Paul Kay˚Pragmatic Aspects of Grammatical ConstructionsU.C., BerkeleyWhat do constructional approaches to grammar have to contribute todischarging these preparatory obligations could require a text longer than thischapter, as well as competence exceeding its author’s. But a rough and readyanswer might go something like this: Constructional approaches to grammarhave shown that the interpretation of linguistic utterances can involve aninteraction of grammar and context which vastly exceeds in complexity, formaldeictic elements). There are admirable exceptions. For example, Nunberg (1993)cites (1) (from a biology text) to illustrate the point that a referential use of a firstperson plural pronoun in English normally picks out some set of people,containing the speaker, whose further identity is left to the addressee to infer onthe basis of the common conversational background and the rest of the(1)We do not know much about this part of the brain, which plays suchan important role in our lives, but we will see in the next chapter...

Paul KayThe first italicized pronoun refers to the set comprised of the writer and otherscientists, the second the writer and other humans, and the third the writer andrecognized, little attention has been paid to how the classificatory information istreated by Nunberg is the fact that often the entity pointed to by use of anof a first person plural pronoun in (1), the deictic target is the writer but thereferent of the pronoun is a distinct set of people (each containing the writer). Inintended referent. Referential we means, roughly, ’I and you-know-who else’.1A number of grammatical constructions have been described in whichpart or all of the meaning of the construction is analogous to the ’you-know-who’ part of the meaning of , a virtual instruction to the addressee to examinethe common ground of the conversation (along with the other interpretiveinterpretation. An example involving the construction employing the expression(2)Fred won’t order shrimp, let alone Louise, squid.find in, or construct from, the conversational common ground a set of

Paul Kaya matrix of propositions partially ordered by the relation of unilateral entailment,imposed by constructions may be unrestricted or partially restricted in contentand yet subject to precise formal conditions. For an utterance of (2) to succeed, itmore health-conscious than Fred, or that squid is more expensive than shrimpspecified by the construction but it is presupposed to be available to thematerial may come, not in the form simply of an unstructured set ofpropositions, but rather a highly structured set. In (2) a third interpretational2 thedistinct matter of a proposition’s being �on the floor� may be a pragmaticrequirement of a construction. Felicitous utterance of (2) requires theproposition that Louise order squid to be — not necessarily taken for granted byspeaker and addressee — but mutually accepted as having been posed in theconversation, as being on the floor. For example, someone may have just askedproposition a CONTEXT PROPOSITION

Paul Kay(3)Him be a doctor!?The special morphosyntax of accusative subject and bare stem verb phrase,3the expression by the speaker of incredulity — or something like that — withregard to some proposition that has just been asserted (or otherwise posed).Some constructions are devoted to metalinguistic comments, for example(4)aIt’s not good, but superb.b#It’s not good, but it is superb.cHe’s more negligent than vicious.dHe’s more negligent than he is viciouseThe metalinguistic negation in (4a) conveys that would have been a moreapt descriptor than in the context of utterance. The oddness of (4b), underthe standard assumption that SUPERB(x) implies GOOD(x), highlights the fact thatform; the metalinguistic interpretation does not represent a conversational

Paul Kaymeaning something more like (4e), again points to the conventional relationbetween the morphosyntactic form of (4c) and its metalinguistic interpretation(that in the context of utterance is a more apt predicator than .The final general point to be made about the contributions to pragmaticsof constructional approaches to grammar is that a single construction can weavetogether a number of strands of the distinct interpretational types just listed indeveloped further below.4regarding all the matters touched on above, but also with displaying how suchcomplex interpretational phenomena can be conventionally associated with aby conventionally associating formal and interpretational information, serve asthe minimal building blocks of a grammar.5constructions involving scalar models, non-scalar contextual operators,Several of the constructions discussed exemplify more than one of thesephenomena and some present additional interpretational6 properties not fitting2. Scalar ModelsScalar models represent one formal approach to the general phenomenonof interpretational scales. Seminal research on scalar phenomena within modernFauconnier(1975a, 1975b, 1976). Those early studies have led to a number of

Paul Kayapproaches to scalar phenomena which will not be covered in this section (e.g.,Hirschberg 1985, Horn 1989, Koenig 1991, Lee and Horn 1995). The data to be 2.1 let aloneA simple let alone sentence, e.g., one like (2), repeated below, in whichthere is a single token of let alone, expresses two propositions.(2)Fred won’t order shrimp, let alone Louise, squid.In (2) the two propositions are that Fred won’t order shrimp and that Louisenegative element (not, nobody,...) or a covert negative element (doubt, forbid...The host is followed by a fragment introduced by let alone, whose full meaning isrestored by semantic copying from the host. In (2) the host is Fred won’t order, the fragment is let alone Louise, squid, and the restored fragmentproposition is that Louise won’t order squid. The fragment contains one ormore semantic (and prosodic) foci that are contrasted with corresponding foci inthe host. Here the fragment foci are and , which contrast with thehost foci Fred and , respectively. A let alone sentence can be analyzedsemantically as the conjuction of two negative propositions7the application of a single propositional function (here WON’T ORDER) to distinct,contrasting lists of arguments, possibly singleton (here <Fred, shrimp>, <Louise,8 So far, we have as an approximate semantic translation of (2)

Paul Kay(3)WON’T ORDER(Fred, shrimp) and WON’T ORDER(Louise, squid)There are two things missing in (3). First is the idea that Fred’s not orderingshrimp unilaterally entails (in the context of utterance) Louise’s not ordering(4)WON’T ORDER(Fred, shrimp) a fortiori WON’T ORDER(Louise, squid)The second thing left out of (3), and (4), does not concern the semantic(2) to be felicitous, the fragment proposition, modulo negation and modality, .(Louise, squid), must be a CP.9The combination of the unilateral entailment of the CP by the host or (TP) and the fact that the fragment evokes a CP, invites a futherlet alone construction in Griceanmight be something like (5).(5)B: Are you kidding? Fred didn’t (even) order shrimp, let alone Louise,Consider B’s situation after A has posed her question. Relevance demands that Border squid. But this response would not be maximally cooperative because Bknows something relevant and equally succinctly expressible that is more

Paul Kayinformative, namely that Fred didn’t order shrimp. Quantity enjoins B toexpress the more informative proposition. The let alone construction functions toQuantity. It enables the speaker economically to expresses both propositions ina form that indicates his awareness of the greater informativeness of theproposition answering to Quantity, the TP.set of interrelated propositions. On the formal side, the nature of a scalar model10 One assumes the set of truth values T = {0,1}and a set of states of affairs S. The set F of functions from S to T is interpreted inimposition of a particular structure on the set of propositions F. To form F in the1n11, each member D ofmembers Di of D are interpreted as semantic dimensions. Suppose onedimension is composed of a set of reindeer whose relative jumping abilities areestablished and another dimension is a set of obstacles whose relative heights areknown. Since all our information is relative, we don’t know whether anyparticular reindeer can jump any particular obstacle. We do know, however, ahost of conditional facts. For example, we know that for any obstacle b, if a poor jumper, can jump b, , a good jumper, can jump b, and wealso know that for any reindeer r, if r can clear a challenging obstacle like the, then r can clear a less challenging obstacle like the .We are interested next in the Cartesian product of the members of D, i.e.,the set of n-tuples the i member of which is a member of the i semantic

Paul KayDx. In the jumping reindeer example, Dx represents the set of all ordered pairsof which the first member is a reindeer and the second member is an obstacle.Without loss of generality, we may think of the ordering of each semanticdimension Di as being assigned so that the n-tuple consisting of the lowestnumbered member of each semantic dimension is that point o in Dx such that forany state of affairs if the proposition corresponding to any point in Dx is truethen the proposition corresponding to o is true. This unique point of theargument space is called the of Dx. In our example, the origin is the pointthat pairs the most athletic reindeer with the least challenging obstacle. We nowxour example, P is a function from <reindeer, obstacle> pairs, e.g., <Prancer,fence>, to propositions, e.g., -(Prancer, fence), taking the propositionalfunction P to be -(x, y).To capture the scalar property, we need now to constrain P appropriately.It is convenient first to define a binary relation on members of Dx. Given twomembers di, dj of D, di is or equivalently CLOSER TO THE ORIGIN than djiff di has a lower value than dj on at least one semantic dimension and a higherj(6) ijxijji.12We now define SCALAR MODEL as follows:(7) p. 10Paul Kayfrom the observation that simple unilateral entailment of the CP by the TP doesodd, even though not having an odd number of books unilaterally entails nothaving seventy-five books.(8)#She doesn’t have an odd number of books, let alone seventy-five.Consider now the context of a raffle in which every odd-numbered ticket wins atleast a token prize and number seventy-five wins the grand prize.(9)She didn’t get an odd-numbered ticket, let alone seventy-five.In the context of (9), since the foci ’odd number’ and ’seventy-five’ can beinterpreted as points on the dimension size of prize in a scalar model, theoddness of (8) disappears. This example also exemplifies further the degree toraffle context.A final observation on the let alone construction concerns a syntactic propertythat appears unique to this particular form of syntactic coordination (orsubordination?). All the sentences in (10) are paraphrases of each other.(10)a.You couldn’t get a poor man to wash your car for $10 let alone a richman to wax your truck for $5.

p. 11Paul KayYou couldn’t get a poor man to wash your car, let alone a rich man towax your truck, for $10, let alone for $5.You couldn’t get a poor man, let alone a rich man, to wash your carfor $10, let alone wax your truck for $5.You couldn’t get a poor man, let alone a rich man, to wash, let alone(to) wax, your car, let alone (your) truck, for $10, let alone (for) $5.These four sentences are but a proper subset of the set of paraphrases of (10a)that can be constructed roughly as follows:(1) Starting from the left place a token of let alone after any number of foci.(2) Move over from the fragment the stretch containing thecorresponding foci (allowing certain ’deletions’ of otherwise repeatedmaterial).(3) Starting from the right end of what you have moved over, repeat step(1) if any of the fragment remains.The combination of this extraordinary syntactic property13 of the let aloneinterpretation of let aloneinto the atomic elements of the grammar, i.e., the maximal grammatical2.2 at least p. 12Paul Kay(11)a. She has invited at least Sarah and James [if not others].b. At least five students passed [if not more than five].c. He’ll be at least irritated [if not outraged].In each case, at least modifies the focus of a sentence to be interpreted in a scalar14�Another way to think about simple scalar least is to say that at leastXP denotes the interval lower-bounded by the (possibly pragmatically inferred)15(12)a. In that big trainwreck at least several people were saved.b. In that big trainwreck at least several people were killed.c. At least in that big trainwreck several people were saved.Example (12d) requires an unusual presupposition, roughly that both speakerat least, which16can not have the interpretation of (12b), even though normal background p. 13Paul KayFrom a scalar-model perspective, evaluative at least is interesting becauseit requires two context propositions, one denoting an event less desirable thanthe event denoted by the TP and one denoting a more desirable event. Oftenthese will be furnished by accommodation. Example (13b) might be used toevoke the full interpretation of (13a).(13)a.Well, I didn’t get an A, but I didn’t do too badly either. At least I gotAt least I got an A—.christened �rhetorical retreat� at least .17(14)a.Mary is at home — at least John’s car is in the driveway.Mary is at home — at least I think so.Mary is at home — at least that’s what Sue said.I’ve finished the outline,...} (examples from Kay 1992)interpretive function, of rhetorical retreat at least. One wants to say that asentence employing an adjunct introduced by this at least is somehow weaker or p. 14Paul Kayspecify just what one means here by �weaker� or �less forceful�18.Rhetorical retreat at least does not appear to be scalar in anystraightforward way, but perhaps that observation reflects nothing more thanour ignorance regarding the interpretational function of this expression. Simplescalar and evaluative at least are both scalar. There are, however, severalat least denotes an openinterval on a dimension of a scalar model, evaluative at least appears to denote apoint (or closed interval) between the two CPs. Simple scalar at least does notseem to carry with it any context proposition requirement; evaluative at leastrequires two CPs. The scale evoked by evaluative at least is, of course, one ofassumed speaker and addressee attitude toward the events denoted, not oneat leastand most constructions evoking scalar models.3. Non-Scalar Contextual Operators (NSCOs) operators of a specific type, namely scalar contextual operators. They requirescalar model. Moreover, they specify the structural position that themodel. Characteristically, if not necessarily, much of the substantive material ofthe scalar model will be furnished by the common ground of the conversation.There are also contextual operators that place contextually analogous but non-scalar formal requirements on the common ground. Three examples arerespective, respectively and vice versa.19 p. 15Paul KayIn addition to the scalar/non-scalar difference, the two types of contextualoperator provide a further contrast. While the scalar model requirement of theformer operators pertains to the presuppositional aspect of the interpretation ofa sentence, the NSCOs we will consider here affect a sentence’s truth conditions.An utterance of (14) will be true just in case Mary collects neither Norwegianpottery nor Austrian prints and it is possible for speaker and addressee to agreeprints collects Norwegian pottery.(14)Mary doesn’t collect Norwegian pottery, let alone Austrian prints.presupposition failure no matter what Mary does or doesn’t collect. On theother hand, and directly affect the truth conditions of the(16)a.Mr. Smith and Mr. Jones love Mrs. Jones and Mrs. Smith,Mr. Smith loves Mrs. Jones and Mr. Jones loves Mrs. Smith.Mr. Smith and Mr. Jones love their respective wives.Mr. Smith loves Mrs. Smith and Mr. Jones loves Mrs. Jones.Sentence (16a) has the truth conditions of (16b), not those of (16d). Sentence(16c) has the truth conditions of (16d), not (16b).Although the difference between and may at firstappear to be only a matter of morphology and syntax, there are interpretationaldifference as well. What these NSCOs have in common is that both can evoke a p. 16Paul Kay1-1 mapping between two sets and distribute some predicate over the membersof that mapping. In both (16a) and (16c), the sets are {Mr. Jones, Mr. Smith} and{Mrs. Jones, Mrs. Smith}. In both (16a) and (16c) the predicate is LOVE. In (16a)common interpretational properties of and . The differenceis that in the case of the mapping must be based on an independentone: order of mention. Mr. Jones is mentioned before Mr. Smith and Mrs. Smithis mentioned before Mrs. Jones. But this need not be the case, the orderingprinciple may be either metalinguistic, viz., order of mention, or purely(17)a.The three brightest students scored 95, 99 and 96, respectively.Clarence, Florence and Terrence got the three highest grades,The three brightest students got the three highest grades,available conceptual ordering. In (17b) the subject NP is orderedorderings are conceptual. The fact that requires independent linearorderings but accepts either metalinguistic (order of mention) or conceptualorderings — even in the same sentence — illustrates the potential of grammatical p. 17Paul Kay20When distributes a predicate it does not require anyindependent linear ordering of the sets constituting the mapping over which the(18)a.Many senators represent their respective states well.*Many senators represent their states well, respectively.Senators Jones and Smith represent their respective states well.*Senators Jones and Smith represent their states well, respectively.Unacceptable examples (18b) and (18d) show that requires linearordering, and does not merely permit it.21 This ordering, however, may relyheavily on mutual background knowledge. If one knows that in horse racingthe expression finish in the money means to come in either first, second or third,winning a decreasing amount of money with lateness of finish, a sentence like(19a) is readily interpretable. We know that Augustus won, and so on.(19)a.The horses finishing in the money were Augustus, Brutus and*The horses finishing out of the money were Xerxes, Yerkes andSentence (19b) is acceptable to no one, including those to whom the expressionout of the money is not accorded any conventional significance.22 p. 18Paul Kay often occurs in a noun phrase determined by a possessivepronoun, and, curiously, is often otiose in that context. Thus (20a) and (20b) are.(20)a.Many senators represent their states well.Senators Jones and Smith represent their states well.The contextual character of the possessive construction (Kay and Zimmer 1976)seems to render the contextual job done by unnecessary in such cases.It appears that when independent linear orderings of the sets constitutingthe mapping over which a predicate is to be distributed are available, isdispreferred, and perhaps for some speakers ungrammatical.(21)??Clarence, Florence and Terrence got the respective scores of 95, 99However, there appear to be some cases illustrating crucial linear rankingswhere is relatively acceptable, as in (22b).(22)a.charm, respectively.?Billy Martin and Tony La Russa are known for their respective23For speakers for whom (22)b is unexceptionable, one cannot say that requires that the mapping over which it distributes a predicate must not bebased on a linear ranking of the sets being matched.

p. 19Paul KayRespective, as indicated above, also has a non-distributive use. An attested(23)Twelve generals and admirals from the United States, the Soviet Unionrelation pairing rock stars with entourages.(24)In cases like (23) and (24) it appears that simply functions to denote aset of sets by naming, for each member set, an individual who stands in a certainconstant, contextually determined relation to that set.Vice versa has been said to interchange a pair of noun phrases (Fraser1970) or, ’elements of [a] clause’ (McCawley 1970). Presumably it was thedenotata of these expressions that those authors had in mind as beinginterchanged. This emendation does not go far enough, however, because theitems interchanged by vice versa are elements of a contextually determinedfor this claim lies in the observation that vice versa can be parasitic on a numberthese is the mapping induced by .(25)The secretaries emailed their respective mayors.

p. 20Paul KayFor (25), the mayors in question could be either the mayors of the towns wherethe secretaries live or the employers of the secretaries (or they might bear lessobvious relations to the secretaries in other contexts). The interpetation of (26)The secretaries emailed their respective mayors, and vice versa.In an utterance of (26), each secretary who sent email to a mayor is asserted tohave received email from that mayor, whether the secretary for each mayor waspicked out as an employee, a constituent, or by some other criterion.Similarly, the interpretation of vice versa can depend on the prior,contextually determined decision whether a pronoun is given a bound variableor an anaphoric interpretation. In (27) his may be bound by every boy or it mayrefer anaphorically to a particular boy mentioned earlier.(27)[Every boy] loves his mother.In (28) the interpretation of vice versa depends on the decision made with respectto the ambiguity of (27):(28)Every boy loves his mother, and vice versa.On the bound variable reading each mother-son pair enjoys mutual love. On theanaphoric reading, there is one lucky mother and she shares mutual love withevery boy.

p. 21Paul KayResolution of vice versa can also depend on an ambiguity based onanaphora of sense versus anaphora of reference.(29)The Jones’s don’t like their next door neighbors, but we do, and .Depending on anaphora of sense or reference, an utterance of (29) says eitherthat we like our neighbors or that we like the Jones’s neighbors. Depending onwhose neighbors it is determined contextually that we like, those people areclaimed, by vice versa, to like us. Again the interpretation of vice versa isdependent on contextual disambiguation of a sentential ambiguity.Neither , nor vice versa is indexical .None of these contextual operators point deictically to a participant or aspect ofthe utterance situation, as pronouns and tenses do. However, the processes thatprocess operating in Nunberg’s analysis of , seem to be evoked by thesethe addressee for finding the referent, in these contextual operators there is noregarding how to interrogate the common ground to find underspecifiedor, if that seems oxymoronic, we can call it more longwindedly a kind ofcharacter of the operator is not based on deixis but rather specifies some formalaspect of the relation between the context and the interpretation of an utterance.

p. 22Paul KayProbably the best known work on metalinguistic constructions deals withmetalinguistic negation. Horn (1985) showed that the family of problems posedby the so-called �external negation� of a sentence like (29) can not be dealt withpropositional operator of great generality or by positing two distinctpropositional negations for English (and for many other languages that operate24(29)The King of France is not bald... because there is no King of France.evidence presented by Horn for the thesis that the negation in (29) is(30), which show that the same metalinguistic negation that answers topronunciation, disagreement regarding inflectional morphology, and registerconflicts in (30a-d), respectively — more generally, to rejection and correction of aprevious utterance for virtually any reason.(30)a.Her name’s not , it’s [andre�j«].We’re not dealing with a rare phenomena here, we’re dealing with arare phenomenon.Your Aunt May is not taking a pee, she’s going to the bathroom.it has both the interpretational properties just mentioned and also idiosyncraticmorphosyntactic properties. Horn points out that metalinguistic negation does p. 23Paul Kay(31)a.John didn’t manage to solve * of the problems, hemanaged to solve of them (Horn 1985: 135).I wouldn’t walk, but I’m to.It may reasonably be objected that polarity sensitivity is fundamentally asemantic property and only derivatively a syntactic one. There are, however,indisputably non-interpretational properties of metalinguistic negation. Hornobserves that metalinguistic negation is not possible with incorporated negation,offering examples similar to (32):(32)a.That’s *NOT POSSIBLE, it’s .She’s *NOT LIKELY to help you, she’s to.All of the metalinguistic negation examples Horn presents consist of twoclauses or a clause and a fragment, the second clause (or fragment) providing acorrection to the objectionable aspect of what is metalinguistically negated in thefirst clause. Horn does not say that such an overt rectification clause or fragmentis required and in fact it may not to be strictly required in cases where the(33)a.?He didn’t break A FEW bottles. [intended inference: He broke p. 24Paul KayHe didn’t break only/just A FEW bottles. [entailment: He brokeGreater intonational support is required for (33a) to pass muster than (33b), butto the extent that (33a) is acceptable to express a metalinguistic negation, theconstruction imposes no requirement for an overt rectification clause or phrase.Sentence (33b) entails the rectification of (33a) and does not express ametalinguistic negation. So far as can be determined from examples likethese, it is not possible to say with assurance whether or not an overtrectification clause or fragment is a morphosyntactic requirement ofcorrection is a necessary part of the interpretation of the metalinguistic negationovert phrase or clause.Horn observes a further morphosyntactic restriction on overt(34)a.25We made an analogous observation with respect to the metalinguistic26.

p. 25Paul Kaymetalinguistic constructions impose their own morphosyntactic signatures.orifquestions, which exhibit a metalinguistic use of wh-words, neither front nor(35)a.It may be hot, or scalding.#It may be either hot or scalding.(36)a.If you’re looking for a gas station, there’s one around that corner.#If you’re looking for a gas station, then there’s one around that(37)You spilled in my laptop?A different kind of metalinguistic construction involves the grammar andinterpretation of elements of the type originally termed by Lakoff (1972),).A hedged sentence, when uttered, often contains a comment on itself oron its utterance or on some part thereof. For example, when someonesays, Loosely speaking France is hexagonal, part of what they have uttered isa certain kind of comment on the locution France is hexagonal. In this sortof metalinguistic comment, the words that are the subject of the comment p. 26Paul Kaytheoretically unfamiliar role as part of the world the utterance is about(Kay 1983: 129).That paper argues further that certain metalinguistic operators tend toblur the boundary between knowledge of language and world knowledge. Thepoint is not that we have folk knowledge (or beliefs) about language — no newsthere. The observation of interest is that when knowledge or belief aboutlanguage is part of the interpretational potential of hedging constructions, it canbecomes part of the combinatorial semantics of the sentence andIf adjective a denotes a class A and noun denotes a class N, then the denotationof the expression is the intersection of the classes A and N....the notion ’loose speech’ is part of the combinatorial semantics ofsentences containing the expression loosely speaking in the same way inwhich the notion of class intersection is ... part of the combinatorialsemantics of an expression like red chair (Kay 1983: 134)27.Assume (38a) to be spoken by anthropologist A. A may have decided to hedgethe bald statement (38b) with loosely speaking for strikingly diverse reasons.(38)a.A: Loosely speaking, the first human beings lived in Kenya.As a believer in gradual evolution, A may consider the expression the first human to be, strictly speaking, incoherent. Independently, A may consider that p. 27Paul Kayonly a locution such as the first human beings known to science can be employedin this context by a careful speaker. Or it could be the approximate nature ofKenya as a location for the first humans that leads A to hedge. Or perhapsa region that wasn’t called Kenya, or probably anything else, at the time. What,and its cousin, strictly speaking, are both based on a schematization or folk theoryof language according to which words have inherent fit, because of theirintensions or senses, to objects in the world and the meanings of words arecombined according to rules of the language. When the words fit the facts andthe rules are followed, one speaks strictly. Otherwise one speaks loosely. Thisview is, in shorthand, a folk version of the Fregian view, especially Frege’stheory of reference, according to which a word refers via its intension or senseA distinct, if not competing, philosophical theory of reference makes nouse of the concept of intension or sense. This theory, associated primarily withthe philosophers Kripke (1972) and Putnam (1975), holds that (some) words referas a result of a two-stage process. There is an original act of baptism — theprototype is the naming of a person — and then through a series of causal eventsthe association of the thing and the name is passed from speaker to speaker.When the process functions imperfectly — for example when we find ourselvesunsure whether what we are holding in our hand really is gold — we can havethis case, say, the proprietor of a jewelry store or an officer of the Federal Bureau p. 28Paul Kaytake a putative sample of to an accredited expert for authentication if necessary.A folk theory that seems to correspond rather well to the Kripke-Putnamtheory of reference is evoked by the locutions or technically speaking.When we say ordinary folk may say, those scientists with a right to so stipulate have decreed(39)a.Technically, that’s a rodent. (order Rodentia)(40)a.Technically, that’s an insect. (order Insecta) and are technical terms, terms of art of socially recognized experts. and are not.28The long stories about the notional values of loosely speaking, strictly and technically (speaking) briefly sketched above show that complexsubstantive beliefs about language or speech can furnish the basis of a hedging,metalinguistic constructions don’t merely effect incidental comments on theconstruction also helps constitute the message being commented on. For29(41)a.

p. 29Paul KayStrictly speaking, Sacco and Vanzetti were murderers., and technically (speaking) like garden variety sentence adverbs, their cousins kinda and have a syntaxall their own. In particular, these items may appear as modifiers of anyand verbs are commonplace.(41)a.It’s got a sorta halo over it.It was very kinda blustery that day. [Speaker�s intent: The weatherwas extreme in a certain respect that day, but I’m somewhat hesitantto use the word to decribe that respect, although I can�treally think of a better word.]He was kinda the hereditary ruler.30(42)a.Crete is sort of an island.I kinda have to get going now, because...In (43) sorta modifies a non-maximal nominal phrase.(43)Marvin’s a [sorta [self-made straw man]].

p. 30Paul KayVarious possibilities with other categories and levels of projection are shown inexamples (44).(44)a.He distributed the grapes kinda amongst the mangoes.while singing kinda in between the notes...Sort of all over the world, reports kept cropping up.It began to shake kinda very jerkily.f.I wonder sorta how many of the people he thinks he can fool howmuch of the time.h.In trying kinda to outdo herself...In (44a,b) the hedge forms a constituent with a preposition, in (44c) with a(g), and (h) with a clause or sentence.315. Illocutionary Forces and Related Speaker AttitudesAccording to a standard view — or perhaps a burlesque version of astandard view — there are three basic illocutionary forces, corresponding to thedeclarative, interrogative and imperative syntactic modes, plus, forces imposedby the semantics of the main verb in an explicitly performative sentence, and32(45)a.I (hereby) appoint you Assistant Principal of George Walker ShrubElementary School.

p. 31Paul KayWithout trying to draw too fine a line between illocutionary force sensu strictuand closely related aspects of a speaker’s attitude toward the content of hisassociated by grammatical convention with overt linguistic form. We havealready considered the morphosyntax and force of the incredulity construction(3)Him be a doctor?!Sometimes the special forces attached to a particular grammatical form are quite(46)Watch me drop this:Such a sentence does not have imperative force, the speaker doesn’t really askthe addressee to watch anything. The force has been described as �conjuringfate, among other things, although what that means exactly and whether it iscorrect are both open questions.33 Appearances to the contrary(47), is not an imperative morphosyntactically, either.(47) NP[ACC] VP[BARE STEM] p. 32Paul KayThe NP in this construction is not the object of the transitive verb . Asecond person object of a transitive imperative verb is realized with a reflexive(48)[Look in the mirror.] Now, when I tell you this joke watchyourself/*you blush.In the NP VP construction, however, a second person postverbal NP isrealized with a free pronoun.(49}[I’ve finally taught you a proper backhand.] Now, watch*yourself/you beat me.34Sometimes, straightforward syntactic process, which are normallyassociated with their own rules of semantic composition, are combined in aconstruction whose semantics is not that predicted from the separate syntaxes.In such a case, one must posit a new construction. Negative questions providean example of this phenomenon. Thus, (50)b does not provide a paraphrase for(50)a.(50)a.Didn’t Fido eat the pizza?3536polarity tags from opposite polarity tags. There are two subtypes of samepolarity tags: positive same polarity tags and �fake negative� tags. Positive p. 33Paul Kaysame polarity tags have positive semantic and syntactic polarity in both host and3738.(51)a.*Fido didn’t eat the pizza, didn’t he?With regard to illocutionary force. �Same polarity tags] are attached to sentencesthat the speaker is not putting forward as his own but is ’citing in order to askappear in utterances conveying either beligerence or docility.(52)a.So John has washed dishes, has he? Well I know for a fact that hehasn’t. (McCawley 1988:480)1988:480)have negation in the host (and not in the tag), but the host is nontheless apositive polarity environment. Fake negative tagged sentences have acharacteristic intonational contour with a falling tone at the end of the host(53)a.You wouldn’t rather go to the \movies, /would you?*I wouldn’t rather go to the movies.*You wouldn’t prefer to give me \a red cent, /would you?You wouldn’t prefer to give me \a penny, /would you?

p. 34Paul KaySentence (53a) represents a successful fake negative tag construct, containing thepositive polarity item rather, whose positive polarity property is demonstrated in(53b). We might say that the force of sentences like (53)a is that of a timidsuggestion: ’Would you consider going to movies, instead?’ Examples (53c) and(53d) show that the negative polarity item a red cent is not permissible in thisa penny is.Opposite polarity tags are more straightforward in that morphosyntacticpolarity always matches semantic polarity. The polarity of the host is part of thesemantics of the proposition being asserted (or otherwise conveyed). Intonationon the tag, rising (/) or falling (\) affects illocutionary force.(53)a.They got caught, didn’t they.tone \They got caught, didn’t they?tone /tone \They didn’t get caught, did they?tone /Falling intonation polarity reversal tags (53a,c) seem to contribute a force akin tothat of negative questions, perhaps expressing even greater confidence: ’I think pis the case, but please confirm.’ Rising intonation polarity reversal tags (53b,d)sound less assertive. Thus, falling intonation tags are more fluently followed by’I told you so!’, rising intonation tags by ’I’ve been wondering’.39(55)a.

p. 35Paul Kay(56)[BARE STEM, — ] perform the action denoted by the verb but requires the speaker’s permission todo so and the illocutionary force is that of granting this permission.We have been considering examples where force is tied directly tomorphosyntax. There are also cases, originally noted in Morgan (1978), wherethe illocutionary force, or other interpretational information, is conventionallyassociated with making a statment or asking a question of a very broadlydefined type. For example, �it is more or less conventional to challenge thewisdom of a suggested course of action by questioning the mental health of thesuggestor, by any appropriate linguistic means� (Morgan 1978: 277).(57)a.Are you crazy?Morgan (1978:277)Have you lost your mind?Morgan (1978:278)Are you out of your gourd?Morgan (1978:278)Is he out of his gourd?Is that woman out of her gourd?Sometimes expressions of a certain form (e.g., [Can you VP?] in (58a)) that start p. 36Paul Kayout by conversationally implicating a certain kind of proposition (e.g., 58b) comeover time to convey directly their erstwhile implicatum.(58)a.Can you pass the salt?morphosyntax, as is the case with the construction exemplified in (57). Morgan(1978:269ff) termed that kind of strictly interpretational construction a of usage, following Searle (1975). Morgan makes the further point that over timeinterpretational constructions (conventions of usage) often become(59)a.Can you please pass the salt?*Are you able to please pass the salt.own morphosyntactic signature.6. ConclusionThe purpose of this chapter has been to illustrate the remarkable diversityof ways in which pragmatic information of various types can be directlyconstructions whose form cannot be produced by combining smaller units of thegrammar according to general principles.40 I have presented these examples in p. 37Paul Kayterms of a rough, heuristic classification of types of pragmatic information: scalarmodels, non-scalar contextual operators, metalinguistic phenomena andpurpose of organizing this chapter.If the reader were to go away with a single observation from this highlyselective survey, perhaps the most characteristic one would be that made inconnection with (17), repeated below for convenience:(17)a.The three brightest students scored 95, 99 and 96, respectively.Clarence, Florence and Terrence got the three highest grades,The three brightest students got the three highest grades,We saw in these examples that within a single sentence the linear ordering ofargument sets required by can be both metalinguistic (order of e.g., Clarence, Florence and Terrence) or conceptual (e.g., the three highestgrades). That a single construction can mix diverse types of pragmaticinformation under a single formal constraint in this way suggests that we havealmost everything to learn about the ways pragmatic information isincorporated into grammatical constructions.

p. 38Paul KayNaturalLanguage and Linguistic Theory 2:1-23. 43:23-40.Cattell, Ray (1973) Negative transportation and tag questions. 49: 612-639.Chomsky, Noam (1995) Bare phrase structure. In Government and binding theory. Ed.Clark, Herbert (1983) Making sense of nonce sense. In The process of language. Ed. by G.B. Flores D’Arcais and R.J. Jarvella. New York:Clark, Eve and Herbert Clark (1979) When nouns surface as verbs. 55:767-811.Ducrot, Oswald (1972) Dire et ne pas dire. Paris: Hermann.Ducrot, Oswald (1973) La preuve et le dire. Paris: Mame. 53: 810-842.

p. 39Paul Kay 6: 353-375.Society. 11: 188-199.Fauconnier, Gilles (1976) Etude de certains aspects logiques et grammaticaux de laquantification et de l’anaphore en fran�ais et en anglais. Doctorat d’Etat,Fillmore, Charles J., Paul Kay and Mary Catherine O’Connor. (1988) Regularity. 64: 501-538.Fraser, Bruce (1970) A note on vice versa. Linguistic Inquiry 1: 277-278.University, ms.Grice, H. Paul (1975) Logic and conversation. In Syntax and semantics 3: speech. Ed. by Peter Cole and Jerry L. Morgan. New York: Academic. pp. 41-58.Horn, Laurence (1972) On the semantic properties of logical operators in English.Horn, Laurence (1973) Greek Grice. Chicago Linguistics Society 9: 204-214.

p. 40Paul KayHorn, Laurence (1984) Toward a new taxonomy for pragmatic inference: Q-Georgetown University Press. 61: 121-174.Horn, Laurence R. (1989) A natural history of negation. Chicago: University ofChicago Press.. D.Forget, P. Hirschb�hler, F. Martineau and M-L. Rivero (eds.).Kay, Paul (1984) The kind of/sort of construction. Berkeley Linguistics Society 10:128-137.Kay, Paul (1991) Constructional modus tolens and level of conventionality. 27.

p. 41Paul KayKay, Paul (1992) At least. In Frames, fields, and contrasts: new essays in semantic andKay, Paul and Karl Zimmer (1990) On the semantics of compounds and genitivesLondon:Routledge. pp. 239-246.and interval interpretations. Chicago Linguistics Society: Parasession onLambrecht, Knud (1990) What, me worry?: Mad Magazine sentences revisited.Berkeley Linguistics Society 16: 215-228.Anyeven. Ms. YaleLevinson, Stephen (1983) . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.McCawley, James (1970) On the applicability of vice versa. Linguistic Inquiry 1:278-280.McCawley, James (1976) The annotated respective, In Grammar and meaning:papers on syntactic and semantic topics. Ed by. James D. McCawley. NewMcCawley, James (1988) The syntactic phenomena of English. Chicago: U. Chicago p. 42Paul KayMcCawley, James (1991) Contrastive negation and metalinguistic negation.Chicago Linguistic Society: Parasession on negation 27:189-206. 8: 45-70.43.Chicago Linguistics Society: Parasession on Language in Context In Advances in Hispanic linguistics. Ed. by Javier Guti�rrez-Rexach andSchwenter, Scott A. (2000) Lo relativo y lo absoluto de las part�culas escalares y hasta. 3. Forthcoming.Searle, John (1975) Indirect speech acts. In Syntax and semantics 3: Speech acts, ed.by Peter Cole and Jerry Morgan. 59-82.Soames, Scott (1982) How presuppositions are inherited. Linguistic Inquiry 13:483- 545.Wilson, Dierdre (1975) Presupposition and non-truth-conditional semantics. New p. 43Paul Kay

1 There is also a bound variable use of . Nunberg (1993) adapts an examplefrom Partee (1989):Whenever a pianist comes to visit, we play duets.In this case, the ’I ’ part of the reference is constant, and the remainder of the setcontaining the speaker is specified by the language of the sentence to be, on each2 "An utterance U presupposes P... iff one can reasonably infer from U that thespeaker ... accepts P and regards it as uncontroversial..." Soames 1982: 486.3Roughly, the same as that of a yes-no question with subject focus, like4An important pragmatic aspect of grammatical constructions, namely5The full picture of a construction-based grammar is a bit more complex thanthis. Such a grammar takes the form of a multiple inheritance hierarchy ofconstructions, the leaves of which — the maximal constructions — form the atomicelements of what we might call the fully compiled grammar. Only the maximalconstructions are the �minimal building blocks� referred to above. The maximalform and meaning a speaker-hearer must control to produce and understand thesentences of the language. Non-maximal constructions represent generalizationsthemselves cannot tell us whether non-maximal constructions representpsychologically real entities. The relevant obligation of the grammarian, underthis view, is to abstract from the data of the language all the generalizations, inthe form of non-maximal constructions, that a speaker-hearer extract.6Here and elsewhere I use the term �interpretational� to avoid a theoreticallyfraught choice between �semantic� and �pragmatic�.7generalization just offered asserting the unproblematically negative nature of alone sentences. See Fillmore et al. (1988: 518-519).8We have not gone into the rather intricate detail of exactly which non-focusedelements of the host can and cannot be absent in the fragment; these have a lot p. 44Paul Kay and the consequent justification of treating it as the mark of an independentgrammatical construction.9See Kay (1990: 70-81) for discussion regarding the role of accomodation infulfilling the CP requirement in the related case of . Note that alwaysgoes naturally in the host clause of a let alone sentence.Fred won’t even order shrimp, let alone Louise, squid.10The following semiformal characterization of scalar model is adapted from Kay(1990:64-67).11Fillmore et al. (1988) and Kay (1990) argue that scalar models necessarily haveat least two dimensions (n>1). In thinking about a scale we often have to thinkalso about a set of objects being scaled, yielding a minmum of two dimensions,but the weaker position adopted here admits of one-dimensional scalar models12It follows from the fact that we have defined a simple order on each Di e D that13Among others; see Fillmore et al. (1988) for further discussion.14In some cases, notably (11a), we are talking about a predicate, invite Sarah and15The first way of putting it reflects the traditional view (see, e.g., Horn 1984) thatThe second way of putting it agrees with the analysis of Koenig (1991), forwhom number names, and perhaps other scalar predicates, are literally punctualthat are derived by conversational implicature. (See also Carston (000) for yet16See Kay (1992) for a more careful characterization of the syntactic differences.17 Rather lamely, I fear, in Kay (1992).18 p. 45Paul Kay

19English denominal verbs, Downing (1977) and Kay and Zimmer (1976) onwide variety of phenomena of English.20I’ll have nothing to say here about the highly idiosyncratic syntax of, for which see McCawley (1976), also Fillmore et al. (1988: fn. 14).21Respectively also requires distribution of a predicate. We will see below thatdistribution of a predicate is not a requirement of , although does frequently function in this way.22To obviate an irrelevant objection, we assume, a six horse race, in which,necessarily, exactly three horses finish out of the money.23Example (22b) is due to George Lakoff pc. Seemingly, opinions differ on the24Wilson (1975). Ducrot was the first to my knowledge both to employ the termmetalinguistic negation (n�gation m�talinquistique) and to extensively examineby (30a).25(Horn 1985: 166). Interestingly, the same is true in French.Il n’est pas intelligent, il est tr�s intelligent.He isn’t intelligent, he’s very intelligent.b.Il n’est pas intelligent, mais tr�s intelligent.He isn’t intelligent, but very intelligent.#Il n’est pas intelligent, mais il est tr�s intelligent.#He isn’t intelligent, but he’s very intelligent.See Horn (1985: 167f) and Anscombre and Ducrot (1977) for further discussion.See also the latter source for comparison of the two uses of French, with the ’but’ doublets of Spanish () and German26McCawley (1993) points out that the same not...but syntax can be used simply(i) John has drunk a quart not of beer but of whiskey. (McCawley 1991:193)From observations such as these, McCawley concludes ’Not X but Y ... is not p. 46Paul Kay

To the extent that McCawley demonstrates a syntactic equivalence betweenmetalinguistic and contrastive uses of not X...but Y, we should perhaps sayinstead that two distinct grammatical constructions share the same syntax. Theimpossibility of sentences like (34c) establishes the correlation of not X...but Ysyntax with metalinguisitic interpretation as a matter of grammar, not merely of27The present discussion of the hedges loosely speaking, strictly speaking, and is condensed from Kay (1983 and 1996).28At least not to my knowledge. One sometimes discovers that words onethought were only members of a colloquial register have in fact been given atechnical meaning. I once offered as an example of a botanical term with no29 Judgments vary on this example. Although most people I have questionedagree with the judgments expressed in the text, a minority hear andstrictly speaking as synonymous in this context. For such speakers (41b) is truethe conflict in judgments is really about the word , some taking it torequire performance of an act satisfying the (legal) definition of murder andothers taking it to require performance of an act judged to be a murder by a30 Attested examples of and are from Kay (1984) unless otherwise31that /sorta does not behave like an ordinary deintensifying adverb, such as.a very slightly but unevenly worn tireb.*a very sorta but surprisingly classical theoryThat tire is worn very slightly.b.*That tire is worn very sorta.That tire is worn, but only very slightly.b.*That tire is worn, but only very sorta. That [very slightly]i worn tire is proportionately b.*That [very sorta]i classical theory is correspondingly p. 47Paul Kay attested examples:Chomsky has a very... sorta theory of syntax. (David Justice,Those of us who grew up in the extremely sort of days of32Levinson (1983: 263-65, 274-76, et passim). Levinson rejects this view, but notfor the reasons we will reject it below. Levinson argues that there are no literal3334This observation, incidentally, shows that the grammar of English contains anindependent Watch NP VP construction, that is, that the �fate conjuring� force ofa sentence like (46) is not derived by some form of conversational reasoningfrom the imperative sentence realized by the same string of words. Of course,this is not to say that imperative sentences of the form in question played no role3536As in the examples considered so far, I won’t be able to gloss these forces withprecision. I can only hope to indicate enough of their substance to persuade the37.38 Cf. Hirschberg (this volume).39I have benefited from discussions regarding the different forces of variousspecies of tag with Charles Fillmore, who is not responsible for any errors made40This notion of the ultimate contents of a grammar leads constructionallyoriented grammatical research in a direction distinct from that advocated byA look at the earliest work from the mid-1950s will show that many phenomena thatfell within the rich descriptive apparatus then postulated, often with accounts of nolittle interest and insight, lack any serious analysis within the much narrower theoriesmotivated by the search for explanatory adequacy and remain among the huge mass of p. 48Paul Kay constructions for which no principled explanation exists — again, not an unusual