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1 Introduction

Consider the three sentences in (1):

(1) a.lIsthe server down? Polar interrogative
b. The server's down? Rising declarative
c. The server’s down. Falling declarative

In English, the polar interrogative in (1a) is fretotypical form for asking a yes/no question.
(1c) is a declarative with falling intonation, tb@nonical device for making a statement. Rising
intonation, indicated by the question mark in (¥bphders the declarative superficially similar in
effect to a polar interrogative:

0

Is the server down?
Did you eat lunch already?

(2) a. The server’'s down?
a.You ate lunch already?

0

However, the distribution of declaratives as questiis considerably more restricted than that of
interrogatives (Bartels 1997, Gunlogson 2003)hls paper | will be concerned with a particular
way in which declarative questions are restrictedy are awkward ‘out of the blue’, with no
contextual setup, as (8):

(3) [to coworker eating a piece of fruit]
a.ls that a persimmon?
b.#That’s a persimmon?
c.#That's a persimmon.

Notice that this awkwardness does not extend tintieerogative in3a).

In this paper | will be concerned primarily withstactions on declarative questions,
including but not limited to the sort exemplified ¢8). | concentrate on the domain of what |
will call initiating declarative questions (IDQs for short), those #nateither discourse-initial or
whose content is not directly related to the contém preceding utterance. After presenting the
basic data in Section 2, | turn to the centralnslaf the paper in section 3 that declaratives, both
rising and falling, express speaker commitment. @dment is modeled in terms of its effect on
the discourse context in SectiBnwhere a contextual structure tracking individdiatourse
commitments is proposed.

" | thank the organizers @he notion of commitment in linguistics, whose invitation led to this paper; my reviewensg
especially Claudia Poschmann, Philippe De Brabaatet Greg Carlson for their insightful commentstignce, and material
assistance.
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| argue that distributional restrictions on dediaeaquestions are due to two distinct
conditions on use, both ultimately rooted in thelaetive’'s expression of commitment. The
first is that a speaker making a commitment is etgueto have some basis for doing so, even in
a questioning use. | motivate and develop this gsapthrough an expansion of the contextual
structure in Sectiod to incorporate the notion eburcedor commitments. A principle
specifying that commitments have sources is shavattount for one class of restrictions on
IDQs in Sectiort.4.

Section 5 introduces and develops the notiocootingent commitmena central notion in
the account of the questioning use of declarat@estingent commitment figures in the account
of the remaining restrictions as well as the preposffect of rising intonation. Finally, the
concluding remarks in Section 6 summarize the tescbmment on the relation to previous
proposals, and speculate about the extension @frtélysis to ‘echo’ and other uses of
declarative questions.

2 Restrictions on declarative questions

2.1Beyond bias

Declarative questions occur, with few exceptionsa proper subset of the contexts that
support interrogatives with the same descriptiveeat. In part the broader distribution of
interrogatives is due to the fact that they, untikelaratives, can be neutral as to the answer
expected. This difference is brought out in cordexiiere the questioner is expected to maintain
neutrality, as ir(4) below:

(4) [in a job interview or on an application form]
a. Have you been convicted of a felony?
b.#You've been convicted of a felony?

c. #You've been convicted of a felony.

Unlike (4a),(4b-c) suggest, inappropriately for the circumsganthat the speaker is confirming
the felony conviction rather than inquiring abastexistence. Whether or not falling declaratives
can be ‘questions’ in the same sense that risicuddives can be is an issue deferred to Section
5. Until then the important point is that they pattwith, and are at least as restricted as, rising
declarative ‘questions’. More examples of the nentral character of declaratives, and
limitations on their use as questions, can be foar@unlogson (2003).

Declarative questions pattern in some respectsatiiter types of interrogatives widely
recognized as “biased” or, using Bolinger’s (19&7in,conduciveto a particular answer. Other
examples of biased question forms in English inelodgative polar interrogatives and tag
guestions. Unsurprisingly, these forms are alsppnapriate in circumstances requiring
neutrality:

(5) [in a job interview or on an application form]
a.#Haven't you been convicted of a felony?



b.#You've been convicted of a felony, haven't ybu?

But declarative questions exhibit an additionalddetstrictions not shared by the biased types
shown in(5). As noted above, they are awkward ‘out of theeh with no contextual setup, as in
(6) below:

(6) [Gina to her officemate Harry]
a.ls the weather supposed to be good this weekend?
b.#The weather’s supposed to be good this weekend?
c.#The weather’s supposed to be good this weekend.

The interrogative irf6a) is not subject to this difficulty; a syntaetily interrogative question,
unlike a declarative one, can be asked ‘by the wég) can perhaps be offered as a remark out
of the blue, but does not function as a question.

Biasper sedoes not appear to be the problem Wéheither. Unlike the inquiry about
felony convictions ir(4), there is nothing about the situation that lu@es as inappropriate the
speaker’s hypothesis about weather predictiGf)sconfirms this point by illustrating that other
types of biased questions are fine in the samermistances:

(7) [Gina to her officemate Harry]
a.lsn’t the weather supposed to be good this weekend?
b.The weather’s supposed to be good this weekentljtizdn

Nor does the problem reduce to the absence ofcagireg utterance. Though rising declaratives
have often been characterized as ‘echo questi@tsipitulating the content of a previous
utterance, a number of observers (e.g. Noh 1998eBdl997) have pointed out that a preceding
utterance is not always necess#8y.demonstrates this:

[Laura has just entered the room, where Max seefhthe first time that day.]
(8) Max:

a.Did you get a haircut?

b.You got a haircut?

c.You got a haircut.

The felicity of the declaratives {{8), contrasting with their status (), suggests that the context
and/or content of8) supplies an essential element for interpretadiodeclaratives as questions,
an element lacking i(6).

The contrast betwedf) and(10) seems to point to contextual factors as well:

! Tag questions come in different intonational fle@/dut since none of them are without bias, thatgmwlds regardless of
which is chosen.



(9) Robin is sitting in a windowless computer roatith no information about current weather
conditions when another person enters from outdoors
Robin to newcomer:
a. lIsitraining?
b. #It's raining?
c. #lt's raining.

(10) Robin is sitting, as before, in a windowlessputer room when another person enters.
The newcomer is wearing a wet raincoat and boots.
Robin to newcomer:
a.ls it raining?
b.It's raining?
c. (I see that/So/Oh) It’s raining.

Judging from(9)-(10), the declaratives are felicitous when ¢hsrevidence available in the
discourse context favoring the proposition exprésaecondition met b¢10) in the form of the
wet raingear but violated by the more neutral candé(9). This is unexpected. Speakers might
be expected to have evidence for what they ‘sarhg@ps even when offering it as a question,
but such evidence can normally remain privatededs not have to be displayed in the context.
The existence of a contextual evidence conditiodexiarative questions was argued for in
Gunlogson (2003) and shaped the analysis offer@ tiHowever, as Poschmann (this volume)
points out, there are serious difficulties for thasition. The felicity of the declaratives(ihl)
(adapted from Poschmann, this volume) éi2) (from Beun 2000) argues against a contextual
evidence requirement. (A1), there is no particular evidence that the wostanding next to
Tim is his mother. All three versions of Jack’seuéince do convey that he has some reason to
suspect the woman is Tim’s mother. But though #<for Jack’s conjecturaightbe partly or
entirely contextual (Sophie’s proximity to Tim, saygether with the favorable odds of
encountering a parent at graduation), the decl@sageem to work without requiring us to make
that assumption.

(11) At Tim’s graduation, where Tim is standing hiexan older woman
Jack to Sophie:
a.Are you Tim’s mother?
b.You're Tim’s mother?
c.[So/l guess] You're Tim’s mother.



(12) Agent: Schiphol Information
Caller: Hello, this is G.M. | have to go to Helsinkom Amsterdam. Can you tell
me which flights leave next Sunday?
Agent: Just a moment.
Agent: Yes, there are several flights. One leat&18, one at 11.10, and one at 17.30.
Caller: The flight takes about three hodrs?

As for (12), the caller is clearly consulting his memargt drawing an inference from contextual
evidence, which is not available in the situatiorany case. The relative ease with which
declaratives can be used(il){12) makes the infelicitous cases all the more jgz

A further puzzle concerns the status of the faltleglaratives irf10) and(11), which are
considerably better when accompanied by one ofnitudkers shown in parentheses, all of which
tend to suggest that the speaker has just usemititextual evidence to infer the conclusion
expressed by the declarative. Why should such &enée necessary, and why is it apparently
unnecessary i(8)?

Returning ta3) and(6), the problems seem to be different ag@n) is fine for providing
information but not for requesting; f(@a) the reverse holds; a{@b) is not clearly in either
camp. Note that providing contextual evidencéutdire weather conditions is not as
straightforward as adding the wet raingeaf9n (3) is perhaps the most puzzling case of all.
There is no apparent reason why the questioneléinot have a hypothesis about the name of
the fruit, and little in the way of evidence thautd be added, short of the name itself.

Summing up so far, there seems to be a lack obumify across these examples.
Declaratives make poor initiating questiong3h (6), and(9). The felicitous variation i(iL0)
seemed to require that there be some supportinigese available to the speaker, not just
privately but openly, in the discourse context. ldg@r, no such requirement appears to hold in
(11){12), where the speaker is free to draw on prikatavliedge in forming the hypothesis
expressed by the declaratives. In addition, faldeglaratives iff10) and(11) are awkward in the
absence of inferential markers, while(8) and(12) they require no such support.

| will argue that two distinct generalizations urgethe patterns shown above. In Section
4, after developing a principle requiring soura@sdommitment, | will show that while the
contrast between (9) and (10) can indeed be tracedntextual evidence, there is no reason to
expect this requirement to apply in general. Timeaiaing examples are addressed throughout
the discussion in Section 5, where | propose ti@atémaining restrictions, as well as differences
between rising and falling declaratives, refleet tieed for a significant contribution from the
context if a declarative is to be interpretable agiestion.

2.2You ever notice any counterexamples?

In assessing the claims | make here about distoibalt restrictions, a cautionary note is in
order regarding potential confusion between etigdtpolar interrogatives and declarative

2 The question mark does not necessarily indicategiintonation in Beun’s examples, but just intbsathat the declarative
functions as a question.



guestions. The existence of robust restrictiondaxlarative questions is sometimes doubted
because of apparent counterexamples like the follpw

(13) a. [to coworker eating a piece of fruit] Tlagbersimmon?
b.You (ever) tried complaining to the supervisor?
c. They report (any) problems?
d.You know if Katya has left?

The questions i(i13) can occur more freely than the observatiorth®preceding section would
lead us to expect. But are they declarative? Inalagpeech, the fronted auxiliary of a polar
interrogative can be elided, as showi{lia):

(14) a.-bthat a persimmon?
b.Haveyou (ever) tried complaining to the supervisor?
c.Bid they report (any) problems?
d.Be you know if Katya has left?

The subject can be elided as well, particularB'ffperson, but the versions with overt subjects
and an elided auxiliary are the ones that are afteng-identical to declaratives and therefore
tend to cause trouble. In principle the two formes distinct — declaratives have a tensed verb
after the subject, while the tensed verb in arriagative is the fronted auxiliary. The problem in
practice is that tensed and untensed forms arae nfie-distinct in English.

Polarity sensitive items such egerandanyprovide a diagnostic, since only interrogatives
support such items (Hirst 1983, Huddleston 1994 tingrammatical declaratives(itb), with
unambiguously finite non-fronted auxiliaries, ilitege the point:

(15) a.*You've ever tried complaining to the supsor?
b.*They've reported any problems?

In light of the systematic ambiguity demonstratbd\ee, a reliable investigation of the

limitations on declarative questions must be carefavoid elided forms that are interpretable as
interrogatives, since the availability of such mptetation can obscure the behavior of a true
declarative in the same context. This is partidylardanger because elliptical forms, like
declarative questions, are common in casual coatters where they frequently feature (implicit
or explicit) 2 person subjects with present tense, g83d). Such forms are avoided
throughout this paper.

3 Commitment

3.1The contextual effect of declaratives

| begin with the basic idea ofdiscourse commitment sla@llowing Hamblin 1971), a set

of propositions representing the positions takearbgpgent (i.e., participant) in the discourse. |

assume a possible-world semantics in which a proposs construed as a set of worlds, those
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worlds in which it is true. Using such a framewdhe content of a commitment slate can also be
described in terms of possible worlds: it is trettaf worlds in which all of the listed

propositions are true. We are going to term thesctmmitment s€ts) of an agent. The
commitment set is similar in many respects to Stedn's (1978) notion of a context set, with the
significant difference that commitment sets aratreized to individuals. The commitment set

for each individual can be obtained by intersecth@f the propositions (i.e., all the sets of
worlds) on that individual’s slate. Or, alternativand equivalently, the commitment set can be
taken as the basic representation, the same kithdnof as a proposition:

(16) cs.q={w O W:?all discourse commitments of agenin discourse d are true in)w

| will adopt the commitment set approach consi¢ydot definitions, although it remains
convenient at times to speak in terms of ‘addingmatments’. Note thaaddinga new
commitment corresponds &iminatingworlds from the commitment set, the worlds in which
the new proposition is not true. Since an agenssalirse state (as characterized by the
commitment set) changes over the course of theereation, the cs is understood as
representing the agent’s state at a particulartpoithe discourse.

We can represent the overall state of the discatragparticular time, or the discourse
contexf with a tuple collecting the individual commitmesdts, as shown i{17) (where capital
C stands for ‘context’):

@an G =<cgCs... >

For simplicity | will assume just two agents thrbogt.

Strictly speaking, each agent should have their wevgion of the overall discourse
structure, i.e., there should be one structure(likg per agent. | follow common practice in
idealizing away from that level of representationfresent purposes, assuming that the agents’
individual representations of the context do néfedisubstantially enough to impede the
progress of the discourse. The assumption is aghlyttinrealistic, but the simplification will
ease the presentation of proposed additions toahext structure. Thus | will speak thie
discourse context, rather than each agent’s verdidn

Committing to the propositiop can be represented as an operation restrictimgdandual
cs so that it contains onlg-worlds’, i.e., worlds in whiclp holds. Put another way, the
operation will eliminate from the targeted cs h# tvorlds in whichp doesnot hold. For
example, if the proposition igs raining in Amsterdamthe update will eliminate from cs all the
worlds in which rain is not falling in Amsterdanealving a set of worlds that have in common
the rainy conditions in Amsterdam, though theyatiih other respects.

This update operation corresponds to commitmbatbasic meaning | propose for a root-
clause declarative sentence (N.B.: declarativeesert not assertion). Assuming that
represents a sentence with propositional coniehtake the declarative operator represented by

% The symbolv stands for a possible world; amdstands for the set of all possible worlds.



to be a function updating a commitment set by g#eting it withe, as just described. The effect
of .¢ on a cs is thus a new version of the cs, cs’, whattains onlyp-worlds:

(18) cs'=c o

Since the function operates on an individual cby one agent’s cs is affected. | assume that the
matter of whose cs is to be operated on is detewdran time of utterance, with the default being
the speaker’s.

An update is expected to be consistent. That isjaveot expect the intersection operation
to result in the empty seB). If it does, the dialogue (for that agent, at {e&sat a standstill,
since any further intersections with the cs wilhttoue to yield only the empty set. The empty set
is the outcome if an agent commits to a propositaonsistent with previous commitments.
(That is, if an agent has previously restricteddfi¢o p-worlds’ by committing tap, then any
intersection with worlds wherg does not hold is bound to be empty.) Followingegah
practice, | assume a general rule prohibiting ugglagsulting in an empty cs.

Making a discourse commitment so far simply invsltiee carrying out of the designated
operation on the appropriate individual commitmseit This bookkeeping operation by itself
does not seem to shed much light on the naturerafraitment. But in fact there are important
assumptions built into the notion of the commitmsettand the type of operations it is subject
to, as follows. | take it to be a defining charasté& of discourse commitments that they carry
forward into the future of the discourse, consiragrthe choices open to the committing agent.
The fundamental constraint is the requirement oktency. If an agent has committed to a
positiong, say for example that Lake Superior is the largésite Great Lakes, then that agent
would (ordinarily) cause consternation if she sgeatly proposes to commit to Lake Superior
notbeing the largest Great Lake, however that is esg@@ Of course, discourse agents can
revise and retract, especially in light of new mf@ation, but the claim here is simply that making
a discourse commitment gosets up a future for the discourse where takipgsition
inconsistent withp is not to be expectédOne does not simultaneously hold discourse
commitments to two propositions recognized to lwemsistent with each other; when revisions
are called for, at least one of the conflictinggmsitions must be withdrawn.

The idea that discourse commitments carry forwara the future is expressed implicitly in
representing an agent’s state as a structureslogieirated on incrementally, without obliterating
the effects of previous operations. It is perhagssesst to think about this point in terms of adding
propositions to a commitment slate. What's impdrtarthat the operation leaves in place the
propositions already listed. In commitment set &erwhere the effect of adding commitments is
elimination of worlds from the set, the countergaraddition is intersection; the worlds already
eliminated stay eliminated. The point here is gsiteple and intuitive: a discourse commitment,
once made by an agent, becomes a fixture of tleattagstate — it persists, and subsequent
commitments do not (barring revision) affect itstss®

* The rule prohibiting inconsistency can likewisetheught of as a constraint on the discourse fuamexpectation of non-
empty commitment sets that holds for all discourses
® I'm idealizing here by ignoring psychological fact such as memory limitations, without denying thay exist and play a
role in actual discourse.
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As a reminder of where we are so far, nothing sattlis section distinguishes the effects
of rising vs. falling declaratives. The proposatias section applies equally to both: declaratives
express commitment, whether they rise or fall.

3.2Implicit commitments

The proposal so far is that ordinarily, a spealsangia declarative sentence makes a
discourse commitment to its content, with the éftdaipdating her commitment set in the
manner outlined above. But declarative utteranoesat the only way to make discourse
commitments; commitments can arise in other waygedls and need not correspond to an
explicit utterance. | assume, for example, thaagent will ordinarily bemplicitly committed to
entailments, presuppositions, and (non-cancelteg)icatures of her explicit commitments. The
usual sort of background knowledge and assump#gaats bring to the discourse will, in a
factual discourse at least, constitute implicicdigr'se commitments. Events occurring in the
discourse context, such as a newcomer in a wetagairentering the room, give rise to implicit
commitments concerning the event itself and pogsiiérences drawn from its properties. In a
broader sense, anything an agent publicly treatisiagor the purposes of the discourse will
gualify as a commitment. By ‘public’ | mean in thisscourse context, available to both agents.
Every agent will have many epistemic/doxastic cotmmants whose existence and nature are not
accessible to other agents and which are thergfovate’, i.e., not part of the discourse context.

In addition to the kinds of implicit commitment @dy mentioned, there is a particular sort
| want to draw attention to: the process of accepitnformation based on another agent’s
contribution, or as | will refer to itestimonyby another agent. The negotiation of who plays the
role of information provider and who the recipieamid how that is signaled, will be an important
factor in considering the workings of declarativeestions. | return to the topic in Sectibn

3.3Contextual bias and neutrality

Consider a discourse in which two agents openlygitese on some point. Suppose, for
example, that Amy is known to believe that the Apdll astronauts actually landed on the
moon, while Ben has argued that they did not, dlzgnthat the televised event was a hoax,
staged somewhere on earth. hedtand for the proposition expressedTitye Apollo 11
astronauts landed on the mod2iearlye is not a mutual commitment of Amy and Ben, since
Amy and Ben are in disagreement on this point (@gsg Ben’s position entailsg). Of course
=@ is not mutually held either, since Amy’s positigrin conflict with it. Neithekp nor o can
easily become a mutually held commitment in thistegt; either Amy or Ben would have to
revise their position, retracting the current comnneint and making a new one. Let us call this
sort of situation one in which bothand - arecontroversialwith respect to the context.
Definitions are given i§19){22) below. A commitment set is considesdptyjust in case it
contains no worlds (); Cis empty if anycsin the structure is empfy.

® The empty set, being a subset of every set, nuekbluded as a commitment set because it entaity proposition.



Status of a propositiop with respect to a discourse context C:

(19) ¢ is acommitmenin C of an agent iff csq is not empty and g .

(20) o is ajoint commitmenin C iff both agents have a commitmentpto

(21) o isresolvedn C iff eithere or - is a joint commitment; otherwise,is unresolvedn C.

(22) o iscontroversialin C iff =¢ is a commitment of at least one agenis unresolved in C,
and C is not empty.

A second, and more directly relevant, type of situnein whiche is an individual
commitment without being a mutual one is the follogv Suppose Amy has taken the same
position as above, making a commitmenpt@.e., the astronauts landed on the moon). Conside
the state of the discourse before Ben makes apgmes indicating agreement or disagreement
(i.e., neitherp nor —p is a commitment of Benj is not a joint commitment in this situation,
though it may become one without further ado if Beare to indicate acceptancep is not a
joint commitment, either, but its status is differérom that ofp. While ¢ just needs ratification
by Ben to become mutualgp-s not eligible as a joint commitment at all, givdat Amy has
already expressed commitmentptoin an obvious way the contextbgsed towardy; only ¢
can be admitted as a joint commitment without reagi(non-monotonic) revision. Definitions
appear in23){24):

(23) C isbhiased toward iff ~¢ is controversial in C angl is not controversial in C.
(24) C isneutral with respedb ¢ iff neithere nor ¢ is controversial in C.

Contextual bias toward exists if mutual agreement @nis possible (without revision) while
mutual agreement onp-is ruled out due to an existing commitmendptby at least one
discourse ageritlf the context is in a neutral state with respieat, then mutual agreement on
eithero or —¢ is possible in principle.

The definition of a neutral context allows someghmore to be said about initiating
declarative questions (IDQs), a category earliscdkeed as limited to utterances that are either
discourse-initial or whose content is not direciated to the content of a preceding utterance. If
‘not directly related’ is construed as ‘not entdil®y’, then we can describe an IDQ as a
declarative question with contefitused in a context that is neutral with respedt.tdhis
description excludes echo uses and declarativésowittent entailing or —o; it includes
discourse-initial uses and declarative questioasftiilow another utterance but do not express
consequences ofit.

One final remark concerning bias: a declarativepeding to the proposal of the previous
section, has the effect of updating an agent’s comemt set, with the result that at least one
agent has a commitment to the content of the deolar It follows, given the definitions in this
section, that use of a declarative cannot reswdtaontext that is neutral with respect to the

"I reserve the termeutralfor a context where all possible configurationgositions onp and -§ remain accessible without
revision.Biasedas defined picks out only a subset of the remaipimgsibilities. As a resulheutralandbiasedare not converse,
i.e., a non-neutral context is not necessarilydtiaand a non-biasedntext might not qualify as neutral.

8 Declaratives that present a non-entailed inferelnaen from the preceding utterance are not exdutido not consider such

cases in this paper.
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propositional content of the declarative. This Isatwve need to account for the
inappropriateness of declaratives in situationsiregy neutrality, like(4).

The definitions offered in this section allow usctwaracterize the configuration of the
context in certain useful ways. Next, we will lowiore closely at how joint commitment arises
and argue for a further elaboration of the context.

4 Sources for commitments

4.1The notions of source and dependency

Consider the mechanisms by which a propositionrdmried by one agent can become a
joint commitment through acceptance by another agd#are is a simple case:

(25) Amy: The server’s down.
Ben: Oh. (I didn’t know that.)

In this example, Amy informs Ben that the servetas/n. Ben'’s respons©f) acknowledges
receipt of new information (Heritage 1984), an amkledgment that becomes more explicit with
a follow-up claiming prior ignorance. The implicaiis that Ben is taking the server’s failure as
an established fadbased on Amy’s testimony to that efféet us provisionally call Amy the
source for the proposition that the server is down. Bydtesis, Amy is explicitly committed

to this proposition by virtue of offering it dechdively. No part of Ben’s response can be singled
out as explicitly committing Ben in the same wagt ynless Ben subsequently goes on to
indicate non-acceptance in some fashion, Ben deaas $0 be committed.

The affirmative particlges(and variants such ggal) are another option for signaling
agreement with a preceding statement. \@sdoes more than indicate agreement or acceptance.
It conveys that the responder is affirming theestatontenbased on his own judgment
independent of the testimony just offered. Thesis odd when combined with a claim not to
know or a confirming follow-up, as if26a), but fine witH knowin (26b):

(26) Amy: The server’s down.
Ben:
a.#Yes, | didn't know that./#Yes, it is?
b.Yes, | know/Yes, that's right.

The response i(R6b) indicates that Ben was already in possessitime information Amy is
offering beforeher utterance. Presumably he had access to sadeneg relevant to the server’'s
status, quite possibly the testimony of some thegson. The use gkesdoes not impose any
requirements on the nature or quality of Ben’s enae; it merely signals that he is not

° | am aware that the tersourceevokes evidentiality and perhaps other topicspket that therare connections with
evidentiality to be found, but | do not have anytopose at this point, and my claims absaurceare restricted to the sense in

which | define it.
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dependent on what Amy just said for the informatibfio use the term introduced aboyes
indicates that the speaker is@urcefor the relevant information.

oh andyesas responsé&sthus diagnose two distinct contextual state@5) and(26). (25)
represents the prototypical case of one agent girayanother with information that is new from
the point of view of the receiver. (26) each party affirms that the server is dowrepehdently.
Both cases result in joint commitment, and thuskadistinguished neither by standard
treatments of the context nor by the individualizedtext structure introduced above. | will
remedy that deficiency shortly.

In (27) | give a working definition of ‘source’

(27) An agentr is a source for a propositignin a discoursd iff:
a.a is committed tap; and
b.According to the discourse contesits commitment tap in d does not depend on
another agent’s testimony thain d.

Notice that sourcehood is local to a particulacalisse. As mentioned above, it is perfectly
possible for Ben to be a source §m a conversation with Amy even though Ben gaihisd
knowledge from the testimony of another agent irarier discourse.

Being a source is defined in terms of discoursemdment, not just the agent’s private
state. Having the requisite knowledge to be a sofmcsome bit of information does not make
one a source, in the sense used here. Only whenf, &ne information constitutes an actual or
potential discourse commitment does the issuesaatirce come into play. Notice also t{#at)
makes no demands concerning the agent’s qualdiesifior being a source. Whether an agent
presenting himself as a source is in a positidtmwv what he is talking about is something that
can be called into question by interlocutors; aisdjmalifications and history as a reporter of
facts certainly bear on whether he is likely tgobeviding accurate information. But the
linguistically-relevant notion of source that | gmoposing here is not particularly sensitive to
such qualifications or lack of them, or to the likeod that the corresponding commitment
accurately reflects reality.

It is part of the definition above that being am®eufore requires being committed
The reverse does not hold: being committed tloes not require being a sourcegoReturning
to examplg26), where Ben has learned from Amy that the sasvédown, Amy qualifies as
source and Ben does not. Thus Ben in accepting s\stgtement implicitly undertakes a
commitment he is not a source for. It will be uséfunave a term for Ben's state as well; let us
say Ben has dependent commitmettt in this situation:

(28) An agentr has adependent commitmetat a propositiorp in a discoursd iff:
a. a is committed tap; and

19 This does not rule out the possibility that a pring statement sparked the process leading tespender’s affirmation, thus
inspiring it in a sense even if the affirmation do®t depend on the statement’s content. My at@interns independence in the
narrower, content-based sense.
11 Both particles have other uses than the onedriliiesi above, andh especially has a very broad range. There is muake o
be said about them, and about related particlds asmk andno, but it is not a topic | can do justice to here.
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b. According to the discourse conteatjs not a source fap in d

The joint commitment arising from the exchang€28) thus is a configuration with Amy as
source, Ben as dependently committed. After théd@xge in(26), by contrast, the joint
commitment results from each party acting as aapeddent source.

As noted above, there is no direct relationshipvbeh being a source and being in
possession of the truth. Suppose Ben and Amy disagn some point:

(29) Amy: Kim works in the Registrar’s office.
Ben: No, actually she’s in Admissions.

Assuming that each commitment requires a sourceg(imo this below), it must be the case that
Amy is the source for her position, and Ben isgberce for his. Moreover, assuming they are
trying to be truthful, Amy and Ben each believeitloéaim is true, and believe their supporting
evidence to be sufficient. They cannot both beemdriNevertheless, their status as independent
sources is unaffected. Claiming to be a sourcharsense defined here does not require being
correct. Nor does it require having enough or tgltrkind of evidence (although pragmatic
reasoning about availability of evidence can bedrtgnt in interpretation, as we will see in
applying these notions to declarative questiongjoésn’t require that other agents accept the
content offered or that they judge the agent inedlto be reliable. It simply requires giving the
appearance of taking a position arrived at on ieddpnt grounds, whether or not other agents in
the discourse have taken the same position.

4.2 Putting source and dependency in context

Building on the preceding discussion, | will assuime information about sources is part of
the discourse context, and accordingly addwarce sefs9 for each agent to the context structure
as follows:

(30) G =<aq, 0g... >, where eacby is a triple < cs, sg >, withx an agent i, and:
a.cs ={ wJ W: all discourse commitments of aggnn discoursel are true in w
b.ss = { wl W: all commitments of agentin discoursel for which agenj is a source
are true in w

The commitment set$) definition as a set of worlds is unchanged. Th#wee setg9 is also a

set of worlds, a (possibly impropeyperse{more on this below) of the commitment set. It
represents the set of commitments that the giventag source for (and also committed to, by
definition). Since it is possible to be committedatproposition that one is not a source for, but
notvice versaan agent will generally have, in propositionaihts, more discourse commitments
than source commitments. Translating the samaaeédtip to sets of possible worlds, the larger
set of propositions corresponds to a smaller setoolds. Thus, the source set is the larger of the
two.
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We are now equipped to distinguish the situatidn@%), where only Amy is source, and
(26), where both Amy and Ben are sources ¢Letpresent the proposition that the server is
down.¢ is a joint commitment in both situations, thug.g&] csen ¢. (I use the notationss,
andss;, to refer to thesandsselements, respectively, of the triple represebted,.) The only
difference is in the source sets, Ben'’s in pardicutompare the (b) clauses(di) and(32):

(31) Amy is sourcéor ¢, Ben is dependent with respecipto
a.ssmyl ¢; and
b.ssen] ¢; and
C.CSamyl] Csen ¢

(32) Amy and Ben are both sources gor
a.ssmyl ¢; and
b.ssen] ¢; and
C.CSamylJ CgenI

The new structure can distinguish the two casésitf commitment tap, as desired. It also
offers other configurations whegeis a joint commitment. Amy and Ben’s roles(81) could be
reversed, for instance. Another possibility is thabuld be a joint commitment without there
being a source at all. However, in the next sedtwill motivate and propose a pragmatic
principle that rules out such configurations, véhere a commitment lacks a source.

A final step in incorporating the new context stuse is to revisit the effect of declaratives.
| will assume for simplicity that updating the soeiset, if warranted, happens in tandem with the
declarative update but as a separate pragmatiatoperThus, it is not part of the declarative’s
effect, strictly speaking. But this is not a prpleid decision; | leave open the possibility that
being identified as a source is better viewed aisgral parcel of the declarative update.

Recall that a declarative was said to update an agent’'s commitment set,tneguh a
new cs' containing onky-worlds:

(18) cs'=c o

If in uttering a declarativap, an agentr is also a source fdr (the usual case, | assume), then the
source set update (83b) will accompany the usual cs updat€3Ba).

(33) a.cg=csNo
b.ss'=ssNo

If the agent makes a commitment using the declerduit is not a source, then the update in
(33b) does not take place and the source set lsanged.

4.3The Source Principle
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On general grounds, a discourse commitment is ¢éggeéc have some foundation in fact.
This expectation can be thought of as a generalizezion of Grice’s Quality maxim, in
particular the second clause:

(34) Try to make your contribution one that is true]
a.Do not say what you believe to be false.
b.Do not say that for which you lack adequate evide(Grice 1967, in Grice 1989: 27)

The proposed generalization will refer to the catgg@f commitment rather than to ‘saying’, and
will assign to the notion of ‘source’ the role pdalyby ‘having adequate evidence’ in the above
version. The idea is that an agent’s commitmeiat ppoopositionp is assumed to have a source —
that is, some agent(s) in the discourse, posdiglyommitting agent herself, who has
independent evidence for its accuracy. Commitnagtitoutsuch a source violates Quality
expectations.

Stating this idea informally in the style of Grigwes ug35):

(35) Source Maxim: Do not commit to that which lagksource.

Like Grice’s conversational maxim@&5) is not intended as an enforceable rule bat@gsde in
interpreting the conversational intentions of oghdihe assumption théd5) is being observed
leads to inferences about agents’ intentions aatéstas we will see. As noted, it applies not just
to uttered content (‘what is said’) but to commititeegenerally — including implicit

commitments (such as implicatures and backgroungvledge) and dependent commitments, as
defined above, while properly excluding the contenitterances that do not commit the speaker
(such as uses of interrogatives, by hypothesis).

The original Quality maxim differs from Grice’s @hmaxims, as Grice himself (Grice
1967/1989: 27) pointed out, in functioning primgatly virtue of being observed. In contexts that
admit the possibility that Quality is being resgel;tit will be assumed thatig respected, giving
rise to the inference that the speaker believes idngays. Cases of apparent violation of Quality
tend to result in infelicity rather than implicagéugeneration. The Source Maxim operates
similarly. When it is possible in a context tha¢ thource Maxim is being observed, agents will
generally assume thati#observed. In the case of a newly presented commitirties
assumption results in an inference regarding taetity of the source(s), i.e., attribution of
‘sourcehood’ (and/or dependency) to one or moratag&/hen the context does not allow for
assigning at least one source to a commitmentethét is infelicity rather than an implicature.
This point is important in the explanation of inégbus examples from Sectidhl.

The Quality-like behavior associated with the Seuvtaxim amounts to a strong
expectation that every commitment, existing or niewplicit or explicit, has a source. Stating
this expectation directly yield86):

SourcePrinciple
(36) Commitments have sources.
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| adopt(36) as a perspicacious replacemeni(3&).
The notion of a proposition ‘having a source’ (tiemnatively, ‘being sourced’) is defined
straightforwardly in(37):

(37) A propositionp has a sourcén a discoursel with agentsx andp iff
a.ss Uo;or
b.sgUo

A proposition is sourced if it is entailed by theisce set of either agett.

As we saw with the examples of Amy and Ben in ttevjpus section, the structure of the
context now offers multiple distinct configuratiorepresenting the same joint commitment.
Consider a context with two agents whéres a joint commitment. If we now constrain the
possibiliSties by requiring conformity with the SearPrinciple, two types of configuration
remain:

(38) How a joint commitment t¢ can be sourced
a.Sole sourceOne agent is the sole source ¢othe other has a dependent commitment
b.Independensources Both agents have a non-dependent commitmeft éach
gualifying as a source

It follows from (35) that in a situation where only one agent hasmamitment tap, that agent
will be understood to be a source §or a sole source, in the terminology(88). Thus, when an
agent introduces a commitmentdton a context where there has been no testimoniysfor
content by other agents, the introducing ageny ddfault assumed to be a source. A context that
is neutral with respect th meets this description by definition — it can obé/neutral if there
has been no testimony concerning

The connection with declarative questions now begiremerge. Recall that the initiating
uses of declarative questions with which we areeored are defined by their occurrence in
contexts of exactly this sort — neutral with reggedhe content of the declarative. Therefore the
‘questioner’ — the agent uttering the declarative expected to be a source. This expectation
follows from the Source Principle. Because ofportance in the ensuing sections, | give it its
own name and description below:

Rule of Initial Commitment
(39) A speaker making a discourse commitmerdt to a context neutral with respectdias
expected to be a source fpor

12 There exists another possibility: a propositionidti@ount as sourced if it is entailed by some doatiion of sourced
propositions ofx andp. For instance, ift is the sole source fay, B the sole source fap = ¢, and bothp andy = ¢ are joint
commitments, then andp are entitled to conclude thét We can think ob as having a composite source in this case. | omit
composite sources from the discussion here asititrguce complications not relevant to the issatdsand.
13| consider here only cases of joint commitmenditiinal configurations are possible if cases shdreement and non-
commitment are included.
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At the point the commitment is made, the speak#rasonly source on record. In making the
initial commitment, the speaker may not intendebmain the only source; in fact | will suggest
that one of the features essential to a ‘questsfor the addressee to be recognizable as a
source. But future states do not matter for th@eses of this rule. It applies at the time of the
commitment. The speaker's commitment is compatiike a number of outcomes, af@b) is
not restricted to a particular kind of use. Itustjas applicable when the speaker’'s commitment is
advanced assertively and the speaker expectsttelsmle source for its content.

At this point we have the pieces in place to undexsthe first of two kinds of conditions
on IDQs. In the next section | return to the dataegin laying out the proposed account.

4.4The importance of having evidence

In this section | use the Source Principle intraatlabove, together with the account of
declaratives as expressing commitment, to derivexagfanation for the behavior of the
declaratives in examples (10)-(13), introduced.th The remaining examples are addressed in
5.

The discussion will revolve around the infelicifjtbe declaratives i(9), repeated below:

(9) Robin is sitting in a windowless computer roatith no information about current weather
conditions when another person enters from outdoors
Robin to newcomer:
a.ls it raining?
b.#It's raining?
C.#It's raining.

Let us review the situation first from Robin’s pbaf view. Cooped up in the windowless room,
she does not know what the conditions are likeidetgnd she would like to know whether or
not it's raining. An interrogative addressed to tieevcomer will serve her well in these
circumstances. The declaratives are infelicitouayW

In this context, before Robin addresses the newcdime context is neutral with respect to
the proposition that it is raining (by definiti¢g4) given in3.3). Observe that Robin’s use of
either declarative commits her to the propositiat it's raining (according to the proposal for
declarative meaning in Secti@nl). Moreover, since she is making that commitnieat neutral
context, she is expected to be a source for thegosrtoon that it is raining (by the Rule of First
Commitment, Sectiod.3). Since she isn’t in a position to know whetitisrraining or not,
making a move that presents her as a source isadislg, at best. But recall that from a
linguistic point of view, this deficiency does ranttomatically disqualify her as a source. It does
not explain the infelicity either. To see what gegeng we must consider the newcomer’s
perspective as well.

The newcomer, having just entered from outsidawiare of the weather conditions.
Assume that, since she is now in the room, shisasaavare of its properties, including
windowlessness. From the newcomer’s point of viewhin is in a good position to ask her a
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guestion about the weather and in a poor positanform her about weather conditions.
Robin’s unsuitability as an informant has at léagt components: (i) Robin does not have
access to the kind of evidence she needs to bereeswith regard to current meteorological
conditions; (i) Robin’s weather-related informatjof she had any, would not be news to the
newcomer — the newcomer doesn’t need informing.

The key to the infelicity of9b-c), | submit, is (i) — or more precisely, thatas of (i) as a
mutually recognized fact of the discourse cont&ke newcomer, attempting to make sense of
Robin’s intentions in utterin®b) or(9c), is guided by the Source Principle. Robin’s
commitment needs a source, and that source carberlRobin; the newcomer has taken no
position. But according to what is known about Rébresources in the discourse situation, she
is nota plausible source. These incompatible assumptianmsot be reconciled. Robin’s
intention in uttering the declarative is unrecogbie, resulting in infelicity.

In a nutshell, the problem wi{{®b-c) is that the disparity between Robin’s clambe a
source (via the declarative) and her contextuélistas uninformed with respect to the weather
cannot be resolved. If this diagnosis is corregregliction follows. We should see improvement
from altering the description of the situation teegthe speaker greater plausibility as a source.
Before turning tq10), note that just endowing the room with a wikvdw two can go some way
toward this effect. Imagining that Robin can setsiole, perhaps with a less than perfect view,
does seem to improve the declaratives, or at teagising version.

In (10), repeated below, we find more confirmation:

(10) Robin is sitting, as before, in a windowlessputer room when another person enters.
The newcomer is wearing a wet raincoat and boots.
Robin to newcomer:
a.ls it raining?
b.It's raining?
c. (I see that/So/Oh) It’s raining.

The addition of wet raingear to the scenario hasipely the necessary effect of giving Robin a
visible basis for her commitment. This adjustméntny judgment, results in greater
improvement than adding a window, perhaps becdugsevidence is introduced by a salient
event rather than being a stative property. THengptleclarative is at least marginally acceptable
in (10), though much better with one of the parenttegsimarkers, which tend to suggest that the
speaker has just used the evidence to reach tldusn that it’s raining.

In this modified situation, the newcomer remairigetier source than Robin, in some
absolute sense — her evidence is direct experi®ai@n’s merely the basis for a deduction. But
Robin does not have to achieve a comparable ld\aithority to be a source. It just has to be
conceivable in the context that Robin could re&ehadonclusion that it’s raining without the
newcomer telling her. In fact | will argue in thext section that some degree of
inequality/discrepancy between speaker’s and adéeés positions is needed to facilitate
interpretation of declaratives as questions.

It may justly be objected that judgments about tlosvcontext interacts with the speaker’s
status — whether it rules out treating the speakex source or allows for it — are not as hard and
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fast as | am making them appear. There does tebe tonsiderable variation in judgments
about examples liké)-(10), and the success of various modificationséocontext. It is

simpler for presentation purposes to talk as thabhghe were a well-defined threshold for
acceptability, but that is unlikely, and fortungtabt at all essential to my proposal. The bedrock
claim | am defending posits a correlation: the 1B1§@uld be acceptable (modulo other facttws)
the extenthat the context supports an inference that tlestipner has some basis for the
position expressed.

The inference that the speaker has some reastimeftmypothesis expressed in the IDQ
does seem to be a feature of the felicitous exasr(fit®){12), as well as (8), in Secti@nl.

There is one more difference betwéd&f) and(11)<12) that remains to be accounted for. | noted
earlier that the improvement (0) over(9) seems to depend not just on Robin having eciglen
but on the evidence being available in the dis@muontext — a condition that makes no
appearance i(lL1){12). The apparent divergence betw€ED) on the one hand atil){12) on
the other stems, | believe, from the nature of vdaat plausibly constitute relevant evidence
motivating the speaker’'s commitment in each cas@lLQ), the absence of windows means the
speaker’s access to evidence cannot be takendotegt. Such access to evidencéhe

discourse situatiomatters because the issue at hand is what théevaatight now, at the time
of utterance. Because of this immediacy, any evidesupporting the speaker’'s commitment
must have been available to her very close at haddsery recently — in effect, she must have
formed the judgment in the discourse situation.t Thaist what is implausible from the
addressee’s point of view {@), and more plausible in the situations with saipg evidence in
(20).

Under the story just told there is no general neguent that the speaker’s evidence be
available in the discourse context. Rather, whgeigerally required for felicity of a declarative
is just that the discourse context allow the infiesethat the speaker has some basis for her
choice.(11){12) are thus the norm, not the exception. Theasdn in(10) is special in that the
Source Principle, the discourse situation, andcctment of the question work together to
effectively require that the speaker’s evidenc@d of the discourse situation.

It is crucial for the explanation advanced in gggtion that commitment is associated with
the effect of declarative sentences, a formal caye@nd not with a category of use such as
assertion. Rising intonation on a declarative dussnitigate the need for the commitment
expressed by the declarative to have a source.

5 Questioning

So far, the proposal has concerned only the déslareomponent of rising and falling
declaratives. In this section | address how thegtion ‘as questions’ and the related issue of
what rising intonation contributes to the ‘questngy interpretation.

5.1Questions, statements, IDQs

Up to now, we have gotten by without more thanaséofunctional notion of “question”,
which crucially includes certain uses of declamdias well as interrogatives. In order to achieve
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some understanding of what it means to be a ‘datola@r question’, we will now examine more
closely how the effects of a declarative senteete to effects associated with pragmatic
categories such as ‘questioning’ and ‘stating’. @acally, a question is addressed to an agent
thought capable of answering it by an agent whedo&now, or isn’t certain of, the answér.
The question serves as a request for the addrespeavide the targeted information. | will refer
to the questioning utterance seeking such a respmmannformationquestion In the more
specialized case of a polar information questiath wontentp, uttered in a neutral context, the
speaker doesn’'t know whethgior —¢ holds and thinks that the addressee does knowlak p
interrogative is the usual device for realizingodap question. The canonical outcome of such a
guestion, when successful, is a state where thessiee has provided an answer and the answer
has been accepted. In the terminology used hexenswer becomes a joint commitment.

Recall from Section 4 that there are several pdgsb for representing the state of joint
commitment, depending on which agent(s) are souiidesoutcome of the canonical polar
question just described would have the initial addee as sole source for eithar —¢, the
guestioner as dependent. If we reverse the assigamepeaker as sole source, addressee as
dependent — we have the outcome expected fromamitah act oinforming where a
knowledgeable speaker addresses a statéhersn agent presumed to lack the information
provided. The source/dependency framework can oaghis proposed difference in outcome
states. But what about the rather different praeegsvolved in getting to joint commitment in
each case?

In neither instance can the joint commitment beagdished in a single move, if we count
implicit as well as explicit commitments. Assumiting initial state is neutral, joint commitment
in the statement case has at least two stepspvaththe agent making the statem@mds
addressee:

(40) Joint commitment t¢ via informative statement
a.Utterance by signaling commitment t¢ as source
b.B’s dependent commitment ¢g often implicit

The canonical association between declarativelin@adnes, at least) and informative statements
follows straightforwardly under the present propositering a declarative in a neutral context
will accomplish steg§40a), and may be the only explicit move needectrgthat(40b) is often
implicit. (For further discussion of the range afsgible responses to both statements and
guestions, and a proposal for contextual structanelsprocedures to model them, see Bruce and
Farkas 2007.)

14 This is not to deny the existence of less candnises, such as exam questions, or to insist tilgtsincere requests for
information qualify as ‘questions’. | assume thede uses are related in important respects. Btanice, in both exam and
information questions, the speaker refrains fropp$ging an answer and indicates a desire for thizem$ee to supply one. The
difference lies in the motivation and intentiorriatited in each case, with an epistemically-basésrpretation as default.
Elaborating and defending this claim would takewedl beyond the scope of this paper, however, sgttle for the usual
simplifying step of concentrating on the informatiguestion first.
15| avoid the term ‘assertion’ since it is generalgsociated in formal semantics and pragmatics tvéttcategory | call joint
commitment, rather than the individual-level commant | intend here.
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In the case of an information question fr@rto a concerningp, there are at least three
steps:

(41) Joint commitment te or —¢ via information question
a.Utterance by indicating prospective dependency with respegt tand—¢)
b.Response by signaling commitment t¢ or —¢ as source
C.[’s dependent commitment to the answer given byften implicit

Step(41a) sets up a situation where the addresse@smnative statement is needed to resolve
whetherg. By ‘prospective dependency’ in (41a) | mean fiatutterance indicates that she is
able to commit ta (or —¢) only as a dependent, needmdp be the required source. Steps
(41b-c) resemble the two steps(40), not accidentally. Unlikg40), however, the path {@1)
can end in a joint commitment to eithgor —.

| will assume, without undertaking an account ¢érrogatives, that uttering a non-negated
polar interrogative in a neutral context accomm@gd1a), much as uttering a declarative does
for (40a). By hypothesis, then, the contextual efféet polar interrogative is to offer its content
¢ without commitment, but also without eliminatirgetpossibility of a future dependent
commitment, if the addressee is prepared to bei@edord. For present purposes | assume that
the same holds fore. That is, in uttering a non-negat@ihterrogative with contenti in a
neutral context, the speaker indicates that higégnt commitment to eitheror —¢ is a
possibility.

IDQs depart from the canonical cases above in deuEf respects. A joint commitment
resulting from a declarative question will havelbtite questioner and the addressee as
independent sources (assuming the questioner'marigosition is ratified by the addressee).
This configuration matches neither of the canoneatomes, both of which have as a defining
feature an inherent asymmetry between an agent dtedmas source and an agent holding a
dependent commitment.

(42) Joint commitment t@ via IDQ
a.Utterance by signaling commitment t¢ as source
b.Response b signaling commitment t¢ as source

Like the canonical question, the addressee is ean the IDQ configuration. Like the
informative statement, the speaker is a sourcé, thvé further statement-like consequence that
joint agreement can be reached in two steps. Siegg42a) commits the questioner, the final
acceptance step in the question sequence is sumesfl

Another significant resemblance between IDQs ambre@al statements is that after step
(a) in either(40) or(42), the context will be biased toward the dediaeacontent. As noted in
Section 3.3, the biasing nature of declarativesaacts for their infelicity in situations where the
speaker is supposed to act as though she is udbese the “job interview” example (4). The
polar interrogative, uttered in a neutral contextlascribed fof41a), maintains the neutrality of

16 As mentioned in Section 2.1, negative polar imgatives are biased in ways that will not be exgdrere.
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the context by committing its utterer to neithéealative, consistent with their acceptability in
such contexts.

All in all, IDQs seem to have more in common witdnonical statements than with
canonical questions. | believe this observatiobgdundamentally correct, if we limit attention
to the contribution of the linguistic form, conting to set aside for the moment the roles of
intonation and context. Declarative questions athear coredeclarative and that core remains
constant throughout their range of use. The pubaeremains to be explained is how
declaratives function ‘as questions’ at all, givlee identity betwee(d0a) and42a) and the
shortage of properties shared between canonical gaestions and IDQs.

My proposed solution to the puzzle is that, in ofde a declarative to function in a
guestion-like way, the context of utterance togethiéh the sentence content must have
properties that compensate for the declarativéisnent shortcomings ‘as a question.” We will
see how the proposed solution also provides anuat@d the observed restrictions on IDQs.

5.2Implicit authority

| will begin by comparing more closely the effeofghe polar information question as
sketched above to the properties of declarativegust noted, the natural qualities of IDQs do
not in any obvious way lend themselves to ‘questign Identifying the points of difference
between effects following from the use of a poldeirogative vs. a declarative will give us
candidates for the components of ‘questioning’.obrious difference to start with is the state of
the speaker: dependent in the case of the pokragiative, committed as a source with use of
the declarative. But since speaker commitmentyisypothesis, a consequence of using a
declarative, there is not much to be done abost thcould only be overcome by using another
sentence form. The same goes for the contextuslimieoduced by declaratives — it can be
avoided only byhot using a declarative.

When we turn to the addressee’s state, howevee #re more possibilities. The
description above of a canonical polar questioaljzed by the utterance of an interrogative,
calls for a questioner who (initially) does not knthe answer and who assumes the addressee
does know it, or at least might. The desire to deidns initial state of ‘not knowing whethéror
¢’ is presumably what motivates the questioner.rRadhe questioning utterance, however, the
addressee does not necessarily have any idea wiiethguestioner-to-be is in a state of
ignorance with respect tp. For instance, consider the interrogative (6a@eated below, which |
assume functions as a canonical polar question:

(6) [Gina to her officemate Harry]
a.ls the weather supposed to be good this weekend?

In the situation of (6), there is not necessanilything in the context prior to Gina’s utterance to
indicate her lack of familiarity with the weeken@ather forecast. It is her utterance of the
interrogative that signals to Harry her meteoratajignorance.

Similarly, whether or not the addressee is knowdadiie about some issue will often start
out as a private matter, rather than being displayéhe context. In addressing the question to
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Harry, Gina seems to assume that he is in a pogsi@answer her question. Before her utterance,
though, there need not be any indication in theéeodrthat Harry is apprised of the weekend
forecast (though at least the possibility mustb®tuled out). It seems that Gina’s choice of the
interrogative gives rise to an inference that stkes Harry to be a plausible source for the
information in question. This inference can be tatefollow from the Source Principle together
with the assumption that, as suggested earlierpuagolar interrogative in a neutral context has
the effect of registering its speakemeand a potential source for eithgror —¢. Thus, if Gina

raises the issue in hopes of resolving it, sheotéyndo so with the prospect of Harry as sole
source for the answer.

Notice that presenting herself as dependent effggtrules out the possibility that Gina
intends to benformingHarry about the weather; that would require Hardépendence and
Gina as source, a configuration she has just magaahable by using the interrogative. Use of
an interrogative thus associates with a non-infoireantentiort’ quite directly, without
requiring any particular contextual support. ThHatree permissiveness of the interrogative form
with respect to contextual properties is demonstiraly its felicity in all of the examples
discussed in Section 2.1.

Now, in the situation of6), consider Harry’s state after Gina has posedjhestion but
before he makes any response. By virtue of heramte Gina is now recognized as implicitly
dependent, as described above. By hypothesisnhté@agative utterance has the additional
effect of implying that Harry can answer the quastiThe result is a state where it is known that
Harry will be the sole source for eithey@sor ano answer, though he is committed to neither as
yet. I introduce the termmplicit sourceandimplicitly authoritativein (43)-(44) for this sort of
State:

(43) An agentr is animplicit sourcefor o iff:
a.a is not committed t@; and
b.It is inferable in the discourse context thadt Eiommits top, a will be a source fop.

(44) An agentr is implicitly authoritativewith respect tap iff a is an implicit source for both
and -o.

Note that the definitions above do not mention i@aar sentence type. Besides the use of an
interrogative, as hypothesized, | assume thatta stiaere an agent is recognized as implicitly
authoritative may arise circumstantially. We welksthis possibility realized in the next section.

5.3The authority of the addressee

In contrast to the interrogative use discussed @i declaratives in (6) are infelicitous as
guestions:

¥ Non-informative, that is, with respect to the pssitional content. The speaker may intend to ‘infoin a more general sense
of expecting the addressee to learn something rioval the utterance.
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(6) [Gina to her officemate Harry]
a. Is the weather supposed to be good this weekend?
b. #The weather’s supposed to be good this weekend?
c. #The weather’s supposed to be good this weekend.

| wish to argue that the addressee’s unknown g&dte key factor in the data pattern of (6). As
we saw earlier, a commitment by the speaker asxeasi@a fine first step for a speaker who is
intending to make an informative statement. If imgghs known about the addressee’s state, this
interpretation should be available, and it seenise{at least for the falling declarative in (6c).
While posing a canonical question, as in (6a),ddadnferences that result in the addressee’s
status as implicitly authoritative, a declarativid not have this result. This is because the
inferences in question were taken to be triggekethe speaker'mability to act as a source, a
consequence of using the interrogative. The unaviditly of such inferences about the
addressee’s authority presents a problem for aiquesy interpretation of the declarative.
Consider a speaker choosing to use a declaratideh&reby making a commitment as a source.
How can such a speaker be interpreted as intemdiagpeal to the addressee, except by the
presumed authoritativeness of the addressee?

We can test the importance of the addressee’ssstigta factor by modifying the context in
(6). Say, for instance, that Harry is reading tteal newspaper when Gina addresses him. Gina
can see that he’s on the weather page, and altreheis at some distance, she sees what appear
to be several sunny-day icons in a row. In thesmimstances Harry is implicitly authoritative;
Gina’s imperfect view of the page is enough to miadiea plausible source. The rising
declarative (6b) is now fine and has the expecitedf goliciting Harry's ratification or rejection
of Gina’s hypothesis. (6¢), as expected, can ngdofunction as an attempt to tell Harry
something he doesn’t know. With the helpsofor | see(6c) can, however, be read as a
grounding move, i.e., a move clarifying the staitisformation as shared in the discourse
context: Gina utters the declarative not to infddarry, but to let him know that she has this
information too. Anticipating the discussion beldwant to suggest that grounding and
guestioning are not mutually exclusive. The grongdntention just described is compatible
with an intention to get Harry's response, espscghce, unlike Gina, he is in a position to
actually read the forecast.

The felicitous examples from Section 2.1 providethar testing ground for the hypothesis
that the addressee’s implicit authoritativenessbigyatory for interpretation of a declarative as a
guestion. As the reader can verify, it is in facoaamon property of all the situations where
IDQs are felicitous that, at the time of utterartbe, addressee clearly qualifies as implicitly
authoritative. Furthermore, as with the amendedhsiin just proposed for (6), in each such case
the addressee is inb@tterposition than the speaker to render a verdichertruth of the
proposition, and both parties are aware of theesdde’s superior position. If the addressee’s
response is to deny rather than affirm the decdlerabntent, the speaker is in no position to
argue the point, though a discussion may ensuet &éloguthe speaker arrived at the mistaken
hypothesis. In (10), if the newcomer says thatritsin fact raining outside, Robin can hardly
insist that it is, though both parties are likedyf¢el something more needs to be said about the
impression created by the dripping raincoat and$do (11), if Sophie denies being Tim’s
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mother, Jack may try to rescue the situation byaimg why he thought she was, but he isn’'t
likely to try to persuade her that she’s wrong. Taber in (12) would presumably defer to the
travel expert he is talking to. And so on.

This latter observation suggests that the merdicihputhority of the addressee is not
sufficient. The addressee must be, in some sems®authoritative than the speaker, and that
differential must be evident at the time of utt@@nThis idea seems intuitively plausible. It
meshes with the need identified earlier to indicamehow, if the utterance is to be taken as
guestioning, that the speaker intends to be prieggtite commitment for the addressee’s
ratification. Notice that we will not find an examdunterpart of this relation in examining the
canonical polar question, because the questiortbaircase isn’t authoritative in the least.
However, the questioner’s dependency vs. the aseleésauthority in the canonical case
constitutes a more extreme form of the s&md of relation.

In the canonical polar question this asymmetry betwaddressee and questioner is
fundamental and arises from the use of the intatrog, by hypothesis the form responsible for
bringing about such effects. For the non-canorgaalstioning use of a declarative, the context of
utterance must again do most of the work, thougjhgiintonation can assist, in a way to be
described shortly. In the next section | proposel@tiag the relation in the declarative case as
contingency- the questioner’'s commitment is contingent onditb@ressee’s ratification. |
propose that the rise serves to mark contingendyttaus associates indirectly with a questioning
interpretation.

5.4Contingent commitment

To develop this part of the proposal and its maibrg | return to a felicitous example from
Section 2.1:

[Laura has just entered the room, where Max seefhthe first time that day.]
(8) Max:

a.Did you get a haircut?

b.You got a haircut?

c.You got a haircut.

In uttering (8b) or (8c), Max commits himself, asaurce, to the proposition that Laura got a
haircut. Both the rising and falling declaratives ine here. The falling declarative comes as
close as it gets to functioning ‘as a questionthia sense that it seems to present the proposition
to the addressee for verification. No support froarkers likesoor | see nearly obligatory for
felicity in other contexts, are required for th#ife declarative in this case.

The situation in (8) conforms to the generalizagolvanced above: assuming normal
circumstances, Laura is unequivocally in a bettsitpn than Max to judge the truth of his
hypothesis that she got a haircut. Her testimoriyogibased on her direct experience and thus
carries more weight than Max’s. That does not nmidan is overstepping his bounds in
presenting himself as a source. Max has relevadéerge, too — his assessment of Laura’s
appearance, hair in particular. Max’s evidencadsrect and undeniably weaker than Laura’s,
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but that does not make it inadequate or disquhlifyas a source. As evidence goes, though,
both parties are well aware that Laura is in a sapposition. If she denies getting a haircut,
Max is in no position to argue (though he may lotimed to seek an explanation for what he
perceived as a difference in her looks).

Laura’s implicit authority in the context of uttei@e means that Max’s commitment is made
with the (tacit) knowledge that Laura will prevailcase of disagreement. The context and
content are such that if she does not ratifs a source when presented with the opportunity to
do so, Max’s commitment t and status as source are called into question.

We can think of Max’s commitment g the proposition that Laura got a haircut, as
contextuallycontingentupon Laura’s subsequent endorsemeit. dftake contingent
commitment in turn to be a specific instantiatidraanore general category discourse
contingencyand | start by defining the latter. The ideahigtta discourse move can be presented
as linked, in effect, to the outcome of a succegdiove, with the update of the first move
carried out or accepted only if some contextualjesit condition is met by the second. By
discourse movemean an agent-initiated transition from one digsse state to another, typically
effected by an utteranc@l5) defines such a move as contingent if it isaustbod to depend on
the outcome of the succeeding move:

(45) A discourse movg by an agentr is contingentupon a discourse conditi@nf:
a.0 does not obtain at the time |jof
b.It is inferable in the discourse context that tpeate effected by is to be retained only
if O obtains after the discourse move immediately seaiogp

The update represented by the contingent movehihsis provisional status. It is subject to
withdrawal if not followed b{? an update that satisfies the requisite condition.

| propose that rising intonation marks an utteraasceontingent in thigeneralsense. The
marking does not obviate the need for contextuapstt of the sort we have been discussing for
a questioning interpretation of a declarative. Byaling the presence of a discourse-related
contingency, however, the rise makes the most atiesth in ways to be discussed further below.
Falling declaratives lack this advantage and areespondingly more limited.

Tailoring the general definition if#5) to our specific purposes, we get the following
working definition ofcontingent commitment

(46) A discourse movg committing an agerd to ¢ is contingentupon ratification by an agent

B, a#B, if:
a.p is implicitly authoritative with respect tp at the time ofx

18 The restriction to an immediately succeeding miewgitimately too narrow, on two counts: (i) thespibility of marking
contingency with respect to tipeecedingmove should be recognized; and (ii) the demana@femmediately
succeeding/preceding move can perhaps be relaxd®@r the narrower version for the sake of speitifiand adequacy for

present purposes.
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b.It is inferable in the discourse context thhi& commitment tap will be withdrawn
unless the discourse move immediately succeqdimas the effect of committingto ¢
as a source

At the time of Max’s utterance of (8b) or (8c), ttentingency of his commitment upon Laura’s
authority is inferable in the discourse contextisThsuggest, is an essential condition for
interpreting a speaker’s expression of commitmserguestioning. | state the condition below:

(47) In the context of utterance, the speaker’'smdment to the conterdt must be recognized
as contingent on the addressee’s ratificatiop of

(47) is not an arbitrary condition. | take the inatlity it requires between speaker and addressee
as sources to reflect something fundamental abaestopning, reproducing a form of the
asymmetry found in the canonical polar questionthét light, it is better to think about the
requirement not in terms of imposing conditionsacrategory of ‘declarative questions’, but as
defining a property essential for imparting a qieeshg flavor to a declarative.

As with judgments of plausibility in connection Wwisource attributions in Section 4.4, |
would like to suggest that contingent commitmentasa strictly categorical matter. The
expectation is rather that a commitment-expressitegance will have a ‘questioning’ flavt
the extentt is judged contingent on the addressee’s ratifon. This view allows judgments to
be sensitive to a variety of factors and to exhitaividual variation, both of which are expected.
A version of (47) reflecting these comments is giue(48):

Contingent Commitment Criterion
(48) An utterance of a declarative with contgns$ questioningo the extent that the speaker’s
commitment is understood as contingent on the addegs ratification of.

5.5The role of the rise

Now we are at last in a position to examine the addlrising intonation. As sketched earlier,
the basic hypothesis is that the rise marks amamte as contingent, in the sensé4&i), on
some discourse condition whose identity is deteechin context. Why should this general
marking be so conducive to a questioning interpietaf declaratives? Part of the answer
emerges with the generalization(#8). The rather direct connection posited betweeringent
commitment and questioning means that contribugingh a marking is not as far removed from
guestioning as a first impression might suggest.

But there are more specific ways in which the cige contribute to interpretation of an
utterance as questioning. First, simply being méde ‘contingent’ makes the utterance more
qguestion-like; it is complete only when some folloy move is carried out, much like a question
and its answer. Second, the presence of a placatfolda condition to be determined in context
lightens the burden placed on contextual factarsis$tng declaratives. The elements relevant to
IDQs just need to be salient enough to make thaérgency of the speaker's commitment a
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good candidate for the opening provided. Fallingalatives have the additional burden of
needing the contextual factors to achieve enoulignsa independently to influence the
interpretation. And third, rising intonation, bydjging the existence of some kind of
contingency, has the effect of highlighting it whdantified. To this last characteristic | attribut
the tendency with rising declaratives to go to séengths in accommodating the question
interpretation; falling declaratives are much lpsme to this treatment.

The facilitative effects of rising intonation cae seen in part by taking note of difficulties
in interpreting falling declaratives as questidRecall that the support of markers sucls@and
| seeimproved the falling declaratives in (10)-(11) colesably, but were not needed in (8), or
for the rising declaratives in (10)-(11). These keas seem to suggest that the speaker has just
made an inference from available evidence. | spg¢euhat this can lead to improvement of the
falling declaratives in at least two ways: (i) iakes clear that the speaker is drawing an
inference and not speaking from more direct expegghence can make contingency of the
commitment more likely; (ii) it draws attention @nd thereby enhances the salience of, the
contextual factors supporting interpretation asi@stjon.

Returning to the haircut questions of example ¢8)cbmparison, where no such markers
are needed, provides an instructive reminder thdtipre factors can aid (or inhibit) a
guestioning interpretation. In (8) the forces aiagd in favor of contingent commitment, even
for the falling declarative. Of central importanseahe fact that it is crystal clear in this siioat
who is the more authoritative source and why, forious reasons having to do with the nature
of haircuts. A second helpful factor is that Madtterance coincides with a salient event —
Laura’s entrance — that provides Max with his enmeand ensures that Laura is aware of what
occasioned his hypothesis. The ‘evidence’ — Lauapjsearance — and the content of the
guestion, which concerns an event resulting inlgmadion to Laura’s appearance, dovetail to a
greater extent than in other examples, another.déaally, | consider it no accident that the
content is about the person the utterance is asiehlds. That is, a questioning interpretation
tends to correlate with content that involves tfep2rson as participant in the eventuality
described. Often, though not invariably, the adsieswill be clearly authoritative in such a case,;
(8) is a textbook example. The felicity of fallidgclaratives is especially sensitive to the factors
just catalogued, but they can make a differencei$org declaratives too.

5.6 The persimmon problem

To conclude the discussion, let us return to tte# &xample of an infelicitous IDQ
presented, repeated below:

(3) [to coworker eating a piece of fruit]
a.ls that a persimmon?
b.#That's a persimmon?
c.#That's a persimmon.

First note that there is no reason to think thatgioblem here involves the Source Principle. It is
perfectly reasonable to assume that the speakesonas private basis for thinking the fruit might
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be a persimmon. What about the fruit-eating adees34t also seems quite reasonable to assume,
on general grounds, that she knows whether theding’'s eating is a persimmon. After all,

people generally are acquainted with the namesanfs they consume. There are several factors
that set this example apart from other examplesgher. For one, the assumption that the
addressee can identify the fruit is based on argénation about people rather than an
observation about the addressee in particular.afother, the experience of eating some food
does not automatically confer knowledge of its naeven if the two do tend to go hand in hand.
The nameof the fruit is an arbitrary bit of learning, na¢dlcible from consumption.

These observations raise the possibility that ttFessee does not qualify as implicitly
authoritative in the context of (3). Perhaps shstrbe recognized as possessing specific
knowledge appropriate for answering the questiod,generalizations about what most people
know do not suffice. However, the fact that (3cjjuste marked even as a statement supports the
initial impression that the addresse®esqualify as an implicit authority. Otherwise we wadul
expect (3c) to have a readily available readingpfsmative statement, just as (6¢) did when the
addressee’s authoritativeness was not specified.

But the kind of knowledge involved in (3) — thatksowing the name of a kind — may still
figure in the explanation of (3) in another way. Bypothesis, the implicit authority of the
addressee is necessary but not sufficient for atoumeeng interpretation. There must also be
enough of a differential between the states oflggre@nd addressee, evident in the context of
utterance, to support viewing the speaker’s comenitnas contingent on the addressee’s. This, |
submit, is what is lacking in (3). Furthermoresisomewhat difficult to supply, apart from the
addressee already having mentioned the name iiselther cases we have considered, the
superiority of one agent as a source could béated to relatively clear-cut evidential
distinctions, such as direct experience vs. infegeit is hard to see how a comparable
distinction between sources could be made for niamogving.

If this explanation is on the right track, it sugtgethat additional background assumptions
distinguishing speaker and addressee might impiweeclaratives. Suppose, for instance, that
the fruit-eater is known among her colleagues @diclg the speaker) for the delicious-looking
lunches she brings from home, which sometimes deckome relatively obscure fruit. The
speaker has in the past asked about fruits unfantdihim, and each time she has unfailingly
supplied the name. It seems to me that with tresraed background, both declaratives improve;
the falling version is (unsurprisingly) better wgb.

6 Conclusion

In this paper | have offered a proposal that mottedsnotion of ‘commitment’ and links it
to the use of declarative sentences in English.iffhéence of declarative form, and the
commitment it expresses, is shown to carry over iné non-canonical use of declaratives as
guestions. Along the way | introduced a characétion ofsourcedor commitments, useful
among other things for reasoning about contexegirements and the nature of questioning.

One goal of the paper was to draw attention taehéty of restrictions on declaratives as
‘initiating’ questions, above and beyond limitatsoattributable to the expression of bias. |
argued that the restrictions in question fall itvo classes. The underlying factor in the first
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class is the pragmatic expectation that commitmentfhave sources. In the usual course of
events, this expectation leads to an inferencetligaspeaker who commits as a source has
adequate evidence, with infelicity arising onlycwntexts where that inference is blocked.

The second and broader class of restrictions teftee need for supplementary features to
support interpretation of a declarative as ‘questig’. Under the proposed analysis the restricted
domain of IDQs is a natural consequence of thestaglative nature, given that expressing
speaker commitment is not a move inherently sutegliestioning. The speaker’'s commitment,
claim, is interpretable as questioning to the exiteas understood asontingenton the
addressee’s ratification of the content. Risingmation facilitates such an interpretation by
marking the utterance as contingent in a generaesavith the context filling in the details. The
context, for its part, must cooperate in makingleut the superiority of the addressee over the
speaker as a source. The shortcomings of the dsnidvere declaratives are infelicitous were
explained in these terms.

The present analysis departs significantly from diagGunlogson 2003, and differs as well
from other recent treatments such as Nilsenova, B@&@els 1997, and Poschmann (this
volume). One important point of commonality, howe\re the association of declaratives with
commitment, ‘assertiveness’, or the like. All oéfle accounts accept the premise that the
declarative component contributes in some fastodhe interpretation, and that its contribution
goes, roughly speaking, on the assertive sideeoldtiger rather than the inquisitive. A
corresponding premise is that rising intonationlisnately responsible, directly or indirectly, in
part or wholly, for the relative ease with which I@ast some) rising declaratives are
interpretable as questioning. The analyses diffesicierably in how they approach the problem
of how these elements join to produce a questioeffegt, and the accompanying problem of
what a ‘questioning effect’ amounts to. One poindifference relevant here is the focus on
distributional restrictions as a phenomenon in refeekplanation in both the present analysis
and Gunlogson 2003. The goal of accounting forghestrictions on declaratives as questions,
which is at the heart of this proposal, does mpirk significantly in the other proposals. A direct
comparison is therefore somewhat difficult, althiouigvill comment briefly on Gunlogson 2003
and on Poschmann’s proposal.

The present analysis shares with Gunlogson 200fitttamental premise that declaratives
are ‘true to form’ in expressing commitment acrivgsr range of use, including questioning. In
contrast to the proposal made here, Gunlogson 206@ted lack of speaker commitment as a
definitional property of ‘questions’ and proposédttthe rise was responsible for assigning the
declarative commitment to tleeldresseeconsistent with interpretation of a rising deatare as
a question. A biased context resulted from the estlre’s commitment while the speaker could
remain uncommitted. The restrictions were takefollow from a contextual bias condition
requiring that the addressee be understood as dtednto the content of the rising declarative in
the context of utterance; only then, with an adsegecognized as already in possession of the
content, could the declarative be taken as a aquresti

Some of the flaws of the 2003 approach are notdédsghmann (this volume). Her
criticism of the Contextual Bias Condition was rbéad accepted in the presentation of data in
Section 2.1. While | cannot address the rest otRogann’s observations in detail, | do want to
acknowledge their role in the rethinking that wiend the substantially revised analysis
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presented here. In particular, her detailing ofdifferences between ‘echo’ declarative questions
and what she calls ‘confirmative’ questions wasuigrtial in my decision to confine attention at
first to instances of what | call ‘initiating’ qugsns. (Poschmann’s ‘confirming’ and my
‘initiating’ categories are quite similar, possilidientical, depending on how the definitions are
construed.)

Beyond the fine points of category names and dedims, there is a more significant
difference between Poschmann’s binary classificaf@eho vs. confirmative question) and my
de factodivision of declarative questions into IDQs vs. ttleing else. | have not proposed that
the IDQ category has theoretical significance,adwt intend to do so. For Poschmann, by
contrast, the categories of echo questions andromative questions correspond to two distinct
kinds of speech acts. A confirmative question id 8aoperate as a ‘tentative assertion’, an idea
that sounds quite compatible with the notion oftcagent commitment put forward here.
Assessment is difficult, though, because the lef/ahalysis is different in the two cases: where
Poschmann’s account uses speech acts such as QbitgTinvolves more primitive elements
than speech acts (suchkasng a sourceand can be viewed as an attempt to derive aaateg
like QUEST.

| expect the account offered here to generalize ‘onverance-based’ uses of declarative
guestions, including at least some of the usesi@iled as echoes by Poschmann (reserving
judgment for now on whether there is a core sussethoes warranting special treatment; as
Poschmann notes, the relevant distinctions aremaely clear-cut). Echoing uses differ
crucially from IDQs in their context of utterand&y definition, when an echoing declarative is
uttered, the context isot neutral with respect to the declarative conterstdad, the initial
speaker is committed as source, with the resultthiegaechoer does not have to be. The relative
freedom of the echoer is reflected in the obsemwdtnat echo questions (rising ones at least)
allow for a broader range of attitudes, includikgicism, than IDQs do. Ultimately, | expect
this difference to be traceable to the indepengendtivated Source Principle.
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