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1 Introduction

We discuss three constructions which seem to modify theutionary force of an utterance:
reverse-polarity tag questiorjRP-tags] (1a), same-polarity tag questiofiSP-tags] (1b), and
non-interrogative rising intonatiofNI-rise] (1c). Rising intonation is indicated with a question
mark (“?”). Rising intonation on syntactically declarative sentendes has been discussed in
Gunlogson (2003, 2008), among others.

(1) a. [RP-tag] Sue likes licorice, doesn’t she?

b. [SP-tag]Sue likes licorice, does she?

c. [Nl-rise] Sue likes licorice?
The three markers we examine all seem to indicate some kindawrtainty of the speaker, and/or
a desire to seek confirmation from the addressee, but as Wehai, they differ in numerous and
fine-grained ways. To account for their behavior and the girs@red distinctions between them,
we will give an analysis within a dynamic approach to pragosain which conversational moves
are defined by the effects they produce on a multi-facetedereational scoreboard.

The outline of the remainder of the paper is as follows: inribgt section, we discuss taste
predicates and their relevance for the three markers weisiséntroducing the core examples
involving taste. 83 discusses the relevant features ofevagalar predicates, and introduces a core
example that uses one. In 84 and 85 we introduce and develaulel mf conversational context,
and 886-8 present the consequences that this model hasfthrde constructions. Finally, §9
presents our concluding discussion, with a summary of teanld comparison with prior work.

*Thank you to the audience at Sinn und Bedeutung 16, as welldisraces at WPSI 4, SemDial 15, and the Yale
Linguistics Department, for extremely helpful commentd discussion.

We're concerned here with RP-tag examples that are “risamg’ “post-nuclear,” that is, the entire utterance has
a final-rising tune, with a rise on the tag itself (Ladd, 19R&ese and Asher, 2007). We leave both “nuclear” tags and
“falling tune” tags to future work.
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2 Taste predicates

Contexts involving taste predicates suchtasty and attractive are useful because they provide
a more clear-cut way to distinguish which participant(s) atipular discourse commitment
belongs to. As observed by Lasersohn (2005) and others, Xleays, e.g., that Y is attractive,
this typically conveys that Y is attractive as judged by Xt ot necessarily as judged by
X’s interlocutors. In other words, X being committed pois effectively equivalent to X being
committed to p as judged by X. Stephenson (2007) sketches a pragmatiemsystilt largely
around this observation, a version of which we will adopt 428 The important point for now
is simply that when the content conveyed with a taste préglisaems to involve the judgment
of one particular participant in a conversation, this galigmmeans that a commitment of that
participant is involved. Note, though, that there is an asymmetry between discoorsenitments
and evidence. For instance, if person A has seen person @dged C to be attractive, of course
A is in a position to commit herself to the proposition thatsGttractive. If A then tells B that C
is attractive, then B is also in a position to make the samenasidment, even without any basis for
direct judgment, provided B has some reason to defer to Agment. This could happen because
B believes As taste to be similar to B’s, or because B is jussppposing similarity of taste for
the purposes of conversation. Crucially, we will assume imdhse that this counts as a discourse
commitment of B’s. In the terminology of Gunlogson (2008)stis a “dependent” commitment;
we'll discuss this and related notions further in §9.1.

Let’s turn now to some examples. First consider (2), whicHlwall “Blushing/Innuendo.”

(2) “Blushing/Innuendo” Context: A and B are gossiping. A doesn’t know anything abost B’
neighbor. B says, blushing, “You\eOT to see this picture of my new neighboiithout
looking, A replies:

a. # A: He’'s attractive, isn't he?
b. °KA: He’s attractive, is he?

c. O A: He's attractive?

d. #A: He's attractive.

In (2), B’s judgment of attractiveness is at issue and A's is Here an RP-tag is infelicitous (2), as
is a plain declarative (2), while an SP-tag or Nl-rise is fiRgd). This suggests that both SP-tags
and NI-rises involve independent commitments of the ad#esand may or may not involve
dependent commitments of the speaker.

Next consider (2), “Seeking agreement.”

(3) “Seeking agreement” Context: A and B are discussing various traits of their mutual
acquaintances. B says, “I think Bill, more than anything eisgust a really nice guy.”
A replies:
a. °“A: (But) he’s attractive too, isn't he?
b. # A: He’s attractive too, is he?

c. # A: He's attractive too?
d. °XA: He's attractive too.

Here, both A's and B’s judgments are at issue. An RP-tag or plaeatarative is felicitous (2, 2),
while an SP-tag or Nl-rise is not (2, 2), suggesting that Rj2-@and plain declaratives involve
independent commitments of both speaker and hearer.

Note that this observation does not apply to “exocentries svhich will not be relevant here.
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Finally, consider (2), “Unsure of move.”

(4) “Unsure of move” Context: B hasn’t met A's neighbor, and asks, “What do you tlohk
your new neighbor?” A isn’t sure if B wants to know about néigHiness or suitability for
dating. A replies:

a. # A:He’s attractive, isn't he?
b. # A: He’s attractive, is he?

c. ©XA:He's attractive?
d. °KF A: He’s attractive.

Here only A's judgment is at issue, but A is unsure what sojidgment is called for. An Nli-rise

is felicitous (2) while tags are not (2, 2). A plain declavat(2) is fine but doesn’t express A's
intended uncertainty (indicated B¥~). This suggests that NI-rises and plain declaratives both
involve independent speaker commitments (and possiblgriignt hearer commitments).

3 Vague scalar predicates

Vague scalar predicates suchtak or red are useful because they allow for cases where discourse
commitments pertain to the appropriate standards of agipit rather than to objective facts (see,
e.g., Barker, 2002). In some situations, making sure two leesypply the same standard is more
important than what exactly that standard is. In that caspeaker may be free to commit to a
standard with conviction or to tentatively suggest one ameck that the hearer approves before
committing to it. In particular, consider “Borderline pdii8).

(5) “Borderline paint” Context: A and B are sorting paint cans in a store into a “red"dmd
an “orange” bin. B points to orangish-red paint and says, “idoéor would you say this
is?” Areplies:

a. O9FA:lt'sred,isn'tit?

b. #A:!lt'sred,isit?

c. 9FA:lt'sred?

d. OKFA: It's red.
In (3) A and B are trying to agree on a classification for a bdnde case. Here an RP-tag or Nl-rise
is fine; the RP-tag suggests a higher degree of confidence digoutdgment (3) than the Nl-rise
(3), but both indicate some lack of confidence. A plain dextlee is fine but indicates essentially
total confidence. An SP-tag is not felicitous (3). This caligidiffers from the otherwise similar
taste example in “Seeking agreement” (2), where only thedgRaias felicitous (2).

The pattern of felicity for the three markers is summarizedable 1.

| Table 1: Summary | RP-tag| SP-tag| Nl-rise | Decl. |
(2) “Blushing/Innuendo” (uninformed speaker) # OK OK #
(2) “Seeking agreement” OK # # OK
(2) “Unsure of move” (uncertain re: speech act) # # OK okO
(3) “Borderline paint” (uncertain standard) OK # OK okO
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4 Pragmatic background

We turn now to the pragmatic framework we will be using. Ounpof departure will be the model
presented by Farkas and Bruce (2010) (hencefestB ), building on Hamblin (1971), Gunlogson
(2003), Ginzburg (forthcoming) and others, and furthemligyed in Farkas and Roelofsen (2011).

4.1 The conversational scoreboard

F&B’s representation of the “conversational state” (or Lewiyle “scoreboard”) includes the
elementsin (4.1).

(6) a. DCx: for each participant X, X's public discourse commitments.
b. Table: stack of propositions/questions to be resolveal tp issue first}.
c. Common Ground (CG): the set of propositions in the StalnakezG.
d. Projected CGs (F&B’s “Projected Set”): set of potential né@s, i.e., possible

resolution(s) of the top issue on the Table in the next stagfeeaconversation.

In effect, the commitment sets and the Table completelyrdete the other elements of the
scoreboard: the CG consists of propositions that both (alfiggpants are committed to, while
the Projected CG consists of these joint commitments updaitbdall possible resolutions to the
issues on the Table.

In F&B’s system, conversational moves (including assestionquestions) are distinguished
by where their associated propositions are added in thelsoard. For example, if A asserts a
propositionp, thenp is added tdCp (along with any presuppositions it carries), to the top ef th
Table, and (as a consequence of its presence on the Tabéeh®eojected CG (4.1.1). If B accepts
the assertion (a separate move), this remgvizem the Table and adds it to the CG (4.1%i).

(7) (For purposes of illustration, assume that previouslyhe discourse, A has committed to
some proposition and the CG includes some propositiq
A asserts:The king is here

(previously) (i) A asserts (i) B accepts
DCa {r} {r,3 king,king is herg {r}
DCg {} {1 {}
Table () (king is heré ()
CG {q} {q} {q,3 king, king is herg
Proj. CGs| {{a}} {{q9,3king,king is herg } | {{q,3 king,king is herég }

In contrast, the corresponding yes/no question creatg¢sgbed CGs containing as well as ones
containing—p (4.1.i).

3This is a slight simplification. For F&B, an item on the Tatdaipair of a syntactic representation and a denotation,
where crucially the syntactic part includes a core sentegppeesenting propositional content, which is then avéglab
for discourse purposes such as anaphora. Farkas and Rwe{@f11) use sets of propositions, one of which may be
“highlighted” and thus similarly available. On our formtita, the proposition added to the Table corresponds to the
denotation of the core sentence or the highlighted proposiThis makes no difference here since we only consider
cases where just one proposition is highlighted (ignoring,, wh-questions).

4Following F&B, propositions added to the CG are removed findividual commitment sets, since anything in
the CG is, by definition, a public commitment of all partiaips.
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(8) (Similarly, A has previously committed toand the CG includeg.)

A asks:Is the king here?

B answers:Yes

(previously) (i) A asks (i) B answers| (iii) A accepts

DCa | {1} {r,3king} {1 {1}

DCg c {r} {king is herg {}
Table () (king is heré (king is heré ()

CG {q} {a} {q,3 king} k,{r?galsk;,rﬁe}
Proj. {{q,3 king,king {{9,3 king, {{q,3 king,
CGs {{a}} is herg,{q,3 king, | king is herg } | king is heré }
king is not heré¢ }

The framework constrains the way that propositions ancesgsater and leave various parts of the
scoreboard. For instance, there are two ways for a propogiienter the CG — either (i) through
the Projected CG, or (ii) by becoming an independent comnmtroeevery discourse participant.
As noted above, propositions in the Projected CG are resokito the issues on the Table; issues
can remain on the Table only until they are resolved in the GG3inzburg, forthcoming).

4.2 Taste and standards

We assume a view of assertion of taste judgments based onetweot’ Stephenson (2007), with
some adaptations and simplifications. On this view, pramos are true or false relative not only
to a world but also to an individual “judge.” For present ppsps, this just means if a statement of
taste, e.g.the cake is tastyis added to a speaker A's public commitments, this is edgemigonly)

to A having the commitment that the cake tastes good to A; kiewd ‘the cake is tasty’ is added
to the Common Ground, then this is equivalent to making it coamiground that the cake tastes
good to the whole group of participants in the conversation.

Turning to vague scalar predicates, we follow Barker (2002)jin that “part of the ignorance
associated with a use of a vague predicate is uncertaintytahe applicability of a word.”
Scalar predicates likeall need a contextual standard to be fully interpreted. Thetexincludes
restrictions on standards, which are based on scalar greper e.g., “if John is taller than Bill,
then we disallow standards that count Bill as tall but not John

For the sake of presentation, we will add to the scoreboardtafsCommon Standards
(CS), which represents the standards compatible with whatblean accepted for the purpose
of conversation. Thus, if ‘John is tall’ is in the CG, the CS vii#é restricted to standards where
the threshold for tallness is no higher than John’s heightk@a2002). In an empty context, then,
all sorts of standards are possible, provided they meetdexestrictions on scale structure. If
someone asserfohn is tallin a context where we know John is 6 feet tall, the speakerrheso
committed to the standard being no higher than 6 feet. Wheheheer(s) accept this move, all
standards are removed from the CS that don’t count John afBaflause of lexical restrictions on
scales, anyone taller than John will then count as tall) #@Barker (2002) discusses, an assertion
like John is tallcan target the “factual” CG or the standards in place (CS), tir.bo

SFor one recent opposing view, see Pearson (To appear).
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5 A modification

The F&B framework is not fine-grained enough to capture thieabi®r of the three markers.
Thus, we suggest a modification: in addition to projected Gs,posit “projected” versions
of the other parts of the conversational state. Unlike F&B/stam, this allows for moves that
give tentative commitments (by adding propositions to fhea&er’s projected, rather than present,
commitments), or to offer the speaker’s best guess of comemits of other participants (by adding
to others’ projected commitment sets). It also allows spesto tentatively raise issues (by adding
them to the projected Table).

This modification complicates the scoreboard in two difféneays. First, obviously, it adds
more parts to the scoreboard (projected commitments angrtjected Table). But importantly,
more of the parts are primitives as well. For example, F&B’sj€tted CG can be defined in
terms of the current CG and the Table, while ours cannot. Wetnyito show that both of these
complications are justified.

In the modified system, the effect of an assertion thas given in (5), without the move
whereby the hearer(s) accept the assertion.

(9) A assert9 (no vague predicates):

| Current | Projected \ |
CG {..} [cG* {{....p},---.{--,p}} | (proposestoaddtothe CG) |
'cs {.} [cs* {.} | (no change to common standards)
. (addspto A's current and
DCa {7p} DCa {{7 p}77{7p}} projected Commitments)
DCg {...} DCg* {{...},...,{---}} (no change to B's commitments
DCc {...} DCc* {{...},---.{---}} (no change to C’'s commitments
N (addsp to the top of table;
Table (p,...) | Table* {(...),(...),..., (..} proposes that it be resolved)

It should be noted that projected speaker commitments irsgstiem are similar to “contingent
commitments” in the framework of Gunlogson (2008), to becdssed in 89 below. Projected
hearer commitments, on the other hand, have no equival@&@utitogson (2008).

6 RP-tags

At first glance, it might seem as if RP-tags could be analyzexdgsttforwardly in F&B’s system.
One might suggest that an assertion with an RP-tag differa icmormal assertion only in that
p is not added to the speaker commitments. However, in a ceattens with more than two
participants, e.g., (6), C is contradicting both A and B, eattman just B — that is, both A and B
are on the hook, committed f@ Thus, the unmodified F&B system which does not commit the
utterer of the RP-tag to the tagged proposition is insuffidieicapture this scenario.

(10) Speaker A:lt's raining, isn’t it? Speaker B:Yes. Speaker C:No itisn’t!

In our richer system, we can model RP-tags using the spegkejscted commitments rather
than their current commitments. We propose, then, that &agive p with an RP-tag addg
to the projected CGs, to the speaker’s projected commitmants to the Table. Like a regular
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assertion, it also removgsfrom the Projected Table (thus proposing that the issue sEved).
The analysis is shown schematically in (6).

(11) A utters p with an RP-tag:

| Current || Projected |
CG {.J [CC* {{..Ph-{ .P}}]
Cs {.J |cs { 3 |
DCa {.J | DCa* {{...PL. . 1....P}} |
| DCg {...} [ DCg* {{ oo {4} |

| Table (p,...) [| Table* {{...),(...),....(.)} |

This would mean that if B answeies then both A and B are publicly committed po Sincep
is added to the CG anyway, this would yield the same resuliseaB&B system in a simple case,
but allows us to cover conversations with more than two piadnts as well (6).

The modified system also captures the distinct behavior ota@PB-in our core examples
(2)—(3). In “Blushing/Innuendo” (2), the speaker is unimf@d, so she cannot commit to a
judgment of taste, even tentatively, without relying onliearer’s testimony for this commitment.
(That is, the commitment is “dependent” in the sense of Ggsda, 2008, as discussed in §2.)
However, the hearer did not directly say anything regardimg neighbor’s attractiveness. A
projected, rather than present, commitment can be jusiifid speaker simultaneously signals
that this is an imperfect inference based on prior contexft, ®n the hearer’s utterance and
blushing. However, none of the effects of the RP-tagged arntex (addingp to the projected
speaker commitments, to the Table, and to the projected Con@®nound) are suitable for such
a “commitment-weakening” signal. Thus, the move wherelgysbeaker projects a commitment
to the associated proposition is infelicitous. Anticipgtiour analysis of NI-rises, note that the
rise is felicitous here. Our explanation for this contrastineen the two markers concerns exactly
the presence of an imperfect-inference signal among tleetsfbf the NlI-rise, which licenses a
projected commitment. In essence, then, the use of an RRedgalig in a stronger level of speaker
commitment to the associated proposition than the use oflaisé&l

Next, consider the contrast between two cases involvingmehts of taste, one where the
speaker is seeking agreement and the marker is approg8atking agreement” (2), and another
where the speaker is uncertain about the whole speech ddh@marker is inappropriate, “Unsure
of move” (2). Since the relevant taste-related proposii®madded to the speaker’s projected
commitments, in both cases the speaker succeeds in exgdssi opinion. By placing this
proposition on the Table and into the Projected CG, she aldgtesthe hearer to express her
opinion in “Seeking agreement” (2). However, in a situatiamere the hearer’s opinion is not at
stake and cannot be solicited, as in “Unsure of move” (2)nlaeker is infelicitous.

Finally, consider the effect RP-tagged vague predicates bathe standards. The utterence in
“Borderline paint” (3) puts the proposition ‘it's red’ on tAable, in the projected CGs, and revises
the standard of redness in the projected CSs, but insteadrohitbng to all of this, ‘it's red’ (and
the corresponding standard) is added to the projected conamnis. An obvious reason for this
failure to commit to one’s own proposal is if the speaker doaswant to commit to a standard
unless that standard is acceptable to the hearer as wedlisTeimilar to what would happen as a
result of an RP-tagged “factual” utterance — failure to fudymmit in this case would cause the
hearer to infer that the speaker is uncertain about the nboteéhe projected commitment. With
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the vague predicates, there is a salient source of this tamagr— the standard. Thus, the hearer
infers that the speaker is uncertain about the standard.

As we will argue in 89, our analysis of RP-tags has broader ecapicoverage than the
SDRT-based approach of Reese and Asher (2007), which makeg wredictions for cases such
as “Unsure of move” (2). In addition, our analysis favorabgmpares to that of Beyssade and
Marandin (2006) — while they can account for the behavior oft&j5, their representation of the
conversational context is too simple to capture the fulgenf commitments conveyed by plain
declaratives, polar questions, and the three constrisctionsidered here.

7 SP-tags

We propose that A assertingwith an SP-tag makes no change to A's commitments or any CGs,
but addsp to B’s projected commitments, as shown in (7). This signals a gogds as to B’s
beliefs. If B accepts this move,is added to B's commitments.

(12) A utters p with an SP-tag:

| Current || Projected |
€6 {1]CC [ bl dr |
s (J]cs () |
| DCa {..} | DCa* {{} {}} |
| DCs {..} [ DCs* ,p} {...p}}]
[Table (..) | Table* <...>,...,<...>} |

Since an SP-tag projects a commitment of the addresseer thdn the speaker, this predicts that
SP-tags are acceptable when only the hearer’s judgmenssug, as in “Blushing/Innuendo” (2),
but not when the speaker is expressing her own judgmentiese&ing agreement, as in “Seeking
agreement” (2), “Unsure of move” (2), and “Borderline pai(8).

Our analysis of SP-tags makes this construction “attrieliin the sense of Poschmann (2008)
— the expressed commitment is attributed by the speakern@aoe else. However, unlike the
attributive echo-questions discussed in Poschmann (28883P-tagged utterance is not an echo
of the hearer’s explicit assertion, but rather an inferreshmitment of the hearer. Its update is a
projected, rather than present, commitment of the heahars,Tit can be used in a situation like
“Blushing/Innuendo” (2), where the speaker is essentiallyipg words in the hearer's mouth, but
cannot be used to double-check an explicit commitment ohdaer.

The contrast between the RP-tag and the SP-tag in “Seekiegmgnt” (2)—(2) is especially
revealing. The context calls for A to commit to a judgment efgonal taste, which B may agree
or disagree with. In our modified F&B system, the dependericthe taste predicates on the
judge parameter (Stephenson, 2007) will in effect set tlaaampeter to be the “owner” of the
corresponding part of the scoreboard (X @Cx, and the group of participants collectively for
the CG). This predicts that an RP-tag (2) serves both to assespiion and at the same time to
solicit B's by adding ‘Bill is attractive’ to the Projected CGh tontrast, the SP tag cannot serve to
express A's own opinion, and thus is infelicitous.

Similarly, As judgment of taste is called for in “Unsure ofone” (2), and A's judgment on a
standard-dependent borderline case is required in “Bongguhint” (3). In both of these cases, As
commitments fail to be changed, and the SP-tag is infelisitén fact, we’ll see in 89 that SP-tags
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pose a serious challenge for previous compositional appesato tags. This is because the only
differences between SP-tags and RP-tags are in the polariBP-+tags must be positive and be
attached to positive clauses. Any approach that builds epndaning of tagged declaratives from
the contributions of the declarative, the tag, and the ition (cf. Reese and Asher, 2007) will

need to locate the striking differences between SP-tag&®&athgs in the tag itself.

8 NI-rises

We propose that if A utterp with an Nl-rise, a metalinguistic issue concerning the rattee

of p (indicated for convenience byMLIP”) is added to the Tablé,p is added to A'sprojected
commitment set and to th@ojected Table. If B accepts the move and resolves the metalinguistic
issue on the Tablgy is added to A's present commitment set and to the Table. Shagmost the
effect that would have arisen from assertmg- the difference is only that a plain assertion agds

to the projected CGs; here, A suggests no potential resoblufar the issue on the projected Table,
but gives a clue that she’d be willing to go along with addpp the CG, since she adgsto her
projected commitments.This is shown schematically in (8).

(13) A utters p with an Nl-rise:

| Current | Projected |
CG {.J) 1C&* {{..pL..L..p}) |
Cs {.J = { 3 |
DCa {.} IDCA* {L...PL...L...p}} |
[DCg {...} | DCg* {{ oo {1} |

| Table (MLIP,...) || Table* {(p,...),{(p,-.),..,(p,-- )} |

By putting p on the projected Table, the speaker is, roughly speakiraiirsg approval to make
the move that would have been made if the rising intonatiorevedsent, thereby deferring the
effects of this move. Thus NI-rises are possible whenewesfieaker isn’t sure if a plain assertion
is appropriate. The uncertainty licenses the speaker itngua metalinguistic issue about such
an assertion on the Table. These are all issues that candezlras Clarification Requests by
the hearer of an utterance (Ginzburg, forthcoming). Fomgta, in “Blushing/Innuendo” (2),
A infers that the neighbor is attractive only indirectlygtissue there is whether the speaker’s
inference regarding hearer’s blushing is correct (notettha is exactly the source for the contrast
between the NI-rise and the RP-tag in (2)). In “Unsure of mo{®; A is unsure whether her
opinion is called for; thus the metalinguistic issue is viteep addresses the issue on the Table. In
“Borderline paint” (3), A is not confident about her judgmesmd thus the metalinguistic issue is
whether the standard of redness implicipirs acceptable. In contrast, in “Seeking agreement” (2),
a plain assertion (2) is clearly warranted, since it is distiagd thatany opinion of A is called for

6poschmann (2008) cites examples like (i) below, arguing‘tomfirmative’ NI-rises cannot raise metalinguistic
issues. We disagree — the infelicity of this example is duetker factors. Metalinguistic matters can very well be
at issue in such utterances, as illustrated in (ii), as |@ aoes not follow the NlI-rise with a commitment to an
alternative pronunciation, resolving the metalingui&ggue she just raised.
i. Adials a telephone number. B: *You're calling the POlid&grather call the poLICE.
ii. A:What are the capitals of New England states? B: The ahpftVermont is /montpilir/?
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(cf. 2), and A has privileged access to her own taste (Labar905). No plausible metalinguistic
issue is licensed in this case, and no reason exists for #akspto defer making a plain assertion.
Thus, the Ni-rise is infelicitous, in contrast to the RP-tag.

Notice that the appropriateness of an Nl-rise in the apftinaof a vague predicate to a
borderline case (3) supports a modification of the basic F&&esn. The effect of an Nl-rise
on the scoreboard for F&B does not involve any change to tbge€ted CG, and thus, we assume,
to the projected standards. Yet, the utterance in (3) isprééed as a tentative (pending hearer
approval) suggestion to revise the standard of rednessliadi® the borderline paint.

Using projected commitments in our enriched system, we aadefrthis effect by manipulating
the standards in a more indirect way than the projected CS. \WBppraker saydohn is tall? this
expresses her projected commitment to a standard that niakes in this context, count as tall.
If the hearer confirms, both are now publicly committed tohsacstandard. As a result of these
public commitments, the standard in the CS is revised.

Saf&ova (2007) discusses three different interpretationdN\fierises: first, those that do not
result in a commitment from either the speaker or the addegssich as “Blushing innuendo” (2).
In our framework, by expressing a projected, rather thasgrecommitment of the speaker, the
utterance conveys a tentative bias towgpdbut fails to commit anyone.

SecondSafdova cites Nl-rises that result in a speaker commitmentnas/nsure of move”
(2). On our analysis, failure to fully commit to informati@m which the speaker is obviously an
authority tells the hearer that there is another reasorh®speaker’s tentativeness (compare this
to Poschmann (2008), who proposes that tentativenesse$féot of rising intonation). The hearer
infers that the speaker is unsure about the speech act reéker than about its content. As a result,
the speaker succeeds in conveying new information (e af. iltle new neighbor is attractive).

Finally, as Gunlogson (2003) points out, some NI-rises pgoucontexts where there is
a previous commitment from the addressee, such as whenedohetking a presupposition,
“Presupposition” (8) (see also Gunlogson, 2008, Poschp008 for more on these cases).

(14)“Presupposition”
Speaker B:John’s picking up his sister at the airport. Speaker A:John has a sister?

In “Presupposition” (8) A's NI-rise double-checks B’s prpposition — something that never
made it to the Table prior to A's utterance. If followed by eptance, this information is added
to the CG, resolving the issue. The NI-rise delays the additibthis information to the CG,
demanding the hearer’s attention during that time. Howesterh an NI-rise can also hint to B that

’Some uses of NI-rises have more specific preconditions, ‘@aiart” (i). (Thank you to an anonymous SembDial
referee for bringing up this example.) The utterance indipmunicates the assumption that the defendant has already
confessed her guilt; if prior context does not support thisrence, the utterance is infelicitous.

i. “Court” Context: In court, the prosecuting attorney A begins cmsanining the defendant B.

A: You committed the crime?

In contrast, the Nl-rises in (2, 3) are fine without any prieason to infep. We won’t account for this contrast here,
but one possibility is to link it to the licensing of a metaliristic issue concerning the utterancepofn the weaker-
precondition cases (2, 3), the issue could relate to anyeptppf the utterance (“Is this the correct pronunciatiton?,
“Is this kind of move appropriate at this point in the conegien?,” etc.). In contexts where all issues of move-
appropriateness, pronunciation, etc. are mutually kndenpnly option is for the NI-rise to raise the issue of whethe
the speaker can infer the content of the NI-rise itself framanrontext. In this case, e.g., “Court” (i), the Nl-rise stu
be reacting to the prior state of the scoreboard.
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A has information that makes her doubt that John has a distiétis case the NI-rise may serve to
prevent this information from ever reaching the Common Gdoun

Saf&ova (2007:p. 6) observes that NI-rises “usually elicitgpanse from the addressee or give
the impression of the response being welcome.” We explasreffect by the presence gfon the
projected Table, which indicates that the speaker woutdttkmake this an open issue. In addition,
the metalinguistic issue on the Table directly calls for arkeresponse, in a way fully parallel to
a Clarification Request (Ginzburg, forthcoming) or an echastjaor (Poschmann, 2008). In sum,
our account captures an essential element that is commdhNé-rses, namely that they add a

projected commitment of the speaker.

9 Concluding discussion

We now turn to a brief comparison of our view with some presiowork specifically addressing
rising intonation and tag questions.

9.1 Comparison with Gunlogson (2008)

Gunlogson (2008) considers a very specific subset of N&riserising declaratives used as
discourse-initiating questions (IQ-rises henceforttmede utterances occur discourse-initially, and
the main goal behind them is to elicit a response from theesdde. Gunlogson’s analysis of
IQ-rises involves several pragmatic concepts. First, ses uhe notion of speaker and hearer
commitment — identical to the notion of public discourse coitments that we adopt. In addition,
she defines two crucial new concepts. The first is thatsaftacefor commitments. To be a source
for a commitment top, essentially, is to have reasons to beligu@ther than someone in the
conversation saying thgt When the participant has a commitment without being a sdiarci,
this is called a “dependent” commitment. The second newonas that of a contingent discourse
move, and contingent commitment as a subtype of that. A diseomove iontingent if the
speaker presents it as linked to a subsequent move — theeugifiatted by the contingent move
is retained only if it still obtains after that subsequenteo

IQ-rises are analyzed as follows. First, the effect of thelatative syntax is to commit
the speaker as a source to the associated propdsi@rond, the rising intonation marks this
discourse move as contingent. This means that the hearébmadetter source for the associated
proposition than the speaker, and this inequality must &ar¢h the context of the 1Q-rise.

The broader empirical coverage of our account (we consilletealarative NI-rises, rather
than just IQ-rises) means that none of our core examplesfdéiscription of initiating declarative
questions. The rise in “Blushing/Innuendo” (2) is not discourse-iritiaut it does solicit a
response. The speaker is not in a position to give her judgmérle the hearer is, creating the
required evidence differential that Gunlogson demand&uee as questions.”

8Note that the proposal in Gunlogson (2008) departs significérom her earlier work. A key claim in Gunlogson
(2003) was that rising intonation shifts the commitmentrfrthe speaker to the hearer. A number of authors have
argued against this view, including, e.§afd&ova (2007) and Poschmann (2008), in addition to Gunlogswaef
(2008), so we won't discuss it further here.

91t is not clear that Gunlogson’s framework can account ferittielicity of the 1Q-rise in the cross-examination in
“Court” (fn. 7). The conditions are met: the hearer’s cosfes makes her a source, and it seems likely that the hearer
has better information on whether she committed the crirap the prosecutor. Yet the example is infelicitous.
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While our examples (2)—(3) neither fit the description of deafive questions, nor fully
conform to Gunlogson’s proposal, it seems plausible thatl@son’s account could be extended
to cover them.

Gunlogson (2008) achieves greater empirical adequacy tieanprevious work, and can
perhaps be extended to successfully account for the Nexamples here. Still, it lacks sufficient
dimensions to model all three markers we address. For iosté@oth Ni-rises and RP-tags involve
(tentative) speaker commitments, which we model as prejeptiblic commitments, and which
can be perhaps approximated as contingent commitmentstidwly, since RP-tags involve an
interrogative, we can model them in Gunlogson’s framewargranting authority to the hearer —
the hearer is a better source fwor —p than the speaker. However, this analysis fails to dististgui
between RP-tags and NI-rises used as questions, as in “Bgisimnendo” (2), where the RP-tag
is infelicitous, while the Nl-rise is fine. Moreover, SP-$agvhich we model by using projected
hearer commitments, cannot be modeled at all.

9.2 Comparison with Beyssade and Marandin (2006)

Building on the work of Ginzburg (1996, forthcoming), Beyssathd Marandin (2006) (henceforth
B&M ) propose an analysis for a range of speech acts, includiegchrconfirmation requests,
which they translate using RP-tags. Each participant hasvinesscoreboard, termed the Discourse
Game Board (DMG). The relevant parts of the DMG, as used by Bé&d,tlhe Shared Ground
set (SG) for factual commitments, and the Question Undecu3sion set (QUD), tracking
commitments to issues to be resolved. B&M add a new part reptieg) the demands that a move
places on the hearer: the Call on Addressee (€®Ah B&M'’s framework, an assertion that
updates the speaker’s SG, indicating a public commitmept tond calls on the hearer to do the
same. Similarly, a questiogupdates both participants’ QUD, indicating speaker commaitt to
the issueg and calling on the hearer to also commit to the issue.

A confirmation request involving a propositigraddsp to the speaker’s SG while calling on the
hearer to add the issue whethetio her QUD. Adopting this as an analysis of RP-tags succdgsful
accounts for their behavior. This framework is too simpleapture the fine-grained distinctions
between the speech acts we consider. For instance, B&M netsithilarity of the NI-rise to
guestions and to French confirmation requests. It seemwfa@present this question-like effect
as a CoA to add the issue whetheto the hearer's QUD. For the rest of the DGB, we have four
options for analyzing Nl-rises in B&M’s system.

(1) An NI-rise could leave the speaker’s SG and QUD unchangeid would not capture the
fact that NI-rises involve a tentative commitment of thead®s, as in “Seeking agreement” (2).

(2) An Nl-rise could update the speaker’s QUD wjghThis would make NI-rises identical to
neutral polar questions. Yet, as B&M note, the two constandtidiffer — for instance, Nl-rises
are infelicitous in contexts requiring neutrality.

(3) An Nl-rise could update the speaker's SG wthThis would make NI-rises identical to
RP-tags, contrary to the facts observed in our examples3R)—(

(4) An NI-rise could update both SG and QUD of the speaker wijtiising the speaker's QUD
to weaken the commitments in her SG, indicating that theeisgietherp is still unresolved for
the speaker. This makes incorrect predictions about casesUnsure of move” (2), where the

10Ginzburg’s framework involves several other parts besaess used in B&M, such as a record of conversational
moves to-date, which enables the raising of metalinguissiges, e.g., as clarification requests.
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speaker is uncertain about the speech act itself; in sudasctiee speaker is, in factpt committed
to resolving the issue whether(e.g., whether the neighbor is attractive), and thus caaddthis
issue to her QUD.

What enables us to model these differences is our notion gégirml speaker commitments.
This allows for a distinction between the full commitmentgdlved in plain assertions from the
tentative commitments involved in Nl-rises.

9.3 Comparison with SDRT

Reese and Asher (2007) offer an analysis of RP-tags with gaimd rising final tune, couched
in the framework of SDRT. In SDRT, speech acts are inferradgudefeasible logic. For Reese
and Asher (2007), the intonational rise entails that thelkpebelieves that the core content of the
associated proposition is possible.

In an RP-tag, the declaratiyds an assertion, which defeasibly means that A wants B teweli
p. The rising negative tag defeasibly means that A wants B tiev@that>—p. One of these
contradictory intentions must cancel the other. If the digseis canceled, the tag is interpreted as
a confirmation question: A believgsis possible, and asks B to confirm. If, however, the effect of
the rise is canceled, the assertion persists, and B infatshé rise is there for some other reason.

This account makes wrong predictions: in contexts whereeffext of the rise is canceled,
RP-tags should pattern with plain declaratives. This igffats by “Unsure of move” (2) — A
cannot be asking for confirmation, since she is informed emthtter, and B isn’t. Yet, the RP-tag
is infelicitous, while the declarative is acceptable.

9.4 Summary

We have offered an analysis of RP-tags, SP-tags, and Nl-msasdynamic framework. The
representation of context in this framework contains preard projected versions of participants’
commitments, the Table, and the Common Ground. We argue lthiieae “moving parts” are
necessary to model the distinctions between the varioustieartions.

In an important sense, our system is non-reductionist coseita the original F&B framework
which we took as our starting point. Recall that for F&B, the CGwanply the intersection of
the sets of propositions in the public commitment sets ofpalticipants; while the Projected
CG contained the present CG updated with alternative expeesedutions of the issues on the
Table. Thus, the only truly independent parts in the origiremework are the commitment sets
and the Table. In our modified system, the projected comnmtreets and the projected Table
represent truly new parts of the conversational scorebdssdve have seen from comparisons
with other approaches, this greater number of independaemnponents in the framework seem to
be empirically necessary, and are also not without prededen

In sum, we have presented a felicity pattern which bringsaoebmmitment scale among
declarative forms, from plain declaratives (most comrdititéo RP-tags (committed enough to
project a CG), to Nl-rises (projected speaker commitmeatgR-tags (no speaker commitment;
projected hearer commitment instead). The pattern metvamodel of conversation which makes
fine-grained distinctions among speech acts.
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