pity! [8] A: I attended a wedding on Sunday. B: Lucky you! Who was the bride?

  should also show you [the bathroom!]i A: Great! I can't wait to see [it!]i

  I also see the bathroom, please? B: Of course -I will show you the bathroom right away!

  I also see the bathroom, please? B: Of course -I will show it to you right away!

  should also show you the bathroom. A: Great! I can't wait to see the bathroom!

[

  18] B (showing his bathroom to A): This is the bathroom.

  :

	[23] A and B are making a shopping list in view of B's going food
	shopping:
	A: We're running out of coffee -you should buy [some]i.
	B: Yeah. And tea as well.
	A: Sure, if you want, but don't forget [the coffee]i.
	[forty minutes later, on B's return from the supermarket]
	A: You didn't forget [the coffee]i, I hope?
	B: Don't worry, I got it.
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It constitutes an "anaphoric island" (cf.[START_REF] Postal | Anaphoric Islands[END_REF].

The square brackets and the indexes are used in this study to mark textual coreference.

As has been mentioned above, the conditions under which this is possible are more constrained for non-specific readings.

For the de dicto/de re distinction, see for example[START_REF] Ortmann | Definite Article Asymmetries and Concept Types: Semantic and Pragmatic Uniqueness[END_REF] 

"Als operationalisierbares Kriterium für Diskursreferenz schlage ich vor, die Möglichkeit demonstrativer Bezugnahme zu verwenden."

That is, de re referents. It goes without saying that the entity in question is not necessarily part of our real world: it may be -and often is -part of fictitious worlds (cf. the unicorn).

Functional nouns are those "[...] involving one argument: the possessor. The value for a given argument, in a given context of utterance, constitutes the uniquely determined referent of the noun"(Löbner, 2011: 282).

To our knowledge, the first author to have analyzed them thoroughly is[START_REF] Hawkins | Definiteness and Indefiniteness[END_REF], who referred to them as "larger situation use based on general knowledge".

Individual nouns "assign a unique referent to every appropriate context of utterance"(Löbner, 2011: 281).

This conclusion is also in line with an empirical finding stressed in[START_REF] Dvořák | Definite Associative Anaphora in Informal Spoken Czech: A Corpus-based Study[END_REF]: While some cases of DAA quite naturally accept the emerging definite article ten in informal Czech, no cases of (emotionally neutral) DADs do. Since emerging definite articles spread from pragmatic to semantic definiteness, DAD seems closer to pure semantic definiteness than DAA.

Therefore, we are not dealing here with what is commonly referred to as "opaque reference" in the literature (cf.[START_REF] Kleiber | A propos de l'ambiguïté référentielle Transparence/Opacité[END_REF][START_REF] Ray | Transparent and Opaque Reference[END_REF] Apothéloz, 2015). Even though there exist different approaches to this phenomenon, these more or less seem to agree on the following: A linguistic expression displays opaque reference whenever it is not referential or equally referential for all the participants involved -directly or indirectly -in a speech act. In certain cases, this may result in changes in the truth-value semantics. Parallels have also been drawn between "opaque reference" and Donnellan's attributive uses of definite descriptions since it is often the case that for one of the participants at least, the expression does not allow the accomplishment of an act of reference.

In our view, most personal proper names (cf. Peter, Paul Smith) are also part of this category, except for those referring to particularly well-known individuals (cf. Barack Obama).

[START_REF] Erkü | The Pragmatics of Indirect Anaphors[END_REF] are, to some extent, an exception as they propose a unified account of the two phenomena, subsumed under the term "inclusive anaphora".