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Recommendation? 
Accept with minor revision (please list in comments) 
 
Comments to the Author(s) 
This paper presents one visual world eye-tracking study of referential processing, using a 
modified version of the Referential Communication Game, introduced into this literature by Herb 
Clark and colleagues several decades ago. The study aims to distinguish between accounts of 
referential processing that claim that specific “referential pacts” are created between pairs of 
interlocutors, and hence that referential processing relies critically (and immediately) on common 
ground (the Clark position) and accounts that say the speakers are basically egocentric and treat 
apparently useful referential expressions as linguistic units that can be used in a variety of 
circumstances, regardless of (speaker) precedent. 
 
The complications of the current version of the task are first that there are (apparently) three 
speakers, of which two speak to the participant (though one is a “fake” remote speaker – actually 
recorded – and the other is a scripted stooge), but not to each other, setting separate precedents, 
second that the participant and their main (stooge) interlocutor have different ideas about how 
many pictures they are viewing and about how many the other is viewing, and third that the 
crucial utterances involve negations.The details are somewhat complex, and I will not describe 
them fully here, but the logic is sound. The result is that, in the crucial condition, there are 
different predictions (from the two accounts) for the case where one interlocutor is thought by the 
participant to have set two precedents and for the case where two precedents are thought to be 
have set by the two different speakers. Furthermore, these predictors are that behaviour should 
be similar to that in one of two other conditions in the study – different conditions for the two 
different accounts. 
 
In looking at the results, the authors considered first which object in a visual world display a 
phrase such as “not the jellyfish” referred to. The results of these judgements were consistent 
with the full use of common ground. They then considered eye movements across the display as 
judgements were being formulated. Up to about 500ms after the main interlocutor said “not the 
jellyfish”, the participants looked at both of the other objects on their screen equally, regardless of 
whether there were precedents for the names of those objects, and who they were set by – 
precedents which would have justified a positive rather than a negative reference (if there is a 
precedent for the name of an object, an indirect negative reference to it – “not the jellyfish” – is 
dispreferred). After that point, differences emerged depending on who had set a precedent for 
one of the other objects, supporting the idea that common ground was being used. 
 
This is a cleverly designed study and it has a slightly fancy analysis of the eye-movement data, 
though I imagine the same conclusions would fall out of an old-fashioned “bin” based analysis, 
with bins of “arbitrary” sizes. In my view it provides a rather stronger argument in favour of the 
“common ground” hypothesis than the authors suggest, for two reasons. First, the reasoning 
required by the participant to figure out what referring expression is appropriate is quite 
complicated, and it would not have been altogether surprising if participants had given up on 
this calculation and produced data fitting the “linguistic expression” analysis. Second, given the 
rather complex reasoning, it is not entirely surprising that it takes 1 to 1.5 seconds (admittedly 
this is a crude and misleading way of putting things). Furthermore, there could be some debate 
about how quickly common ground theorists might predict that they would detect effects of 
common ground. And, on a related but different point, there seems to be a bit of a tendency in 
recent work on experimental pragmatics to try to put processing predictions into the mouth of 
Grice. 
 
Nevertheless, the paper is a useful addition to the literature, and could be published with minor 
revisions. 
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Minor Points 
 
On page 3, the discussion of conflicting results in the literature is not entirely satisfactory. A 
clearer statement, if one is possible, about differences between studies that do and do not support 
the immediate use of common ground should be given. 
 
The authors don’t really reconcile their findings here (a relatively rapid use of common ground) 
with the “egocentric” results found in previous studies by Keysar’s group (of which Barr was a 
member). 
 
Bottom of page 13 – it is rather odd to cite Peter Wason as showing the difficulty of negation, as 
he introduced the idea of contexts of plausible denial, in which negation is not difficult. 
 
Alan Garnham, University of Sussex 
 
 
 
 

Review form: Reviewer 2 (Alexia Galati) 
 
Is the manuscript scientifically sound in its present form? 
Yes 
 
Are the interpretations and conclusions justified by the results? 
Yes 
 
Is the language acceptable? 
Yes 
 
Is it clear how to access all supporting data? 
Unfortunately it's currently not fully clear how to access the supporting data. In the manuscript, 
the authors merely list "Dryad" under Data Accessibility, without providing a specific URL or 
more a name for their dataset repository. I searched for the first and last authors' names at 
datadryad.org and could not locate the data. 
 
Please ensure that by the time of publication the specific location of the data is clear to readers. 
 
Do you have any ethical concerns with this paper? 
No 
 
Have you any concerns about statistical analyses in this paper? 
No 
 
Recommendation? 
Major revision is needed (please make suggestions in comments) 
 
Comments to the Author(s) 
In this study, the authors examine the time-course with which listeners resolve the reference of 
negative expressions across experimental conditions that dissociate the contribution of “common 
ground” and prior “linguistic input”. The study is well designed and executed, but as I point out 
below, some additional clarification is needed regarding how the pre-recorded speaker was 
introduced in the cover story. With respect to the data analyses, although I am not familiar with 
the cluster randomization approach used on the eye-tracking data, the analytic method was 
cogently explained and appears to be well motivated. The main finding—that common ground is 
ultimately used to determine referent selection, but its contribution does not emerge immediately 
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in processing—informs our understanding of the time evolution of perspective taking. I am 
convinced by these results, but I do take issue with how some of these findings have been 
framed.  
 
Below, I elaborate on my two main reservations: 
 
1. The authors pre-emptively justify their use of a pre-recorded partner in their General 
Discussion. Despite this attempt, details regarding how this second partner was inserted into the 
experimental procedure remain unclear. Specifically, the authors need to clarify in the Method (a) 
what exactly participants believed about the recorded partner and (b) what participants believed 
that the other (confederate) partner believed about that (recorded) partner and what transpired 
during the recorded partner’s trials.  
 
With respect to (a), the General Discussion suggests that the recorded partner was thought to be a 
real partner (co-present in the lab?). But it’s not clear why participants had not met this partner in 
person, under the cover story, given their introduction and role assignment interaction with the 
confederate partner. 
 
With respect to (b), were all trials thought to be visible to all three parties, with the audio 
presumably shared only between the participant and the partner with whom they were 
interacting on a given trial? Or were the trials shared with the recorded partner thought to be 
occluded from the confederate partner (and vice-versa)? This information is critical to how 
participants may have construed the language game in which they were taking part.  
 
If all trials were construed as being intervisible to all parties, this assumption could affect the 
accessibility of the source (speaker) of a given referent. For instance, participants may find it 
difficult to determine the source of a critical item mentioned by the recorded speaker because the 
confederate speaker was also part of that shared experience (the confederate could presumably 
see the trial even if they could not hear the recorded partner’s description; i.e., they shared visual 
though not linguistic common ground).  
 
But even if that were not the case (i.e., participants instead believed that the confederate partner 
was viewing a blank screen during the recorded partner’s trials), it’s important clarify what 
participants believed the confederate partner believed about the recorded partner and what 
transpired during those trials. In describing their cover story, the authors are clear about what 
participants believed about their partners’ displays (i.e., that partners could see 2 of the 3 objects), 
but not about their beliefs about each other (or at least about the confederate’s beliefs about the 
recorded partner). Attributions about conversational partners, including whether they are real vs. 
simulated, influence the degree to which listeners take the partner’s perspective into account 
when interpreting instructions (e.g., Duran, Dale, & Kreuz, 2011); by extension, beliefs about the 
partner’s attributions about other task participants could also influence processing.  
 
2. The authors interpret the results as suggesting that participants do not consider common 
ground until ~1000-1100 msecs into processing (e.g., “considerations raised by common ground 
emerge close to a half second later”, “without considering who has coined it”, etc.). This framing 
is puzzling given that that’s the time point when effects of common ground emerge, not when 
common ground begins to be considered. The authors seem to acknowledge that common 
ground is being actively considered from ~500-1000 msecs, as during that time frame listeners in 
the two speaker-two referent and one speaker-two referent conditions are trying to determine the 
source of the critical item. In that sense, that time frame is best characterized as one of *assessing* 
common ground rather than one of not considering common ground.  
 
My point here might seem subtle, but I think it’s important in the context of connecting these 
results to debates about how common ground is processed. It’s not that common ground is 
considered late per se, or that intention reading is “not the directing force from the start” (p. 12, 
lines 59-60). Listeners here do recognize early on that the critical item has been previously 
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mentioned and their eye-movements’ signatures in the two conditions suggest that they are 
trying to determine who has mentioned it. From a memory-based approach, this processing is 
constrained by the strength of speaker-referent associations in episodic traces for shared 
experiences. 
 
As I suggested above, the ease of assessing common ground and determining the source of 
information in this paradigm likely depends on the situational affordances and the language 
game that interlocutors think that they’re part of. For instance, if the authors had used a second 
confederate with whom participants interacted, instead of a pre-recorded partner, participants 
could have created stronger associations between referents and speakers, and common ground 
effects might have been observed earlier. Similarly, in contexts where the two partners are more 
distinguishable (e.g., in terms of gender / voice, which the authors can potentially explore in 
their dataset), common ground effects might emerge earlier than what’s been observed here.  
 
Overall, I find that the distinction between when common ground “is considered” and when its 
effects emerge is useful when trying to reconcile the two strong positions in the debate about 
common ground  (of initial egocentricism vs. the immediate influence of common ground).  
 
Line-by-line comments: 
• p. 3 line 20, typo in  «should not happened»  
• Unanticipated line break on p. 3, lines 27-28 
• p. 7, final paragraph under Procedure contains typos (e.g., «listeners select» → selected; 
«Figure 3 show» → shows) and awkward constructions (e.g., «it was placed» x 2) 
• p. 8. The listener is referred to as «he» in the main text but as «she» in Figure 3. Keep the 
grammatical gender of these precedents consistent :) 
• p. 12. Be explicit in the figure caption about how confidence intervals are represented in 
Figure 5.  
• p. 14, another clarification point: At the end of the Discussion, the authors point out that 
referents were grounded with each respective partner and that listeners received “feedback via a 
sound from both speakers”. Was this spoken feedback or a digital sound, and did they receive 
feedback that distinguished correct from incorrect responses? This information is missing from 
the Method and is not apparent in the schematic of the trials’ structure.  
 
Alexia Galati 
University of California Merced 
 
 
 
 

Decision letter (RSOS-160827) 
 
13th December 2016 
 
Dear Dr Kronmüller 
 
On behalf of the Editors, I am pleased to inform you that your Manuscript RSOS-160827 entitled 
"The positive side of a negative reference: The delay between linguistic processing and common 
ground" has been accepted for publication in Royal Society Open Science subject to minor 
revision in accordance with the referee suggestions. Please find the referees' comments at the end 
of this email. 
 
The reviewers and handling editors have recommended publication, but also suggest some minor 
revisions to your manuscript.  Therefore, I invite you to respond to the comments and revise your 
manuscript. 
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• Ethics statement 
If your study uses humans or animals please include details of the ethical approval received, 
including the name of the committee that granted approval. For human studies please also detail 
whether informed consent was obtained. For field studies on animals please include details of all 
permissions, licences and/or approvals granted to carry out the fieldwork. 
 
• Data accessibility 
It is a condition of publication that all supporting data are made available either as 
supplementary information or preferably in a suitable permanent repository. The data 
accessibility section should state where the article's supporting data can be accessed. This section 
should also include details, where possible of where to access other relevant research materials 
such as statistical tools, protocols, software etc can be accessed. If the data has been deposited in 
an external repository this section should list the database, accession number and link to the DOI 
for all data from the article that has been made publicly available. Data sets that have been 
deposited in an external repository and have a DOI should also be appropriately cited in the 
manuscript and included in the reference list. 
 
If you wish to submit your supporting data or code to Dryad (http://datadryad.org/), or modify 
your current submission to dryad, please use the following link: 
http://datadryad.org/submit?journalID=RSOS&manu=RSOS-160827 
 
• Competing interests 
Please declare any financial or non-financial competing interests, or state that you have no 
competing interests. 
• Authors’ contributions 
All submissions, other than those with a single author, must include an Authors’ Contributions 
section which individually lists the specific contribution of each author. The list of Authors 
should meet all of the following criteria; 1) substantial contributions to conception and design, or 
acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of data; 2) drafting the article or revising it 
critically for important intellectual content; and 3) final approval of the version to be published. 
 
All contributors who do not meet all of these criteria should be included in the 
acknowledgements. 
 
We suggest the following format: 
AB carried out the molecular lab work, participated in data analysis, carried out sequence 
alignments, participated in the design of the study and drafted the manuscript; CD carried out 
the statistical analyses; EF collected field data; GH conceived of the study, designed the study, 
coordinated the study and helped draft the manuscript. All authors gave final approval for 
publication. 
 
• Acknowledgements 
Please acknowledge anyone who contributed to the study but did not meet the authorship 
criteria. 
 
• Funding statement 
Please list the source of funding for each author. 
 
Please note that we cannot publish your manuscript without these end statements included. We 
have included a screenshot example of the end statements for reference. If you feel that a given 
heading is not relevant to your paper, please nevertheless include the heading and explicitly state 
that it is not relevant to your work. 
 
Because the schedule for publication is very tight, it is a condition of publication that you submit 
the revised version of your manuscript within 7 days (i.e. by the 21st December 2016). If you do 
not think you will be able to meet this date please let me know immediately. 
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To revise your manuscript, log into https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/rsos and enter your 
Author Centre, where you will find your manuscript title listed under "Manuscripts with 
Decisions". Under "Actions," click on "Create a Revision."  You will be unable to make your 
revisions on the originally submitted version of the manuscript.  Instead, revise your manuscript 
and upload a new version through your Author Centre. 
 
When submitting your revised manuscript, you will be able to respond to the comments made by 
the referees and upload a file "Response to Referees" in "Section 6 - File Upload".  You can use this 
to document any changes you make to the original manuscript.  In order to expedite the 
processing of the revised manuscript, please be as specific as possible in your response to the 
referees. 
 
When uploading your revised files please make sure that you have: 
 
1) A text file of the manuscript (tex, txt, rtf, docx or doc), references, tables (including captions) 
and figure captions. Do not upload a PDF as your "Main Document". 
2) A separate electronic file of each figure (EPS or print-quality PDF preferred (either format 
should be produced directly from original creation package), or original software format) 
3) Included a 100 word media summary of your paper when requested at submission.  Please 
ensure you have entered correct contact details (email, institution and telephone) in your user 
account 
4) Included the raw data to support the claims made in your paper.  You can either include your 
data as electronic supplementary material or upload to a repository and include the relevant doi 
within your manuscript 
5) All supplementary materials accompanying an accepted article will be treated as in their final 
form. Note that the Royal Society will neither edit nor typeset supplementary material and it will 
be hosted as provided. Please ensure that the supplementary material includes the paper details 
where possible (authors, article title, journal name). 
 
Supplementary files will be published alongside the paper on the journal website and posted on 
the online figshare repository (https://figshare.com). The heading and legend provided for each 
supplementary file during the submission process will be used to create the figshare page, so 
please ensure these are accurate and informative so that your files can be found in searches. Files 
on figshare will be made available approximately one week before the accompanying article so 
that the supplementary material can be attributed a unique DOI. 
 
Once again, thank you for submitting your manuscript to Royal Society Open Science and I look 
forward to receiving your revision. If you have any questions at all, please do not hesitate to get 
in touch. 
 
Kind regards, 
Andrew Dunn 
Senior Publishing Editor 
Royal Society Open Science 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
 
on behalf of Essi Viding 
Subject Editor, Royal Society Open Science 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
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Reviewer comments to Author: 
Reviewer: 1 
 
Comments to the Author(s) 
This paper presents one visual world eye-tracking study of referential processing, using a 
modified version of the Referential Communication Game, introduced into this literature by Herb 
Clark and colleagues several decades ago. The study aims to distinguish between accounts of 
referential processing that claim that specific “referential pacts” are created between pairs of 
interlocutors, and hence that referential processing relies critically (and immediately) on common 
ground (the Clark position) and accounts that say the speakers are basically egocentric and treat 
apparently useful referential expressions as linguistic units that can be used in a variety of 
circumstances, regardless of (speaker) precedent. 
 
The complications of the current version of the task are first that there are (apparently) three 
speakers, of which two speak to the participant (though one is a “fake” remote speaker – actually 
recorded – and the other is a scripted stooge), but not to each other, setting separate precedents, 
second that the participant and their main (stooge) interlocutor have different ideas about how 
many pictures they are viewing and about how many the other is viewing, and third that the 
crucial utterances involve negations.The details are somewhat complex, and I will not describe 
them fully here, but the logic is sound. The result is that, in the crucial condition, there are 
different predictions (from the two accounts) for the case where one interlocutor is thought by the 
participant to have set two precedents and for the case where two precedents are thought to be 
have set by the two different speakers. Furthermore, these predictors are that behaviour should 
be similar to that in one of two other conditions in the study – different conditions for the two 
different accounts. 
 
In looking at the results, the authors considered first which object in a visual world display a 
phrase such as “not the jellyfish” referred to. The results of these judgements were consistent 
with the full use of common ground. They then considered eye movements across the display as 
judgements were being formulated. Up to about 500ms after the main interlocutor said “not the 
jellyfish”, the participants looked at both of the other objects on their screen equally, regardless of 
whether there were precedents for the names of those objects, and who they were set by – 
precedents which would have justified a positive rather than a negative reference (if there is a 
precedent for the name of an object, an indirect negative reference to it – “not the jellyfish” – is 
dispreferred). After that point, differences emerged depending on who had set a precedent for 
one of the other objects, supporting the idea that common ground was being used. 
 
This is a cleverly designed study and it has a slightly fancy analysis of the eye-movement data, 
though I imagine the same conclusions would fall out of an old-fashioned “bin” based analysis, 
with bins of “arbitrary” sizes. In my view it provides a rather stronger argument in favour of the 
“common ground” hypothesis than the authors suggest, for two reasons. First, the reasoning 
required by the participant to figure out what referring expression is appropriate is quite 
complicated, and it would not have been altogether surprising if participants had given up on 
this calculation and produced data fitting the “linguistic expression” analysis. Second, given the 
rather complex reasoning, it is not entirely surprising that it takes 1 to 1.5 seconds (admittedly 
this is a crude and misleading way of putting things). Furthermore, there could be some debate 
about how quickly common ground theorists might predict that they would detect effects of 
common ground. And, on a related but different point, there seems to be a bit of a tendency in 
recent work on experimental pragmatics to try to put processing predictions into the mouth of 
Grice. 
 
Nevertheless, the paper is a useful addition to the literature, and could be published with minor 
revisions. 
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Minor Points 
 
On page 3, the discussion of conflicting results in the literature is not entirely satisfactory. A 
clearer statement, if one is possible, about differences between studies that do and do not support 
the immediate use of common ground should be given. 
 
The authors don’t really reconcile their findings here (a relatively rapid use of common ground) 
with the “egocentric” results found in previous studies by Keysar’s group (of which Barr was a 
member). 
 
Bottom of page 13 – it is rather odd to cite Peter Wason as showing the difficulty of negation, as 
he introduced the idea of contexts of plausible denial, in which negation is not difficult. 
 
Alan Garnham, University of Sussex 
 
 
Reviewer: 2 
 
Comments to the Author(s) 
In this study, the authors examine the time-course with which listeners resolve the reference of 
negative expressions across experimental conditions that dissociate the contribution of “common 
ground” and prior “linguistic input”. The study is well designed and executed, but as I point out 
below, some additional clarification is needed regarding how the pre-recorded speaker was 
introduced in the cover story. With respect to the data analyses, although I am not familiar with 
the cluster randomization approach used on the eye-tracking data, the analytic method was 
cogently explained and appears to be well motivated. The main finding—that common ground is 
ultimately used to determine referent selection, but its contribution does not emerge immediately 
in processing—informs our understanding of the time evolution of perspective taking. I am 
convinced by these results, but I do take issue with how some of these findings have been 
framed.  
 
Below, I elaborate on my two main reservations: 
 
1. The authors pre-emptively justify their use of a pre-recorded partner in their General 
Discussion. Despite this attempt, details regarding how this second partner was inserted into the 
experimental procedure remain unclear. Specifically, the authors need to clarify in the Method (a) 
what exactly participants believed about the recorded partner and (b) what participants believed 
that the other (confederate) partner believed about that (recorded) partner and what transpired 
during the recorded partner’s trials.  
 
With respect to (a), the General Discussion suggests that the recorded partner was thought to be a 
real partner (co-present in the lab?). But it’s not clear why participants had not met this partner in 
person, under the cover story, given their introduction and role assignment interaction with the 
confederate partner. 
 
With respect to (b), were all trials thought to be visible to all three parties, with the audio 
presumably shared only between the participant and the partner with whom they were 
interacting on a given trial? Or were the trials shared with the recorded partner thought to be 
occluded from the confederate partner (and vice-versa)? This information is critical to how 
participants may have construed the language game in which they were taking part.  
 
If all trials were construed as being intervisible to all parties, this assumption could affect the 
accessibility of the source (speaker) of a given referent. For instance, participants may find it 
difficult to determine the source of a critical item mentioned by the recorded speaker because the 
confederate speaker was also part of that shared experience (the confederate could presumably 



 10 

see the trial even if they could not hear the recorded partner’s description; i.e., they shared visual 
though not linguistic common ground).  
 
But even if that were not the case (i.e., participants instead believed that the confederate partner 
was viewing a blank screen during the recorded partner’s trials), it’s important clarify what 
participants believed the confederate partner believed about the recorded partner and what 
transpired during those trials. In describing their cover story, the authors are clear about what 
participants believed about their partners’ displays (i.e., that partners could see 2 of the 3 objects), 
but not about their beliefs about each other (or at least about the confederate’s beliefs about the 
recorded partner). Attributions about conversational partners, including whether they are real vs. 
simulated, influence the degree to which listeners take the partner’s perspective into account 
when interpreting instructions (e.g., Duran, Dale, & Kreuz, 2011); by extension, beliefs about the 
partner’s attributions about other task participants could also influence processing.  
 
2. The authors interpret the results as suggesting that participants do not consider common 
ground until ~1000-1100 msecs into processing (e.g., “considerations raised by common ground 
emerge close to a half second later”, “without considering who has coined it”, etc.). This framing 
is puzzling given that that’s the time point when effects of common ground emerge, not when 
common ground begins to be considered. The authors seem to acknowledge that common 
ground is being actively considered from ~500-1000 msecs, as during that time frame listeners in 
the two speaker-two referent and one speaker-two referent conditions are trying to determine the 
source of the critical item. In that sense, that time frame is best characterized as one of *assessing* 
common ground rather than one of not considering common ground.  
 
My point here might seem subtle, but I think it’s important in the context of connecting these 
results to debates about how common ground is processed. It’s not that common ground is 
considered late per se, or that intention reading is “not the directing force from the start” (p. 12, 
lines 59-60). Listeners here do recognize early on that the critical item has been previously 
mentioned and their eye-movements’ signatures in the two conditions suggest that they are 
trying to determine who has mentioned it. From a memory-based approach, this processing is 
constrained by the strength of speaker-referent associations in episodic traces for shared 
experiences. 
 
As I suggested above, the ease of assessing common ground and determining the source of 
information in this paradigm likely depends on the situational affordances and the language 
game that interlocutors think that they’re part of. For instance, if the authors had used a second 
confederate with whom participants interacted, instead of a pre-recorded partner, participants 
could have created stronger associations between referents and speakers, and common ground 
effects might have been observed earlier. Similarly, in contexts where the two partners are more 
distinguishable (e.g., in terms of gender / voice, which the authors can potentially explore in 
their dataset), common ground effects might emerge earlier than what’s been observed here.  
 
Overall, I find that the distinction between when common ground “is considered” and when its 
effects emerge is useful when trying to reconcile the two strong positions in the debate about 
common ground  (of initial egocentricism vs. the immediate influence of common ground).  
 
Line-by-line comments: 
• p. 3 line 20, typo in  «should not happened»  
• Unanticipated line break on p. 3, lines 27-28 
• p. 7, final paragraph under Procedure contains typos (e.g., «listeners select» → selected; 
«Figure 3 show» → shows) and awkward constructions (e.g., «it was placed» x 2) 
• p. 8. The listener is referred to as «he» in the main text but as «she» in Figure 3. Keep the 
grammatical gender of these precedents consistent :) 
• p. 12. Be explicit in the figure caption about how confidence intervals are represented in 
Figure 5.  
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• p. 14, another clarification point: At the end of the Discussion, the authors point out that 
referents were grounded with each respective partner and that listeners received “feedback via a 
sound from both speakers”. Was this spoken feedback or a digital sound, and did they receive 
feedback that distinguished correct from incorrect responses? This information is missing from 
the Method and is not apparent in the schematic of the trials’ structure.  
 
Alexia Galati 
University of California Merced 
 
 
 
 

Author's Response to Decision Letter for (RSOS-160827) 
 
See Appendix A. 
 
 
 

Decision letter (RSOS-160827.R1) 
 
04-Jan-2017 
 
Dear Dr Kronmüller, 
 
I am pleased to inform you that your manuscript entitled "The positive side of a negative 
reference: The delay between linguistic processing and common ground" is now accepted for 
publication in Royal Society Open Science. 
 
You can expect to receive a proof of your article in the near future. Please contact the editorial 
office (openscience_proofs@royalsociety.org and openscience@royalsociety.org) to let us know if 
you are likely to be away from e-mail contact. Due to rapid publication and an extremely tight 
schedule, if comments are not received, your paper may experience a delay in publication. 
 
Royal Society Open Science operates under a continuous publication model 
(http://bit.ly/cpFAQ). Your article will be published straight into the next open issue and this 
will be the final version of the paper. As such, it can be cited immediately by other researchers. 
As the issue version of your paper will be the only version to be published I would advise you to 
check your proofs thoroughly as changes cannot be made once the paper is published. 
 
In order to raise the profile of your paper once it is published, we can send through a PDF of your 
paper to selected colleagues. If you wish to take advantage of this, please reply to this email with 
the name and email addresses of up to 10 people who you feel would wish to read your article. 
 
On behalf of the Editors of Royal Society Open Science, we look forward to your continued 
contributions to the Journal. 
 
Best wishes, 
Andrew Dunn 
Senior Publishing Editor 
Royal Society Open Science 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
 
 



Reviewer 1 (Alan Garnham) was generally satisfied with the manuscript, and thought that it made a 
useful contribution to the literature with only minimal changes.  R1's main point was that perhaps the 
delayed inferences about common ground reflect the complexity of the communicative situation and 
thus underestimate the time course of effects in a more general situation.  We now acknowledge this 
possibility in the General Discussion.  It is a general issue in the area that there are various conflicting 
findings regarding the time course of common ground, and we now cite a couple of attempts to make 
sense of the confusing picture.  We also feel this satisfies R1's additional concern regarding a lack of a 
clarity regarding the factors that influence whether effects are seen early or late.  The debate is ongoing 
and unresolved, and the best that we can do at the current time is to reference other work that attempts 
to provide a more coherent picture.  Finally, we changed the reference from Wason (1964) to Clark & 
Chase (1972) which we think might be more appropriate for this context. We thank R1 for his helpful 
comments on the manuscript.

We also thank Reviewer 2 (Alexia Galati) for her thoughtful comments.  She expressed two main 
concerns.

R2's requested additional detail regarding how the recorded partner was incorporated into the situation. 
We clarified this further in the procedure section of the manuscript (changes are in red). Our response 
has four parts: 1) Participants were led to believe that the recorded partner was a previous participant 
who had played the role of a speaker in the same experiment, and that this participant's spoken 
instructions had been recorded and were now being played back to them; 2) participants were led to 
believe that while listeners heard the instructions from the remote speaker, the live speaker saw a blank 
screen; 3) participants were also led to believe that the live speaker did not hear the instructions given 
to the listener by the remote speaker because he was wearing headphones; 4) because the task was 
explained before participants were “assigned” into the role of listener and the confederate to the role of 
speaker (by a staged drawing of lots), participants should have had no reason to think that the 
confederate would have different beliefs about the recorded speaker than their own.

R2 disagreed with our framing of the results; particularly, our claim that the pattern of results show no 
evidence of effects of common ground before 1000 ms. We think the distinction between “considering”
and “assessing” she proposes is interesting, but we question its theoretical viability, given that partner-
specificity is considered to be a hallmark of common ground (see Brennan & Clark, 1996).  R2 seems 
to want to interpret the early, partner-independent stages in terms of some kind of primordial common 
ground; however, if that is the case, then the distinction between egocentric and common ground based 
processing disintegrates.  We agree that something interesting is happening between 500 and 1000 ms; 
moreover, we also consider R2's characterization of the listener's thought process---something like, this
object has been referred to before... but by whom?---as a plausible interpretation of what is going on.  
However, note that the perspective according to which the referent is marked as 'old' is the listener's 
own perspective.  A tag of 'old referent' that is not linked to a particular speaker is perfectly consistent 
with egocentric processing.  We feel it would be inconsistent with the literature to label this speaker-
independent phase of processing as involving common ground in some way.  Perhaps there is a way to 
make the considering/assessing distinction work, but such an account would require elaboration, 
without which the position is simply unfalsifiable.  We feel that our discussion that is already present 
about constraint-based models of common ground and the time course of reference resolution 
satisfactorily justifies our framing, at least with regard to the current theoretical state of play.

Appendix A



Line-by-line comments:
•p. 3 line 20, typo in «should not happened» FIXED
•Unanticipated line break on p. 3, lines 27-28 FIXED
•p. 7, final paragraph under Procedure contains typos (e.g., «listeners select» → selected; «Figure 3 
show» → shows) and awkward constructions (e.g., «it was placed» x 2) FIXED
•p. 8. The listener is referred to as «he» in the main text but as «she» in Figure 3. Keep the grammatical
gender of these precedents consistent :) FIXED
•p. 12. Be explicit in the figure caption about how confidence intervals are represented in Figure 5. 
FIXED
•p. 14, another clarification point: At the end of the Discussion, the authors point out that referents were
grounded with each respective partner and that listeners received “feedback via a sound from both 
speakers”. Was this spoken feedback or a digital sound, and did they receive feedback that 
distinguished correct from incorrect responses? This information is missing from the Method and is not
apparent in the schematic of the trials’ structure.  Clarification was provided (in red in the marked 
version).


