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ABSTRACT

SEMANTIC OPERATORS IN DIFFERENT DIMENSIONS
Tatjana Scheffler
Supervisor: Maribel Romero

This thesis studies the interface of truth-conditional aad-truth-conditional meaning
by investigating constructions whose meaning and userd#eause their semantic con-
tributions are distributed differently over the semantimensions. The constructions in
guestion are certain clausal adjuncts and complements.

For clausal adjuncts, | argue that two words for ‘becaus&@mman \veil anddenr)
contribute the same semantic operator (causality), butifereht semantic dimensions.
While weil operates in the assertion (or at issue) dimenglenncontributes instead a side
comment (or conventional implicature). Consequently,tiin@ words differ both in their
range of use as well as in their semantic behavior as partggigentences. | point out the
same empirical dichotomy for other adjuncts such as re@ndrrelevance conditionals,
althoughclauses, and different kinds of adverbs. | show that foheafcthe construc-
tions similar semantic differences result because an tgrasacontributed on the at issue
dimension in one case, and as a conventional implicatutesiother.

In the realm of complement clauses | investigate complemehattitude verbs. Of
the large range of constructions that express the semagticngnts of attitude verbs, |
study two in this thesis: slifting and embedded verb-seaadses. | show that these two
constructions again mirror the situation as witkil anddennabove: | propose that the two
constructions contribute the same semantic pieces, buibdie them differently over the
semantic dimensions of assertion and conventional inpliea

In multiple case studies, this thesis thus addresses sorthe ohost important ques-
tions in linguistic semantics: What are the semantic piesssciated with a certain word
or construction? How are these semantic pieces distritawtedthe known dimensions of
meaning? And what effects does the individual distribubbmeaning parts over seman-
tic dimensions have for the overall meaning, function, arstalirse effects of complex
utterances?

The issue of the dimensionality of semantic entailmentsidound to a particular lan-
guage (group), and the phenomena | study are generally-lingssstically well-attested.
For practical reasons, though, the discussion in this defs@n concentrates mostly on
examples from German and English.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This thesis studies the interface of truth-conditional and-truth-conditional meaning. |
investigate constructions whose meaning and use diffesiusectheir semantic contribu-
tions are distributed differently over the semantic dinmiens. The constructions in ques-
tion are clausal adjuncts and complements.

For clausal adjuncts, | argue that two words for ‘becaus&@mman \veil anddenr)
contribute the same semantic operator (causality), butiibereht semantic dimensions.
While weil operates in the assertion (or truth-conditional) dimemgie@nncontributes in-
stead a side comment (or conventional implicature). Camesetty, the two words differ
both in their range of use as well as in their semantic belnavilarger sentences. | point
out the same empirical dichotomy for other adjuncts suctegslar and relevance condi-
tionals,althoughclauses, and different kinds of adverbs. Based on thidaiinéehavior, |
extend the analysis to cover these parallel cases.

In the realm of complement clauses | investigate complesneiattitude verbs. There
exists a large range of constructions that express the senaaguments of attitude verbs.
In this thesis, | investigate two of these cases: slifting @mbedded verb-second clauses.
show that these two constructions again mirror the sitna®withweil anddennabove: |
propose that the two constructions contribute the samersenmeces, but distribute them
differently over the semantic dimensions of assertion amventional implicature.

In multiple case studies, this thesis thus addresses sorthe ehost important ques-
tions in linguistic semantics: What are the semantic piesssciated with a certain word
or construction? How are these semantic pieces distrilatedthe known dimensions of
meaning? And what effects does the individual distribubbmeaning parts over seman-
tic dimensions have for the overall meaning, function, arstalirse effects of complex
utterances?

The issue of the dimensionality of semantic entailmentsidound to a particular lan-
guage (group), and the phenomena | study are generally-kngssstically well-attested.
For practical reasons, though, the discussion in this defs@n concentrates mostly on
examples from German and English.



1.1 Linguistic Meaning and Semantic Dimensions

The central topic of modern linguistic semantics is the gheteation of the compositional
meanings of lexical items and syntactic constructions. Bdmc principle of modern se-
mantics at least since the work of Richard Montague is Fsagehpositionalityprinciple:

(1) “The meaning of a complex expression is a function of tleaning of its parts and
of the syntactic rules by which they are combined.” (Parted.1990, p. 316)

The syntax is represented in tree-form. For the semantieseptation | will use the
Lambda calculus as employed in the Montagovian traditi@ahsaandardized in (Heim and
Kratzer, 1998). In this tradition, syntactic construcB@nd lexical items each make their
individual semantic contributions, which are combined positionally to yield the mean-
ing of the entire sentence. The first and foremost task foidiimeal semanticist is therefore
to determine the exact semantic pieces that each lexicalatesyntactic construction con-
tributes to the whole of complex sentences.

During this process of establishing the particular sencar@ntributions of certain lexi-
cal items and constructions, it has been noted that notrathegc parts seem to be created
equal. The focus of finding the meaning associated with a wombnstruction is on their
external semantic behavior, that is, how it works togethiéin wther meaning components
to yield the meaning of complex sentences. These final dedemotations of complex
sentences are the basis for evaluation of a semantic andlgsause they are more eas-
ily observed: They should match our intuitions about the mregof utterances, and they
can be tested in models and scenarios. Exactly in this cotigrea behavior, i.e., how a
semantic piece behaves within larger constructions, akddferent classes of items have
been identified.

Traditionally, the focus in formal semantics has been orirthith conditions associated
with a sentence, i.e. what would make the sentence true. diitmension of meaning is
also called assertion (since it is the asserted contentégaar declarative sentence), or
at-issue content (Potts, 2005However, some meaning parts that can be identified show
different compositional behavior.

As a well-known example, consider the following two sentmc

(2) Peter stopped eating meat.
(3) Peter didn’t stop eating meat.

There are two contributions made by (2). First, that Petereatly does not eat meat.
And second, that Peter used to eat meat previously. Whers é&hbedded under negation,
the first contribution is negated, while the second remanthanged.

Although this has been the topic of hot discussion, the atiitensensus in linguistic
semantics holds that such tests show that the two meaning) @fa2) are distinct kinds
of meaning from each other, they are on different semantieedsions. While the first
contribution (that Peter doesn’'t eat meat now) is the asseof (2), the second (that Peter

LIn this thesis, | will generally use the term “assertion’hifg does not lead to any confusion in the context.
| also use “at-issue content” synonymously.



used to eat meat) is the presupposition. The formal anaysi®ehavior of presuppositions
has been relatively well-studied (Beaver, 1997).

Another dimension of meaning that leads to different serodoghavior within larger
utterances is the conventional implicatures (Grice, 190hts, 2005). Among other items,
nominal appositives, such agassionate animal-rights activist the following example,
have been identified as contributing their meaning in thezeotional implicature dimen-
sion. That Peter is an animal-rights activist is not asdeirie(4). Rather, the speaker
expresses this fact as a side comment on the main assehatriP@ter is a vegan).

(4) Peter, a passionate animal-rights activist, is a vegan.

At least three dimensions of meaning have thus been idehitifine previous literature:
assertion, presupposition, and conventional implicatéhethese dimensions host seman-
tic parts, i.e., parts of the meanings of words and constmst But the dimensions differ
with respect to each other in the way that these meaningybetithin larger utterances.
Thus, the second indispensable task of the semanticist&termining the individual con-
tributions of words and constructions is to establish haesgéhpieces of meaning distribute
over the semantic dimensions.

Fulfilling this task for some case studies is essentiallyttpac of this dissertation.
The basic insight from the perspective of formal semansi¢kat truth-conditional content
(assertion) is not all there is to it. Other types of meaniegdto be clearly distinguished
and determined. Paying attention to the dimensionalityngfistic semantics will lead to
better semantic analyses that more accurately captureothplex behavior of linguistic
expressions.

In addressing this topic, this work meets the focus of dpsesa linguists interested
in meaning in the middle: Descriptively, near-synonymowsds or constructions often
have notable differences in their usage and in constramtheir behavior within larger
utterances or discourses. As one part of formal pragmatéggng attention to the dimen-
sionality of the meaning parts can lead to formal analysebede observed facts. Even
though the truth-conditional contribution of some itemsyrba the same, differences in
the meaning parts contributed in the other dimensions may te functional and usage
effects. Alternatively, as observed repeatedly in thisiggwo items or constructions may
contribute the same semantic parts, but arrange themetitigron the semantic dimen-
sions. This “dimension switch” consistently leads to usdifierences between the two
near-synonymous items that are only detected in rigora@iste

1.2 Goals and Organization of This Thesis

This thesis aims to address the basic questions identifiecealbvhat semantic pieces are
associated with certain lexical items or constructionsd, laow these pieces are distributed
over the semantic dimensions. | look at operators which posblems for the current
semantic architecture because they show interesting csitigpal behavior. In this disser-
tation, | develop suitable multidimensional meanings fese items that account for their



previously unexpected syntactic and semantic properties.

In the first part of this thesis, | study certain adjuncts thatot directly modify the
denotation of their semantic argument. | show that thestesea adjuncts (adverbs, cer-
tain because if-, andalthoughclauses) can be utterance modifiers if they operate on the
conventional implicature dimension. Building on previausrk mainly by Potts (2005), |
develop parallel analyses for a large range of cases thaittargvely similar.

(5) Frankly, John is the best poker player.

(6) If I may be frank, John is the best poker player.

(7) Since you asked me to be frank, John is the best pokeriplaye
(8) Although this may be too frank, you're not the best poleyer.

| argue that the adverbs, the discourse connectivesausesince although) and the
conditionals contribute the same meaning piece as in thdaegase, but sometimes con-
tribute this meaning as a conventional implicature instefadn the assertion dimension.
This allows these operators to target utterances as thggimeents instead of just proposi-
tions. Thus, | provide a semantic analysis of relevance itionals, and utterance modi-
fying readings of adverbs and discourse connectives, wdgcbunts for the differences in
their behavior with respect to regular conditionals, aiserbecauseclauses. The differ-
ence is not in the actual pieces of meaning that are assdaidiie the lexical items, but in
the distribution of these parts of meaning over the semalntiensions.

In the case of complements, | make a similar discovery. statnplements of attitude
verbs with verb second word order in German (9), as well &ngls (10).

(9) Peter glaubt, Hans ist der beste Pokerspieler.
Peter believes, Hans is the best poker player.
‘Peter believes that Hans is the best poker player.’

(10) Hans, glaubt Peter, ist der beste Pokerspieler.
Hans, believes Peter, is the best poker player.
‘Hans, Peter believes, is the best poker player.’

In the common examples, these two constructions have aasimiganing and are part
of a large paradigm of constructions through which an atétuerb can combine with its
semantic argument. Again, | show that the semantic sirtylaf the two constructions
follows from the fact that the semantic pieces at play arestiiee. However, these pieces
are distributed differently over the semantic dimensioinagssertion and conventional im-
plicature, which leads to intricate differences in the agtit and semantic behavior.

The results that | obtain in the course of addressing thgsed@re presented in the
following way:

e In chapter 2, | link the semantic and syntactic propertiesittdrance modifying
adverbials likerankly.

¢ | then propose a semantic analysisdehnvs. weil (‘because’), two causal connec-
tives in German, accounting for their semantic differeremed similarities (chapter
3).



A new analysis of relevance conditionals that correctlyteegs their meaning, and
successfully ties their non-conditional impact to theinditional form is developed
in chapter 4.

¢ | discover a semantic shift paradigm according to whichesereg modifiers can con-
tribute their meaning on the conventional implicatureeast of the assertion dimen-
sion, allowing them to take utterances instead of propmsstias arguments. This
paradigm that unifies relevance-type readingsexfauseandalthoughclauses with
relevance conditionals as well as with utterance modifydgerbials, is presented
in chapter 5.

¢ In the first part of chapter 6, | revise the generalizationtofuale verb classes that
allow for complements with verb second word order and tHérsji construction in
German.

¢ Inthe second part of chapter 6, this leads to my proposal nifeed analysis of verb-
second embedding and slifting in German that accounts &r semantic closeness
through common pieces of meaning and their behavioralréifiees through con-
trasting multidimensional semantics. Verb-second emingadhd slifting are shown
to be part of a paradigm of argument-taking for attitude sewith small differences
between the multidimensional semantics of each of the oaetgins.

e Chapter 7 concludes.

Beware! This is a single-spaced version, not the official cgp All page numbers
will therefore be wrong. Please do not cite this version.



Chapter 2

Sentence Adverbs

It has been observed repeatedly that some semantic adpmetst seem to modify the
propositional content of their complements directly, mdtead appear to modify a dif-
ferent, usually “larger” object, for example the speechcaetied out by the utterance of
their complement (Rutherford, 1970; Bach, 1999). Theserau$ are puzzling for compo-
sitional semanticists, since computing their semantidrdmtion must involve more than
simple function application of the functor (adjunct) todlisect argument. In this chapter,
| discuss a first group of such adjuncts, a subclass of semtherbials such dsankly,
honestly | present their telltale semantic and syntactic propgrtshich distinguish them
from other S-adverbs. | show how they have been analyzedragitional implicature
items (Potts, 2005), using a variant of the performativedtlypsis (Ross, 1970). After re-
capitulating how this analysis accounts for the semantpg@ities of these adverbs, | link
it to their unusual syntactic behavior in German. Finallgkétch an anaphoric approach
as an alternative to the performative hypothesis. Thisratere framework allows me to
avoid some less elegant consequences of the performapveagh.

The chapter is structured as follows: | introduce the togisentence adverbials in
section 2.1. Section 2.2 demonstrates the semantic unelabiity of evaluative and ut-
terance modifying adverbs. Section 2.3 shows the lack disyic integration in German
for sentence adverbials modifying the utterance relatinrsection 2.4 | present the anal-
ysis of utterance modifying adverbs as a particular kindomfventional implicature items,
and in section 2.5 | propose an alternative analysis as ansph

2.1 Types of Sentence Adverbs

There are many kinds of adverbs that adjoin to the sentersteéade propositional com-
plements (see e.g. Lang, 1979; Pittner, 1999). For the gesoof this chapter, at least the
following types of adverbs with propositional complemeats of interest (see also Potts,
2005, pp. 138-151):

(11) a. Regular propositional adverlmobably, necessarily, possibly
b. Evaluative adverbainfortunately, amazingly

6



c. Utterance modifying adverb&ankly, man to man

According to Lang (1979, p. 201), sentence adverbs arendisished from other kinds
of adverbs (such as manner adverbs) by at least the factehtdree adverbs cannot be
asked for using Aowquestion (a typical VP-level adverb question). This isngoout for
the types of adverbs in (11).

(12) How did Peter pass the test? — *Probably./*Unfortulyatérankly.

The three classes of adverbs of interest here differ inesterg ways. The@robably
type are regular sentence adverbs which modify the praposibntributed by their com-
plement. Thus, (13) expresses that it is probable that Patsed the test.

(13) Peter probably passed the test.

Evaluative adverbs of thenfortunatelytype also modify the proposition contributed
by the clause they adjoin to. Potts (2005) calls them “speakented” adverbs since
they express the attitude of the speaker towards the pitogogr the complement. This
becomes especially obvious when one compares the use odduetbs in their evaluative,
speaker-oriented meaning (14) to their use as a mannertaghey.

(14) Luckily, Willie won the pool tournament. (Potts, 20@%, (4.121a))
(15) Willie luckily won the pool tournament. (Potts, 200%, ¢4.122a))

In (14), Willie may have won the tournament entirely by skilhe adverhuckily is used
merely to express the speaker’s positive attitude towdmidsoutcome. In contrast, the fact
that Willie won is attributed at least in part to luck by (15).

The third type of adverbs, phrases suclfragkly or man to mando not modify merely
the proposition expressed by their complement. Insteag,dahe used to make a comment
on the speech act carried out by the utterance of this conguierfior this reason they have
been called utterance modifying. Thus, in (16), what is deiescribed as frank is not the
fact that you're not the best poker player itself, but ratimgrstatement of this fact. | am
being frank in saying that you are a bad poker player.

(16) Frankly, you're not the best poker player.

This last class of adverbs is the one that this chapter is mtsested in. In the fol-
lowing, | point out some distinctive semantic and syntaptigperties of utterance modi-
fying adverbs, in particular, that they are semanticallgmbeddable and that they are not
syntactically integrated in German. Further, | show howahalysis of these adverbs as
conventional implicature items accounts for these progeinh a natural way. This will be
the basis for my new analysis of other kinds of adjuncts &eltecauseandif-clauses) in
later chapters of this thesis.

2.2 Semantic Unembeddability

The first important property of certain sentence adverbgfsanitic unembeddability. It
has been shown in the literature that some adverbs, even thbgrappear syntactically
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embedded under other operators, still contribute theimimggat the highest level. In par-
ticular, this property has been demonstrated for evaleaitverbs by Bonami and Godard
(2005), who show that adverbs likealheureusemeirftunfortunately’) cannot be embed-
ded in the antecedent of a conditional, in questions, unegation, and in the consequent
of a counterfactual; and that they cannot be openly deniedhis section, | apply their
tests to the other two classes of adverbs, and show thaantemodifying adverbs are
similarly unembeddable (see also Potts, 2005, p. 145ffgohtrast, regular propositional
adverbs such gsrobablyare easily embeddable under other functors.

2.2.1 Antecedent of Conditionals

Bonami and Godard (2005) show that evaluative adverbs ¢tdmnembedded in the an-
tecedent of a conditional.

(17) #Si les otages sont, malheureusementlibérés, la France aura
If the hostagesare unfortunately freed, the France will have
dod accepter des tractations avec les terroristes.
had to acceptedthe dealings with the terrorists.
‘If the hostages are, unfortunately, freed, France willehaad to accept
transactions with the terrorists.’

According to Bonami and Godard, (17) (their ex. (16b)) is natural, because it would
imply that liberating hostages is unfortunate. The ser@@annot have a reading that “If it
is unfortunate that the hostages are freed, then Francéavi# had to accept transactions
with the terrorists”, because the adverb doesn’'t embedruhdé-clause.

Similarly, utterance modifying adverbs may not be embedddide antecedent of con-
ditionals. Sentence (18) cannot have the sensible reatfiign“frankly saying that John
is an idiot, then I'm just being honest”, whehankly is embedded within thé-clause.
Propositional adverbs on the other hand can be embedddy €49i) has the interpreta-
tion “If it is possible that Hans will come as well, I'll alrelgt book a table (now).” The
adverbvielleicht(‘maybe’) is semantically part of thé-clause.

(18) #If John s, frankly, an idiot, then I'm just being hohes

(19 Wenn Hans vielleicht auch kommt, reserviereich schon einen Tisch.
If Hans maybe also comes, reserve | already a table.
‘If Hans maybe comes as well, | will already book a table.’

2.2.2 Questions

In a question, evaluative adverbs are interpreted outditleeajuestion operator (Bonami
and Godard, 2005, ex. (11a)):

(20) Qui est, bizarrement,arrive a I'heure?
Who is, strangely, arrived on time?
‘Who has, strangely, arrived on time?’
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The authors claim that this question can only be interpragegVho was on time? And if
there was someone who was on time, it's strange that thatperas on time.” Although it
is not quite obvious how to obtain such an interpretation@mpositional way, it is clear
that the adverbizarremen(‘strangely’) is not embedded under the question operatoe.h

Utterance modifiers have an addressee-oriented meaningsgtigns, as demonstrated
by Potts’ example (21). Here, the addressee is asked to atis&vguestion in an honest
way.

(21) Honestly, has Ed fled? (Potts, 2005, ex. (4.152b))

Potts (2005) concludes that utterance modifying adver®sabiguous between a declar-

ative and a question meaning. Either way, both of these mgadire semantically unem-

beddable. The question versiontafnestlyis not embedded under the question operator.
In contrast, propositional adverbs likkely can be embedded in a question.

(22) (What do you think:) Who is (most) likely going to win tBgirocup?

(23) Wer gewinnt wahrscheinlich/ am wahrscheinlichsterdie EM?
Who wins probably / most probably the Eurocup?
‘Who will probably / most likely win the Eurocup?’

2.2.3 Negation

If a sentence contains negation as well as an evaluativertadeely one word order is
possible in French, leading to only one scopal reading (a¢uative adverb on top of
negation). Trying to force the other scope relation by clvang¢he word order in French
leads to ungrammaticality:

(24) *Paul n'est pas malheureusement bizarrementvenu.
Paul clis not unfortunately | strangely come.

‘Paul didn’t unfortunately / strangely come.’

Bonami and Godard observe that sentence (24) (their ex.))(B2enpossible because it
would commit the speaker to two contradictory propositiaimst Paul didn’t come, and
that it is unfortunate / strange that Paul came.

For English, only the scope ordeDVERB > NOT is allowed for evaluative and utter-
ance modifying adverbs.

(25) John unfortunately didn’t win the poker game.
(26) John frankly isn’t the best poker player.

In contrast to evaluative and utterance modifying advepbspositional sentence ad-
verbs are sometimes possible under negation, as shown yreheh example given by
Bonami and Godard (2005, ex. (22b)), or its English couraer{28)?*

1The propositional adverprobablyis also apparently impossible under negation:

0] Paul probably didn’t win.



(27) Paul n'est pas forcéement venu.
Paul clis not necessarilycome.

‘Paul hasn’t necessarily come.’
(28) John didn’t necessarily win yet.

When evaluative and utterance modifying adverbs are siycadly embedded under
negation, this often leads to a manner reading for the adwersb example, consider the
evaluative adverhuckily in (29—30). NormallyJuckily behaves likainfortunatelyand othe
evaluative adverbs, in that it takes scope outside of thieesea negation. Trying to force
the higher scope for the negation as in (30) leads to only anarareading. (30) expresses
that Paul didn’t win by luck. It does not say anything aboet $sppeaker’s evaluation of this
fact. In the true evaluative reading as in (29), the speadgands it as their good fortune
that Paul didn’t win, but it is not stated whether Paul lostumk or by skill alone.

(29) Paul luckily didn’t win. (evaluativa,ucKy > NOT)
(30) Paul didn’t win luckily. (mannemoT > LUCKY)
2.2.4 Denial

Evaluative adverbs likeinfortunatelyor the utterance modifieman to mancannot be
overtly contradicted in the same way as assertions:

(31) A: Paul a malheureusemenperdu I'élection.
Paul has unfortunately lost the election.
‘Paul unfortunately lost the election.’
B: # Cest faux, je trouve que c’est une tres bonne nouvelle!
That's false, I find that thisis a very good news!
‘That's false, | think those are very good news!’
(32) A: Democrat to democrat, | really thought that recemtesiin wasn’t so good.
B: # That's false, I'm an independent!

In contrast, propositional adverbs can be denied:

(33) A: Es wird hochstwahrscheinlictregnen.
It will most likely rain.

‘It's most likely going to rain.’

(i)  *Paul didn’t probably win.

This is unexpected given the current classification. In fli$ may point to a semantic propertymbbably.
Probablymay already be used in an evidential function, to mark thstepiic evidence that a speaker has
available. Evidentials, at least under the analysis pregpdas chapter 6, have a multidimensional meaning.
Only the assertion-level part of this meaning would embetkbuioperators. Furthermore, chapter 6 discusses
that evidentials seem to be incompatible with negation bee¢he presence of negation often leads to clashes
between the contributions in the two dimensions. This éffeay be at play in the case of negation and
probablyas well.
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B: Das stimmt nicht, die Regenwahrscheinlichkeiist nur 20%.
That be right not, the chance of rain is only 20%.

‘That'’s not right, the chance of rain is only 20%.’

2.2.5 Attitude Verbs

Bonami and Godard (2005, section 3.2) also discuss embgodlievaluative adverbs un-
der attitude verbs. According to Potts’ 2005 logic, ClI iteans generally unembeddable,
including embedding under attitude verbs. This is what hasfiior the Cls he studies, for
example for expressive items liklamn(Potts, 2005, p. 17). Potts notes that expressives
that are syntactically embedded under attitude verbs tieless are understood as opin-
ions of the matrix speaker. For example, in the followingrghce, it is not implied that
the clothes dryer company has a negative attitude towa g@soducts:

(34) We bought a new electric clothes dryer. [...] Nowhem itlisay that the damn
thing didn’t come with an electric plug! (Potts, 2005, ex1@)

This expectation of semantic unembeddability is borne augvaluative adverbs under
certain attitude verbs. For example in (35), judging the asrucky is not part of John’s
belief or disbelief. The sentence contrasts with (36), whhe manner adverb luckily is
semantically embedded under the attitude. (36) meansdhatdidn’t believe that we won
in a lucky way (although our team may still have won, for exényy skill). (35) with an
evaluative adverb doesn’t have this reading. Instkatkily here can only be a judgment
by the speaker on the fact that the speaker’s team won.

(35) John didn’t believe that our team, luckily, won.
(36) John didn’t believe that our team won luckily.

However, Bonami and Godard (2005, ex. (26)) find that the ¢hextlverbs are some-
times embeddable under certain attitude verbs, most nosayling verbs likeexpliquer
(‘explain’):

(37) Marie expliquait que le prétre, bizarrement, avait perdu la foi.
Marie explained that the priest, strangely, had lost the faith.
‘Marie said that, strangely, the priest has lost his faith.’

Bonami and Godard (2005) claim that in (37), the speaker dotkave to share the judg-
ment that the priest’s losing his faith is strange. It couddelntirely Marie’s opinion. This
data suggests that there are two types of evaluative adwarldich one cannot be em-
bedded at all, whereas the other allows limited embeddinigusaying verbs.

For utterance modifying adverbs, Potts (2005, ex. (4.14iws that they are seman-
tically unembeddable under attitude verbs:

(38) #Bill said that, confidentially, Al's wife is having afffair.

Propositional sentence adverbs are of course easily erabkddnder all kinds of atti-
tudes:
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probably unfortunately frankly

conditionals v — _
negation v — _
guestions v — _
attitude verbs v (-) _

Table 2.1: Semantic (un)embeddability of sentence adverbs

(39) Bill said that Al's wife is probably having an affair.
(40) Bill denied that Al's wife is probably having an affair.

2.2.6 Semantic (Un)embeddability of Three Types of SenteacAd-
verbs

In this section, | have tested the three classes of sentelveets for their ability to embed
semantically under other semantic operators, such asioeggtiestions, conditionals, as
well as attitude verbs. The data show that evaluative aredartte modifying adverbs differ
from regular propositional sentence adverbs in that theysamantically unembeddable.
Table 2.1 sums up the findings in this section.

It has been argued for evaluative and utterance modifyingrad that their unembed-
dability follows from their semantic status as conventiamglicature items (Potts, 2005;
Bonami and Godard, 2005). | will pursue this in section 2.4t fot before | consider
another striking property of some sentence adverbs, syntatntegration.

2.3 Properties of German Sentence Adverbs

Verb-second word order (V2) in German main clauses is ckeniaed by the fact that
exactly one sentence-initial adjunct or argument is imtedly followed by the finite verb.
This phenomenon is shown in sentences (41-43).

(41) Der Junge hat auf dem Weg eine Ente gesehen.
The boy has on the path a  duck seen.

(42) Auf dem Weg hat der Junge eine Ente gesehen.
On the path has the boy a  duck seen.

(43) Eine Ente hat der Junge auf dem Weg gesehen.
A duck has the boy on the path seen.
‘The boy saw a duck on the path.

The subject is in initial position in (41), before the finitediary hat (‘has’). If an adjunct
(42) or argument (43) is topicalized instead, the subjextoQy’) then appears after the
finite auxiliary.

12



In German, propositional adverbs are usually integratealtime V2 main clause they
modify: They can either appear in the initial topic positi@m which case they are im-
mediately followed by the finite verb, or the adverbs occugyoaition in theMittelfeld,
somewhere after the finite verb. In this section, | invesédlae properties of the three types
of sentence adverbs mentioned above. | show that a clasatehse adverbs does not ap-
pear syntactically integrated in German: the utteranceifieosl Instead, these adjuncts
stand outside of the main clause, which exhibits V2 word onmdgependently (excluding
the adverb). This distinguishes the utterance modifyinggdus from propositional as well
as evaluative adverbs. At the same time, German evaluativeitterance modifying ad-
verbs are unembeddable under semantic operators just ashaas before for English
and French. The two properties of semantic unembeddahititsyntactic unintegration
distinguish utterance modifying adverbs from the other types of sentence adverbs.

2.3.1 TheprobablyType

The first type of adverbs are propositional adverbs Viedrscheinlich(‘probably’). This
class of adverbs is obligatorily integrated in the V2 clams@erman:

(44) Wahrscheinlichhat er es nicht ernst gemeint.
Probably has he it not seriously meant.

‘He probably didn’t mean it seriously.’
(45) *Wahrscheinlicher hat es nicht ernst gemeint.
Probably he has it not seriously meant.

‘He probably didn’t mean it seriously.’

As shown above for English, these are regular assertia-&lverbs that are seman-
tically embeddable. Example (46) shows the German prdpasitadverbvahrscheinlich
(‘probably’) embedded in the antecedent of a conditional.

(46) Wenn Peter wahrscheinlichmorgen kommt, missenwir heute
If Peter probably tomorrow comes, must we today
einkaufen.
go shopping.
‘If it is probable that Peter will come tomorrow, we have togfmpping today.’

2.3.2 TheunfortunatelyType

The second class of adverbs includes speaker-orientedatival adverbs likéeider (‘un-
fortunately’). These adverbs are also obligatorily ingggd in German:

47) Leider hat er es nicht ernst gemeint.
Unfortunately has he it not seriously meant.

‘Unfortunately he didn’t mean it’
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(48) *Leider er hat es nicht ernst gemeint.
Unfortunately he has it not seriously meant.

‘Unfortunately he didn’t mean it’

These adverbs cannot be semantically embedded, as noedfople by Lang (1979),
and documented above in section 2.2 for their French copeatesz The same can be
demonstrated for German by comparing for example the etradu@nembeddable) adverb
leider (‘unfortunately’) with the semantically related (embell#g phrases ist schad€it
is unfortunate’). Consider these two mini-dialogues:

(49 A: Schade, dass du schon morgen kommen willst.
Unfortunate, that you already tomorrow come  want.

‘It's unfortunate that you already want to come tomorrow.’

B:  Wenn es schade ist, dassich morgen kommen will, dann
If it unfortunateis, that | tomorrow come  want, then
komme ich eben spater.
come | (part.) later.
‘I it's unfortunate that | want to come tomorrow, then I'lbme later.’
(50) A: Leider willst du schon morgen kommen.

Unfortunately want you already tomorrow come.
‘Unfortunately you want to come already tomorrow.’

B: #Wenn ich leider schon morgen kommen will, dann
If | unfortunately already tomorrow come  want, then
komme ich eben spater.
come | (part.) later.

‘If I unfortunately want to come tomorrow, then | will cometéa’

While the first interaction is fine and coherent, the secomusider (‘unfortunately’)
fails for several reasons. It implies that the speaker danmsitheir own plans unfortunate
(since the evaluative adverb ‘unfortunately’ is attrimiback to the speaker), and it states
that if the speaker wants to come tomorrow, then the speallecame later, which is
incoherent. Both effects are due to the fact tleader (‘unfortunately’) is semantically
unembeddable.

2.3.3 Thefrankly Type

Finally, the third class of sentence adverbs are utteramchfiars likemal ehrlich(‘frankly,
honestly’) andvon Frau zu Frau(‘from woman to woman’). These adverbials cannot be
syntactically integrated in the V2 clause in Gerndan.

2t is worth noting that this third class of sentence advesbal$o not prosodically integrated into the
sentence, in contrast to other adverbs, including the atimtiadverbs such adsider (‘unfortunately’).
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(51) *Mal ehrlich / * Von Frau zu Frau ist er wirklich nicht so
Honestly / From woman to womanjs he really not so

schlau.
smart.
‘Honestly / From woman to woman, he really isn't that smart.’
(52) Mal ehrlich / Von Frau zu Frau, er ist wirklich nicht so schlau.

Honestly / From womantowomanhe is really not so smart.
‘Honestly / From woman to woman, he really isn't that smart.’

Just like the evaluative adverbs, and as has been docuniardethil above, this type
of adverbs may not be embedded under semantic operators. tkwegh these items are
utterance modifying, they do not need to appear at the topeofree. They can be syntac-
tically enclosed in a larger construction. Even in thosesathey contribute semantically
at the top level, showing their semantic unembeddabilityer€ are at least two kinds of
cases where utterance modifying adverbs appear synthctoabedded:

First, they are possible in nonrestrictive relative claumad other supplemental phrases
(see also Potts, 2005, p. 146):

(53) John, who frankly did not lift a finger to help me, compled about dinner later.
Second, they can show up under other operators if the spisakerembedded subject:

(54) I have to go now, because I'm frankly tired of this dissios.

(55) Ich gehe jetzt, weil ich hiervon ganz ehrlich die Nase voll habe.
| leave now, becausel ofthis really honestly the nose full have.
‘I'm leaving now, because I'm frankly done with this.’

In these example$rankly/ganz ehrlichs syntactically embedded inkeecauseclause.
It is not semantically embedded however, since the honestygti the reason for why the
speaker has to leave. Rather, the fact that the speakemig fsank in giving their reason
is contributed as a side commment.

In the frankly-type of adverbials, the utterance modifiers, we have tbezefound a
class of adverbials that is not syntactically integrated] eannot be semantically embed-
ded.

% The impossibility of examples such as (i) may lead one toslelthat utterance modifier cannot even
be embedded syntactically (see Potts, 2005, p. 146).

(i) #Bill said to Al that, man to man, his wife was having anzaff
(Potts, 2005, ex. (4.140d))

According to Potts, the only available interpretation fhistsentence is thahan to manis a manner
(i.e., propositional) modifier oAl's wife is having an affairThe reason for the unavailability of an utterance
modifying reading is not a syntactic constraint howevettbat the reading would be odd because the speaker
is attributing the utterance “His wife was having an affaw”Bill, and the speaker is not actually uttering
it himself, so that it cannot be modified Imyan to mar(Potts, 2005, p. 149). This is because the utterance
modifierman to maris not semantically embedded undeay, and contributes its own side comment. The
following examples in the text show that utterance modifieey well be embedded syntactically, although
their meaning is never embedded in those cases.
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Frankly Speaking

It is necessary to break for a small aside here before | tutihéonext section. There
is a group of adverbs in German with similar meanindgragkly that optionally appears
syntactically integrated into the V2 main clause. The ablias in this group all contain
an overt participle of a saying verb, suchedslich gesag{‘*honestly speaking’) andffen
gestanderf'openly admitted’).

(56) Ehrlich gesagthabe ich keine Lust auf Eis.
Honestly said havel no  mood for icecream.
‘Honestly, I'm not in the mood for icecream.’

(57) Ehrlich gesagt,ich habe keine Lust auf Eis.
Honestly said, | have no  mood for icecream.
‘Honestly, I'm not in the mood for icecream.’

It is not entirely clear why this group of adverbials is ane&pion with regard to syn-
tactic integration. | think the following may be happeningrét The crucial difference
between(mal/ganz) ehrlich(*(once/very) honestly’) anehrlich gesag{(‘honestly speak-
ing") is the presence of ‘speaking’ in the second case. Tlaig i®ad to the adverbial being
not a true utterance modifier, but instead taking a progstiargument just like the eval-
uative adverbs of thenfortunatelytype. The “utterance” part after all is expressed overtly
as part of the modifier itself (‘speaking’), so its argumesm simply be a proposition. An
argument for this is the fact that these adverbials can bastoally embedded undeny
even with a third-person subject (58). Recall that truerattee modifying adverbs such as
mal ehrlich(‘frankly’) cannot be embedded under attitude verbs &kgwith third-person
subjects (59).

(58) Paul meinte zu Peter, dass er ehrlich gesagtkeine Lust  mehr
Paul said to Peter, that he honestly said no interest anymore
hat.
hat.

‘Paul said to Peter that he honestly wasn't interested angmo

(59) *Paul meinte zu Peter, dass er mal ehrlich keine Lust  mehr hat.
Paul said to Peter, that he honestly no interest anymore has.
‘Paul said to Peter that he honestly wasn't interested angmo

Other kinds of embedding are impossible for these advexbihbugh, showing that
they behave like evaluative adverbs (similar to the Frersbredos Bonami and Godard
(2005) analyzed), and not like simple propositional adseatch aprobably For example,
in the following sentence the contribution of honesty is pait of the reason embedded
under ‘because’.

(60) Ich gehe nach Hause, weil ich ehrlich gesagt keine Lust
I go to home, becausel honestly said no interest
mehr habe.
anymore have.
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probably unfortunately frankly

embedding
conditionals
negation
guestions
attitude verbs

integration
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v
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Table 2.2: Semantic and syntactic properties of three tgpssntence adverbs.

‘I'm going home, because I'm frankly not interested anymiore

2.3.4 Properties of Three Types of Sentence Adverbs

German sentence adverbs are syntactically and semaytichland interesting. In this and
the previous sections, | have shown that there are (at lgasg types of sentence adverbs
in German: (i) propositional adverbs of theobablytype, which can be semantically em-
bedded and are syntactically integrated; (ii) evaluatixeabs such asnfortunatelywhich
cannot be semantically embedded but are still syntagfigatégrated in German, and (iii)
the frankly-type of utterance modifiers, which can neither be semdhtieenbedded nor
are syntactically integrated. This state of affairs is swarped in table 2.2.

From the standpoint of compositional semantics, adverlieofirst type are not sur-
prising: they are sentence adjuncts that behave exac#\olile would expect (embedding
under other operators and integrated syntactically in Viglages). The adverbs of types
(ii) and (iii) are puzzling, however, since their semantahbvior within larger sentences
begs an explanation. In the remainder of this chapter, lowilline the explanation that has
been put forward for the semantic properties of these advéhleir status as conventional
implicatures. Then, | focus on the third type of adverbs,utierance modifiers. | try to
link their status as conventional implicature items witkitlspecial syntactic property (not
being integrated into the V2 clause).

2.4 Utterance Modifiers and Conventional Implicature

Any analysis of speech act adverbs likenkly should pay attention to the three points ob-
served above: First, these adverbs modify not the propositi which they are adjoined,
but the utterance (or speech act) expressed in their hostrs®n(for German, see e.g.,
Mittwoch, 1977; Thim-Mabrey, 1988; Pittner, 1999). Secoasldiscussed in section 2.2,
these adverbs are semantically unembeddable. And thiegl, dre syntactically uninte-
grated in German. The first two observations are put togéh&otts’ (2005) analysis of
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utterance modifying adverbs. He analyzes them as convatiimplicature items. Seman-
tic unembeddability is the hallmark property of convenéibimplicature items.

2.4.1 Conventional Implicature

(Grice, 1975) firstintroduced the class of meanings call@av€ntional Implicatures (CIs).
He briefly discussed the sentence (61), and noted that it ¢ctsntime speaker to the claim
that being brave follows from being an Englishman.

(61) Heis an Englishman: He is, therefore, brave. (Gric&519. 44)

Grice does not dwell on this class of meanings for very long hie does note that they
are separate from ordinary assertions (“what is said”), lthtends them to be distinct
from conversational implicatures in that they are conwerdlly bound to a word or phrase,
and independent of context.

A precise definition of Cls was developed by Potts (2005). odding to this formal-
ization, Cls are a third dimension of lexical meanings, [parto the at-issue contehand
presuppositions. They can be distinguished from the otherdimensions by a range of
tests about their compositional behavior as well as otharadteristic properties. Potts
identifies the following distinctive properties for Cls) Cls are meanings conventionally
associated with words or phrases; (ii) Cls are commitmeidanoy the speaker of the ut-
terance; (iii) they are logically independent of the at essantent, and thus do not influence
the basic truth-conditions for the utterance.

Potts (2005) then introduces a logic for conventional icgdlires, which | am adopting
below. It allows an utterance to trigger any number of Clsicllare provided as entail-
ments independent of the main assertion. The type systehedbtjic does not allow for
operators that take Cl-type meanings as their arguments-tHiollows that Cls cannot be
embedded under any other operators in Potts’ logic. CoalgiSls can take assertion-type
meanings as their arguments.

Potts for example identifies nominal appositives (62) asentional implicature items.

(62) Ames, the former spy, is now behind bars. (Potts, 20052e13c¢))

In (62), the at issue content is just that Ames is now behind.b8hat he is a former
spy is a side comment contributed by the speaker as a coomahtmplicature.

Another typical example of this type of meanings are evalaadverbs likdortunately
or obviously Their contribution is a comment by the speaker on the maeréien of the
utterance (Bonami and Godard, 2005).

(63) John obviously loves Mary.

4Recall from fn. 1, page 2 that this useful term was introdumgdPotts, 2005, p. 23) in order to talk
about the main (truth-conditional) content of an utterarités meant to cover both the asserted content in
an assertion as well as the typical (non-presupposed) sentamtent of questions and commands. In the
following discussion, | will often use this term instead ddip “assertion” to make clear that my claims are
not restricted to simple declarative sentences.
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At Issue Content: p =John loves Mary.
Cl: ltis obvious that p.

Since a crucial property of Cls is their independence of thesaie (truth-conditonal)
content, it follows that they are generally unembeddabldeursemantic operators. For
evaluative adverbs, this has been observed by Bonami andr@¢2005). For example,
compare the following utterances:

(64) a. Itis obvious that John doesn’t love Mary.
b. John obviously doesn't love Mary.

(65) a. Mary is upset because it is obvious that John doesrétter.
b. Mary is upset because John obviously doesn’t love her.

The two versions of (64) convey essentially the same contéoivever, trying to em-
bed these sentences uncovers a striking difference. (6%nisible in a scenario where
John and Mary are just pretending to be in love (e.g., to foeirtfriends). Mary is upset
because John is playing his role badly. However, (65b) isptetaly out in such a situa-
tion. The meaning of (65b) is (i) that Mary is upset becausenhibesn't love her (the at
issue content) and (ii) that it is obvious that John doeswéIMary (the CI). The content
contributed in the CI resists embedding unbecausgeso it seems to “pop out” at the top
level as a speaker’s side comment.

Unembeddability has also been shown for other types of Qs P2005) discusses ex-
tensively what he calls the “scopelessness” of Cl items.eixample, nominal appositives
do not embed properly undbelieve as shown by the following contrast:

(66) a. Sheila believes that the agency interviewed Chuc&néirmed psychopath,
just after his release from prison.
b. % Sheila believes that Chuck is a confirmed psychopath andhkaagency
interviewed Chuck just after his release from prison.
(Potts, 2005, ex. (4.52))

For the German discourse partigée(roughly, ‘you may already know this’), Kratzer
(1999) shows that an operator likecausenust ignore an embeddgalin the computation
of its meaning, i.eja is not semantically embedded undecauseThe at issue content of
(67a) is given in (67b). The particlgg anddochare ignored because they contribute their
meaning on another dimension. Thisjs not semantically embedded undercause It

contributes its meaning independently (roughly ‘“You magadly know that she has to take
care of her twins’).

(67) a. Sie kann ja nicht kommen, weil sie ja doch ihre Zwillinge
She can JA not come, becauseshe JA DOCH her twins
versorgen muss.
take care of must.

‘She JA cannot come, because she JA DOCH must take care afiner't
b. Relevant for the computation of descriptive meaning:
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Sie kann nicht kommen, weil sie ihre Zwillinge versorgen
She can not come becauseshe her twins take care of
muss.

must.

‘She cannot come because she must take care of her twins.’
(Kratzer, 1999, ex. (7))

Since Cl-type meanings can never be the argument of a functi®@otts’ logic, this
guarantees that CI meanings cannot be embedded under aagtgeoperators, and thus
always associate with the top level (the speaker). This éaticdccope™ effect is the most
striking property of Cls, and it has become the basis of timgeeof tests developed by
Bonami and Godard (2005), and replicated above in sect@nliterance modifying ad-
verbs exhibit the semantic unembeddability of conventionplicature items. As speaker-
related side comments they are a good candidate for a Clsaasaly

2.4.2 Potts’ Analysis of Cl Adverbs
Evaluative Adverbs

Evaluative adverbs likanfortunatelyare conventional implicature items, as shown above.
Potts (2005, p. 139ff; “speaker-oriented adverbs”) ndtes tnany adverbs are ambiguous
between a (assertion-level propositional) manner adweaiding and a (Cl-level proposi-
tional) evaluative reading. In that case, the manner vess{68) do not show a comma
intonation, whereas the evaluative versions (69) do (tiheyhonologically unintegrated).

(68) Willie luckily won the pool tournament. (Potts, 2008,122a))
(69) Luckily, Willie won the pool tournament. (Potts, 20(8,121a))

He argues for the existence of a semantic feature calteaviA, which takes assertion-
type meanings to Cl-type meanings. He postulates the follp\general translation for
COMMA, where superscrigt means a type belongs to the assertion dimension and super-
script® marks a ClI type.

(70) COMMA ~~ AX\zx.X(x) : ({(o%, 1), (0 t°)), whereo € {e,s,t} (ibd., (4.114))

The feature applies as a type shifter to phrases such asesu@piary (non-restrictive)
relative clauses and also to adverbs suchrdsrtunatelyor luckily. Given a sentence ad-
verb such atuckily, the syntactic and semantic derivation for a sentence witvaluative
adverb, such as (69), proceeds like this:

(71 S
/\
AdvP S
COMMA —
Willie won the tournament

|
luckily
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(72) win(thetournament,willie) :t*
[

lucky(win(thetournament,willie)) ¢

)\p.lucky(]|)) : (t*,t°)  win(thetournament,willie) :t
ApJucky(p) @ (t%, t%)

As can be seen in (72), the meaninduidkily is first type-shifted to a Cl-type meaning
((t*,t°)). When this function applies to the proposition in its coempént, two things
happen. First, the assertion of the complement is handedalpanged (this can be seen on
the top of the tree as “win(th®urnament,willie) *”). Second, a conventional implicature
(side comment) is contributed as well, “lucky(win(tteurnament,willie)) :t°”. In the
semantic tree, the Cls are separated from the assertion bjea @his way, the two-part
meaning of (69) is captured. It can be read off the tree byroeténg the assertion from
the root of the tree, and collecting any conventional ingilices, which are separated by
bullets, from all nodes of the tree. The eventual meanin§®f (hus comes out, as desired,
as:

(73) Assertion: win(thaournament,willie
Cl:  lucky(win(thetournament,willie))

Utterance Modifying Adverbs

Utterance modifying adverbs are Cl items as well, but th&égdirom evaluative adverbs in
important ways, as observed above. First, they do not takpribposition associated with
their complement as their argument, but an utterance. Acalgk utterance modifiers are
syntactically unintegrated from their complement, whiem de observed in German by
the lack of integration with these adverbs.

Potts (2005) argues to take the term “utterance modifyingfediterally in that adverbs
like frankly are understood to modify the relation between a speakermantterance. He
introduces trees like the following (adapted from (PotB)%, ex. (4.148Y):

(74) a. Frankly, Ed fled.
b. UTT

ILLOC rEd fled”
frankly[speaker utter

S flee(ed)

c. "Edfled'= ( DP VP ed flee
< VAN
Ed fled

51 have stripped off the semantics to make the underlyingasytitt structure clearer.
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In the semantic tree (74b) above, the use of corner quotésmarks that that node
represents not a proposition, but rather the utterance af istbetween the quotes.

As for the first property of utterance modifying adverbsstkind of structure takes the
intuition thatfrankly is a modifier of an utterance relation seriously. Note thabeting to
Potts, the assertion of the sentence in (74a) is the onegludttained by interpreting the
parse tree (74c) up to the highest S node. The advenlily modifies the relation between
the speaker and the utterance, but this is located in theeotiowal implicature dimension.

Contributing its meaning in the CI dimension makes the attee available as an ar-
gument forfrankly. An assertion-level predicate (such as the adpeobably) must attach
below the highest S node, because this is where the asseftiba sentence is computed.
Only a Cl predicate can attach higher and thus modify theantz relation. This explains
why there could be a CI adverb which takes a propositionalraent (such asinfortu-
nately), but not an assertion-level adverb which takes an utterargument.

In the same way, Potts’ analysis fshnkly explains why it is semantically unembed-
dable. First, Cl items are never semantically embeddaileg shere are no operators that
can take Cl type arguments, i.e., there are no operatorsaiuggt the typerc. But more
importantly, Potts (2005, p. 149) argues that utteranceifirecglmust be CI types and can-
not be semantically embeddable, because they modify tagaelbetween the speaker and
an utterance. Recall the following example from footnoteepeated here.

(75) #Bill said to Al that, man to man, his wife was having afaif
(Potts, 2005, ex. (4.140d))

In a sentence such as (75), the speaker is not in an uttergatem with the embedded
clause “Al's wife is having an affair”, so an utterance maglifsuch agnan to marcannot
modify it. Potts cites possible embedding examples with-fiegson subjects (76—77) as
further evidence.

(76) feel that, quite frankly (speaking), Ed is not trustity.
(Potts, 2005, ex. (4.149b))
(77) 1swear that, (speaking) man to man, | did not sell youineahua into slavery.
(Potts, 2005, ex. (4.149c))

In these cases the utterance relation holds between thkespad the embedded clause,
since there is a first person subject. Therefore, this utteraelation may sometimes be
modified by an adverbidl.

The cause for the third property of utterance modifying adseunintegrated syntax
(the lack of integration in V2 in German), cannot be just thet that these adverbs con-
tribute their meaning on the conventional implicature disien, since Cl adverbs such as
leider (‘unfortunately’) appear integrated in German (see sa@i@8). But contributing its
meaning on the Cl dimension makes the utterance relatidtabl@as an argument for ad-
verbs. Assertion-level predicates cannot target thearitar relation because the assertion

5This argument holds for the bare versidrankly andman to man But see section 2.3.3 for comments
on the versions modified bgpeaking
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of a sentence is computed at its highest S-node. The uteeratation comes in higher than
that. However, if a predicate is located on the Cl dimensitis, outside of the assertion
and can thus target the utterance which is located outsitleeadssertion as well. Target-
ing the utterance relation as an argument, then, leads tbagnated syntax. According to
Potts’ analysis as shown above, an utterance modifier isarbbpthe sentence it appears
in, neither in the syntactic nor semantic senBeankly modifies the relation between the
speaker and the utterance of “Ed fled”, but it is not part o titterance. Thus, it cannot
take part in the V2 word order in German, since the verb-sg¢eeord order constraint
works within the sentence (CP) level.

The semantic derivation for (74a) proceeds as in (79), wWithe type of utterances.
(78) shows the relevant syntactic structure again.

(78) uTtT
ILLOC "Ed fled"
frankly[speaker utter
(79) frankly (utter("Ed fled ™)) (speaker) : ¢
AS.frankly (utter(S))(speaker) : (d, ) "Edfled': d

AUAS frankly (U(S))(speaker) : ASAz.utter(S)(x) :
((u, (e, 1)), (d, 1)) (u, (e, 1))
Franklymodifies the uttering relation between an utteranégl(fled’) and the speaker.
In this analysisfrankly retrieves this utterance from the tree: it is the sister efilocu-
tionary complex ILLOC. In the following section, | will potrout one disadvantage of this
account, and propose a possible alternative based on ah@i@agpproach.

2.5 An Alternative to the Performative Hypothesis for Ut-
terance Modifying Adjuncts

In the analysis of utterance modifiers described aboves Bs#s the assumption of the per-
formative hypothesis (Ross, 1970): the idea that speedis\ard the speaker are covertly
present in the syntactic representation of each utteraltas.speech verb is what is mod-
ified by the utterance modifying adverb according to (P@@€5). But Potts’ syntactic
approach is not crucial to the analysis described here.igrstttion | consider an alterna-
tive, anaphoric approach.

As an alternative to “utterance” nodes in the syntacticesgentation, one could argue
that the semantic argument of the utterance modifying ddigeretrieved anaphorically.
Such anaphoric references to implicit utterances are Iplessi least for overt anaphors: In
(80), the anaphaihatin B’s exclamation arguably refers back to A's utterance.

(80) A: Thisguy is alazy bum!
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B: That'’s not fair! He couldn’t help us because he was sick.

So far, this anaphoric approach seems just like an equivedeiant of the performative
hypothesis. But there is one case where it may be more elefaatelevant examples are
those where the utterance modifying adverb modifies not thelevclause it appears in,
but just a smaller chunk. For example, consider the symi@btiembedded use dfankly
in (81).

(81) I'mleaving now because I'm frankly tired of this dissimn.

In this sentencdrankly applies not to the entire utterance, in particular not tqoéug “I'm
leaving now”. The speaker is merely expressing that themission that they are tired of
the discussion is frank.

Assuming the syntactic approach from (Potts, 2005), oneldvbave to assume that
there is an utterance node that encompasses just the coendlelause “I'm tired of this
discussion”, since this is what is being modifiedfgnkly. Since Potts does not discuss
this case in detail, there is some guesswork involved hereanlenvision two ways of
extending his analysis to syntactically embedded utteranodifiers, which | will call
version A and version B. Both solutions are not very elegaimmge one would have to
allow for the introduction of extra utterance nodes in malages in the grammar.

Version A is shown in (82). According to this option, the ustiece node that is the
argument tdranklyis introduced in situ. This analysis cannot be correct bee#suggests
thatbecausdakes an utterance as its argument, not a simple propgségseen by the
guotation mark§ . But the sentence (81) simply does not mean that: it is notfrapk)
utterance of the fact that I'm tired of the discussion thatagsing me to leave.

(82) uTT
/\
ILLOC S
/\ T
speaker utter S S
/\
| am leaving now because UTT
/\
ILLOC rst

frankly[speakér utter |am tired of this discussion

Version B of extending Potts’ analysis is maybe more trueigartientions, in that the
utterance modifier is taken to be entirely outside the syitaepresentation of the host
sentence (83).

(83) uTT
/\

ILLOC | am tired of this discussioh
frankly[speaker utter
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//\

ILLOC S
/\ T
speaker utter S S

/\

| am leaving now because A

| am tired of this discussion

In this approach, the structure of (81) is a non-tree grapilera/ithe clause “l am tired of
this discussion” is multiply dominated. The syntactic duagration of utterance modifiers
falls out easily from this analysis, since they are outsifithe syntactic tree of the host
sentence. But the meaning of the dashed line is not entiteyr,cand such graphs are at
the least unusual syntactic representations.

A third line for a purely syntactic account would be to apgeal syncategorematic rule
which converts a node in the tree into its utterance valuelddthis variant, a tree such as
(82) would be used but without the quotation marks. Instdssfunction of the quotation
marks (the fact thatankly applies to an utterance) would be built into the ILLOC comple
by a syncategorematic rule. The tree is shown below.

(84) UTT
//\
ILLOC S
/\ /\
speaker utter S S
/\
| am leaving now because S
/_\
ILLOC S

frankly[speakér utter |am tired of this discussion

In this versionfrankly uttertakes a regular S as its sister, but the ILLOC complex con-
tributes not only the predication dfankly, but also the conversion of that sister into an
utterance (previously done by the quotation marks). Howdle syntactic facts from Ger-
man show that this cannot work. As noted above in sectior82i3is adverbials such as
ehrlich gesag{‘frankly speaking’) in German which have the double fuontiof predi-
cation and type-shiftingehrlich gesagtakes a proposition as its argument and with the
‘speaking’-part of its meaning converts this into the wtere of that proposition, which
is then modified by ‘frankly’. We know that the argumentedirlich gesagis a propo-
sition from the fact thaehrlich gesagis syntactically integrated in V2 in German. But
for the true utterance modifiers suchfeenkly (or mal ehrlichin German), its argument is

"However, such non-tree representations have been profmsedample by van Riemsdijk (2006, and
older work), who uses his notion of “grafts” for potentiatislated phenomena.
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already an utterance. This is the reason why syntacticriatieg is impossible — the utter-
ance modifier is not part of the utterance it modifies. Thegfahile a syncategorematic
rule within the ILLOC complex may well be at play for modifiesach ashrlich gesagt
(‘frankly speaking’), this cannot be the right solution toue utterance modifiers.

The anaphoric approach is potentially more elegant in tigtance. If one can assume
that an utterance meaning can be derived from a whole or pa#<lause, this meaning
can serve as the antecedent of the argument of utterancémmgdidverbs such dsankly.
No extra utterance nodes are required. Again, there aredvempal ways of implementing
this. Version A of my alternative proposal is a variant of \8&ithout the need for the ad-
ditional utterance nodd=rankly can then be said to take the utterance value of its sister as
its argument, wherever it is syntactically located. The @etic unembeddability is easily
covered here, and this also nicely accounts for the poggibflutterance modifiers to ap-
pear syntactically embedded. But the syntactic unintegratf these adverbs in languages
like German cannot be accounted for without additionalusations: If frankly is just a
sentence modifier in the same structural (syntactic) celahip with its sister aanfortu-
nately, why doesn't it appear integrated into the V2 clause just thkese other modifiers
do?

Version B of the alternative anaphoric approach is syrtaltyi more radical, a variation
on (83). We could accept the fact that utterance modifiersateart of the syntactic
representation of their host sentence, as evidenced fon@ran German by the lack of
integration.

(85) uTT

/\
ILLOC »

frankly[speaker utter

UTT
//\
ILLOC S
/\ T
speaker utter S S
/\
| am leaving now because S=p

| am tired of this discussion

Thus, as shown in (85), a sentence like (81) contributesyéa#ig two syntactic trees,
one for the host sentence and one for the utterance modifrilmation. The utterance
modifierfrankly retrieves (the utterance value of) its argument anapHhbyitam the host
sentence. The anaphoewill be resolved to the utterance “l am tired of this discossi

In effect, this proposal spells out the meaning of the dasinedn the previous vari-
ant, without resorting to non-tree graphs as syntacticasgrtations. The rest of the Potts’
original analysis would carry over unchanged to this akiéwe approach. The utterance
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modifier stands outside the syntactic and semantic repaassn of the clause. In Ger-
man, this is clear from the unintegrated word order. Theattee modifying adverb must
be outside of the CP (sentence), since it would take partan/thword order otherwise.
Since the adverb takes a Cl meaning, its argument anaphtecasolved to the utterance
of the (semantic complement) clause. An anaphor that issim#isertion dimension would
not have this option, since it would ultimately contain it&e its denotation, in a violation
of referential principles. The clear advantage of this apph is that it accounts for both
crucial properties of utterance modifiers (semantic uneldability and syntactic uninte-
gration) while at the same time allowing easily for the sgtitally embedded appearances
of these items. Further, it does not require any additioeslimptions other than that ut-
terance modifiers are not part of the syntactic structurénefost sentence, which Potts
already argues. This is however also the disadvantagesofeinsion with regard to version
A of the anaphoric approach, since the syntactic structere ttwo trees for (81)) is also
non-standard.

Still, it is clear that the anaphoric alternatives sketcheck differ only minimally from
the approach in (Potts, 2005), especially for the standamtdctically unembedded) cases.
All crucial points carry over from Potts’ analysis of uttecg modifiers to the anaphoric
versions. In the remainder of this thesis, | will therefomntinue to use the utterance
nodes in the syntactic representations, as done by Pottexpmsitory clarity. However,
these utterance nodes do not have to be taken literally sin@alternative that avoids them
is possible. In some sections, | will show what this anaphalternative approach would
look like.

2.6 Summary

In this chapter, | have discussed three types of sentencerlzglvpropositional adverbs
like probably, evaluative adverbs likenfortunately and utterance modifying adverbs like
frankly. I have shown that the three classes differ in their syrdasid semantic behavior.
Propositional adverbs behave in an uninteresting way asoteg of sentential modifiers:
they are semantically embeddable and are syntacticadigiated in the V2 main clause in
German. Evaluative adverbs are integrated as well, butdieyot be semantically embed-
ded. It has been shown that this is the case because theyraentional implicature items
and contribute side comments on the main assertion. Uttenarodifying adverbs are dif-
ferent still. They are semantically unembeddable justtiieevaluative adverbs, pointing
to their status as conventional implicature items. Conthity their meaning on the conven-
tional implicature dimension allows these adverbs, as elshown here, to target higher
constituents, such as the utterance, as their argumenishigiher attachment is reflected
in the syntax by unintegration in the V2 language Germanallinl have pointed out a
potential problem with the concept of the utterance leved asnstituent in the syntactic
tree (as proposed by Potts (2005) following Ross (1970))erdihce modifiers can apply
to syntactically embedded chunks as well as top-level elmushave argued that there is
an alternative approach: the utterance modifying advesbamaanaphor as its argument,
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which can refer back to the utterance value of the entireireliuse or the phrase which
the adverb attaches to. This alternative can account fosythtactically embedded cases

of utterance modifiers easily, but has more trouble expigittheir obligatory syntactic
unintegration.
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Chapter 3

Because:Wellvs. Denn

As described in the introduction, this thesis aims to idgritie lexical semantics of cer-
tain operators and constructions, paying special attetdioon-truth-conditional meaning.
The way that the lexical meaning is distributed over the sgimdimensions is hereby criti-
cal in explaining the items’ syntactic and semantic belrawothe previous chapter, | have
reviewed sentence adverbials as one paradigm where senaantisyntactic differences
are seen. | have shown which semantic properties causedfiests: adverbials that con-
tribute conventional implicatures cannot be semanticathpedded, and a subset of these
adverbials modify the utterance of their complement, netgfoposition. This causes the
lack of syntactic inversion.

As a second case study, | analyze causal adjunctsdeitin(‘because’) in this chapter.
In German,dennand regular (verb-finaljveil (both ‘because’) are two causal discourse
connectives. However, they are by no means interchangellblas been observed in the
previous literature (Sohmiya, 1975; Rudolph, 1980; Thirakvky, 1982; Pasch, 1983a,b;
Kuper, 1984) that Germatienncan be used in a different set of sentences freeil (see
(Pasch et al., 2003) for a thorough description of the syatakusage adennandweil). In
particular,dennis used to mark epistemic inferences as in (86), or justibioatof speech
acts as in (87).

(86) a. *Peterist zuhause,well sein Licht an ist.
Peter is at home, becausehis light on is.
b. Peter ist zuhause,denn  sein Licht ist an.
Peter is at home, becausehis light is on.
‘Peter is home, because his light is on.
(87) a. *Willst du ein Bier? Weil ich noch eins Ubrig habe.
Want you a beer? Becausel still one left have.
b. Willst du ein Bier? Denn ich habe noch eins ubrig.
Want you a beer? Becausel have still one left.
‘Do you want a beer? Because | still have one left.

In this chapter, | propose a new analysisdehn(‘because’) in German. My analysis
sets out to explain the epistemic and speech act usésrofas in (86—-87). In a nutshell,
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| argue thadennis a coordinating conjunction that contributes its causatantics on the
conventional implicature dimension. In contrast, regwail contributes the same causal
meaning in the at issue dimension. | show that the switchéatmventional implicature
tier allowsdennto take utterances and epistemic inferences as its argument

Adding some new observations to data from several decadésrature, | show that
dennis felicitous in a superset of the contexts where regwit can be used, except for
three exceptions that makennimpossible. My proposal not only accounts for the superset
relation in the general case. | also show that it predictghihee idiosyncratic restrictions
ondenn

3.1 Data

Dennandweil are two connectives in German with a large overlap in meanaih ex-
press a causal relatigrand they can be used interchangeably in a large range efrsrmst
Example (88) shows one such case.

(88) a. Die StraReist nal3, weil es geregnethat.
The street is wet, becauseit rained has.
b. Die Stral3eist naf3, denn es hat geregnet.

The street is wet, becauseit has rained.
‘The street is wet because it rained.’

3.1.1 Epistemic and Speech Act Uses

Despite their interchangeability in many contexts suct8&3, (veil anddennare not com-
pletely synonymous. It has been observed in the previoeistiire (Pasch, 1983b; Pasch
et al., 2003) thatenncan be used in certain sentences where regular subordjvegih

is impossible, and conversely, thd&nncannot appear everywhere thagil can (Pasch,
1997). This section presents the abundant available data@w way. In contrast to pre-
vious authors (e.g. Pasch, 1997, p. 257), | claim theiris possible uses subsume the
possibilities forweil®, with three exceptions to be discussed.

LIn this chapter, | do not analyze the causal relation further do | distinguish different kinds of causes.
For an analysis of causation, see Lewis (1973). In addiatiyveg (2004) discusses some causal and non-
causal uses of Germaveil. | only consider causal uses of batieil anddennhere.

2There is a third causal connective in Germda: It is an interesting topic because it shares many of the
properties ofveil and/ordenn See (Thim-Mabrey, 1982; Pasch, 1983a,b) for more detdidsvever,dais
almost exclusively restricted to the written register im@nporary German (Wegener, 1999, Table 1). In
this chapterdawill not be considered further.

3The data in the previous section and below leads Pasch (1®%9¢ conclusion thateil can be used
in all cases where causal relations are concerned. Howsverincludes both regular verb-finagil and
verb-secondveil. As | discuss in section 3.6.2, the two cases are differenastically, and are therefore not
conflated here.
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If the causal relation is expresseddbgnn in contrast taveil, it can apply to the speech
act of the main clause (Kuper, 1984). The speech act usemiis most obvious with
speech acts such as orders and questions, such as in tresdinsple:

(89) a. ??Istvom Mittag noch etwas tbrig? Weill ich schon

Is of lunch still somethingleft? Becausel already
wieder Hunger habe.
again hunger have.

b. Ist vom Mittag noch etwas ubrig? Denn ich habe schon
Is of lunch still somethingleft? Becausel have already
wieder Hunger.
again hunger.

‘Is there anything left over from lunch? — Because I'm alyehdngry again.’

Example (89b) can be paraphrased as ‘I'm asking you whethghiag is left over from
lunch, because I'm already hungry again.’

Similarly, denn(but notweil) also has a usage that has been called ‘epistemic’ (Keller,
1995). For example in (90b), the abstract entity named byém&clause does not provide
a reason or cause for the abstract entity in the main clausetlyi Rather, it gives the
reason or cause for the conclusion of the speaker that thecfaise must be true:

(90) a. *Es hat geregnet,well die StralRe ganz nafd ist.
It has rained, becausethe street completely wet is.
b. Es hat geregnet,denn die Stral3e ist ganz naf3.

It has rained, becausethe street is completely wet.
‘It was raining, because the street is wet.’

Thus, (90b) means ‘It must have rained, because the stiget.isThis cannot be expressed
usingweil, as shown in (90a).

(Keller, 1995, p. 24) has claimed that epistemic and speetcheadings are the same,
with the epistemic readings arising from a speech act uskeotausal conjunction when
that speech act is an assertion. This would in principle seaee, allowing us to concen-
trate on the regular propositional and the speech act amtermodifying) use. However,
Sweetser (1982, ex. (46)) cites declarative examples @cspact-modifyindhecausdike
(91).

(91) a. *Die Antwort ist auf Seite 242, weil du sie von alleine wohl
The answer is on page 242, becauseyou it by alone part.
nie  findest.
never find.

b. Die Antwort ist auf Seite 242, denn  von alleine findest du
The answer is on page 242, becauseby alone find you
sie wohl nie.
it part. never.

‘The answer is on page 242, since you will never find it by yelirs
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Sentence (91b) is interpreted as ‘I'm telling you that theveer is on page 242, because
you'll never find it by yourself’

Comparing the speech act used#gnnwith a declarative main clause (91b) and the
epistemic use aflenn(90b), an intuitive difference arises between the two cts#svould
make a unification difficult. 1t seems not enough to say thatehistemic (90b) really
expresses a speech act reading ‘I'm telling you that it wasng, because the street is
wet.” The street’s wetness is not a good enough cause orrrdasony utterance that it
was raining. This is especially obvious when compared td)9dhere your problems of
finding the answer may well be the (only) reason I'm tellingiyehere to find it. | therefore
keep the epistemic and speech act readingieohseparate in this chapter.

Still, nothing in this dissertation hinges on this separatil would like to stay open
to the possibility that the two cases may be unified, sincetepiic uses seem not to be
attested for adverbs. Recall from chapter 2 that there aemat three types of sentence
adverbs that need to be distinguished: propositional &dv@2), evaluative adverbs (93),
and utterance modifying adverbs (94).

(92) The answer is probably on page 42.
(93) John unfortunately didn’t find the answer.
(94) Frankly, | don't know the answer.

We can observe that a type of these adverbs takes an utteaemament (while the
other two take propositional arguments). But there seerbe t@o adverb which takes an
epistemic argument. In order to have a true epistemic argiimehe domain of adverbs,
one would need a word likemartlyto mean ‘I'm being smart to know p’ in sentences such
as the following:

(95) Smartly, the answer is on page 42.

But (95) does not have this meaning. The only way to make sein@5) is by taking
smartlyas a manner adverb, which modifies the proposition. It canadaken to modify
the epistemic judgment I’'m expressing by uttering (95).

The lack of such “epistemic” adverbs is striking when coneplato the reasonably
clear epistemic uses ofenn(‘because’) demonstrated above. In the following, | discus
epistemic and speech act usegslehnseparately. The possible unification of these uses |
leave for future work.

3.1.2 Weilwith Verb-Second Word Order

It is important to note that in the examples so f@eil introduces a verb-final (VF) subordi-
nated clause, wheredgnnintroduces a verb-second (V2) clause. More discussion®n th
syntactic differences follows in section 3.4. In spokenr@am,weil can also be used with
V2-clauses (96).

(96) Die Stral3eist nalf3, weil es hat geregnet.
The street is wet, becauseit has rained.

‘The street is wet because it rained.’
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In this syntactic configuratiorweil-V2 can be used in epistemic and speech act read-
ings. | conclude thawveil-V2 is syntactically and semantically equivalentkenn? In the
following, | use ‘weil” to refer to the regular, integrated, verb-final usengl only (weil-

VF). Throughout the main part of this chapter, when | discaesri, | am looking at the
particular causal relation which can be expressed in thegeswexically flenr), syntacti-
cally (weil-V2), or even phonologically (as non-integrateeil-VF with falling pitch on the
main clause). | discusseil-V2 and non-integratedeil-VF in some more detail in section
3.6.2.

3.1.3 Three Exceptions to the Use ddenn

From what we have seen so far, | generalize that the possbkeafdennand regulaxveil
are in a superset relation:

(97) Superset Relation:“p weil / denn g” expresses

weil { g CAUSEp
g CAUSE MUSTPp denn
g CAUSE UTTERANCE OFp

This simple relationship between the two’sets of meaningmspticated by three ex-
ceptions (Pasch, 1983b): Firsignncannot be used if theausEe-clause (the g-argument)
precedes the main clause (98):

(98) a. Weil es geregnethat, ist die Stral3e nal3.
Becauseit rained has, is the street wet.
b. *Denn es hat geregnet,ist die Stral3e nal3.
Becauseit has rained, is the street wet.

‘Because it rained, the street is wet.

Second,dennclauses cannot be used as answers to a why-question (T laionelyl
1982, p. 208):

(99) Warum ist die Katze gesprungen?
‘Why did the cat jump?’
a. (Sie ist gesprungen,)Well sie eine Maus sah.
(It has jumped,) Becauseit a  mouse saw.
b. *(Sie ist gesprungen,)Denn sie sah eine Maus.
(It bhas jumped,) Becauseit saw a  mouse.
‘(It jumped) Because it saw a mouse.’

Third, dennis impossible if the g-argument (the content of ttennclause) has been
previously mentioned (100).

4There are certain dialect differences relevant to the ¢aasmectives discussed here (see, e.g., (Mayer,
1993, p. 7), (Gunthner, 1993, p. 54), (Wegener, 1999, p. @nnis relatively uncommon in Southern
dialects of spoken German. In those dialeutsil-V2 would be used instead. In the Northern dialedenn
is perfectly acceptable in all the examples given in thigptéa
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(100) Es hat heute sehr geregnet.
‘It rained a lot today.’

a. Ja, die ganze Stral3e steht unter Wasser, well es geregnet
Yes, the whole street stands under water, becauseit rained
hat.
has.

b. *Ja, die ganze StralRe steht unter Wasser,denn es hat
Yes, the whole street stands under water, becauseit has
geregnet.
rained.

‘Yes, the whole street is submerged under water because o#ith.’

Below, | develop an analysis of the additional epistemic speech act meanings of
denn As a consequence of the proposed semantic and syntaclysianghe account also
provides straightforward explanations for the three etioaep todenris usage.

3.2 Previous Work

Several existing studies point to differences in the usddgieeoGerman conjunctiordenn
andweil. Some previous work has comparddnnandweil not only syntactically, but
also semantically (Sohmiya, 1975; Lang, 1976; Rudolph0i1%&sch, 1983a,b; Kuper,
1984, among others). Furthermore, there is a sizabletliter@nweil-V2, which, as stated
above, is equivalent tdenn Although not necessarily intended by the authors, thendai
about the semantics wfeil-V2 thus carry over talennas well (Gaumann, 1983; Giinthner,
1993; Keller, 1995; Pasch, 1997; Wegener, 1998ilV2 has been of interest to linguists
because this usage wfeil is restricted to spoken German, and subject to large dalect
differences (Wegener, 1999).

3.2.1 The Performative Analysis

In an early approach to the semantic differences betwleenand regulameil, Sohmiya
(1975) employs the performative hypothesis (Ross, 1978 sthites thadennis interpreted
as semantically embedding covert illocutionary and epigtdunctors, whereaweil is in
the scope of these functors. This analysis in effect redtieedifference in meaning and
use to a difference in scope. Schematically, the semaritdsrmandweil can be depicted
as in the two trees in Figure 3.1.

Although this kind of analysis has been criticized (Mittip&977), it is still the basis
of most of the previous accounts. Rudolph (1980) for exancfdeans thatdenngives
a reason on the utterance level, where@d provides a content level reason. Similarly,
Gaumann (1983) has argued thail-V2 has a metacommunicative function, stating the
reason for a certain illocutionary force. Kuiper (1984 )ties four separate uses fenn
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Figure 3.1: Syntax/semanticswkil vs.dennaccording to the performative analysis

in addition to the regular propositional use, he names anpiaeica?, symptomatic (our
epistemic), and speech-act related use. Finally, Kel@®%) callsweil-V2 the “epistemic”
weil, claiming that it answers the question “How come you knowftead of “Why is that
the case?”. The epistemic and speech-act uses have alsondiedrior Englistbecausdy
Sweetser (1982). See section 3.6.1 for further discussion.

Another related view is based on Lang’s (1976) analysis gfi@entative texts. He
argues that whileveil is used to express deductive reasondennexpresses reductive rea-
soning. This view is related to the performative hypothésithat Lang also claims that
dennmarks the epistemic reason (which may also be the “actuafame at the same time)
of the situation in the matrix clause, whereasil only marks the “actual” (i.e., proposi-
tional) reason. The deductive/reductive distinction esmweil anddennhas later been
used by Pasch (1983a,b) to show that wiikgl connects propositions causaltlgenncon-
nects larger units, which in particular contain an episteoperator.

3.2.2 Contra the Pure Performative Analysis

Attempts to explain the differences betwedannandweil using the performative hypoth-
esis in effect argue that it is an inherent propertydefnthat it attaches high (above the
performative or epistemic operator), whereaasl inherently attaches low. There are two
main problems with this proposal.

Most importantly, the performative analysis is unable tplak the very common uses
of dennwhere it is virtually synonymous wittveil. Most work ondennconcentrates on
its speech act and epistemic uses. However, three uses endsttinguished, as shown in
section 3.1. That igjenncan be used to express ordinary propositional causal Imised.
Another example is given in sentence (101). For sentenkegHis one, the illocutionary

5This use ofdenndoesn’t link two clauses, but instead interleaveseanclause in a main clause. The
causee-argument dennin this case is often a certain expression, rather than aendlalise:

(i) Dieser Betruiger, denn das ist er wirklich, hat schonderegeschummelt.
This crook, because that is he really, has already agairtedhea
‘This crook, because that's what he is, just cheated again.’

Thedennclause here is used parenthetically, and it gives a reasdhd use of the expression “crook”.
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analysis does not apply. Other than the distribution aalosgnsions, this sentence seems
completely synonymous with the paralie¢il-sentence (102).

(101) Petergeht nach Hause, denn er hat Kopfschmerzen.
Peter goes to  home, becausehe has headache.

‘Peter is going home because he has a headache.
(102) Petergeht nach Hause, weil er Kopfschmerzenhat.
Peter goes to  home, becausehe headache has.

‘Peter is going home because he has a headache.

Furthermore, it has been observed in the literaturedbahcannot be embedded under
certain operators. For example, Pasch (1983a, p. 334)d#mat (and alsoda, another
causal connective) cannot be embedded under a “judgmesséition) operator or question
operator. Similarly, Pasch et al. (2003, p. 176) note tleinis unable to appear in the
scope of other functors. They claim that this is the caseusstienntakes an illocutionary
act as its causee argument, not a proposition. One couldaldetdethink that the reason
for this is thatdennattaches high up in the tree, as argued by the performatiaiyss.
However, this explanation is not enough. As shown in (Salefl005), even propositional
dennsentences turn out to be unembeddable.

For example, sentences (101-102) behave very differertignwt comes to embed-
dability: (101) cannot be embedded, whereas (102) doesaw& such a constraint, as
shown in (103) vs. (104 \Veilis most naturally interpreted in the scopenadT in (104).

(103) # Ich glaube nicht, dal3 Peter nach Hause geht, denn er hat
|  believe not that Peterto  home goes, becausehe has
Kopfschmerzen.
headache.
Intended: ‘I don't believe the following: Peter is going hefmecause he has a
headache.’
(104) Ich glaube nicht, daf3 Peter nach Hause geht, well er
|  believe not that Peterto  home goes, becausehe
Kopfschmerzenhat.
headache has.

‘| don’t believe the following: Peter is going home becauséias a headache.’

In (103),denncannot be understood in the scopelofT. Here and in the rest of the chapter,

| use the #-mark to indicate that a sentence does not havetdreled reading as expressed
by the translation or correspondimgeil-sentences, although it may be grammatical under
other, irrelevant interpretations.

The contrast between (103) and (104) shows tlesinis semantically unembeddable
underNOT even in its propositional reading. Under the performativalysis,dennwould
attach low (in the same position agil usually does) in these propositional sentences.
Thus, the semantic unembeddabilitydennis a fundamental difference fromeil that cuts
across the level of attachment. This remains unexplainethéyperformative hypothesis
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employed by previous analyses. In my proposal, the unendlitgt of denriclauses is
explained by the different compositional behavior of difigt semantic dimensions. It
follows directly fromdenris status as a conventional implicature item. In the nexticec

it will become clear that this unembeddabilityadnnis much more far-reaching than has
been observed before.

3.2.3 Dennand Antibackgrounding

Other works have concentrated on the different usage grep@&fdennandweil. A com-
mon claim has been that while the cause-argument@&lis presupposed (thematic, old),
it is rhematic (new) fodenn(Keller, 1995; Pasch, 1997; Wegener, 1999).

(105) A: Der Wetterbericht hat Regen angesagt.
The weather forecasthas rain  announced.

‘The weather forecast predicts rain.’

B: Die sind schon alle ganz traurig, weil es regnen soll
They are already all completely sad, becauseit rain  should
/[ * denn es soll regnen.

/ * becauseit should rain.
‘They're already all sad because it is supposed to rain.’

In (105) (Wegener, 1999, (19)), the g-argumentaail or dennis mentioned in the
previous discourse. This is possible with regulaail, but makesdennimpossible, since
denndoes not tolerate a rhematic g-argument (cause). The nesvaig¢he g-argument of
dennis one of the three exceptions denris use already noted in the data section 3.1. It
will be addressed by my analysis below.

3.3 Semantics oflenn

Semanticallydennconnects two events or propositions causally. Thus, “pndgmmeans

“q CAUSE p”. Furthermore, | have shown above that a sentence of thenszlp, denn q”
can also mean either “gaAUSE (MUST p)” (the epistemiaeading), or “qCAUSE (UTTER-
ANCE OF p)” (the speech acteading). This has often been explained by assuming two or
three different kinds oflenn® In contrast, | will argue in this section thdeénncontributes

the same (causal) meaning, which it shares wighl, in all three cases. The main differ-
ence, as | will show, is thatenn but notweil, contributes its meaning as a conventional
implicature. Itis this last fact that makes the additioradings available fadenn

8For example, claiming thatennexpresses reductive reasoning, whileil expresses deductive reason-
ing, would lead to at least two kinds denn sincedenncan also be used in regular propositional uses of
‘because’. Fomweil-V2, Keller (1993) postulates a milder form of this ambiguitie claims that the epis-
temic use is metaphorically derived from the propositiana. By this, he essentially establishes still two
meanings fodenn(or weil-V2), which are however related to each other.
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3.3.1 Proposal:Dennas a Conventional Implicature Iltem

| argue that the causal meaningdennis located in the conventional implicature dimension
(Grice, 1975; Potts, 2005):

(106) In asentence “@lenng”, dennhas the following compositional semantics:
At Issue: p
Conventional ImplicaturecAUSE(q, p)

In other wordsdennconventionally implicates that the abstract entity p cgedeby
the main clause is caused by the proposition g conveyetkhygis complement clause. For
weil, on the other hand, the causal relation is part of the at issont’

Thus, the meaning of a sentence witdennrclause is the following:

(107) Die StraRBeist nal3, denn es hat geregnet.
The street is wet, becauseit has rained.

‘The street is wet because it rained. (ex. (3b))
(108) At Issue: wet(street)
Conventional ImplicaturecAusE(rain, wet(street))

The at issue content denoted by the main clause is left ugeltaby adding alenn
clause. The effect of thdennclause is to add a conventional implicature expressing the
cause of the fact stated in the main clause.

This meaning fodennis structurally similar to the semantics proposed in (R@@95,

p. 97ff.) for nominal appositives such asyclist

(109) Lance, a cyclist, is training. (Potts, 2005, (4.14))

In this example, the nominal appositigecyclistcontributes a Cl meaning which ap-
plies to the NPLance The denotation of the NP itself is handed up unchanged fr th
compositional computation of the at issue content of théesee. The final interpretation
of (109) is:

(110) At lIssue: training(lance)
Conventional Implicature: cyclist(lance)

In both casesgdennand the nominal appositives, the CI item contributes onlyda s
comment, while the at issue content of the entire utterastieeisame as if the Cl item had
not been added. In this propertyenncontrasts with other discourse connectives whose
Cl status has been argued before, suchus Items likebut make a contribution in the
at issue as well as in the Cl dimension. The compositionabseics ofbut can be given
as in (111). Arguablybut contributes the same at issue contendiad and adds the side
comment of a contrast between the two conjuncts.

“Causal connectives likereil, becausgand probably alsdennare normally factive, that is, they trigger
a presupposition that their complement is the case (Fr&882,J. 48). It remains an interesting question,
orthogonal to the present argument, how presuppositiajegrin the Cl dimension.
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(111) Atlssue: p\Q

Conventional ImplicatureCONTRAST(p,q)
(112) Shaqis huge, but he is agile. (Bach, 1999, (1))
(113) AtlIssue: huge(shaq)agile(shaq)

Conventional ImplicaturecoNTRAST(huge(shaq), agile(shaq))

For example, the meaning of (112) is given in (113). The se@esserts its two
conjuncts, that Shaq is huge and agile. Furthermore, theolubat contributes a side
comment that there is an implied contrast between being Anddeing agile.

It follows from this discussion that there are at least twadki of bona fide CI items:
First, those likebut, which contribute a conventional implicature in additieanmhaking a
regular contribution in the at issue dimension; and secthae likedennor the nominal
appositives which leave the at issue content of the utterantouched, and only contribute
a side comment upon this at issue content in the conventimpdicature dimension.

3.3.2 Unembeddability ofdenn

One of the most prominent properties of conventional ingtlices is the fact that they
cannot be embedded under other semantic operators. This e effect noted by Grice
(1975) that they are always taken to be commitments by thekgpelt also contributes a
feeling of “widest scope” for Cls (Potts, 2005, p. 42): theneentional implicature seems
to be provided at the highest level in the utterance, no mhtier deeply embedded it is
in the syntax. Usually this does not cause the sentence tadgr@ammatical, although in
certain contexts that try to force embedding, the utteramag become infelicitous.

In this section, | apply Bonami and Godard’s (2005) tests@mventional implicatures
to establish differences in meaning betweennandweil. | show thaidenris causal mean-
ing cannot be embedded under semantic operators. Thisastsgharply witlweil: weil
is freely embeddable under conditionals, questions, regadttitude verbs, etc. In order
to show the contrast witveil clearly, | will concentrate on the propositional readingsii
cases, which are possible willennas well as withweil. 1 also illustrate the unembeddabil-
ity for dennwith the epistemic and speech act readings. Unembeddgdiulitis absolutely
for denn under any of the three readings.

Syntactic vs. Semantic Embedding

As briefly mentioned abovejennclauses can appear syntactically embedded. In such
cases, | argue in this section that theuse-operator contributed bgennis not actually
embedded in the semantics. The logical question is thereftiat kind of semantics we
obtain for the entire utterance in such a case. Considemtteving clear example with
propositionadenn

(114) Maria argert sich, weil die StralRe nald ist, denn es hat geregnet.
Maria annoys self, becausethe street wet is, since it has rained.

‘Maria is annoyed because the street is wet. The street ib@gstuse it rained.
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At Issue:CAUSE (wet(street), annoyed(maria))
Cl: CcAUSE (rain, wet(street))

In example (114)dennis syntactically embedded under a because-clause intedduc
by weil. In the computation of the at issue content, deanclause is ignored, since it does
not contribute to the at issue dimension. The at issue coistémerefore ‘Maria is annoyed
because the street is wet.” At the same tidenncontributes its causal meaning on the CI
dimension: ‘The street is wet because it rained.’ In effdat, two operatorsveil anddenn
are not scopally embedded here, but rather independentgaaimother.

Thus, even thougkenncannot be semantically embedded, sentence (114) has a co-
herent meaningDenns status as a Cl derives the correct meaning for this examibpéze
dennis syntactically embedded, but must contribute its meaimdgpendently. See section
3.5.1 for more discussion.

Conditionals

Conventional implicatures cannot be embedded in the améet®f a conditional. The fol-
lowing examples show that whileeil can be embedded under conditionals, sentences with
dennclauses in the same position are only felicitous whendierrclause is understood

as a parenthetical, standing outside of the conditionalfits

(115) a. WennPeter zu spat kam, weil er den Bus verpalit hat, war
If Peter too late came, becausehe the bus missed has, was
es seine eigene Schuld.
it his own fault.

b. # Wenn Peter zu spat kam, denn er hat den Bus verpalit,

If Peter too late came, becausehe has the bus missed,
war es seine eigene Schuld.
was it his own fault.

Intended: ‘If Peter was late because he missed the bus, ihisasvn fault.’

Intended LFiF (CAUSE (P. missed the bus, P. was late), it was his own fault)

(116) a. WennPeter zu spat kam, weil er den Bus verpaldt hat, hat
If Peter too late came, becausehe the bus missed has, has
er den Anfang des Films nicht gesehen.
he the beginning of the movie not seen.

‘If Peter was late because he missed the bus, he didn’t sdeethening of the
movie.’

IF (CAUSE (P. missed the bus, P. was late), P. didn’t see the beginfiting: 0
movie)

b. Wenn Peter zu spat kam, denn er hat den Bus verpalt, hat
If Peter too late came, becausehe has the bus missed, has
er den Anfang des Films nicht gesehen.
he the beginning of the movie not seen.

40



‘If Peter was late — he missed the bus (by the way) — he won’etsen the
beginning of the movie.

At Issue:IF (P. was late, P. didn’t see the beginning of the movie)

Cl: causke (P. missed the bus, | utter “If P. was late”)

In examples (115-116), the consequent clauses are chosedeinto support an in-
tegrated (115) and a parenthetical (116) reading of theatalesuses, respectively. It is
obvious thatlenncannot be understood to be in the scope of the condition&.iftended
reading in example (115b) is that only some reasons for dategwould be Peter's own
fault, while others (like his car breaking down) are not. Hemtence simply does not
support this reading.

However,dennis possible in the antecedent of conditionals if it is untieyd as a
parenthetical that contributes its meaning outside of ttopes of the conditional, as in
(116b). Here, it is unclear whether Peter was late for theieydwt he unquestionably
missed the bus (he might have taken a taxi to the theater add ine time). Thedenn
clause has the flavor of additional information that couleekglicitly marked withby the
wayin English. It provides the reason for why ttieclause is uttered.

The same unembeddability applies not only to the propasitioeading ofdennas
shown in (115), but also to the epistemic and speech act Giska The epistemic use of
denncan be approximated with the usewéil and an overt epistemic operator. This can
then be embedded under a conditional, just as expected)(IlH@aever, usinglennand a
covert epistemic operator does not yield this reading (L1lfstead, it is understood that
everybody must be home if Peter is at home.

(117) a. WennPeter zuhause sein muss, weil sein Licht an ist, dann
If Peter at home be must, becausehis light on is, then
mussenalle in diesem Haus zuhausesein (— alle Lichter sind
must all in this house at home be (— all lights are

an).
on).
b. # Wenn Peter zuhauseist, denn  sein Licht ist an, dann missen
If Peter at home is, becausehis light is on, then must

alle in diesem Haus zuhausesein (— alle Lichter sind an).

all in this house at home be (— all lights are on).
Intended: ‘If Peter must be home because his lights are en, dli the people in
this house must be home (— all lights are on).’
Intended LFiF (CAUSE (Peter’s light is on, Peter must be home), everybody must
be at home)

Similarly, speech aatlenncannot be embedded under conditionals. (118b) does not
have the reading expressed explicitly in (118a).
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(118) a. Wennich dir sage, dal’ die Antwort auf Seite 242 ist,

If |  youDAT tell, that the answer on page 242 is
weil du sie ja nie selbst findest, dann halte ich
becausedu it part. never yourself find, then consider |
dich fur ziemlich dumm.

YOUACC as pretty dumb.

b. # Wenn die Antwort auf Seite 242 ist, denn  du findest sie
If the answer on page 242 is becauseyou find it

ja  selbst nie, dann halte ich dich fur ziemlich dumm.

part. youself never, then considerl youAcc as pretty dumb.
Intended: ‘If | tell you that the answer is on page 242 becawsdll never find it
by yourself, then | consider you pretty dumb.’
Intended LFi1F (CAUSE (you won't find the answer, | tell you the answer is on page
242), | consider you pretty dumb)

The only reading obtained for (118b) is one where the becalagese is not part of the
conditional at all. This would have the speaker assert tihéhé answer is on page 242,
then | consider you pretty dumb’.

Negation

Similarly, the conventional implicature contributed dgnncannot be embedded under
negation. Consider the example:

(119) a. Paulist nicht zu spat gekommen,weil er den Bus verpaldt
Paul is not too late come, becausehe the bus missed
hat. [Sondern er hatte noch zu tun.]
has. [Rather he had still to do (work).]

‘Paul wasn't late because he missed the bus. [But rathesusede still had
work to do.]’
NOT (CAUSE (P. missed the bus, P. was late))
b. # Paulist nicht zu spat gekommen,denn er hat den Bus
Paul is not too late come, becausehe has the bus
verpaldt. [Sondern er hatte noch zu tun.]
missed. [Rather he had still to do (work).]
# Intended: ‘Paul wasn'’t late because he missed the busréither, because
he still had work to do.]’
# NOT (CAUSE (P. missed the bus, P. was late))

Sentence (119a) is felicitous with the intended semanticsan express that Paul’'s
missing the bus is not the reason for his being late. The samtersce withdenn(119b)
means something different: It conveys that the reason fof$aot being late was that he
missed the buscAusE (P. missed the busloT (P. was late)). This meaning, in addition to
being odd by itself, clashes with the clause that followsrackets.
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Unlike for weil, the example witldennin German is not ambiguous. In general, two
scopings are in principle possible in a sentence of the foefmbiecause q"CAUSE(q, —p)
and-~CAUSE(q, p). Both interpretations are possible if the causaltieias asserted, as
(119a) above. Witldennhowever, when the causal relation is conventionally ingiéd,
only the wide scope fotAUSE is available.

Of course, embedding under negation is also impossiblddanin the epistemic and
speech act readings:

(120) # Eshat nicht geregnet,denn die Stral3eist nal3.
It has not rained, becausethe street is wet.
‘It didn’t rain because the street is wet.’
# NOT (CAUSE (wet(street)MusT(rain)))
CAUSE (wet(street)MUST(NOT( rain)))
(121) # Die Antwort ist nicht auf Seite 242, denn  du findest sie ja
The answer is not on page 242, becauseyou find it part.
selbst nie.
yourself never.

‘The answer is not on page 242 because you won't find it by yaiirs
# NOT (CAUSE (you don't find the answer, | utter ‘the answer is on page 242’)
CAUSE (you don't find the answer, | uttenOT (the answer is on page 242)’)

If the causErelation contributed bdenncould be embedded under the negation, both
examples (120) and (121) would have sensible interpretstidhe intended meaning for
(120) is ‘It didn’t necessarily rain just because the stre@tet—They could have cleaned
the streets recently. However, the German sentence jiest dot have this reading. A
sensible meaning for (121) is ‘I'm not telling you that theseuer is on page 242 because
you won't find it by yourself (but because we're in a rush).’ag, this reading, whergenn
would be embedded under the negation, is impossible for g#ren@n sentence. The only
possible readings for (120) and (121) are the ones whereAbhsEe-operator contributed
by dennis outside the negation.

Questions

If a conventional implicature is triggered within a questithe content that is implicated
cannot be understood as being in the scope of the questioatope

(122) a. Wer kam zu spat, weil er den Bus verpaldt hat?
Who came too late, becausehe the bus missed has?
WHICH (X, CAUSE (x missed the bus, x is late))
b. #Wer kam zu spat, denn er hat den Bus verpal3t?
Who came too late, becausehe has the bus missed?
WHICH (X, CAUSE (x missed the bus, x is late))
Intended: ‘Who was late because he missed the bus?’
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Example (122a) can be asked in a situation where severalgoeepe late for different
reasons. The question is asked to clarify who of these peopdethe one that was late
because they missed the bus. Example (122b) cannot be usedhra situation. In fact,
it is quite hard to imagine a situation that would render g@atence entirely felicitous. It
seems to be possible only as an echo question.

(123) #Wer ist zuhause,denn sein Licht ist an?
Who is at home, becausehis light is on?
WHICH (X, CAUSE (X’s light is on, | know that x is at home))
(124) Wo st die Antwort, denn ich finde sie von alleine nie?
Where is the answer, since | finde it by alone never?
#WHICH (X, CAUSE (I don't find the answer, | utter that the answer is at x))

As the examples above show, the epistemic and utterancdyimgdiises ofdenncan-
not be embedded under question operators either. (123wbésive the embedded read-
ing asking which person is such that their light being on eduse to know that that per-
son is at home. Similarly, the embedded reading is lackiomfthe utterance modifying
(124). This would have to be expressing the speaker’s iggabout the place for which
the speaker’s ignorance of the answer caused the speakiteitthat the answer is at that
place. This is clearly not expressed by the sentence. bhstéesalient reading of (124) is
the one where the question operator is instead udden Here, the causal relation ex-
pressed bylennapplies to the speaker’s utterance of the question “Wheteianswer?”.
Dennis unembedded in this case.

Counterfactuals

Conventional implicatures cannot appear in the consemqfentounterfactual. Again, we
have to be careful to construct our sentences right. In &seat’If A, then B, because C”,
two scopings are possible (corresponding to two distinetasstic structures).

Of course, the reading ((if A then B) because C) is alwayslabks for denn since
the causal connective is not embedded there. An examplecbfagase witldennis the
following:

(125) Wenn Paul zur  Party gekommenware, dann hatte er sich gefreut,
If Paul to the party come had, then had he self be happy,
denn  Maria war auch da.
becauseMaria was also there.

‘If Paul had come to the party, he would have been happy, lseckiaria was
there as well.
CAUSE (Maria was at the partyr (Peter had come to the party, P. is happy))

Thus, we're aiming for a clear reading of (if A then (B beca@® This can be facil-
itated for example if A = B. The message ((if A then A) becau¥el@s not make much
sense conversationally. However, for a counterfactua inen (A because C)) does make
sense (see (126a)). This reading is clearly unavailabledeihn(126b).
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(126) a. WennPeter zur Party gekommenware, dann (ware er

If Peter to the party come had, then (would he
gekommen), weil du da Dbist.
come) becauseyou there are.

b. #Wenn Peter zur  Party gekommenware, dann ware er
If Peter to the party come had, then would he
gekommen,denn  du bist da.
come becauseyou are here.

Intended: ‘If Peter had come to the party, he would have coewalse you're

here.
Intended LF:F (Peter had come to the partyause (you're here, Peter comes to
the party))

The unembeddability oflennin the consequent of counterfactuals of course also ex-
tends to its epistemic and speech act uses. In both cadeg, tinembed the causal relation
expressed bylennwithin the consequent results in utter garbage, althoughrttended
meanings could make sense, as indicated.

(127) #Wenn es geregnethatte, dann hatte es geregnet,denn  die Stralie

If it rained had, then had it rained, becausethe street
ist nalf3.
is wet.
Intended: ‘If it had rained, then | would know that it rainegidause the street is
wet.
(128) # Wennich gesagthatte, dal3 die Antwort auf Seite 42 ist, dann ware
If | said had, that the answer on page 42 is, then were

die Antwort auf Seite 42, denn du findest sie von alleine nie.
the answer on page 42, becauseyou find it by alone never.
Intended: ‘If | had said that the answer is on page 42, | woalklsaid so
because you'll never find it by yourself.

Attributions

As discussed in section 2.2, (Bonami and Godard, 2005,08e8tR) state that in some
traditional views of Grice (1975), conventional impliceds are seen as being necessarily
attributed to the speaker, and no other agent of an attitTidey find, however, that evalu-
ative adverbs in French can be attributed to other agertspsie agents are mentioned in
the discourse. What is the case tanr? Embeddingveil under attributions is of course
fine (129).

(129) Julia glaubt, dalR Peter zu spat kam, weil er den Bus verpalit
Julia believes, that Peter too late came, becausehe the bus missed
hat.
has.
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‘Julia believes that Peter was late because he missed thie bus
BELIEVE (julia, CAUSE (peter missed the bus, peter was late))

In contrast, it is impossible to embeeénnunderbelieve and quite marginal witlsay.

(130) Julia glaubt, daR Peter zu spat kam, denn er hat den Bus
Julia believes, that Peter too late came, becausehe has the bus

verpaldt. [# Aber ich weil3 er hatte es trotzdem geschafft, wenn
missed. [But I know he would have it anyway made, if

er nicht noch Zigaretten kaufen gegangenware.]

he not still cigarettes buy go had.]

‘Julia believes that Peter was late because he missed th@g#iist | know he
would have made it on time anyway, if he hadn’t gone to buyretias as well.]’
# BELIEVE (julia, CAUSE (peter missed the bus, peter was late))

(131) Julia sagt, dal3 Peter spater kommt, denn  er hat noch zu tun.
Julia says, that Peter later comes, becausehe has still to do (work).
[?? Ich glaube aber, er hat nur keine Lust.]
[l believe however, he has only no interest.]

‘Julia says that Peter will come later, because he is stitking. [?? But | believe
that he just doesn't feel like coming.]’
??SAY (julia, cCAUSE (peter is still working, peter comes later))

(131) is better than (130), because verbs §kghave a less close embedding relation
(we can interpret the things that were said unembedded d@edjgaasi-verbatim). How-
ever, this version is still much worse than the perfect (12&nclude that unembeddability
holds absolutely fodenn even including attitude verbs. This is opposed to anotp of
Cls as discussed in (Bonami and Godard, 2005) which do emheer wertain attitudes.
How to work out the two types of Cls with a variant of Potts’logr another formalism is
an interesting question for future research.

Embedding under attitude verbs likelieveis also impossible for the epistemic and
speech act uses dénn

(132) Julia glaubt, dal3 es geregnethat, denn die Stral3eist nal3.
Julia believes, that it rained has, becausethe street is wet.
‘Julia believes that it has rained because the street is wet.

# BELIEVE (julia, CAUSE (street is wet, it must have rained))

(133) Julia glaubt, dal3 die Antwort auf Seite 42 ist, denn  du findest
Julia believes, that the answer on page 42 is, becauseyou find
sie nie.
it never.

‘Julia believes that the answer is on page 42, since yowienénd it
# BELIEVE (julia, cAUSE (you'll never find the answer, | utter the answer is on
page 42))

46



In the epistemic example (132), the clause that the stregeigand that this is the
reason for the conclusion that there must have been raimptde attributed solely to Ju-
lia’s beliefs. Instead, it pops out as a speaker’s side camtoghe top level, unembedded
underbelieve The only available interpretation for (133) also hasdbanrclause semanti-
cally unembedded, modifying the entire utterance thathalieves the answer is on page
42. Denncannot be semantically embedded undelievein this speech act modifying
example, either.

3.3.3 Summary:dennSemantics

In this section, | have shown a new analysis, presented i) (1 the causal connective
dennin German. | argued thatennis a conventional implicature item: it contributes
its meaning (a causal relation) on the CI dimension. Evidefoc this is found in the
comprehensive data that shows ttlahriclauses cannot be embedded under other semantic
operators, including conditionals, negation, questiettsS Previous analyses based purely
on the performative analysis were unable to account foruhésnbeddability, especially in
the cases whemenntargets the same propositional argumenivas.

Let’s run the semantic derivation of an example sentencedoing this | follow Potts’
(2005) logic for conventional implicatures. As noted ahal@nncontributes thecAUSE
operator just likeveil does. But in additiondennindicates that this operator is contributed
on the Cl dimension. As we have seen in section 2.4.2, PAB5(2x. (4.15)) introduces
the cCOMMA operator to switch at issue level meanings to Cl meanings.swaching at
issue properties to Cl properties, theMmMA operator looks like this:

(134) COMMA ~» AfAz.f(x): ((e* t*), (% t°))

This coOMMA operator takes a properfiyof type (e®, t*) as its argument and returns a
property of type(e®, t), which yields a proposition in the Cl dimension when applied
an individual. Analogously, Potts assumes other typesmfiMmA operators for other types
of semantic functors that can switch dimensions.c&MMA operator that lifts clausal
modifiers (such adennclauses) to the Cl dimension would look like this:

(135) COMMA ~~» AFAr.F(r) : ((t% t*), (t*, 1))

| assume the following translation fdennin the propositional caséennobtains the
additional readings as in (97) by allowing different scofsee section 3.5 below).

8] have shown thatlenndoes not semantically embed under operators, becausetiits Breaning is
contributed as a conventional implicature. In contrashember that other CI items such last can have
a contribution on both the at issue and CI dimensions. Thisbeaeasily confirmed by trying to embed a
sentence witlbut under another operator. For examptet embeds fine in a question. However, only the
at issue content contributed gt the ‘and’-part, is properly semantically embedded unterdquestion
operator. The contrast relation between the two clausestiguestioned:

(i) s Shaq huge but agile?
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(136) denn~» AgAp.CAUSE(q, p) : (t%, (t* t*))

This translation is the same as foeil. The difference is thadennalso contributes the
COMMA feature which has its own interpretation as shown above f&dtere is interpreted
by the special unary rule “feature semantics” in Potts’ ¢ggitotts, 2005, p. 98). Now we
have all the pieces in place to derive the semanticsderasentence.

(137) Die StraRBeist nal3, denn es hat geregnet.
The street is wet becauseit has rained.

(138) CP wet(street) ¢
/\ °
CP CP CAUSE(rain,wet(street)) t¢
, COMMA
The street is wet Py wet(street) #*  \p CAUSE(rainp) : (¢, t°)
denn CP |.

N Ap CAUSE(rainp) : (t*,t%)
it rained TN

denn rain: ¢

(138) shows the syntactic and semantic derivation of (18n)the syntactic sidelenn
combines two CPs (see the next section for discussion).sdt @ntributes theomma
feature. On the semantic side, themmA feature is interpreted by the special unary rule
feature semantics, which leads to the extra type-shiftieg afterdennhas combined with
its g-argument. The result of the type-shifting is a Cl pecatk (typeg(t®, t°)), which applies
by regular CI function application to its p-argument (‘thieest is wet’). Cl application has
two effects, as defined by Potts. First, the at issue consemamded up directly (unmod-
ified) from the argument. This is represented at the very fapetree. Second, the ClI
function applies to its argument yielding a Cl propositidrhis proposition is separated
by a bullet from the at issue content in the semantic treediRgadff the final meaning of
(137) from the semantic tree in (138) we obtain the at issnéerd ‘wet(street)’ and the Cl
‘CAUSE(rain,wet(street))’.

3.4 Syntax ofdenn

Denris syntactic classification has been the subject of somessson. While most studies
mention it as a coordinating conjunction (e.g., Pasch ()9#7e most recent and compre-
hensive study of German connectives has a different opiftaach et al. (2003) tredénn
as a special case: according to their critedanndoes not subordinate (i.e., it does not
require verb-final word order in its own clause) nor embesl (together with its clause, it
does not build a constituent of the main clause). Nor, howealeethey think it is coordi-
nating, as we will see below. In this section, | show thahris special properties can be
explained even under a coordinating conjunction analysis.

It is clear thadennpatterns with other coordinating conjunctionsid‘and’, oder‘or’,
etc.) in two properties: First, unlike the subordinatingnjemctions (for exampleweil),
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denndoes not embed the clause it appears in. That isdémiclause does not form a
phrase that can be moved in the larger sentence, for examgpeged into the German
\orfeld.

(139) Well ich noch zu tun habe, komme ich nicht.
Becausel still to do (work) have, come | not.
‘Because | still have work to do, | won’t come.’

(140) * Denn ich habe noch zu tun, komme ich nicht.

Becausel have still to do (work), come | not.

Int.: ‘Because | still have work to do, | won’t come.’
(141) * Und ich bin mude, habe ich Hunger.
And | am tired, have |  hunger.

Int.: ‘I am tired and hungry.’

Second, like other coordinating conjunctiomgnndoes not require verb-final word
order in its complement clause (142).

(142) * Ich kann nicht kommen, denn ich noch zu tun habe.
| can not come, becausel still to do (work) have.
‘| can’t come, because | still have work to do.’
(143) * Ich habe Hunger, und ich mude bin.
|  have hunger, and |  tired am.
‘I am hungry and tired.’
At the same time, there are two main differences betweendghauor ofdennand the

other coordinating conjunctions suchwasl First,denneasily tolerates two unlike clauses
as conjuncts, whereas coordination of unlikes waitia, for example, is not well-formed:

(144) Du kannst nicht erwarten, daf3 ich dir so viel Geld leihe,
You can not expect, thatl youbDAT so much money lend,
denn  bin ich Krosus?
becauseam |  Croesus?

‘You can't expect that I'll lend you so much money, because &roesus?’
(Pasch et al., 2003, p. 585)
(145) ?? Hier ist das Buch und bring es zurick zur Bibliothek.
Here is the book and return it to the library.

‘Here’s the book and return it to the library.’

Seconddennin fact prohibits its argument from having verb-final wordler, in con-
trast to typical coordinating conjunctions that are fingwahy word order in the comple-
ment (147).

(146) * Anna sagt, dal3 sie nicht kommen kann, denn  sie noch zu
Anna says, that she not come can, becauseshe still to

tun hat.

do (work) has.
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‘Anna says that she can’'t come because she still has work'to do

(147) Anna sagt, dal’ ihre Tochter nicht kann und ihr Sohn keine Lust
Anna says that her daughternot can and her son no interest
hat.
has.

‘Anna says that her daughter can’t (come) and her son doesntto.’

The peculiarities oflenris syntax can be explained in the following walennis a
coordinating conjunction. However, we noted above thatkenthe other coordinating
conjunctionsdennrs cause-argument (theennrclause) can only be a main clause, i.e. a
CP. The reason for this is that this argumendlenn(the g-argument) is only used in the ClI
dimension (see (138)). Cl meanings can never be semaytealbedded (see section 3.3).
Since there are no root (unembedded) clauses in German eritihfwnal word order, this
could explain the requirement that the second conjunctthereierb-initial or verb-second.

The other difference with regular coordinating conjunaties that the two arguments
of denndo not have to match syntacticallpenris p-argument can be expressed by items
other than CPs. Again, this goes back to the factdeatis semantic status as a side com-
ment is different from the at issue-levahd and other coordinating conjunction®enn
can relate propositions and speech acts, for example. g-dfrgument oflennis an utter-
ance, thedennclause can even attach to a non-clausal phrase. Recatfl tgaiollowing
examplé:

(148) Dieser Betruger, denn  das ist er wirklich, hat schon wieder
This crook, Dbecausethat is he really, has already again
geschummelt.
cheated.

‘This crook, because that's what he is, just cheated again.’

Here, thedennclause provides the reason why the phrase ‘this crook’ wad.Denris
syntax seems to follow the semantics in this as well. Sdw®ncan modify an utterance,
any type is fine to provide this utterance argument. Thisctenplain why different types
of clauses can be coordinated wdknn while such a coordination of unlikes is at best
marginal for a regular coordinating conjunction such asl*ain the following, | confine
myself to cases whemennconnects two clauses.

In summarydennexemplifies a special case of coordinating conjunctions # con-
junction because both of its arguments are realized stalbtthey must be phrases that
are syntactically linked bgenn cf. (Miltsakaki et al., 2003, p. 53)). Itis clearly not a sub
ordinating conjunction, as shown above, and shares mopegres with the coordinating
conjunctions. But it exhibits two special properties dugédaonventional implicature se-
mantics: thelenrclause must be a CP, and the other (causee) argument can plerase,
leading to coordinations of unlike phrases.

9See footnote 5, page 35.
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3.5 The Distribution of dennvs.weil Explained

This section shows how the facts abdetnris semantics and syntax explain the differences
between the uses alennandweil. First, | discuss hovdenrs semantics allows it to be
used not only connecting regular propositional argumestegulamneil does, but it also
allows for epistemic and speech act uses. Then, | turn tohifee texceptional contexts
wheredennclauses are not admitted.

3.5.1 Dennin Epistemic and Speech Act Causal Sentences

The main claim of my analysis is that whileeil contributes the causal meaning in the
at issue dimensiondenn contributes it as a Cl. In order to see how this explains why
denncan express speech act causationsvesiticannot, | will cast my analysis into Potts’
(2005) general logic for Cls, which involves syntactic eg@ntations of the utterance level.
Nevertheless, note that this step is not crucial for my actbare, as the main point could
be restated using anaphoric references as described iors2d (see also the footnotes in
this section).

Recall Potts’ analysis of utterance modifying adverbs saagfrankly (74):

(149) a. Frankly, Ed fled.
b. UTT

ILLOC "Ed fled"
!
frankly[speakef utter .~

/
{

S flee(ed)

c. "Edfleqn=( DP VP ed flee
< A
Ed fled

This kind of structure takes the intuition thfsankly is a modifier of an utterance rela-
tion seriously. Note that according to Potts, the at issuest of the sentence in (149a)
is the one that is obtained by interpreting the parse tre@l(fldp to the highest CP node.
The adverldrankly modifies the relation between the speaker and the utterbat#is is
located in the conventional implicatures.

Well

For the purpose of this chapter, | follow Potts’ frameworlassuming a similar structure
for the causal sentences discussed héfls meaning is contributed completely on the at
issue level. Since under this vieweil should find its argument in its sister, it must attach
belowthe utterance level. Its highest possible adjunction tasythe highest CP in the
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sentence (150)—this is where the at issue content of thesesnis computed. Thus, the
weil-clause cannot modify the utterance of the main clausethegplain content of it.

(150) a. Die Straf3eist nal3, weil es geregnethat.
The street is wet, becauseit rained has.

‘The street is wet because it rained.’

b. UTT
/\
ILLOC CP
N |
speaker utter IP
/\
IP weil-CP

Die Stral3e ist nalR weil es geregnet hat

Propositional denn

The same structure is also used in the case of propositderat (151). However, the
semantics is still different in this case. Simdenncontributes a Cl meaning, it is ignored
in the computation of the at issue content. The semantivatesn of this example was
shown in (138).

(151) a. Die Stral3eist nal3, denn es hat geregnet.
The street is wet, becauseit has rained.

‘The street is wet because it rained.’

b. UTT
//\
ILLOC CP
/\
speaker utter CP dennCP

Die Stral3e ist nald denn es hat geregnet

(151) shows thadlenncan target a proposition as its argument. In this exampietlie
proposition expressed by the matrix clause. The logicastiore is whether propositional
denncan also target an embedded proposition. This is indeedafe ¢or examplelenn
can modify just one conjunct of a conjoined proposition.

(152) Hansal3 Tofu und Maria hatte Lachs, denn Hans ist Vegetarier,
Hans ate tofu and Maria had salmon, since Hans is vegetarian,
wahrend Maria Fisch liebt.
whereas Maria fish loves.

‘Hans ate tofu and Maria salmon, because Hans is a vegetahiée Maria loves
fish.
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(153) Hansal3 Tofu und Maria hatte Lachs, denn dieser war im
Hans ate tofu and Maria had salmon, since this was in
Sonderangebot.
special offer.

‘Hans ate tofu and Maria salmon, because it was on specil’off

In (152),dennmodifies the entire conjoined proposition that Hans ate &ofd Maria
salmon. Butdenncan also just modify the second conjunct, as in (153). Salbgang on
special offer was the reason why Maria ate it. Note that ellenghdennis syntactically
embedded in this sentence, and modifies an embedded piopp#ie predication con-
tributed bydennis not itself semantically embedded. (153) has the at issoteat “Hans
ate tofu and Maria ate salmon” and the CI “Maria ate salmorabse it was on special
offer”. The caAuse-operator is not embedded undeyD in the Cl at all.

The same effect is also obtained with other potential eméesgduch abecause

(154) Maria war sauer, welil Hans zu spat kam, denn er hatte den Bus
Maria was upset, becauseHans too late came, since he had the bus
verpalit.
missed.

‘Maria was upset because Hans was late because he had nisdmgst

Thedennclause is not part of the reason why Maria was upset heret i3hthe sen-
tence expresses that Maria was upset at Hans being late, ther wly. Further, a side
comment by the speaker (CI) indicates that Hans was lataibed®e had missed the bus.
The semantic derivation proceeds in the following way.

(155) cAusg(late(h),upset(m)) t°
/\
upset(m) it*  Ar cause(late(h)y) : (t%,t%)

because late(h) :¢*
[

cAUsE(missed(h,bus),late(h))¢
late(h) :t*  A\p CAUSE(misse<|j(h,busp) st t¢)
Ap CAUSE(missed(h,busp) : (t*,t*)
/\

denn missed(h,bus)¢*

According to Potts’ (2005) rule for the interpretation ofgatrees, the at issue content
associated with the sentences is read off at the root (ag)uswathermore, any conven-
tional implicatures are collected from all the nodes of tiee as side comments. These Cls
are (as explained above) set off by a bullet from the at issnteat. Thus, the sentence has
the two contributiongAusg(late(h),upset(m)) andausg(missed(h,bus),late(h3y.

10As discussed above, Potts’ syntactic approach is not driecilne analysis proposed here. As an al-
ternative, one could hold thalenris p-argument is retrieved anaphorically. The fact thataierdiscourse
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The two examples with conjunction amnaeil (‘because’) on top ofiennshow that
althoughdenncannot be semantically embedded because of its status gstacan still
appear in syntactically embedded positions. This shoybdintiple be possible for any se-
mantic operator, including negation, for example. Thetiaat at issue content and conven-
tional implicatures are computed independently, togethitr the reasonable assumption
that the at issue content and Cls belonging to the same nttshould be consistent with
each other, explains why a sentence with botteanclause and negation nevertheless has
only one reading, as pointed out in section 3.3.2. (156) shewyntactically ambiguous
sentence with propositiondennand negation, along with its two syntactic structures.

(156) a. # Paulist nicht zu spat gekommen,denn er hat den Bus
Paul is not too late come, becausehe has the bus

verpalt.

missed.

‘Paul wasn't late because he missed the bus.’

connectives take one of their arguments anaphorically éas tvell argued at least for adverbial connectives
(Miltsakaki et al., 2003). An anaphor ageil's p-argument could not refer to the meaning derived at the
utterance level, because then it would containviled-clause and so ultimately itself in its denotation. This
is a basic violation of referential principles.

For denn no such problem would arise: Since the causal relationngribwited in the Cl dimension, an
anaphoric argument can refer back to the utterance of the cheise, or a different element, such as the CP.
The LF for (154) would look as in (i). The anaph&rcan be resolved to the proposition that Hans was late
as well as the utterance “Hans was late”.

(i) cAusk(late(h),upset(m)) t°
/\
upset(m) :t*  Ar causg(late(h)r) : (¢, t%)

because late(h) :¢*
[ J

cAUsE(missed(bus,hX) : t©
late(h) :¢* cAuse(missed(bus,h)X) : t¢
|
CAUSE(missed(bus,hX) : t*

denn missed(bus,h)¢*
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b. UTT

//\

ILLOC CP
/\ S
speaker utter CP, dennCP
/\
NegP CP, denn er hat
| den Bus verpaft
nicht Peter ist zu
spat gekommen
C. uTT
/\
ILLOC CP,
/\ T
speaker utter NegP CP
|
nicht CP, dennCP
Peter ist zu denn er hat

spat gekommen  den Bus verpal3t

Only the structure in (156b) yields a possible (if unlikelgading. The at issue content
is read off at the CP-level, but ignoring tldennrclause: ‘Peter wasn't late’. In the CI,
a CAUSErelation is established between tlennCP and its sister CP ‘Because Peter
missed the bus, he wasn't late.’

The structure in (156c¢) exists, just like it would for the sasentence witkveil. But
in this case, it leads to a clash between the at issue comtdrla Since the local sister to
dennis its argument, the CI contributes tbause-relation between theéennCP and CP:
‘Peter was late, because he missed the bus’. In the computatithe at issue content,
though, thedennclause is ignored. This yields: ‘Peter was not late’. Aussontent and
ClI are thus contradictory, making this sentence (with ttriscsure) infelicitous.

Again, this section demonstrates the important fact thbaghweil anddenncan be
used interchangeably in many contexts, the meaning olaté&met exactly the samelenn
differs in its semantic behavior fromeil, because it contributes its meaning on a different
semantic dimension.

Speech Actdenn

In the case oflenn the at issue content of a sentence “p, denn g” just has themo'p’.
The causal link is located on the ClI level. Since the intdgtien of the entirelennclause
itself is therefore outside of the at issue content, thesdas able to attach at the utterance
level (157)1

1Assuming an anaphoric solution instead of the syntactic a@pted heredenris second argument
would be a covert anaphor referring to the utterance levelmimg. This is possible because the meaning
of the dennclause is completely on the CI level and thus not part of thesae content. Consequently, it
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(157) a. Die Antwort ist auf Seite 242, denn  von alleine findest du sie

The answer is on page 242, becausealone find  you it
wohl nie.
part. never.
‘The answer is on page 242, since you will never find it by yelirs
b. om0
"Die Antwort ist auf Seite 242 ILLOC
/\
utter
/\
speaker dennCP

denn von alleine
findest du sie wohl nie

C.  CAUSE(nf, utter("Die Antwort ...")(speaker)) : ¢

"Die Antwort ist AS.CAUSE(nf, utter(S)(speaker)) : (d, t)
auf Seite 242 :

d AUMNS.CAUSE(nf, U(S)(speaker)) :  ASAz.utter(S)(x) :
({u, {e,1)), (d, 1)) (u, (e, 1))

nf = [ Von alleine findest du sie wohl nije

In (157), thedennclause modifies the utterance relatfénThis produces the desired
reading for the sentence: ‘Because you’ll never find it byrgeli, I'm uttering “the answer
is on page 242.”

Epistemicdenn

Since intuitively the sentences with epistemic readinkgs (B0) behave exactly parallel to
the speech act ones, it is desirable that the analysis shtsagroceed similarly. Adopting
Potts’ analysis for the speech act clauses, | have to assnotieea intermediate syntactic
projection to host the covert epistemic modals, introdumethe context. Where do these
epistemic modals come from? Covert modals are nothing newthelfmore, the basic
mode in which a discourse proceeds is an epistemic one: dakisg about knowledge
and beliefs. Extending Potts’ idea above, we have to obdbatea typical utterance allows
(at least) two inferences in addition to its actual assectatent: First, the fact that the

does not trigger a violation if this anaphor refers to thdrenttterance. The possibility of referring back to
utterances was documented in section 2.5.

2In the representation in (157), the illocutionary compleix®C represents the utterance relation between
a speaker and a sentence. Havingdeeanclause directly modify this utterance relation seemsedo$o
Potts’ analysis of utterance modifying adverbs likenkly in (Potts, 2005), although Potts does not go into
detail explaining how exactlfrankly combines with the illocutionary predication (“the spealiters”). See
also chapter 2 for a summary of Potts’ analysis.
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speaker uttered this particular sentence; and secondat¢héhtit the speaker believes the
proposition in question. This is the epistemic let®An example is shown in (158). The
same argumentation as above explains déryn but notweil, can target the implicit modal
operators.

(158) a. Eshat geregnet,denn die Stral3e ist ganz naf3.
It has rained, becausethe street is completely wet.

‘It was raining, because the street is wet.’

b. UTT
//\
ILLOC EPIST
speaker utter EPIST dennCP
T COMMA
MUST CP

denn die Stral3e
ist ganz nal3
c. Semantic computation (up to the highest EPIST node):
MUST(rain) : ¢
[ J
CAUSE(wet (street), MUST(rain)) : t¢

Es hat geregnet

MUST(rain) : t* Ap CAUSE(wet(street)) : (¢, t°)
Ap CAUSE(wet(street)) : (¢, t%)

denn wet(street) ¢°

The syntactic structure shows why these implicit epistemicials always have wide
scope over the at issue content itself. The analysis, fatigwotts’ proposal for the utter-
ance modifying cases, predicts that covert epistemuisT is always high up in the tree,
outside of where the at issue content is comptited.

Of course, epistemic modals likeustcan appear lower in the tree as well, if they are
overt. Then they are part of the at issue content of the uterand can of course also be in

30ne might argue that it is maybe not the perfect solution toaitthree contributions directly into the
same semantic tree, as they seem to be contributed in panaiténierarchically on top of each other. This
guestion has to remain open at this point. Note that thisiskes not arise if we follow the anaphoric
alternative discussed in section sec:adv-anaphoric above

4n fact, the analysis as described here predicts that cepistemicMusT indeed cannot appear below
the CP-level in the syntactic structure. If it did, then reguat issue-levelveil would be able to target it as
its argument. However we have seen that it cannot (sincdaegail lacks epistemic readings). This opens
up interesting further questions. For example, a standzatysis of bare conditionals (without overt modals)
holds that most of them contain covert epistemigsT (Kratzer, 1991). This would mean that eitheeil
cannot take such epistemic conditionals as its argumerdgshen it would have scope over coverisT),
or this standard analysis of conditionals is actually inect. | leave this investigation for future work.
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the scope ofveil. In (159), for examplemuf3(‘must’) is in the scope afveil. The sentence
conveys that a certain epistemic inferences holds becaliga & on.

(159) ? Well sein Licht an ist, muld Peter zuhausesein.
Becausehis light on ist, must Peter at home be.

‘Because his light is on, Peter must be home.’

Given the analysis so far, it appears that the relationsesggd byweil are a proper
subset of the relations thdennexpresses. Recall however, that there are three exceptions
to the use oflenn The next section shows how these exceptions are in facteegbander
the current analysis.

3.5.2 Three Exceptions to the Use afenn

The first peculiarity ofdennclauses in contrast weil-clauses is that they cannot precede
the main clause.

(160) a. Weil es geregnethat, ist die StralRe nal3.
Becauseit rained has, is the street wet.
b. * Denn es hat geregnet,ist die Stral3e nal3.
Becauseit has rained, is the street wet.
‘Because it rained, the street is wet.

This fact follows straightforwardly frondenris syntax as proposed in section 3.4. All
coordinating conjunctions must follow their first argument

The second exception is the fact that direct answershgquestions cannot be ex-
pressed with @ennclause:

(161) Warum ist die Katze gesprungen?
‘Why did the cat jump?’
a. (Sie ist gesprungen,)Weil sie eine Maus sah.
(It bhas jumped,) Becauseit a  mouse saw.
b. * (Sie ist gesprungen,)Denn sie sah eine Maus.
(It bhas jumped,) Becauseit saw a  mouse.
‘(It jumped) Because it saw a mouse.’

Sohmiya (1975, ex. (21)) notes this propertydehn

(162) A: Warum ist Otto zu Hause? B: Weil [* denn] es regnet.
A: Why is Otto at home? B: weil [* denr it rains.

‘A: Why is Otto at home? B: Because it’s raining.

He argues that thevhy-question only operates on the propositional level, nothen t
epistemic or speech act levels. This would explain whywled-answer can only have
its usual (plainly asserted) meaning. That is, it can onlie ghe reason for Otto’s being
at home. It cannot give a reason for my knowledge or suspiagarding his location
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(the epistemic usage). Even though the answer is syntlgt@abiguous between a verb-
final (assertivaveil) and verb-second (epistemieil) structure, it cannot be understood to
express the epistemic reading. Still, something more ip&@aing here, since propositional
dennalso cannot be used to answérnyquestions, as shown by the examples above. Thus,
the level of attachment (at the propositional, epistemicspeech act level) doesn’t seem
to explain the impossibility oflennas an answer.

Note that the causal relation between the proposition irddmeiclause and the other
proposition (expressed in the question) is presented asweobonal implicature, and not
asserted. Conventional implicatures can never functidheslirect answer to a question.
This is to be expected because the CI functions as a side confRudts, 2005), so it cannot
be the central point of the utterance it appears in.

For examplegven X, yin English conventionally implicates that there are alitirres
to x that also do y, and that x ist the most unlikely of the al&tives to do y (see Horn
(2004) for discussion). However, a direct question canmoatiswered by these conven-
tional implicatures (163a). Similarlputimplicates that there is a contrast between the two
coordinated properties (163b).

(163) a. Who is most unlikely to play the lottery? — # Even Bikys the lottery.
b. What does being small contrast with? — # Ants are smalltoahg.

The third exclusion fodennclauses is when the proposition in tdennclause has
been previously mentioned. New-ness is one of the centogdgpties of Cls identified
in (Potts, 2005, p. 43). (Potts, 2007a, ex. 16) shows for nah@ppositions that Cls are
generally infelicitous when their content is backgrounded

(164) Lance Armstrong survived cancer.
a. # When reporters interview Lance, a cancer survivor, tendhlks about the
disease.
b. And most riders know that Lance Armstrong is a cancer sarvi

Thus, the proposed analysis explains not only why a Cl caimaiective denr) can
be used in speech act and epistemic readings, as opposedssearted causal connective
(weil). But in addition, the three previously noted exceptiongh® use ofdennare also
predicted by this account.

3.6 Further Issues

In this section, | discuss some further issues related tappeoach to the semanticswéil
anddennpresented in this chapter.

3.6.1 Englishbecause

In English,becausés ambiguous between the at issue content and conventiophtature
use (see also Sweetser (1982), (Rutherford, 1970, p. 10@pfoe discussion). It can be
used freely in epistemic or speech act causal sentences:
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(165) Johnis home, because his light is on.
(166) Are you done, because | want to clear the table.

In the propositional usdgecausean be easily embedded.

(167) If you're getting married because you like the foodgassor Sarah had on her gift
registry, then that’s a pretty stupid reason.

If becauseés used in epistemic or speech act sentences, though, ibthermbedded:

(168) # If John is home because his light is on, then everyliodyis building must be
home (seeing as all the lights are on).

Some preliminary tests suggest that Engksice behaves very similarly talennin
German, disregarding the different syntax.

3.6.2 Epistemic and Speech Act Uses ofell

As briefly noted above in section 3.1, there are some uttesawbereveil can have epis-
temic and speech act readings, in particular in spoken Gerriais is possible only if
weil is used with a complement clause with verb-second word ¢id&), or with a falling

pitch on the preceding clause (170).

(169) a. Peterist zuhause,weil sein Licht ist an.
Peter is at home, becausehis light is on.

‘Peter is at home, because his light is on.

b. Die Antwort ist auf Seite 242, well du findest sie ja  selbst
The answer is on page 242, becauseyou find it part. self
nie.
never.
‘The answer is on page 242, since you will never find it yodrsel
(170) a. Peterist zuhausg, well sein Licht an ist.

Peter is athomg, becausehis light on is.
‘Peter is at home, because his light is on.

b. Die Antwort ist auf Seite 242\, weil du sie ja  selbst nie
The answer is on page 242\, becauseyou it part. self never
findest.
find.

‘The answer is on page 242, since you will never find it youdrsel

Importantly, these uses ofeil are completely synonymous witlenn that is, they have
all the same propertiés Most notably, semantic embedding of the sentence is rawal:

SMartin Kay (p.c.) suggested thédr in English behaves in the same way as Gerhem
18(Wegener, 1999, pp. 14-17) shows thail-V2 is entirely functionally equivalent tdenn that is, it has
exactly the same uses.
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(171) # Peterist nicht zuhause,weil sein Licht ist an.
Peter is not athome, becausehis light is on.

‘Peter isn't at home, because his lightis on.’
# NOT (CAUSE P’s light is on, P. must be at home)
(172) # Peterist nicht zuhausg, weil sein Licht an ist.
Peter is not athome, becausehis light on is.

‘Peter isn’t at home, because his lightis on.’
# NOT (CAUSE P’s light is on, P. must be at home)

Therefore, | takaveil-V2 and non-integratedeil-VF to be equivalent witldenrt’, with
a parallel analysis.

It follows, then, that the move of theause-operator to the ClI dimension can be sig-
nalled in several ways: (i) lexically, usirdgenn (ii) syntactically, with V2 word order, and
(iif) phonologically, with falling pitch. At this point it$ worth noting that choosing (i) to
encode Cl-ness usually implies (ii) and (iii), and choodjingusually implies (iii). Thus,
although a simple phonological cue is sufficient to indi¢htg the operator is used on the
conventional implicature dimension, instead of in the atiesdimension, oftentimes the
speaker will use a redundant mechanism by providing syiotaotd possibly lexical cues
as well.

The fact that phonological or syntactic separation of theahee-clause is used to in-
dicate CI status is maybe not entirely surprising, given the ClI is a side comment, kept
separately from the at issue content. However, the exachamésm by which the switch
of semantic content to the Cl dimension comes about is an gpestion beyond the scope
of this dissertation.

3.6.3 Embedding under Non-Restrictive Relative Clauses

Finally, it has not been noted in the literature (to my knalgie) that the unembeddability
of dennclauses is not absolute. These clauses can be embeddeat-iastoctive relative
claused?

7(Pasch, 1997, p. 259) argues thail-V2 clauses can be used to answer questions, vdeifeiclauses
cannot be so used. She gives the following example, whichlidfimacceptable:

(i) Warum bist du denn so erschrocken? — Weil ich habe dichtkiemmen horen.
‘Why did you startle so much? — Because | didn’t hear you.’

Pasch notes thateil-V2 can only be an answer if the main clause is not utterederatiswer. This seems
to point to the conclusion that in the cases whereedl-V2-clause is uttered as a direct answer, it is really
just the clause followingveil that is taken as the answer (just like any main clause woyldTigs could be
indicated by a pause after ‘because’: “Why didn’t you call@aglier?” — “(Because:) | wasn't here.”

8f non-restrictive relative clauses are analyzed simplgnas clauses, théennclause is not actually em-
bedded (even syntactically) here, and the example may bpletaty predicted under any analysis. However,
see (Arnold, 2007) for a recent argumentation that norrictise relative clauses are indeed syntactically
embedded.
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(173) Lance Armstrong, der sehr bekanntist, denn  er hat siebenmal die
Lance Armstrong, who very famous is, becausehe has seven timesthe
Tour de Francegewonnen, engagiert sich heute fur Krebskranke.
Tour de Francewon, involves self today for cancer patients.
‘Lance Armstrong, who is very well known, because/since ba the Tour de
France seven times, is now involved in the fight against @dnce

The difference between this example and other types of edibgdliscussed above
in section 3.3.2 is that non-restrictive relative clausesriselves operate on the level of
conventional implicatures. Thus, there is not really a texeel embedding here, since the
relative clause is contributed independently of the atasantent of the main clause. It is
also common for several conventional implicatures to be@ated with the same sentence.
In that case, all the conventional implicatures and then@aissue content of the utterance
are independent of each other.

However, one interesting question remains: In Potts’ (2006§ic for conventional
implicatures, unembeddability is an axiom: there are nesyjhat take a Cl meaning as
an argument. Therefore, how can ttenrclause take the Cl type relative clause as its
argument?

A solution could be found in the detailed semantic compaositf the sentence: In
(Potts, 2005), meanings start out as at issue-type meaantyare then type-shifted to the
Cl dimension by theceomMA operator (p. 98). Roughly, the propositional meaning fer th
relative clause is first constructed in the usual way, and gféfted to become a CI. In this
architecturedenncould target the propositional meanihgfore(or below, in the tree) the
type shift as its argument. The multidimensional meaningdd for (173) would be:

(174) Atlssue: Lance Armstrong is involved in the fight foncar
Cl 1: Lance Armstrong is very famous.
Cl 2: Lance Armstrong is very famous, because he won the Teudirdnce seven
times.

Note that thedennclause is not embedded here.

More research is needed on apparent cases of embeddinigdikedsent one. Since the
Cl items identified in this chapter take clausal argumempsaeent embeddings can become
very common. For example, other Cl items likankly can freely appear idennclauses
(175). Itis an open question whether the restricted logipleyed so far fares adequately
in all cases.

(175) Peterist durchgefallen,denn, unter uns, er hat nicht so viel
Peter is failed, since, among us, he has not so much

gelernt.
studied.
‘Peter failed because, just between you and me, he didrdyysta much.’

The arguments in this section about the semantiateoficlauses that are embedded
within nonrestrictive relative clauses carry over to theermlative anaphoric analysis pro-
posed in section 2.5 as well. However, as argued in sectipna?. alternative to Potts’
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analysis using anaphoric arguments for Cl utterance maslifiee frankly or dennmay ac-
tually have advantages over the original proposal usiregartce nodes in the tree in cases
where the utterance modifier is syntactically embedded ré&trictive relative clauses and
dennclauses present another case where this can be testedxtensieely in future work.

3.7 Summary

This chapter shows that Germalenn (‘because’/'since’) is a conventional implicature
item, and a coordinating conjunction. Becausnncontributes its meaning outside of
the at issue dimension, it can target higher semantic amsrépistemiavusT and il-
locutionary operators) as its argument, leading to epist@md speech act readings of
becausesentences. A different German connective which conteithie same meaning in
the at issue dimensioweil, does not have these readings. Further, | showed that tius sta
of dennas a conventional implicature item and its syntactic prigeexplain why at the
same time there are some specific restrictions on the usenof
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Chapter 4

If: Relevance Conditionals

In this chapter, | propose a new analysis of a particular tfpeonditional construction,
relevance conditionals, in the light of the phenomena se&me previous chapters.

4.1 Introduction

There is a type of conditional construction whose compmséti semantics has puzzled
semanticists for decades. A typical example is (176), frradel, 2006).

(176) If you're hungry, there’s pizza in the fridge.

Although (176) has the shape of a conditional, the conseadsi@ot understood to depend
on the truth of the antecedent. Intuitively, there is no ¢ooidlal meaning there. So, what
exactly is the contribution of th#-clause? Clearly, it must still be relevant somehow, as
shown by the oddness of (177).

(177) #If you're hungry later, 2 plus 2 is 4.

A related question is hovf-clauses obtain such a seemingly non-conditional meaning,
especially given the fact that such readings of condit®m@aé widely attested in many
languages.

(178) Wenndu Hunger hast, es ist noch Pizza im Kuhlschrank.

If you hunger have, there is still pizza inthe fridge.

‘If you are hungry, there’s still some pizza in the fridge.’ Gdrman)
(179) (Kimi-ga) yoi sirase-o0 kiki-tai-mono-na-ra, kinguzu-wa

You-NOM good newsAcCC hear-wantcOP-NOMIN-COND the KingsTorP

uruhuzu-ni katta-mono-da-(nee).

the WolvesbAT won-NOMIN-COP-(PRT)

‘If you want to hear some good news, the Kings defeated the/&¥dl

(Japanese; after Siegel, 2006)

(180) Jeslity goloden, v holodil'nike jest’ picca.

If YOUSING hungryMASC.SING, in fridge there.is pizza
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‘If you're hungry, there’s pizza in the fridge. (Russian)

This special use of conditional constructions has beeedételevance conditionals”
(RCs) in the linguistic literature (latridou, 1991; BhattcaPancheva, 2008)In the past
decades, several analyses of such conditionals have ba@psed in order to address these
guestions. The task for the linguist is based on the backgi@ssumption of semantic
compositionality: The minimal assumption is thfaalways contributes the same meaning
typical for all kinds of conditional sentences. Some addil ingredients are then pro-
posed in order to capture the semantic peculiarities of REsiy account, | uphold this
basic precondition of a linguistic analysis of RCs.

In this chapter, | propose a new analysis of relevance comdits claiming that the
content of thdf-clause is contributed as a conventional implicature, predelently of the
consequent, which is asserted straightforwardly. Thedimeensionality of relevance con-
ditionals is, as | will argue, the crucial property that azets for their unembeddability as
well as other idiosyncrasies of use.

The chapter is organized as follows: In section 4.2, | shaesltrucial semantic prop-
erties of relevance conditionals that have often been owkéed in the literature. | then
propose the novel two-dimensional analysis of relevancalitionals in section 4.3. In
section 4.4, | discuss some previous approaches to relevanditionals, showing that
they are unable to account for the three previously disclugsgperties, and/or are unable
to reflect the parallelism between RCs and relevance usdb@&f connectives. Section 4.5
concludes the chapter.

4.2 Crucial Properties of Relevance Conditionals

RCs are characterized by a conditional form which does®trst express a conditional
meaning. Thus, if one utters (181), whether or not there &eulis on the sideboard
doesn’t actually depend in any way on the wishes of the addees

(181) There are biscuits on the sideboard if you want them. usiifA, 1961)

In this section, | point out three other important properidé RCs which distinguish
them from regular hypothetical conditionals. Since RCgelihese properties with the
utterance modifyindpecauseclauses and adverbials | discussed in the previous clsapter
will then proceed to propose a novel analysis of RCs that exsiphs this parallelism and
captures these peculiarities.

10ther names in philosophy and linguistics include “biscomditionals” (after Austin’s (1961) original
example), “conditional assertions”, “nonconditional ddionals”, “pragmatic conditionals”, and “uncondi-
tionals” (Merin, 2007). | use the name “relevance condaiérand the abbreviation “RC” to refer to the

entire conditional sequence. To refer just to the antedadd®Cs, | usually talk about thaf*clause”.
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4.2.1 Semantic Unembeddability

One striking property of RCs that has sometimes been ob$énvihe previous literature
is their unembeddability under certain semantic operatdosvever, this has not been sys-
tematically documented yet. In the following, | show thatdRsategorically resist semantic
embedding, with the exception of a few attitude verbs fiag

Negation

In order to show that thé-clause of RCs is outside of the assertion associated wéth th
sentence, latridou (1991) observed that in contrast tol@aegonditionals, RCs cannot be
straightforwardly denied.

For regular conditionals, the causal link they express @ndgated (182). This leads
to infelicity in the case of relevance conditionals (183).

(182) A: Ifitrains, she’ll be happy.

That’s not true. She’ll be happy if it snows.

(183) If  may be honest you're looking awful

@ >W

That's not true. # | look awful if you may be deceitful
(latridou, 1991, p. 53)

This data also shows that the RC cannot be semantically edtedachder negation.

Attitude Verbs

As described in (Bhatt and Pancheva, 2006), RCs typicalimatbe embedded under
attitude verbs, for exampleelieve

(184) # John believes that if you are thirsty there is beenénftidge.
(Bhatt and Pancheva, 2006, ex. (102b))

Other examples include true factives suclsagpriseandregret(185).
(185) * The children were surprised that if they’re hunghgre’s pizza in the fridge.

Bhatt and Pancheva (2006) do observe that RCs can appearigrembedded under
say In (186), the RC is actually embedded unday the whole RC is what John uttered.
The sentence differs from (187), where John only utteredtimsequent, and thieclause
is added by the speaker.

(186) John said that if you need him later he’ll be in 418.
(187) If you need your TA John later, he said he’ll be in 418.

Further, Siegel (2006) notes that although RCs are prauilzis complements of most
attitude verbs, they are possible undanind rememberandrealize(she doesn’'t mention
say). See for example:

66



(188) Dad called to remind us that if we're hungry there’szpiin the fridge.  (Siegel,
2006, ex. (31a))

| conclude for now that RCs are unembeddable under mosidsdtiterbs. Embedding
is sometimes possible under two types of verbs: speech dis sach asayor ask(189),
and the cognitive factive verbs (Beaver, 20€28lize remind rememberandknow(190).

(189) Peter asked me whether if he’s hungry, there’s pizzladriridge.
(190) The children already know that if they’re hungry thepézza in the fridge.

| will come back to this behavior in section 4.3.3.

Other Semantic Operators

It has not, to my knowledge, been pointed out in the previaesalture just how far-
reaching the unembeddability of RCs is. In addition to theesaabove, denial/negation
and attitude verbs, it can be shown that RCs do not embed wtiger semantic operators
either. Typical environments for semantic embedding idelguestions anid-clauses.

Questions Embedding an RC in a question does not necessarily lead tannmgaticality.
In (191), the RC is syntactically embedded under a spellédversion of the question
morphemewhethe). The only available interpretation is one where only thessmuent of
the conditional is actually part of the question. The RC es¢fiore outside of the question,
with the same interpretation as (192). That is, the questigh91-192) is whether or not
there is pizzain the fridge, the truth of which is understasihdependent of the possibility
of me being hungry later.

(191) Tell me whether if I'm hungry later, there’s pizza iretfiidge.
(192) If I'm hungry later, is there pizza in the fridge?

This data contrasts with the behavior of regular condit®maquestions. Embedding
of regular conditionals in a question is straightforward:

(193) Will the street be flooded if it rains?

Conditionals Embedding an RC (syntactically) in the antecedent of amatbeditional
(194) also yields interesting results.

(194) # Ifthere’s pizza in the fridge if you're hungry latggu should eat it.

In English, it is impossible to distinguish regular and velece conditionals by their
syntactic form? Consequently, a given RC usually also has a regular conditi@ading.
This reading is often very odd — most often only a ‘magic’ iptetation remains. For
example, consider the RC embedded in (194):

2In other languages, this is not necessarily the case: Fongbedan German, RCs and regular conditionals
are always unambiguously distinguished by their word order
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(195) There’s pizza in the fridge, if you're hungry later.

This sentence has a second reading where pizza will magaafiear in the fridge if
(and possibly only if) you're hungry. This is the regular dd@ronal or ‘magic’ reading.

We can observe now that true embedding of the RC within andtotause is impos-
sible: the only possible interpretation of (194) is the orteere the RC is interpreted in
its ‘magic’ reading, that is as a regular conditional. Thembeddability of RCs makes
the RC under another operator (the conditional) so bad thigtthe regular conditional
reading remains (which is normally very unlikely).

RCs are Unembeddable

To sum up, | have demonstrated here that relevance conalgidn contrast to regular con-

ditionals, are generally not semantically embeddable uather operators. This includes
negation, questions, conditionals, as well as most a#tiwetbs. It appears that RCs can
only be successfully embedded under speech act verbs andesztives.

4.2.2 lllocutionary Status of the Consequent

Maybe the most notable property of relevance conditiorsaikat the truth of their conse-
guent is not dependent on the antecedent (latridou, 1984%dedd, in the declarative case
the consequent behaves as if it is straightforwardly asdert

(196) If you're hungry, there’s pizza in the fridge.
= There’s pizza in the fridge

(197) If you need anything, my name is James.
= My name is James.

However, in a recent analysis of relevance conditionaksgé&i(2006) contradicts this
intuition, claiming that the consequent of a declarative iR@ot, after all, asserted. She
gives two main arguments, which will be discussed in thisisec

Japanese ‘yoku’

First, Siegel (2006) discusses the Japanese advgdkglwhich expresses (positive) sur-
prise about its complement by the speaker. It roughly tedaslas ‘amazingly’ Yokuis
interesting for this discussion because it requires a #cimmplement (McCready, 2004),
that is, one that is straightforwardly asserted. It is tfeeeeimpossible in the consequent
of regular conditionals (since there is no guarantee ofadiztation for the consequent).

(198) a. Kinguzu-wa yoku  uruhuzu-ni katta-mono-da.
the Kings-TOP surprise the Wolves-DAT won-NOMIN-COP

‘The Kings, amazingly to me, defeated the Wolves.’
(Siegel, 2006, ex. (15))

68



b. (Mosi) sensyu-ga kega-kara kaihuku-sita-mono-na-ra,
(If) player-NOM injury-from recover-did-NOMIN-COP-COND
kinguzu-wa  yoku* uruhuzu-ni katta-mono-da.
the Kings-TOP surprise the Wolves-DAT won-NOMIN-COP
‘If their players recovered from their injuries, the Kingamazingly to me*],
defeated the Wolves'’
(Siegel, 2006, ex. (16))

In (4.2.2a),yoku (‘famazingly’) modifies the proposition that the Kings deéshthe
Wolves, which was straightforwardly asserted by the speake contrast,yokuis im-
possible in (4.2.2b), because here the clause “the Kingsatkd the Wolves” is just the
antecedent of the conditional, and therefore only hypataknot a fact.

Siegel (2006) shows thabkuis also impossible in the consequent of the RC (199).
This is entirely unexpected if the consequent of RCs is asgutm be straightforwardly
asserted.

(199) (Mosi) (kimi-ga) yoi sirase-0  kiki-tai-mono-na-ra,
(If) you-NOM good news-ACC hear-want-COP-NOMIN-COND
kinguzu-wa  yoku* uruhuzu-ni katta-mono-da-(nee).
the Kings-TOP surprise the Wolves-DAT won-NOMIN-COP-(PRT)
‘If you want to hear some good news, the Kings, [amazingly &jdefeated the
Wolves. (Siegel, 2006, ex. (17))

However, a closer look at the properties/okushows that this data is not surprising. In
(199),yokuis ruled out for reasons independent of thelause. McCready (2004) points
out thatyokupresupposes that its complement be already in the commaomgyro

(200) A: Who did Austin marry?

B: *Yoku Dallas to kekkon sita nal
YOKU Dallas with marry did PT

‘He did a really good and surprising thing by marrying Ddlllas
(McCready, 2004, ex. (6))

In the ungrammatical (199), the complementyokuis the ‘news’ that the Kings de-
feated the Wolves. This information is clearly marked asb®dbg in the common ground,
and thereforgrokuis expected to be bad in such a sentence.

Once one controls for backgroundednesyaius complement, RCs allowoku just
as expected.

(201) A: Ourteam defeated the Wolves yesterday! What do ggucsthat?!
B: (Mosi) watasi-no iken-o sir-itai-no-na-ra,
(If) I-GEN  opinion-ACC know-wantto-NM-COP-if,
kinguzu-wa  yoku  uruhuzu-ni katta-mono-da-to
the Kings-TOP surprise the Wolves-DAT Won-NOMIN-COP-COMP
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omou.
think.

‘If you want to know my opinion, I’'m amazed that the Kings datled the
Wolves.’

Thus, | have shown that the unavailability yékuin Japanese RCs as presented by
Siegel (2006) is due to independent reasons, not linkedeedlevance conditional. An
example where these factors are controlled for is fine witkuin the consequent of the
RC, indicating that the consequent of the RC is indeed askert

False Consequents in RCs

Siegel’s (2006) second important argument against thetiatthe consequent of an RC is
asserted is based on examples like the following:

(202) [In front of the bar:] If they ask you how old you are, ye21!

She correctly argues that in this case, the consequent &@hie not entailed (indeed,
in the most likely scenario it would be false that you're 2ihce you're actually under
age, and we're trying to smuggle you into the bar). Since these is not entailed, Siegel
claims that it must not have been asserted (given a trutpidleer).

In (202), the consequent is unquestionably not a stateraitie it expresses a more
complex speech act. It conveys an order, approximatelyy/FSatend that you're 21"
However, this complex speech act arises from the consedgselif independently of the
if-clause that precedes it. In the same situation, the speakét have just uttered (203) to
achieve the same effect.

(203) [In front of the bar:] (Oh and John,) you're 21!

The consequent in the RC (202) thus has the same meaningraedfit would have
in matrix use. | take this as further evidence that the mdaecebf an RC is the same as
just uttering its consequent. In most cases, this amourasderting the consequent, since
this illocutionary act is very common. But other complex exgie acts are possible in the
consequent of an RC, as shown by (202), or as in the rhetayiczdtion below (204). In
each case, the speech act performed by the RC is equivaldrg tlme corresponding to
just the consequent of the RC.

(204) If you think about it, why didn’t he help her when she ded him? (Look, he’s not
such a great guy.)

The Consequent of RCs is Straightforwardly Asserted

Siegel (2006) proposes two main arguments against thaiortuhat the consequent of an
RC is understood as being asserted straightforwardly. akeeid this section showed that
her arguments do not hold up to closer scrutiny: Indeed, #te provide further evidence
that the main effect of uttering an RC is in fact to perform $peech act associated with
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its consequent. In the case of a declarative sentence,ghaly amounts to asserting the
consequent of the RC.

4.2.3 Syntactic Unintegration

The third important peculiarity of RCs is a syntactic oneEhglish, conditional sentences
are structurally ambiguous between a hypothetical carmthliand a relevance conditional,
and they are usually disambiguated by confeReal ambiguous utterances are also possi-
ble, for example:

(205) If you need me later, I'll stay at home all day.

Here, the speaker could be trying to convey that they wilf stehome just in case the
hearer might need them later (the hypothetical reading}h®speaker could be staying at
home in any case, and they might be informing the hearer keddwe hearer might need
them later (the relevance reading).

In some languages like German and Dutch there is no ambjdpgibause hypothetical
and relevance conditionals are distinguished by the syntaxGerman, thef-clauses in
hypothetical conditionals are integrated into the maiuséain that they occupy the first
position in the main clause with verb-second order (206 eyTére immediately followed
by the finite verb, just like other adjuncts. Relevance cthowals, on the other hand, do
not count for V2 (207) (as noted for example by Konig and van&lwera, 1988; latridou,
1991; Kdopcke and Panther, 1989; Gunthner, 1999; BhattPamtheva, 2006). They are
not integrated into the main clause syntax, and the finite deesn’timmediately follow.
The ambiguous English example above (205) is disambiguatede German syntax as
follows (Handke, 1984):

(206) Wenn du mich brauchst, bleibe ich den ganzen Tag zuhause.

If you me need, stay | the whole day athome.

‘If you need me, I'll stay at home all day.’ (hypothetical abtional only)
(207) Wenndu mich brauchst,ich bleibe den ganzen Tag zuhause.

If you me need, | stay the whole day at home.

‘If you need me, I'll stay at home all day.’ (relevance coitital only)

RCs share this property with utterance modifying adveshisgée section 2.3). In fact,
discussions of the syntactic properties of utterance modjfadverbials in German often
includes the German relevance conditionals (Pittner, 1990the next section, | propose
an analysis of RCs as an utterance-modifying versiafrdfiuses that explains these sim-
ilarities.

3There is one syntactic peculiarity of RCs, that they do nier&dethenin the consequent (latridou, 1991).
This may point to increased unintegration of relevance itammls even in English.

4This clear-cut distinction of integrated hypothetical ditionals and non-integrated relevance condition-
als only holds for indicativéf-clauses. Subjunctivié-clauses can also optionally appear non-integrated in
German. For more detailed discussion of subjunctive/artaxttual conditionals and RCs, see section 4.3.2.
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4.3 The Analysis: ‘If’ on Two Dimensions

In this section, | propose a new, two-dimensional semariticselevance conditionals.
This analysis is motivated by the three properties of RC&fesl above. RCs share the
semantic property of unembeddability with conventiongplicature items (Potts, 2005),
as shown in chapter 2. | show in this section that the two-dsimnality of the meaning is
crucial to obtain the correct compositional semantics f@sRin particular, to explain the
straightforward execution of the consequent in RCs. Rméde fact that RCs are utterance
modifying just like adverbs such &=nkly as discussed in chapter 2 and speech act uses of
denn(chapter 3) explains the syntactic unintegration of RCs.

| have shown that thié-clause in RCs is not embeddable under other semantic operat
(see section 4.2.1). Unembeddability of this kind is a hatkmproperty of conventional
implicature items (Potts, 2005; Kratzer, 1999; Bonami amdi&d, 2005). | claim, there-
fore, that in a relevance conditional the conditional ielafrom theif-clause is contributed
as a ClI, instead of as part of the at issue content: it is a siodhement on the main speech
act carried out by the utterance.

The second special property of RCs observed above is thaptech act in the con-
sequent of an RC is straightforwardly executed (see sedtid). This behavior is not
surprising in the context of Cls: An utterance “Obviously@”“Unfortunately p” yields
the straightforward assertion that p, as discussed in@se@t4.1. In the same way, an
RC “If p, g” carries out the speech act associated with theseqgnent. The content of
theif-clause, as discussed above, is contributed as the CI. Tdws o another semantic
dimension, | argue, is the main difference between a regudaditional and a relevance
conditional.

4.3.1 Proposal

The discussion so far in this section leads to the main pdimiyanalysis for RCs: In
contrast to previous analyses, | argue that RCs contribeierneaning split on two tiers. |
propose the following schema for the two-dimensional megof relevance conditionals:

(208) Semantics of a Relevance Conditionakdlfp, q”:

At Issue Content: ¢
Conventional Implicature: If p, | utter(q)

According to this analysis, the at issue content of/fp, q” is taken to be exactly the
same as just uttering “q”. In addition, the conditional tiela between the contents of p and
g is contributed as a CI. This conditional relation is simtlathe meanings proposed for
RCs in previous analyses (Conditional Assertion TheoreSiegel’s (2006) account; see
section 4.4). While this conditional alone cannot captheedemantics of RCs correctly
(for example, it does not guarantee that the speech act cotheequent is carried out), the
crucial innovation in my proposal is the split of the RC me@ninto two dimensions. This
step yields a semantics that correctly captures our intustabout the meaning of RCs, as
follows.
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First, the truth or execution of the speech act of q does nu¢ie on thef-clause, since
it is just straightforwardly uttered (see section 4.2.29c@d, thaf-clause contributes an
unembeddable side-comment, that is, a CI (section 4.2.4¢sd two points, as we have
seen, distinguish RCs from regular uses of conditionals.

For illustration, (209-211) show example RCs with their mieg, for a declarative
(209), question (210), and a wish (211) in the consequent.

(209) [If you need me lategl, I'll stay at home all day.

At Issue Content: | will stay at home all day.
Cl: If you need me later, | utter (I will stay home all day)

(210) If you're so smart, when was the constitution signed?

At Issue Content: When was the constitution signed?
Cl: If you're so smart, | ask (when was the constitution sijjne

(211) If 1don't see you anymore, have a great vacation!

At Issue Content: Have a great vacation!
Cl: If I don’t see you anymore, | wish (you to have a great vaxcgt

The meaning proposed here for RCs is in essence paralled nidlysis of speech act
uses ofdenn(‘because’) in German (see chapter 3). Recall that my aisatiexives the
following meaning for cases of utterance modifying ‘be@us

(212) Die Antwort ist auf Seite 242, denn  von alleine findest du sie
The answer is on page 242, becausealone find  you it
wohl nie.
part. never.

‘The answer is on page 242, since you will never find it by yelirs

At Issue Content: The answer is on page 242.
Cl: Because you'll never find it by yourself, | utter (the amsws on page 242)

Structurally, utterance modifyindennclauses and RCs are similar: the main clause
of the sentence is straightforwardly uttered, and the cctiwvee(dennor if) contributes its
semantics on the Cl dimension. In chapter 5, | come back sqpthint that RCs are part of
a larger range of constructions with similar semantics.

My analysis of RCs proposed above thus has the advantagiés¢émantics of RCs
and the meaning of utterance modifyidgnnclauses as analyzed above are composition-
ally the same. This is desired because the examples in qnesg intuitively very similar,
and they share semantic properties, too, such as unemblkgdaid the straightforward
assertion of the main clause.

However, there is a difference between the Cl use of ‘bec¢ddsar) andif in effect.
The two-dimensional semantics of tdenncase is straightforward, sinckennis factive
about the main clause anyway. It is therefore clear what thiev@l dennclause adds
to the whole utterance. Traennclause adds to the assertion of p the causal predication
between p and q. The case is different ifior Normally, the consequent of aficlause
is not known to be true. In an RC, however, we know from the stiescontent (208a)
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that it is true. The entird-statement is thus also trivially true. In this point, my bses

is similar to Siegel’'s (2006), as well as the conditionaleassn accounts (DeRose and
Grandy, 1999). For example, Siegel’s predicted meaningos is also trivially true, and
the actual contribution of the RC comes from the principleaévance which requires
that the two parts of the conditional sentence should bevagteto each other and the
context (see section 4.4.2). The fact that the semanticitonal under all these analyses
is trivially true may actually match well with our intuiti@n This is probably the reason
why RCs do not have a normal “conditional” feel to them. Stilvould like to claim that
adding an RGf-clause to a sentence does have an informative contriuiraret effect. |
explore this net effect in the following section.

4.3.2 Net Effect of thelf-Clause in RCs
Indicative Conditionals

Let’s consider again the simplest example of an RC with aatative consequent:

(213) «: “If you're hungry, there’s pizza in the fridge.”
At Issue Content: There’s pizza in the fridge.
Cl: If Addressee is hungryy utters (There’s pizza in the fridge)

Given the atissue content (in this case, an assertion)ptigittonal in the Cl is trivially
true. Still, | claim that thef-clause is making a real, two-part contribution. In ordesd¢e
how the first part of this net effect is obtained, | will use sofindings about indicative
conditionals proposed in (von Fintel, 1999b).

Conditionals come in different shapes. The most importgntastic/morphological
distinction is between indicative and subjunctive comuatigils. Subjunctive conditionals in
English are distinguished from the default (indicative)dmecial marking in thé-clause,
and the modalvould or mightin the consequent clause (in Romance languagesif-the
clause is in subjunctive mood, hence the name). Comparetheative (214) with the
subjunctive (215).

(214) If Peter is sick, he stays at home.
(215) If Peter was sick, he would stay at home.

Von Fintel (1999) shows that indicative conditionals mayerebe counterfactual. The
reason for this is a simple presupposition triggered by tfieations, together with the
reasonable assumption that bare conditionals have areepistnodal base. First, the
presupposition against empty restrictors: Quantificatisimould not be vacuous, so quan-
tifications in general carry existential presuppositionsid their restrictor. For example,
consider quantification over individuals (Heim and KrafZg98). In (216), the quantifi-
cation over first-year students contributes a presuppaositiat some such students exist.

(216) Every first-year student likes semantics.

For quantification over worlds (as iftrclauses), the same kind of presupposition has
been used by von Fintel (1999b). He calls it the compatydresupposition.
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(217) Compatibility Presupposition:
A conditionalif p, qis only defined for a world w if the contextual domain of
quantification D(w) includes p-worlds:
pND(w) # I (von Fintel, 1999, (C))

Second, | assume an epistemic modal base for the condgianall cases discussed
in this paper. This is reasonable since bare conditionakh@wt an overt modal in the
consequent) almost always have an epistemic modal basezé@Kra991). For indicatives
in particular, von Fintel (1999b) argues that the epistamocial base must also be realistic.
That is, the domain of quantification must be contained incthr@ext set C (or common
ground: the set of worlds currently held possible by the kpga

(218) Indicative Conditionals (default):
D(w) c C (von Fintel, 1999, (VF))

From this condition and the compatibility presuppositibigllows that there are some
p-worlds in the context set; that is, the speaker considetdeast possible that p:

(219) (217N D(w) # &
(218) D(w) C C
=pNC#J

For our original example RC (213), this means that the Coohiices the presupposition
that there are some belief-worlds of the speaker where yohwangry. In other words, the
speaker considers it at least possible that you may be huBgrge the conditional in the
Cl itself is trivially true, it doesn’'t add any new entailntsrto the at issue content. Its
net effect is therefore introducing the presuppositiort tha antecedent may be possible
(according to the speaker).

A check reveals that this prediction is actually correce ¢pistemic presupposition is
introduced. (220) is odd if the speaker knows that Peter ivhangry (in the past).

(220) If Peter was hungry, there was pizza in the fridge.

Thus, the first, epistemic, net effect of the CI contributgdhe if-clause p in RCs is
that the speaker considers p possible. This epistemic fextte$ a direct consequence
of the conditional shape of RCs. Since they share this eftettt regular hypothetical
conditionals, this argues for the presence of a conditioparator, despite the fact that
RCs intuitively do not feel conditional.

The second part of the net effect has figured centrally intimeudiscussions of RCs
as well as some analyses as the notion of relevance. Thevedsayidence for one notion
of relevance: RCs are only felicitous if the antecedent isvent to the consequent, as
demonstrated again in (221).

SEven though relevance has often been called into play for, R@s may still call into question what
should be relevant to what. The evidence presented heresstebevance of the two clauses of RCs to each
other. Sometimes it has been claimed that, the antecedantRE provides a condition for the relevance of
the consequent to the discussion at hand (Franke, 200 hpwtitlear formal discussion of this point. It can
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(221) # If you're hungry later, 2 plus 2 is 4.

In my analysis, this fact follows from the general applioatof the Maxim of Relevance
(Grice, 1975). Clearly, if I choose to utter (221) insteaglust “2 plus 2 is 4”, the additional
if-clause should be relevant to the conversation at hand. Bldapnechanism is needed
to rule out (221). The example is odd just as (222) is odd, e/h@o unrelated assertions
are provided together.

(222) # You may be hungry later and 2 plus 2 is 4.

Indicative RCs therefore contribute a two-part net efféatst, the epistemic contribu-
tion that the speaker considers q possible, and secondotioa of relevance between the
if-clause and the main clause.

Subjunctive Conditionals

What, on the other hand, happens with subjunctive conditshSubjunctive conditionals
in English contain a modavouldor mightin the consequent and a backshifting of tense in
theif-clause. They are usually (223), though not always (224)ntefactuals (Anderson,
1951).

(223) If the match had been struck, it would have lit.
(224) If Jones had taken arsenic, he would have shown justlgxhose symptoms which
he does in fact show.

(223) shows a typical subjunctive conditional which modurally receives a coun-
terfactual interpretation: the match has not in fact beencktin the actual world. In
contrast, Anderson’s famous example (224) is not courderéd, although it shows sub-
junctive marking. This sentence could be uttered as parhafeestigation into Jones’
illness, the source of which hasn't been established yaisTihe speaker of (224) doesn't
know whether Jones has taken arsenic, and it may in facbstithe case that he has (in
the actual world). The sentence is even taken as suppoftikie tiypothesis that Jones has
taken arsenic, rather than as denying it.

RCs with a modalould or mightin the consequent are impossible. For an example,
consider (225), disregarding tense for now. This sentembe ltas a regular (“magic”)
counterfactual conditional reading, not an RC reading.

(225) # If you had been hungry, there would have been pizzaeifiridge.

At Issue Content: There would have been pizza in the fridge.
Cl: If you had been hungry, | utter (there would have beenaginzhe fridge)

be shown that this is not the case, since in most cases thequerst alone is relevant to the discourse and
could be uttered by itself. For example, the wish in senté@88), repeated here, could clearly stand on its
own.

(i) Ifldon’tsee you anymore, have a great vacation!
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The reason for this is a morphological limitation: The sulgjiive would cannot be
modifying the covert utterance operator. Sinweeuldis part of the overt material in the
clause, it must be below the utterance boundary. A true sehye RC (meaning “If p, |
would utter q”) is therefore unpronounceable. A senterae(25) would then receive the
ClI “If you had been hungry, I utter that there would have beeagin the fridge”, and at
issue content “There would have been pizza in the fridgee 3ibjunctivevouldis odd
here. This is expected, since it would be equally weird it, @uthe blue, after learning
that your stomach has been grumbling before | utter “Thereldvbave been pizza in the
fridge”.

Thus, subjunctive RCs like (225) are impossible becausentigalwouldis not in the
right place. In his paper, von Fintel (1999b) considers tres@nce of the modavould
or mightthe crucial marker for subjunctive conditionals. He acklemlges, though, that
counterfactual uses of conditionals without a modal aresipdes, such as:

(226) If you had needed money, there was plenty in my bankuattco
(von Fintel, 1999, fn. %)

Examples such as (226), which are counterfactual, but wittite modal in the conse-
guent to mark this, seem to point to the fact that the subjmatarking in conditionals is
done jointly by the modal in the consequent and the tenserghih theif-clause, after all.
Without wanting to go into too much detail in the semanticsainterfactuals here, | think
it is safe to say that (226) definitely is not “indicative” imw Fintel's sense (218). The
guantification in (226) does involve a domain which includes-context worlds, since it
is counterfactual. The example furthermore seems to haleaa RC interpretation: the
consequent is uttered straightforwardly and does not akpartheif-clause. What then
does this type of RC mean?

Von Fintel (1999) argues that subjunctive conditionaleegtthe domain of quantifica-
tion beyond the context-worlds. This potentially allows ¢éounterfactual uses.

(227) Subjunctive Conditionals:
D(w) ¢ C (von Fintel, 1999, (VA)

That is, the domain of quantification is partly outside thateat set for subjunctives:
we’re at least partly considering worlds where things drir@ way we think (have agreed)
that they are. This is the (only) difference between indvesdind subjunctive conditionals.
| take von Fintel's condition for subjunctive conditiong®27) to apply both to obvious
subjunctives such as (223), as well as the less obvious ddseuwouldin (226).

Given this domain extension in subjunctives, the exis&ptiesupposition contributed
by theif-quantification does not warrant a conclusion that antetederlds are epistem-
ically possible. Formally, from (217) and (218), (219) @mlls, but from (217) and (227),
nothing about the possibility of antecedent-worlds candrecluded:

(228) (217pND(w) # <&
(227)D(w) ¢ C
»>pNC#J

\Vion Fintel attributes this example to Johnson-Laird via May.
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Thus, the conditional contributed as a side comment (Clhieyaintecedent of the RC
does not have the same net effect of epistemic possibilithedicative RCs. The other
principle is however still at play here. This is the prineigf relevance which has also
been employed in previous accounts of RCs (Siegel, 2006)thiecanalysis presented in
this paper, this means that at least the condition stateleirf-tlause has to be relevant
to the consequent. That is, we have the following meaninge ddmsequent is asserted
straightforwardly. Furthermore, a conditional is utterddhis conditional is trivially true
(because its consequent is known to be true). But adding @é-Blause to the statement
in the consequent still has a communicative effect, sinegtbposition in thef-clause is
relevant to the matrix proposition.

To sum up this section 4.3.2: | have introduced a new sensfttiaelevance condi-
tionals where, crucially, the semantic contribution ofzdfp, q” is split between at issue
content and conventional implicature. This two-dimenal@tcount, independently moti-
vated by the semantic unembeddability of the RC and by tlaégétiforward utterance of
the consequent, produces a third result that charactdri@ss given the at issue content,
the contribution of the CI reduces to a two-part net effecirdicatives. First, the speaker
considers the antecedent possible, and secondf-theuse must be relevant to the conse-
guent. While true subjunctive RCs are impossible becausfeeahorphological limitation
regarding the placement of the modaluld, counterfactual RCs may still be uttered (albeit
without the modal). In that case, although the epistemisypposition is not triggered, the
conditional meaning in the CI dimension still contributé$east the second part of the net
effect, that thef-clause constitutes a relevant proposition to the utteranc

4.3.3 Discussion

In this subsection, | discuss some further points reganhip@nalysis of RCs.

“Conventional” Implicature?

One question regarding the status of RCs might arise at tirg.pConventionaimpli-
catures (CIs) are traditionally so-called because thesenimgs are typically associated
with particular words or phrases by convention. Classigah#ples for Cls are discourse
connectives likeherefore which always introduce Cl-type meanings.

(229) Heis an Englishman. He is, therefore, brave.
(Grice, 1975, p. 44)

The case of RCs is slightly different. A conditional expiessis used to convey a
Cl-type meaning instead of its regular (assertion-typeamirgg. In English, there is no
syntactic or lexical difference between regular and releeaconditionalg. Finally, the
exact conditional expression used is not crucial. Relevaeadings are possible for con-
ditional sentences withoift:

’In other languages, as noted, this is not necessarily thee ¥esrd order clearly disambiguates between
the two cases in German.
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(230) In case you're hungry, there’s pizza in the fridge.
(231) Should you need me later, I'll be at home all day.

Nevertheless, this is no counterargument against the Ratgssas conventional im-
plicature items. There are some other specific construstivat have been argued to con-
tribute their meaning on the CI dimension, for example n@happositives (Potts, 2005)
and non-restrictive relative clauses (Potts, 2002a). ésdltases, just as for RCs, no spe-
cific lexical item with an exclusively Cl-type meaning mayitientified. Still, the construc-
tions exhibit all the semantic properties of Cl-hood (sggakientedness, independence of
the assertion, unembeddability, etc.). In addition, altffothe traditional focus has been
on both lexical items and constructions that unambiguocshyey Cls, it has been shown
that certain items can be ambiguous between Cl and non-&ksse for example chapter 3
for Englishbecausg It is therefore clear by now that conventional implicasiconstitute
a separate dimension of meaning (distinct from assertindgpaesuppositions), on which
semantic pieces (meanings of lexical items or construsjioan be contributed.

Embedding under Attitude Verbs

In his logic for conventional implicature, Potts (2005) @ses that Cl items are always
unembeddable under other operators. In fact, this is amaxkicthe theory, since there
are no semantic operators that take CI type meanings asatggiments. As an exam-
ple, he analyzes expressive content sucdaasnand shows that these items are always
unembeddable.

(232) If I look after Sheila’'s damn dog while she is on holididnen | expect to get paid.
(Potts, 2005, (2.37d))

(233) Bush: # Clinton says the damn Republicans should seplagisan. (Potts, 2005,
(5.15b))

In (232), the speaker’s negative attitude towards Sheilag (expressed bgamr) is
not part of the condition on whether he or she wants to get fizadhnis not semantically
embedded here. This unembeddability holds even for sayrggyas shown by (233). The
utterance is infelicitous for a member of the Republicaryplaecause the negative attitude
contributed bydamncannot be attributed to the subjectsafy, but must go to the speaker.

Nevertheless, there are a variety of words that have bedyradzas Cl items. Some of
these are not entirely categorical in their unembeddgbilit particular, it has been noted
that some Cl itemsanbe embedded under certain attitude verbs.

For example, in her paper on the German discourse pajdickratzer (1999) observes
that althougha does not normally embed, it can appear embedded under Vierdysooted
speech, such asyor claim.

(234) Sie kann ja nicht kommen, well sie ja doch ihre Zwillinge
She can JA not come, becauseshe JA DOCH her twins

versorgen muss.
take care of must.
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‘She JA cannot come, because she JA DOCH must take care afiner't
(Kratzer, 1999, ex. (7a))

(235) Webstersagte, dass er ja niemandengekannt habe.
Webster said, that he JA nobody  known had.

‘Webster said that he JA hadn’t known anybody.
(Kratzer, 1999, ex. (12))

The exact contribution gh is still a matter of discussion, but Kratzer (1999) approx-
imates “JA (p)” with “the addressee may already know that g’he particleja in the
becauseclause of (234) is not properly semantically embedded ubdeauseThe reason
why she can’t come is just that she has to take care of her twaighat this fact may be
known to the addressee. On the other hgads embedded undesayin (235), since the
meaning ofa may be part of the reported speech situation (part of whatstfeelsaid).

Similarly, Bonami and Godard (2005) show that evaluatiweealls in French likenal-
heureusemer{tunfortunately’) can be embedded under some attitudesvésbe also sec-
tion 2.2). Again, speech verbs are the most notable exceptithe unembeddability of
the evaluative adverbs. An example of embedding under abpesb is given in (236).
According to the authors, the speaker of (236) may find it matlaextraordinary that a
priest may lose his faith. Thus, the strangeness is asctibie agent of the speech verb
explain

(236) Marie expliquait que le prétre, bizarrement, avait perdu la foi.
Marie explained that the priest, strangely, had lost the faith.

‘Marie explained that the priest, strangely, had lost hithfa
(Bonami & Godard, 2005, ex. (26))

From these examples | conclude that not all conventionalicafuire items are equal.
While one class of Cl items, as discussed by Potts (2005) refage all semantic embed-
ding categorically, there is at least another class of Gh#t¢hat allow for some limited
embedding under certain attitude verbs, most notably $pesbs. This class of Cl items
includes the German particja, French evaluative adverbs, as well as the relevance con-
ditionals discussed in this chapter (see examples (1883—-1190)). Since Potts’ logic is
hard-wired to account for only strictly unembeddable Ciss an interesting question for
future research to determine the exact mechanism derii@agorrect semantics of the
limited embedding for the second type of Cls.

4.4 Previous Accounts

Relevance conditionals (RCs) have been studied for overed@syin linguistics; accord-
ingly, there are many proposed accounts for their syntacticsemantic properties. In this
section, | review some approaches to RCs. The earlier atedaihto characterize the
semantics of RCs accurately. In the following, | will firseduss the conditional assertion
accounts, paying closer attention to (DeRose and Gran®g)1#s one example. Then, |
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review two recent proposals that differ significantly frdmese earlier approaches: Siegel’s
(2006) use of potential literal acts and Ebert et al.’s (3008w of RCs as topics.

4.4.1 Conditional Assertion Accounts

A range of proposed analyses of RCs have employed a variarfGdnditional Assertion”
account (see for example (DeRose and Grandy, 1999)). Raubkke analyses predict a
meaning as in (237) for RCs.

(237) If you're hungry, IASSERT( there’s pizza in the fridge ).

This approach tries to explain the fact that the truth of thesequent does not depend
on the antecedent in RCs by claiming that instead what israbpe on the antecedent is
the performance of the speech act in the consequent (Fraok&). The speech act is
performed if the antecedent is true.

It is relatively easy to see that this cannot be the corretiaseics for RCs. Clearly,
in (238), the statement of the waiter's name has been suollgs=sarried out even if the
guests won't need anything later.

(238) If you need anything else later, my name is James. €5i2Q06, ex. (4))
(239) If I don't see you anymore, have a great vacation!

Similarly, the wish expressed in the consequent of (239)de&s felicitously carried
out, even if the speaker runs into the addressee a week [alter.conditional assertion
approach predicts the wrong semantics for these and otkes ¢Siegel, 2006, see also).

4.4.2 Existential Quantification over Potential Literal Acts

In a recent paper, Siegel (2006) proposes that RCs are mrald that involve existen-
tial quantification over potential literal acts (potentalsertions, potential questions, etc.).
Siegel’'s analysis has two main ingredients. First,ithitause is taken as a plaificlause
as part of the assertion made by the RC (as opposed to theopsewonditional asser-
tion accounts). Second, for the consequent, Siegel mesiae introduction of existential
guantification over potential speech acts. She justifiesriove with her claim that the
consequent of an RC is not straightforwardly asserted. ebegued that the consequent
of an RC is not asserted based on examples like (202), desdusssection 4.2.2. The
example is repeated here:

(240) [In front of the bar:] If they ask you how old you are, ye21!

She claims that “you're 21” is not true in the given contexigl aherefore not entailed
by the sentence (since the entire utterance may be truewvithe consequent being true).
She concludes that the consequent is not asserted in (240).

According to Siegel’s account, a typical RC like (241) isgyghirased as in (242).

(241) If you're hungry, there’s pizza in the fridge.
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(242) If you're hungry, there is a (relevant/salient) asearthat there’s pizza in the
fridge.

(242) claims that in case you're hungry, a certain assesosts. This assertion is,
according to Siegel, not necessarily an actual (carrig¢jlspeech act, but merely a po-
tential literal acf In this sense, it is my understanding that any potentialriesemust
exist, even false assertions or assertions that never happerefore, the meaning of (241)
under Siegel’s account is more explicitly represented disariollowing:

(243) If you're hungry, there exists a potential assertibinere’s pizza in the fridge’ and
this assertion is relevant/salient.

In this paraphrase, since the potential assertion alwagtsethe second part (claiming
relevance/salience of this assertion) is the main corttabwf the RC.

There are some shortcomings to Siegel’'s approach. Fildtistrated in section 4.2.2
that the consequent of an RC is in fact, contra (Siegel, 2@a@)ied out straightforwardly.
This is supported by the fact that, on the one hand, conségjoERCs can often be used in-
dependently of thé-clause, even when they are complex speech acts (like “¥@1t”).
And on the other hand, the Japanese pariolleuwhich can only appear in straightfor-
wardly asserted clauses can be used in RCs, if its unrelatgdjioundedness-requirement
is controlled for in a suitable way. The proof that the consey of RCs is in fact asserted
thus yields the move to potential assertions introducedibgebunnecessary.

More importantly, Siegel's proposal cannot account for atteer striking property of
RCs demonstrated in section 4.2.1: RCs cannot be embeddkd semantic operators
(including negation, questions, conditionals, and masiuae verbs). If RCs are simply
regular conditional sentences that involve quantificabear potential assertions, unem-
beddability is completely unexpected. For Siegel, the nmganf an RC is simply the
proposition that under some condition, a potential speetisaelevant (see (243)). This
proposition can be embedded like any other proposition.ekample, what would an RC
under negation mean, according to this analysis?

(244) It's not the case that, if you're hungry, there’s pizzéhe fridge.

Keeping the meaning for the RC constant, one would predattttte meaning in (245)
should be possible.

(245) The following is not the case: If you're hungry, thesea potential assertion
‘There’s pizza in the fridge’ and this assertion is releysaitent.

8]t is unclear to me how Siegel (2006) would guarantee thaspie=ch act in the consequent of an RC
is actually carried out. This is especially important inemsvhere the speech act in question is not merely
an assertion, such as for the wish in (239), which has cldsrén offered no matter what. Another good
example of this is found in RCs with question complementstfigse RCs compell the hearer to answer in
just the way that unembedded questions do.

(i) If you're so smart, when was the constitution signed?
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Now, a potential assertion ‘There’s pizza in the fridge’ digdily exists. Still, this inter-
pretation is not trivial or meaningless. It could be thatzpibeing in the fridge is irrelevant
because it has gone bad or you don't like pizza anyway. Homeeesuch meaning can
actually be conveyed with (244), since the RC is impossibdedded under negation.
Siegel’s account cannot derive this, since it predicts agostent meaning for (244).

Consider now RCs that appear syntactically embedded wattather conditional. The
example discussed earlier is repeated here, along witmetigged meaning according to
Siegel (2006).

(246) If there’s pizza in the fridge if you're hungry lategy should eat it.
(247) If there is a potential assertion ‘There’s pizza in fili@dge’ and this assertion is
relevant if you're hungry later, then you should eat the @izz

The paraphrase (247) could be reasonably used to exprégsiieae being pizzain the
fridge would be relevant to you if you're hungry later (elgecause you like pizza), then
you should eat it. However, this meaning is not conveyed Bg)2since the RC cannot in
fact be semantically embedded within anotifieriause.

Finally, Siegel’'s semantics would also predict a non-existeading for RCs properly
embedded under questions, such as (191), repeated herigsvpitedicted meaning.

(248) Tell me whether if I'm hungry later, there’s pizza iretfiidge.
(249) Tell me whether if 'm hungry later, there is a potehéissertion ‘There’s pizza in
the fridge’ and this assertion is relevant.

If (248) could have the paraphrase in (249), then it coulddexuo inquire whether a
potential assertion “there’s pizza in the fridge” could bevant to me in case | am hungry
(for example “do | like pizza?”). But there is no such inteation for (248): The only
available reading is the one where the RC is not actually eleidxtunder the question, and
theif-clause is taken to be outside of the question operator.

In general, we can observe that Siegel’s proposal for thenmgaf RCs makes the
conditional sequence a regular assertion (of some conditmrcumstance). Accordingly,
RCs should then behave exactly like other conditionals vaémebedded. We have seen that
this is not the case. While regular conditionals are reasiignantically embedded, RCs
refuse embedding.

To sum up, | have pointed out two shortcomings in one of thetmaxgent accounts
of relevance conditionals: First, | have argued that the entovpotential speech acts is
unnecessary, because the consequent of an RC can, congititeyur intuition, be taken as
a straightforwardly executed — not just potential — speeth%econd and more importantly,
| have shown that the analysis does not account for the seanar@mbeddability of RCs.

4.4.3 Relevance Conditionals as Topics

Another group of researchers has also recently noted thatemantics predicted for rel-
evance conditionals by these previous analyses is too wWiebkrt et al. (2008) propose
another new account of RCs, unifying them with a type of sergdopics. They observe
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a syntactic parallelism between hypothetical (indicgta@nditionals and so-called about-
ness topics on the one hand, and between relevance comdhtienmd frame-setting topics
on the other hand.

Aboutness topics are generally marked by German left casioc (GLD) as in (250),
they express the entity that the sentence is about. Frattiegsepics can be marked by
hanging topic left dislocation (HTLD), as in (251), estahing a frame according to which
the following sentence is relevaht.

(250) Den Pfarrer, den kann keiner leiden.
The-ACC pastor, RP-ACC can nobody like.

‘The pastor nobobdy likes.’
(251) As for the pastor, the wedding sermon was wonderful.

(Ebert et al., 2008) note the following two differences betw GLD and HTLD: (i)
GLD requires a resumptive weak d-pronoun (RP), while HTLID bave other types of
pronouns or lack any pronoun referring back to the topicng251). (ii) Binding into the
topic phrase is allowed in GLD, but prohibited in HTLD:

(252) Seinen Vater, den verehrt jeder.
His father, RP admires everybody.
‘Everybody admires his father.’

(253) *Sein(en) Vater, jedet verehrt ihn.
His father, everybody admires him.
Intd.: ‘Everybody admires his father.’

Based on these differences, one has two options in ordestoniiguate between the
two constructions. To get an (unambiguous) example of GL® can use binding (since
HTLD doesn’t allow it). And in order to get a clear example ofIED, we can use a regular
pronoun or no pronoun (since GLD requires a weak d-prondumi)l use these strategies
in the following examples in this section to distinguishveeén the two topic-marking
constructions.

(Ebert et al., 2008) propose an analysis of relevance andaregonditionals as two
types of topics. To draw the parallelism, they argue thatodmticlethencan be taken as
the proform in conditionals. It can appear in hypothetibat,not in relevance conditionals.
Furthermore, they note that binding is possible into theeedent of hypothetical condi-
tionals, as in (254), but not into the antecedent of RCs, aw/slin the ungrammatical
(255).

(254) Wenn man sie gut pflegt, dann bliht jede Orchidee
If one it well groom, then blossomsevery orchid

mehrmals  im Jahr
several timesin the year.

‘Every orchid blossoms several times a year if you groom it.we

9Examples (250-255) from (Ebert et al., 2008).
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(255) *Wenn du etwas Uber sie wissen willst, jede Orchidee
If you something about it  to know want, every orchid
bluht mehrmals  im Jahr.
blossoms several timesin the year.

Intd.: ‘If you want to know something about it, every orchid$soms several
times a year.

It turns out that regular conditionals share both propgrtramely the presence of a
pro-form, and the possibility of binding, with GLD. On thehet hand, both HTLD and
relevance conditionals do not contain a pro-form or ingtanaf binding. Based on this
parallelism between conditionals and topics, (Ebert et28l08) use an analysis of con-
ditionals as definite descriptions by Schlenker (2004) dadinterpretation of topics as
reference actsrREF) proposed by Endriss (2006), to argue for the following satina of
hypothetical (256) and relevance conditionals (257):

(256) a. If Peter went shopping, then there is pizza in tluig&i

b. REFx (t,, w[wentshopping()(peter)]) & ASSERT(pizza.is_in_the fridge(X))
(257) a. Ifyou are hungry, (* then) there is pizza in the fedg

b. REFx (1w, wlhungry@)(listener)]) & ASSERT(pizza is_in_thefridge(w,))

In both cases, th#-clause establishes a reference to the most similar worktevthe
antecedent is true, call this world X. This referent X is gidkup in the consequent of
a hypothetical conditional by the pro-forthen This results in the part of the formula
“pizza.is_in_thefridge(X)” asserted by using a hypothetical conditional.

In a RC, on the other hand, there is no variable that could yicthe referent from the
antecedent. This can be seen in the formula from the fact'pieta is_in_thefridge” is
predicated ofv,. The RC consequent is just asserted straightforwardlyerattual world
(as | have shown in section 4.2.2 as well). As a result, thg cohnection between the
antecedent and consequent in the RC is the fact that adseeth acts should be relevant
to each other.

This analysis looks quite promising in terms of the emplnaage it attempts to cover.
It can account for the two syntactic facts. First, that RCs'tdleave the pro-fornthenin
them, and second, the impossibility of binding into the iR€lause, which points toward
syntactic unintegration of the two clauses in RCs. Ebert ¢2808) also note the straight-
forward assertion of the consequent in RCs, as | do aboveahéiutheir proposal could
probably account for the semantic unembeddability of R@Qscesthe consequent of the
RC is always predicated af,, it refers to the actual world and cannot be bound by higher
operators (but see below for more discussion of this). Kinthle approach to the feeling of
“relevance” in RCs is identical to the one pursued in thisisierelevance is a consequence
of general Gricean principles governing coherent dise@aurs

Still, 1 would like to point out several empirical doubts albdhe proposed parallelism
between the two types of conditional sentences and two typepics, which is the back-
bone of the analysis.

First, while syntactic integration is mandatory in regudanditionals in German, GLD
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shows no syntactic integration into the main clause. Se8)(&% a clear verb-second
(non-pronoun-initial) example of GLD.

(258) Seine Frau, jeder Linguist, verwohnt die anscheinendmit grof3er
His, wife, every linguist, spoils RP apparently with great
Freude.
joy.
‘His wife every linguist apparently likes to spoil.’ (Freg005, (51a))
Recall that binding into the left dislocated element is callpwed with GLD, which

guarantees that this is the correct construction. Usindfardnt kind of pronoun would
yield an example of HTLD, but then there can be no binding.

(259) Seing, Frau, jeder Linguist, verwohnt sie anscheinendmit grol3er
His,, wife, every linguist, spoils her apparently with great
Freude.
joy.

‘His (i.e., John’s) wife every linguist apparently likesgpoil.’

Second, the pro-form (d-pronoun) in German left dislogaisthe obligatory marker of
the construction, whereas the supposedly parallel pro-fbenin conditionals is optional.
The d-pronoun in GLD can appear in the Mittelfeld, immediatellowing the finite verb
(261). In this case, another constituent must take up theedral position, between the left
dislocation and the finite verb.

(260) Den Pfarrer, den kann keiner leiden.
The pastor, RP can nobody stand.

(261) Den Pfarrer, keiner kann den leiden.
The pastor, nobody can RP stand.

(262) *Den Pfarrer, keiner kann leiden.
The pastor, nobody can stand.
‘The pastor, nobody can stand.’

As shown by (262), the resumptive d-pronoun cannot be dbpp&LD. In regular
conditionals, the “d-pronourdann(‘then’) is optional (263). Furthermore, tlifeclause is
immediately followed by the finite verb because of obliggteyntactic integration.

(263) Wenn der Kater Hunger hat, miaut er.
If the cat hunger has, meows he.

‘If the cat is hungry, he meows.’

Third, the free variable in HTLD is able to optionally refeadk to the referent that has
been established in the topic establishment speech acéxgaarple, in (264), the pronoun
ihn does refer back to the pastor, whose reference has beelisrsdlby the topic. This
sentence is clearly an example of HTLD, since the pronounappears is not a weak d-
pronoun (the relevant form would loker), and since the left dislocated element can be in
nominative case (not necessarily agreeing with its pasifidhe main clause).

86



(264) Der/den Pfarrer, keiner kann ihn leiden.
Th€,om/acc Pastor, nobody can him like.

‘The pastor, nobody likes him.’

Complete parallelism for the conditionals would predicittthere are RCs that have a
regular conditional reading (where the world referentldghed by thef-clause is picked
up in the consequent). This is impossible in German, as hers dleserved.

Fourth, the analysis of topics as speech acts cruciallyiregjthat the topic establish-
ment occurs before the original utterance that makes mfer® it. Changing the order is
impossible, as shown here for HTL:

(265) *Keiner kann ihn leiden, der Pfarrer.
Nobody can him like, the-NOM pastor.

‘Nobody likes him, the pastor.’

In contrast, the antecedents of conditionals can be orgdtedthe consequent, both in
hypothetical as well as in relevance conditionals:

(266) There’s pizza in the fridge if Peter went shopping.
(267) There’s pizza in the fridge, if you're hungry.

Beyond these empirical shortcomings | would like to point ®ame theoretical draw-
backs of the proposed account. As we have seen in the prest@ypser, and | will further
discuss in chapter 5, relevance conditionals are a part afra general phenomenon. Ad-
verbs and discourse connectives have regular, propositises, and also a speech-act
use. It is clear that RCs share the semantic and syntactegres withfrankly-type ad-
verbs and with speech-act usesdainn(‘because’). But the topic approach proposed in
(Ebert et al., 2008) cannot apply to these other constmstidVhile there is an analysis
that reduces (antecedents of) conditionals to a referecigesiach a move is impossible
for because If one wanted to carry over the topic approach to sentenasdenn(‘be-
cause’), one could cover the fact that the matrix clausedstan itself as the assertion of
the sentence. But one would still need to addehe se-predication introduced bgtenn
Thus, one cannot do away with the conventional implicatlitee same reasoning applies
to frankly. Since we need the conventional implicature anyway, howeéugave shown
that the other properties of RCs follow from this alone: thetthat the consequent is as-
serted straightforwardly and the conditional meaning teadas a side comment in the Cl
dimension.

Owith accusative case on the dislocated element, positioihiis element to the right of the sentence is
possible. But in this case, the dislocated phrase is an #jmpodt just can’t be a topic, if it appears to the
right, as is also predicted by the speech act of topic reéeren

(i) Keiner kann ihn leiden, den Pfarrer.
Nobody can him like, the-ACC pastor.
‘Nobody likes him, the pastor.’
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| would like to conclude that the topics as speech acts apprisaa promising account
for relevance conditionals that captures many of theiragtic and semantic properties. In
contrast to previous accounts, it produces a semanticsstistong enough to cover the
intuitive meaning of RCs. But according to the data | haveashat unifies RCs with the
wrong set of constructions. Therefore, this approach failccount for the wide-reaching
and much-noted parallelism between relevance condisarad relevance readings of ad-
verbs and other types of discourse connectives. My propluszd capture this parallelism,
and predicts the same semantic and syntactic propertie€ef R

4.5 Summary

In this chapter, | propose a new analysis of relevance comdits. In particular, | show
two things. First, the semantic unembeddability of rel@eanonditionals demonstrates
that the contribution of thé-clause in RCs must be located on the dimension of conven-
tional implicatures. Second, | argue that the consequeadserted straightforwardly. The
proposed meaning of a relevance conditional “If p, q” is &fiere the assertion of g and the
conventional implicature “If p, | utter q”. The side commé€@t) taken together with the
assertion contributes a two-part net effect: First, thatgpeaker considers p epistemically
possible in indicative conditionals, and second, thatftteéause is relevant to the content
of the main clause.

This analysis of relevance conditionals correctly caguheir semantic and syntactic
properties: RCs are unembeddable under semantic opeddt@nsthan selected attitude
verbs and their consequent does not depend on the truth ainteeedent. The analysis
explains why a conditional form does intuitively not leaditoonditional meaning in RCs.
Furthermore, the obligatory syntactic unintegration oSRCV2 languages like German is
explained by the fact that Ri-clauses are utterance modifying Cl-type adjuncts.

Importantly, the approach proposed here allows for a pdrattatment of a type of
sentence adverbs (chapter 2) and other connectivebdikausgsee the previous chapter
3). | have shown that these items also have relevance (iterance modifying) readings
with the same semantic and syntactic properties. A suadeasélysis of RCs should be
able to account for this fact. In the next chapter, | will fiis need by bringing together
the analyses in the previous three chapters. | will also éxartne small differences in
behavior that arise from the different lexical meaningshef $studied items, and | will add
a case study dadlthoughto complete the paradigm.
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Chapter 5

A Paradigm of Adjuncts on Two
Dimensions

In the previous three chapters, | have discussed severas typmodifiers contributing
their semantics on the two semantic dimensions of assatidrconventional implicature:
sentence adverbs, ‘because’-clauses, and conditiondlssichapter, | bring together these
individual analyses. | show that they are part of a paradigrer& modifiers can be used
on either dimension, with common syntactic and semantipgnees across the different
constructions.

5.1 Taking Stock

In the previous literature, the constructions analyzedhegrevious chapters have some-
times been discussed together because they have intygiwalar meanings. For example,
Rutherford (1970) looks at what he calls “restrictive” ambfi-restrictive” subordination.
The former includes regular uses of connectives sucbeaauseand although as well
as regular conditional uses of unless in case etc. The latter is a term for relevance
conditionals, as well as similar relevance-type readiongstfe other connectives.

In the previous chapters of this dissertation | have disdisgeveral of the modifiers
on this list, and given them analyses as conventional iraplie items. For example, in
chapter 3, we have already seen extensive discussion oblisesn(‘because’) that are
parallel to relevance conditionals (repeated in (210))esEhare the speech act uses of
denn (268) shows again such an example of a relevance (or némcte®) use of the
causal connectivsince

(210) If you're so smart, when was the constitution signed?

At Issue Content: When was the constitution signed?
Cl: IFyou're so smart, | ask (when was the constitution signed)

(268) Since you're so smart, when was the constitution signe
At Issue Content: When was the constitution signed?
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Cl: CAusE (you're so smart, | ask (when was the constitution signed) )

In (268), there is clearly a causal connection expressedhbsinceclause does not
give the reason for the main clause. Rather, the sentencesnaggroximately “Since
you're so smartl ask you:when was the constitution signed?”. The crucial ingredient
the analysis are parallel to the analysis of RCs proposdukiptevious chapter: It can be
shown that the at issue content is merely the question “Wramthe constitution signed”,
and the causal relation between thecauseclause and the utterance of that question is
contributed as a side comment.

Similarly, in chapter 2 we have seen utterance modifyingeaoly such agankly. They
have been given a parallel analysis: the at issue contentagrthe contribution of the
adverb, and the adverb introduces a side comment (Cl) whaalifres the utterance value
of its complement:

(269) Frankly, | could care less what you think.

At Issue Content: | could care less what you think.
Cl: I sayFRANKLY (I could care less what you think)

In all three cases the analysis is essentially the same,hasdeflects nicely the fact
that the three cases share important semantic behavidrasusemantic unembeddability
and the assertion of the main clause (at issue content).

5.1.1 Syntactic Unintegration

There is additional syntactic evidence from languages w&ttin-second word order like
German for the fact that these different cases of utterarmdifiars deserve a common
analysis. Recall that relevance readings for German ctnesare only available if the

two clauses are syntactically separated from each oth&kelman, conditionals are thus
unambiguously either of the regular (hypothetical) typethe relevance type. Regular
conditional clauses are integrated into the main clauseirantediately followed by the

finite verb (270a), whereas relevance conditionals areasyioally unintegrated (270b).

(270) a. Wenndu mich brauchst, bleibe ich den ganzen Tag zuhause.
If you me need, stay | the whole day athome.

‘If you need me, I'll stay at home the whole day.
(regular conditional only)
b. Wenn du mich brauchst,ich bleibe den ganzen Tag zuhause.
If you me need, | stay the whole day at home.

‘If you need me, I'll stay at home the whole day.
(relevance conditional reading only)

In the regular hypothetical conditional (270a), the initfaclause takes up the oblig-
atory first position in the German sentence structure, antnsediately followed by the
finite verbbleibe('stay’). In contrast, relevance conditionals as in (278t outside of the
verb-second structure of the clause. Another constit@gtiment or adjunct) occupies the

90



first position and is then followed by the verb. The relevacmeditionalif-clause doesn’t
count for V2 in German.

This syntactic unintegration was also shown for the uttegamodifying adverbs in
section 2.3. These adverbs cannot be followed by the finite, ve., they cannot be in the
initial topic position of the V2 clause:

(271) *Mal ehrlich / * Von Frau zu Frau ist er wirklich nicht so
Honestly / From woman to womanjs he really not so
schlau.
smart.

‘Honestly / From woman to woman, he really isn't that smart.’
(272) Mal ehrlich / Von Frau zu Frau, er ist wirklich nicht so schlau.

Honestly / From womantowomanhe is really not so smart.
‘Honestly / From woman to woman, he really isn't that smart.’

For Germardenn(‘because’), this property cannot be tested becalesmis a coordi-
nating conjunction. Thelennclause therefore cannot appear initially in a sentencd. Bu
there is another way of expressing the same meaning: thedioating conjunctiorweil
can be used synonymously wittenn(as a ClI level connective) when it is sufficiently
phonologically marked (phonologically separated). Irt tase, it can also appear initially,
and we can test the syntactic (un)integration:

(273) *Well du es selbst nie findest, ist die Antwort auf Seite
Becauseyou it yourself never find\, is the answer on page
242.
242.
‘Because you'll never find it by yourself, the answer is ongag2.

(274) Weil du es selbst nie findest, die Antwort ist auf Seite
Becauseyou it yourself never find\, the answer is on page
242.
242.

‘Because you'll never find it by yourself, the answer is ongag2.

This shows that even for ‘because’, an utterance modifyihgsg is accompanied by
syntactic unintegration, that is, failure to count for V2hig parallel further supports a
unified analysis of all these cases: utterance modifying@dmdvand ‘because’-clauses, and
relevance conditionals. In the following, | show how thelgses put forward in the previ-
ous chapters match up and where there are small differeet@sén the constructions.

5.1.2 Argument Types of Cl Modifiers

A possible unified account for the utterance modifying exswithbecauseandif states
that, for each of these connectives, the piece of meaningefoantic operator) associated
with the connective stays the same, but it can be contribortetifferent dimensions: as an
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assertion in the regular case, or as a conventional impliedab yield a “relevance”-type
reading. This confirms exactly the approach that | have megan this paper: relevance
conditionals contain just a reguliéy which is however contributed as a conventional impli-
cature, and which applies to the utterance of the conseguémhave therefore identified
what all the relevance-type uses have in common, namelyibatibn of the semantics on
the conventional implicature dimension and the fact they timodify the utterance.

At the same time, there are some differences between thetisesausandif and the
sentence adverbs that | have discussed in the previousdhegeers of this dissertation.
One notable open question is the number of distinct readiregsire possible. Flrecause
there is good reason to identify three separate Cl-type mgaim addition to the assertion-
level reading\{eil in German) which is always propositional (275): there amppsitional
(276), epistemic (277) and speech-act (utterance modjfyia78)) readings for Cl-type
becausddennin German).

(275) Peter didn’t go home because he has a headache (hedatide he was bored).
(276) Die StraReist nal3, denn es hat geregnet.
The street is wet becauseit has rained.
‘The street is wet because it rained.
(277) Es hat geregnet,denn  die Stral3eist nal3.
It has rained becausethe street is wet.
‘It must have rained, because the street is wet.
(278) Die Losung ist auf Seite 242, denn  du findest sie sonst nie.
The solution is on page 242, becauseyou find it otherwise never.
‘The solution is on page 242, since you'll never find it othisev

Now how many of these are attested for the sentence adverlslbas conditionals?
In the chapter on sentence adverbs (chapter 2), we saw tfpes. t First, propositional
adverbs such agrobably These adverbs are semantically embeddable (see secipn 2.
and are syntactically integrated in the V2 language GernTdius, they are an example
of an assertion-level propositional operator (comparableegular verb-finalveil). Sec-
ond, evaluative adverbs such @sfortunatelyare not semantically embeddable and have
thus been analyzed as Cl items. Their semantic argumerd [@tiposition that their com-
plement provides. Finally, utterance modifying adverbshsasfrankly do just that: their
semantic argument is the utterance value of their compleriéerefore, they do not count
for V2 (since they are outside the utterance). Their sernamiembeddability follow from
the fact that they are Cls. It is notable that the fourth kihdaverb seems not to exist. |
have not found any adverb (in any language | know) that hapestesnic reading parallel
to the epistemic use dfecausesuch as:

(279) Johnis home, because his light is on.

For adverbs, we would be looking for an adverb suckraartlyso that the utterance
“Smartly p” expresses roughly that p, adding a side commleatrt'smart in knowing that
p”. However, no such adverb seems to exist. This is of cowgeling. In chapter 3 1 men-
tioned that the epistemic and utterance readingseoh(‘because’) have sometimes been
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because if adverbs

assertion
propositional v v v
Cl
propositional v — v
epistemic v — —
utterance v v v

Table 5.1: Argument options for multi-dimensional operatd).

analyzed as just one reading. The lack of adverbs with a agpapistemic interpretation
seems to be a point in favor of this approach as well.

For conditionals, | have discussed only a binary contrashim chapter: regular hy-
pothetical conditionals versus relevance conditionalbil&\hypothetical conditionals are
assertion-level, and therefore semantically embeddabilaye argued in this chapter that
RCs are Cls which modify the utterance value of their compl@nThus, comparing the
three subjects of inquirgecauseadjunctsjf-adjuncts and sentence adverbs, we obtain the
picture in Table 5.1.

Why haven't we observed the missing readings ifeclauses? So-called epistemic
if-clauses (280) don’t seem to differ from their regular hyyedical counterparts in their
behavior. They certainly embed fine under semantic opexydeord thus cannot be ClI
items; (281)).

(280) If the street is wet, it has rained.
(281) Idon’t believe that if the street is wet, it has rained.

It may be that epistemic and propositional Cl-type condgis exist, but that we cannot
distinguish them easily from utterance-modifying Cl-tyqgmnditionals by their semantics.
Recall that a Cl-type conditional would always assert itasamuent straightforwardly.
Therefore, the level of attachment of tifieclause in the CI part of the meaning is not really
crucial. The net effect would be the same, since in every ttaseonditional in the CI
would be true given the assertion:

(282) If you're hungry, there’s pizza in the fridge.
a. propositional:
At Issue Content: There’s pizza in the fridge.
Cl: IFyou're hungry, there’s pizza in the fridge.
b. epistemic:
At Issue Content: There’s pizza in the fridge.
Cl: IFyou're hungry, | know (there’s pizza in the fridge)
c. utterance:
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At Issue Content: There’s pizza in the fridge.
Cl: IFyou're hungry, | utter (there’s pizza in the fridge)

However, at least the propositional Cl-type conditiorfat,existed, is predicted to yield
a relevance reading with integrated syntax (since the usuategrated syntax of relevance
conditionals is caused by them being utterance modifienggth $ases are not attested in
German: in section 4.2.3 | documented that German regutatittonals are unambiguous
and do not have an RC reading.

Thus, the separate propositional, epistemic and speecteadings that we distin-
guished forbecauseclauses cannot be observed fbr Why this is the case is an inter-
esting open question. In the next section, | further ingadé this topic. | will discuss a
connective that has a similar meaningiftobut that does allow us to observe the distinct
readings.

5.2 Although

Bach (1999) gave examples that show that there are releuaeseflthough(284), which
contrast markedly with the regular uses of this connective:

(283) Although the judge issued a gag order, my client wiegr on Hard Copy.
(Bach, 1999, ex. (21))
(284) Although the judge issued a gag order, my client hasréigtd alibi.
(Bach, 1999, ex. (22))

(283) is a regulamlthoughsentence: The lawyer is saying that although the judge
doesn't allow talking about the case in progress (a “gagréydeis client will appear on
TV. In (284), there is no apparent contrast between the fiatthe judge issued a gag order
and the fact that the client has an airtight alibi. Insteld, 3peaker expresses a contrast
between the gag order and the fact that the assertion in tire clzuse has been made.
The examples in (283-284) suggest an analysis of relevase® afalthoughwhich is
parallel to the one for the relevance conditionals: the nolnse of (284) (“my client has
an airtight alibi”) is the assertion of the utterance, angldhhoughclause contributes its
contrastive meaning as a side comment on this assertion.

The exact meaning @lthoughis a matter of much debate, but conditionality has often
played a role in explaining the meaning alfthough In fact, althoughcan be seen as a
factive version okven if and the two can often be used interchangeably.

(285) Tiger ready for Open, even if his knee ish't.
(286) Tiger ready for Open, although his knee isn't.

Thus, if we sealthoughas a factive version deven) if we may be able to observe the
readings that are missing for simple conditionals. It is beagot an accident thakecause

IHeadline for an article stating that Tiger Wood'’s knee isfutly healed. Found online, July 3, 2008, at
http://www.sportsline.com/golf/story/10860825/rss.
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is also factive. Indeed, all four variants can be observeédalihough Bach'’s first example
is a regular assertion-level use. For another example 2839.(

(287) Peter came although Sue didn't.
(288) Mary is upset because Peter came although Sue didn't.

(287) can be embedded under other operators, as shown by (B&8e, it is said that
Mary is upset because both Peter came and Sue didn’t conex'sRetming alone may not
have been enough to bother Mary. On the other hand, the sbiptret of the meaning of
althoughseems always unembeddable. Just likebidy the contrast part of the meaning of
althoughseems to be not asserted, but contributed as a side comnignt (esupposed
(see e.g. Levinson, 1979). It is a background assumptiort itBs obvious that both
arguments oélthoughare embedded undapsetin (288).

In contrast, there is also a Cl-level propositional useltifough as shown for example
in:
(289) We're doomed because although he got up early enoeghjssed the bus.

In this example, not even ttend-part of the meaning adlthoughembeds under the higher
operator pecausg Instead, the sentence expresses that we're doomed edraumsissed
the bus. The contribution dadlthoughis made separately as a side comment in the ClI
dimension. One entire argumentaithough(that he didn’t get up early enough) is not part
of the reason that we're doomed, i.e. it is not embedded umefsuse.

In addition, Mayer (1993, ex. (16)) gives the following exalm claiming that it shows
an epistemic use @lthough

(290) Also, soviel ich weil3, gibt’'s auch blonde Italiener, obwohl,
Well, inasmuchl  know, there arealso blond Italians, although,
gesehenhab ich auch noch keinen.

seen have |l also yet none.
‘Well, as far as | know, there are blond Italians, too, althiolithaven't seen any
yet, either.

In the attested example (290), there is no real contrastdeetwhe actual facts that
blond Italians exist and that the speaker has not seen anyTyet sentence does have
an epistemic flavor instead: the contrast holds betweendhelusion or argument of the
speaker that themeusT be blond Italians, and the fact that they have not seen anyjet
fact that this is the epistemic version of the adversatilegioen expressed bglthoughis
also reflected in the German sentence by the faciinabhl(‘although’) is used here with
a verb-second clause, and not a verb-final clause like utualdffect was also observed
with denn the CI ‘because’, vaweil, the assertion version).

Finally, Bach’s second example above (284) shows a clearamte modifying use of
although Thus, all four variants of use are attested &though(the factive version of
(even) ij, just as they are fobecause The revised Table 5.1 summarizes the argument-
taking options that the different connectives as well astr@ence adverbs show.

95



because although if adverbs

assertion
propositional v v v v
Cl
propositional v v ? v
epistemic v v ? —
utterance v v v v

Table 5.2: Argument options for multi-dimensional operat@).

These examples show thathoughties together the previously discussed casdseef
causeandif in their referential options. But it also ties together tHau€es of connectives
with the sentence adverbs that operate on the Cl dimensionthE sentence adverbs, |
noted that the propositional type of sentence adverbs ssitgider (‘'unfortunately’) are
still syntactically integrated into the matrix clause (s@t 2.3). When used initially, they
are immediately followed by the finite verb in German, a V2gaage. Utterance modi-
fying adverbs such amal ehrlich(‘frankly’) on the other hand are not syntactically inte-
grated. Even though | also argued that the CI versidsechusedennmust be unintegrated
from the main clause, the matrix V2 order cannot be testeddon sincedennclauses
cannot appear sentence-initially. For RCs, | have showreatian 4.2.3 that they must
be unintegrated and do not count for V2 in German. This is etgokesince they behave
like the utterance modifying adverbs. But we could not obsertrue contrast, since clear
examples of a conditional in the CI dimension which neveebe applies to the content
level (not the utterance) do not seem to be attested. Witlm&erexamples obbwohl
(‘although’), we can now test this paradigmalthoughclauses can appear initially, unlike
dennclauses, and a propositional Cl use is availableaftrough unlike forif.

Indeed, the prediction is carried out. Just like for the seo¢ adverbs, the utterance
modifying uses of Cllthoughare not syntactically integrated, while the propositiarsss
of Cl-althoughare.

(291) a. Obwohl der Richter ein Redeverboterlassenhat, mein Klient
Although the judge a gagorder decreed has, my client
hat ein wasserdichtesAlibi.
has a watertight alibi.

‘Although the judge has issued a gag order, my client hasréglaialibi.’
b. *Obwohl der Richter ein Redeverboterlassenhat, hat mein

Although the judge a gagorder decreed has, has my

Klient ein wasserdichtesAlibi.

client a watertight alibi.

‘Although the judge has issued a gag order, my client hasréigtaialibi.’
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(292) a. ? Wir haben ein Problem, denn obwohl er frih genug
We have a problem, since although he early enough
aufgestandenist, er hat den Bus verpalit.

got up is, he has the bus missed.
‘We have a problem, because although he got up early enoeghjdsed
the bus?

b. Wir haben ein Problem, denn obwohl er frih genug
We have a problem, since although he early enough
aufgestandenist, hat er den Bus verpalit.

got up is, has he the bus missed.
‘We have a problem, because although he got up early enoeghjdsed
the bus.

Utterance modifying CI uses afthoughobligatorily do not count for V2, as shown in
(291b). In contrast, propositional Cl usesatthough as in (292b), are integrated in the
V2 clause. These facts match up with the behavior of Cl adveubh asinfortunatelyand
franklyin German.

5.3 Modifiers on Different Dimensions

To sum up, this chapter shows that relevance conditionalpant of a larger class of con-
structions, where discourse connectives suchexsmusgalthough andif can be used in
the CI dimension rather than as part of the at-issue conte@t.connective has more free-
dom for argument taking, allowing utterance-level (givengeason, contrast, or condition
of utterances) as well as epistemic use in addition to a aeguintent-level use.

| have also observed small differences in the behavior afttigidual connectives. For
example, clear cases of Cl propositional and epistemic efsesnditionals do not seem to
be attested. These small differences are due to the itexisalesemantics, which each
connective retains. According to my approach, a discourseective can optionally con-
tribute its meaning on the CI dimension instead of as ateigsuntent. In that case, higher
projections such as the utterance become available asghimant for this connective. The
matrix clause is then asserted straightforwardly.

The same parallelism also holds with sentence adverbs. #rsemadverb can con-
tribute its meaning on the CI dimension, in which case it clso &arget the utterance.
An example for this is the utterance modifying advéndnkly. Here as well, the matrix
clause is the only thing that is asserted, and the adverbilotgs its meaning as a side
comment. The utterance modifying adverb thus shares the Ri©@perties of semantic
unembeddability and syntactic unintegration.

2This sentence is acceptable for some speakers of Germanthi@obwohtclause can be parsed as a
parenthesis.
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Chapter 6

Complement Clauses on Different
Dimensions

The previous chapters of this dissertation have conceatrah what happens to the se-
mantics and compositional behavior of sentence adjuncenliey operate on a different
semantic dimension. This chapter will look at the same dgoresor some complement
clauses. In particular, | study German complements oialitverbs. | concentrate on two
ways that German attitude verbs can go together with theieséic complements: embed-
ded verb-second clauses and sliftings. In the literattitegs been noted that not all verbs
allow these two constructions, and the good and bad casesble@n characterized. Fur-
thermore, previous authors point out a parallelism betwbeniwo constructions. In this
chapter, | improve on this work in two ways: First, | revise thescriptive generalization of
verbs that allow verb-second complements and sliftingoBegcl provide a unified analy-
sis of the semantic contributions of these two construstibat at the same time accounts
for the differences between the two, as well as their sirmide.

6.1 Introduction

Sentence-embedding verbs can select their dependenédignes This selection includes
not only the major syntactic/semantic type like declaeatrg. interrogative, but also in-
dicative vs. subjunctive mood, and other criteria. In Gerrattitude verbs select their
complement based on the word order or structure: While als/@ith declarative comple-
ments embethat-clauses (293), it has been noted that some but not all vierbsldition,
allow V2 clause complements, as in (294) (Reis, 1997; Tmiokadt, 2006, and references
therein).

(293) a. Maria glaubt, dass Peter nach Hause geht.
Maria believes that Peterto  home goes.
‘Maria believes that Peter is going home.”  (Truckenbro@0&, ex. (31))
b. Maria mochte, dass Peter nach Hause geht.
Maria wants that Peterto  home goes.
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‘Maria wants Peter to go home.’
(294) a. Maria glaubt, Peter geht nach Hause.
Maria believes Peter goes to  home.

‘Maria believes that Peter is going home.” (Truckenbro@0®@, ex. (32b))
b. *Maria mochte, Peter geht nach Hause.
Maria wants Peter goesto  home.

‘Maria wants Peter to go home.’

The main question addressed in this chapter is why only sdmnenot all, attitude
verbs in German allow V2 complements. As we will see, thegoizd evidence that this is
a semantic question, not purely a matter of syntactic argasedection. Hence, a related
goal for this chapter is to characterize the semantics of MBexlding. Interestingly, if
a verb likeglauben(‘believe’) allows boththat- or V2-complements, the choice between
these two options usually has no discernible semantictefféxat is, sentences (293a) and
(294a) have intuitively the same meaning. Part of the arslysherefore to show not only
how a certain piece of the meaning glhubenallows it to license V2 complements, but
also how the combination @flaubenwith a V2 clause yields the same overall meaning as
the verb’s combination with a reguldrat-clause.

To do this, | first establish the descriptive generalizatidrwhich verbs in German
allow for V2 complements (section 6.2). Then, | detour inteec6.3 to discuss a con-
struction dubbed slifting (Ross, 1973), arguing againsbtes@revious analyses that V2
embedding and slifting are distinct, though semanticalgted. In section 6.4 | propose
an analysis of slifting where the attitude verb functionaagvidential parenthetical, elab-
orating on (Reis, 1997) and a suggestion in (Potts, 20071)contra (Wagner, 2004).
For V2-embedding, | show that the attitude verb syntadyiGaid semantically embeds its
complement. Still, the evidential semantics is the sama alfting. What differs between
the two cases, as | discuss in section 6.5, is the distribatiohe semantic pieces onto the
semantic dimensions of assertion and conventional impiieaIn a nutshell, the predica-
tion of the attitude over its argument is carried out in theeatson for V2 complements,
and in the CI for slifting. Section 6.7 concludes this chapte

6.2 V2 Complements

As noted above, only certain verbs allow V2 complements im@@. In this section, |
review and expand the available data to determine what ollagsrbs licenses V2 com-
plements in German. The section will show that this kind ahpement selection is not
purely a matter of syntactic category. Consequently, | eidablish the semantic properties
that the class of verbs that allows V2 complements has in camm

Wagner (2004, fn. 1) notes that only bridge vérhiow for V2 complements, except
for “verbs that involve a manner like ‘shout’ or downward a@fihg environments (‘not

!Bridge verbs are those verbs that allow extraction fromrtbemplement clause, e.gagen(‘say’),
glauben(‘believe’), etc.
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say’ or ‘doubt’)”. This characterization is close, althdugpt quite accurate: manner verbs
seem fine with V2 complements at least in some cases, and dowdmrentailingness is not
the only restriction on the context: modalized sentencesso often bad. In this section
| first present the classes of verbs that allow V2 complemémés | discuss the situations
where V2 complements are not allowed, and finally | arrive atogking hypothesis of a
generalization for when embedded V2 clauses are licensed.

6.2.1 Which verbs allow V2 complements?

The verbs that allow V2 complements can be roughly charaetbin classes according to
their meaning.

(Upwards-directed) Verbs of Saying

(295) Petersagt, Maria ist schwanger.
Peter says, Maria is pregnant.

‘Peter says that Maria is pregnant.’
(296) Peter behauptet,Maria ist schwanger.
Peter claims, Maria is pregnant.

‘Peter claims that Maria is pregnant.’

Verbs of saying in general allow V2 complements. This inelutsay’ and ‘claim’ as
above, but als@andeuten(‘suggest’),horen (‘hear’), fragen (‘ask’), etc. V2-embedding
could be confused with straightforward quotations for camioation verbs, however. In
order to exclude the quotations, Wagner (2004) uses theuk&hy | (subjunctive) in all
examples, which according to him disambiguates towardsrteg speech. Since the sub-
junctive is rare in spontaneous spoken German (at leasteirNtirth), | use indicative
examples whenever possible.

Wagner (2004, fn. 1) claims that verbs of saying with a maxperponent (likeshou)
cannot embed V2 complements. He does not give examples,cnadane given in any of
the previous literature. Furthermore, | do not agree wisichtegorical judgment: although
sentence (297) is slightly degraded, other examples argdsen (298). The use of the
Konjunktiv | (subjunctive) shows that this is not a direcbtation, but a regular embedding.
| therefore include communication verbs with manner congmbsin the class of verbs that
license embedded V2.

(297) ? Peterschrie, Maria ist schwanger.
Peter shouted, Maria is pregnant.

‘Peter shouted that Maria is pregnant.’
(298) Peter flisterte, Maria sei schwanger.
Peter whispered, Maria is.SUBJ pregnant.

‘Peter whispered that Maria is pregnant.’
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Verbs Expressing Belief A second class of verbs that allows V2 complements is verbs
expressing any degree of belief:

(299) Peterglaubt, Maria ist schwanger.
Peter believes, Maria is pregnant.
‘Peter believes that Maria is pregnant.’

Other verbs in this group are for exampteeinen(‘believe’), denken(‘think’), an-
nehmer(‘assume’), overmuten(‘suspect’).

Verbs of Imagination Verbs of imagination can embed V2 clauses as well.

(300) Hans stellt sich vor, er ist der Konig von Bayern.

Hans imagines, he is the king of Bavaria.

‘Hans imagines he is the king of Bavaria.’ (Truckenbrod)@0ex. (52a))
(301) Hanstraumt, er ist der Konig von Sachsen.

Hans dreams, he is the king of Saxony.

‘Hans dreams he is the king of Saxony.’

Certain Verbs Expressing (Dis)preference Truckenbrodt (2006) identifies certain verbs
of preference as another class that can embed V2 complenidwslirection of the pref-
erence does not play a role for this: ‘hope’ and ‘fear’ carhbimense V2 clauses.

(302) Maria hofft, Peter kommt heute noch.
Maria hopes, Peter comes today still.
‘Maria hopes that Peter will come today.’

(303) Maria furchtet, Peter kommt heute noch.
Maria fears, Peter comes today still.
‘Maria fears that Peter will come today.’

The phrasees ist besse('it is better’) also expresses a preference and allows r V
complements (see example (309) later). Not all prefererdaswpattern alike, though. See
(312) for discussion of preference verbs that do not allowcv@plements.

Verbs of Obligation (With ‘Must’)  Finally, verbs of obligation constitute a special class.
While plain embedded V2 clauses are usually ungrammat€a)( V2 complements are
possible if they contain a deontic modal (305). Other verbthis class includéitten
(‘ask’) andvorschlager(‘'suggest’). The main part of this chapter does not deal Wit
special case. See section 6.2.3, page 110 for discussion.
(304) * Peter befiehlt Maria, sie geht nach Hause.

Peter orders Maria, she goesto  home.

‘Peter orders Maria that she goes home.’
(305) Peter befiehlt Maria, sie soll nach Hause gehen.

Peter orders Maria, she should to  home go.

‘Peter orders Maria that she should go home.’
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6.2.2 Which Verbs do Not Allow V2 Complements?

Certain verb classes generally do not allow V2 complemenGarman. In addition, the
presence of negation and other modifying elements has bften noted to prevent V2
complements even under verbs that normally allow them.

Factive Verbs, Including ‘Know’ Factive verbs do not license V2 complements in Ger-
man. Even ‘know’ does not embed V2 clauses (307).

(306) *Maria bereut, sie ist nach Berlin gezogen.
Maria regrets, she is to  Berlin moved.
‘Maria regrets that she moved to Berlin.’

(307) *Maria weil3, Peter kommt heute noch.
Maria knows, Peter comes today still.
‘Maria knows that Peter will come today.

This class of incompatible verbs includes many others ssatleirsacher(‘cause’),
Uberrascht seirf'be surprised’), etc. Interestingly, there is one faciiredicate that does
allow for V2 complementses ist besse('it is better’). ‘It is better’ is a factive predi-
cate when used witdal3complements. However, when used with a V2 complement, the
factivity is lost:

(308) Es ist besser,dal3 Maria in diesem Fall in Berlin ist.
It is better, that Maria in this case in Berlin is.
‘It is better that Maria is in Berlin in this case.’

(309) Es ist besser,Maria ist in diesem Fall in Berlin.
It is better, Maria is in this case in Berlin.
‘It is better for Maria to be in Berlin in this case.’

Sentence (308) implies that (there is a plan which ensuegsNMaria will be in Berlin.
On the other hand, no such implication is present in sent@@9®. Instead, this sentence
is understood as a suggestion by the speaker that one mappharia to be in Berlin. No
firm commitments have been made in this case, though. In &Enghis may be reflected
by using a ‘for’-infinitive or a subjunctive (‘that she be ire&in’) clause.

Downward Entailing Verbs of Saying and Belief As is well-known, downward entail-
ing verbs do not embed V2 clauses.

(310) *Anna verleugnet, Peter kommt noch heute.
Anna denies, Peter comes still today.

‘Anna denies that Peter comes today.’
(311) *Anna bezweifelt, Peter kommt noch heute.
Anna doubts, Peter comes still today.

‘Anna doubts that Peter comes today.
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Certain Verbs of Preference A class of preference verbs does not embed V2 comple-
ments (Truckenbrodt, 2006). These are in particular thies/gvish’ and ‘want’.

(312) *Maria { wunschtsich/ will }, Peter kommt heute noch.
Maria { wishes / wants }, Peter comes today still.

‘Maria wishes/wants that Peter comes today.’

It must be noted that ‘wish’ and ‘want’ can embed V2 completadinboth the matrix
as well as the complement clause are in Konjunktiv Il (sutfiwe). This subjunctive has
many different uses in German with specific semantic effe8tsalyzing the function of
this form goes far beyond the scope of this work. In senteB&8)( the subjunctive seems
to have the function of expressing irrealis mood. In my waskeported in this chapter, |
do not consider examples with subjunctive (Konjunktiv I1).

(313) Maria wollte, Peter kame heute noch.
Maria wantssuBjJ, Peter comesuBJ today still.

‘Maria would want Peter to come today.’ (Konjunktiv II)

Verbs Expressing Possibility Finally, some verbs expressing pure possibility cannot em-
bed V2 clauses:

(314) 7?7 Esist (un)moglich, Maria ist schwanger.
It is (im)possible, Maria is pregnant.
‘It is (im)possible that Maria is pregnant.’

V2 Complements Are Not Allowed Under Negation or Modals One strong observation
regarding V2 complements is that they cannot appear undgtte@ verbs or verbs which
are directly modified by certain modals.

(315) a. *Anna sagt nicht, Peter kommt noch heute.
Anna says not, Peter comes still today.
b. *Anna glaubt nicht, Peter kommt noch heute.
Anna believes not, Peter comes still today.
c. *Anna stellt sich nicht vor, Peter kommt noch heute.
Anna imagines self not (part.), Peter comes still today.
d. *Anna hofft nicht, Peter kommt noch heute.
Anna hopes not, Peter comes still today.
‘Anna doesn’t say/believe/imagine/hope that Peter withedoday.’
(316) ? Annabefiehlt Peter nicht, er soll heute noch kommen.
Anna orders Peter not, he should today still come.
‘Anna doesn’t order Peter to come today.’
(317) *Anna will  glauben, Peter kommt noch heute.
Anna wants believe, Peter comes still today.

‘Anna wants to believe that Peter will come today.’
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Although for exampleglauben(‘believe’) normally allows V2 complements, it cannot
license such complements when it is negated (315b) or whegppiears under the modal
will (‘wants’) (317). This is the main fact that suggests a semaaason for why certain
verbs can license V2 complements. Clearly, given this dagaurely syntactic account
must always be unsatisfactory. Once a verb is marked totseleertain type of comple-
ments, how would it suddenly switch its syntactic propertfat appears under negation?
Since negation and modals prevent V2 complements, a senaanatiysis which can make
reference to these contextual parameters of the discoeesesspromising.

It is worth noting here that attitude verbs with V2 compleitsaare not generally unem-
beddable. In fact, they can appear under negation in twesc&sebedding under negation
is possible if the negation is expressed very high, extam#he matrix clause (318), or
if the negation associates with the attitude verb, whiclo@u$ed (a case of very low, or
constituent, negation; (319)).

(318) Es ist nicht so, daf3 Paul glaubt, Maria ist schwanger.
It is not so, that Paul believes, Maria is pregnant.
‘It is not the case that Paul believes Maria is pregnant.’

(319) Ich HOFFE nicht, Maria kommt morgen, ich weil3 es!
I  HOPE not, Maria comes tomorrow, |  know it!
‘I don't HOPE that Maria will come tomorrow, | KNOW it!’

High negation as in (318) could be a case of so-called “metasistic” negation. Meta-
linguistic negation can target not just the assertion (fikemal negative morphemes do),
but also other dimensions of meaning. Further, in (319} just the kind of attitude that
is negated, as indicated by the focus. The fact that thene agtaude which applies to the
complement is not negated. Both kinds of negation thus dfereint analyses from regular
sentence negation.

Similarly, while embedding under the modal ‘want’ is ungraatical, other modifica-
tions are possible. In (320), | show that attitude verbsanatmodified by adverbs can still
embed V2 clauses.

(320) Anna glaubt vielleicht, Peter kommt noch heute.
Anna believes maybe, Peter comes still today.
‘Maybe Anna believes that Peter will come today.’

An example from (Haider, 1986, ex. (2-12c)) shows that eeenesmodals are possible
in V2 embedding:

(321) Ich kann mir denken, er hat ihr was erzahilt.
I can me think, he has her something told.
‘| can imagine that he has told her something.’

These examples demonstrate that it is not the mere presémsgation or a modal
that trigger the ungrammaticality. Instead, | would likestmygest that the actual meaning
of the entire verbal chunk seems to determine whether a (&elaan be embedded in a
certain sentence. For example, “wanting to believe” as 1Y) 3s more like wanting than
believing. The facts reported in this section are summdrizdable 6.1.
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+ V2 embedding — V2 embedding

verbs of saying factive verbs

verbs of belief downward epistemic verbs (‘doubt’, ‘deny’)
verbs of imagination

‘hope’/'fear’ pure preference verbs ‘wish’, ‘want’

‘it is better’ ‘itis possible’

verbs of obligation

Table 6.1: Compatibility of attitude verbs with V2 embedglin

6.2.3 Generalization: Epistemicity

A study by Truckenbrodt (2006) attempts to explain, withiarger theory of the meaning
of syntactic clause types, why certain verbs allow V2-cangnts, while others disallow
this option.

He identifies arepistemicomponent of meaning associated with V2 clauses. A stereo-
typical example of a verb that has an epistemic componebelgve’, but this is also meant
to include verbs of saying. Truckenbrodt (2006) does natudis the exact nature of the
epistemic component in great detail. In the following, lefiyf review his discussion and
refine the data that he uses to argue for this epistemic coemponhen, | present the gen-
eralization drawn from the data above that the verbs allgian V2 complements have in
common.

Verbs of Preference

Truckenbrodt (2006) centrally discusses different vefiqgreference, because they do not
behave uniformly with regard to the licensing of V2 complense He notes the following
contrast (his (56) and (57)):

(322) Es st besser/Es istihr lieber/Maria hofft, sie istliesem Fall in Berlin.
‘It is better/She prefers/Maria hopes she is in Berlin irt tese.’

(323) Maria *will/*wiinscht sich, sie ist in diesem Fall ireBin.
‘Maria *wants/*wishes, she is in Berlin in that case.

This shows that ‘it is better’ and ‘hope’ allow V2-complentigrwhereas ‘want’ and ‘wish’
prohibit them.

Comparing ‘want’ and ‘hope’, Truckenbrodt notes that a casttis that ‘want’ is com-
patible with our prior knowledge of the embedded propositiwhile *hope’ is not (his

(58)):

(324) Esregnet und ich #hoffg/will, dass es regnet.
‘It is raining and | #hope/ want that it is raining.’
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This contrast is captured in Table 6.2. Given the syntadittrast between ‘want’,
which does not allow V2 complements, and ‘hope’, which ddesckenbrodt concludes
that the relevant semantic distinction between V2 compigmerbs and non-V2 com-
plement verbs is whether the verb is compatible with knoggedf p (the proposition
expressed in the complement).

compatible with prior knowledge ¢of incompatible with knowledge qf

want hope
~—~— —~—
* V2 v V2

Table 6.2: Truckenbrodt’s characterization of V2 and ndhedmplement verbs

Truckenbrodt thus notes that the V2 complement verbs asettiat are incompatible
with the embedded propositigrbeing already known. He presents this as a necessary and
sufficient condition for the ability to take V2 complementdthough Truckenbrodt is right
about the facts of ‘want’ vs. ‘hope’, the other preferencedirates do not line up as well
with his generalization. In fact, ‘wish’, which like ‘wantloes not allow V2-complements,
behaves like ‘hope’ in the epistemic compatibility test beae in (324).

(325) Es regnet und #ich wiinsche mir, dass es regnet.
‘It is raining and #1 wish that it is raining.’

This shows that the identified property (incompatibilitythvprior knowledge op) is
not a sufficient condition for allowing V2 complements. Altlghwiinschen(‘'wish’) is
incompatible with knowledge af, it still cannot embed V2 complements, as noted above.

(326) *Ich winsche mir, es regnet.
| wish self, it rains.

‘| wish that it rains’

At most, incompatibility with knowledge of the embeddedould be a necessary con-
dition for tolerating V2 complements. However, there iseaidt one verb which can embed
V2 complements and is fine with prior knowledgepofes ist bessef'it is better’) 2

(327) Esregnet undes ist besser, dass es regnet.
‘It is raining andv/it is better that it is raining.’

Thus the line that is drawn by Truckenbrodt’s test, whethermatrix verb is com-
patible with our knowledge of the embedded proposition,sdoet reliably predict the
difference between V2-embedding and non-V2-embeddinigsver

However, compatibility with the knowledge of the embeddezpsition is not the only
semantic difference between the preference predicatesddition, these predicates differ

2However, this test is not conclusive, since as discussedeaf898-309), the meaning ek ist besser
differs slightly between ththatcomplement and V2-complement usages.
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with respect to whether they allowcaunterfactualise, i.e., whether they are compatible
with our knowledge of the negated embedded proposition.

Both ‘want’ and ‘wish’ are compatible with counterfactuaustions® On the other
hand, ‘it is better’ and ‘hope’ cannot be used if the embedutegosition is not considered
possible by the speaker.

(328) [Scenario: Uwe has to teach two days per week everystemee is asking his
wife for her preferences about when he should teach nextdem&he says:]

a. Ich will, dafl3 du Uberhaupt nicht arbeiten mul3t.
b. Ich winsche mir, dal3 du Uberhaupt nicht arbeiten muf3t.
c. # Ich hoffe, dal’3 du berhaupt nicht arbeiten muf3t.
d. # Esist besser, dal’ du Uberhaupt nicht arbeiten muf3t.
‘I want / wish / * hope / * It is better that you don’t have to woak all.’

The scenario (328) shows that for ‘hope’ and ‘it is bettdrg epistemic possibility of
their embedded proposition is an important part of their mrea— this is the epistemic
component of their meaning that distinguishes them frorbséke ‘want’ and ‘wish’.

Further evidence for this epistemic part of the meaning op&i comes from an exam-
ple due to Truckenbrodt:

(329) A: Kommt Peter heute?
‘Is Peter coming today?’
B: Ich hoffe, dass er heute kommt. / # Ich will, dass er heutarkdb.
‘I hope he’s coming today. / # | want him to come today.’

Questions about facts of the world (whether Peter is comimgpt) can be answered
using the verb ‘hope’. This makes sense if ‘hope’ indeed hamaponent that guarantees
that the speaker holds its complement possible. Then,ajthB’s answer is not complete,
itis at least a partial answer to A's question: “I think itegsible that he will come today.”
Thatis, “Itis not the case that | think that he will not comdag.” On the other hand, ‘want’
cannot be so used because what B wants is at best irrelevitiet quiestion. Therefore, the
answer “l want him to come today” sounds odd in this situation

Given this additional data, | conclude that the preferenedipates really split up into
a four-way partition, as shown in table 6.3.

compatible with incompatible with

knowledge ofp  knowledge ofp
v' counterfactual want wish }* V2-complements
* counterfactual it is better hope } v/ V2-complements

Table 6.3: Preference predicates and epistemic compstibil

3Since both predicates are normally used to talk about thedutve can only test counterfactuality in as
far as it applies to the future. Of course, in some sense, waeeger exactly know about future events. But
in practice, we can sometimes be pretty sure, for examplé edrecerns our own plans.
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Taking the additional data into account, | hypothesize ¥iedbs that allow V2 comple-
ments are characterized by the fact that they do not allowateofactual use. Thatis, these
verbs contribute as part of their meaning the possibilitthefr complement, which makes
them incompatible with counterfactual scenarios. On tineohand, verbs that could be
used counterfactually do not allow V2 complements.

Truckenbrodt's Analysis

Truckenbrodt’s (2006) analysis uses epistemicity as aifeatn a given attitude verb. This
feature is based on the specific semantic content of the magbdstion, and then used for
licensing V2 complements. For example, (330) is assignedtttucture in (331).

(330) Maria glaubt, Peter geht nach Hause.
Maria believes, Peter goes to  home.
‘Maria believes that Peter is going home.’

(331) VP

/\
VP CPZ, Epist)
N /\

t, A Peter geht nach Hause

N
t; \%
|

glaubt

According to Truckenbrodt’s account, the embedded CPesarcontext indefEpist),
which is bound by the worlds provided by the attitude verbrtifer, this context index
needs to be “absorbed” by the contribution of the main clauslesorption takes place
when the proposition in the complement (interpreted in fhistemic worlds which it gets
from tying the index Epist) to the attitude verb) is entailed by the proposition conuiieiol
by the main clause.

According to this proposal embedded V2 clauses can beditfalis in two cases. First,
if the attitude verb does not contribute epistemic worldsclitan bind the context index
(Epist). This is the case, according to Truckenbrodt, for exampiéHfe preference verb
‘want’. And second, if absorption gfpist) fails because the complement is not entailed
by the main clause. This is argued to happen for verbs subbzasgeifel(*doubt’).

(332) *Hans bezweifelt, Peter geht nach Hause.
Hans doubts, Peter goes to  home.

‘Hans doubts Peter is going home.’ (Truckenbrodt, 2006))(69
Truckenbrodt says that the context ind&ypist) relativizes the embedded clause to the
belief-worlds of Hans. Since “Hans doubts that Peter is gbiome” does not entail that

“Hans believes that Peter is going home”, ‘doubt’ cannot $eduwith a V2 complement
here.
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From the standpoint of this discussion, such an analysisinia three major problems.
First, as discussed above, factive verbs, including ‘knae’ not allow V2 complements.
But ‘know’ surely provides epistemic belief worlds for itgent. In fact, its semantic con-
tribution is a stronger version of ‘believe’, on the episiescale. So how exactly are the
factive verbs unable to license V2 complements? In addi@om slightly more interest-
ingly), ‘itis better’ loses factivity when it embeds V2 coilements (as noted above), a fact
that was missed in (Truckenbrodt, 2006) and remains unigqala

Second, with the exception of ‘it is better’, the sentencetined from embedding
a V2 clause or a ‘that’-clause under an attitude verb haueialiy the same meaning.
Truckenbrodt’s epistemic feature is triggered by the sdimsf V2. In order to achieve
the correct meaning for the embedded case, he has to séigataorption” of this feature
under attitude verbs. This suggests that the componergdsing purely syntactic way, for
licensing purposes only. However, since the epistemisitpotivated by the semantics of
the individual verb, this motivation better have clear iptetive effects (otherwise it would
reduce to a syntactic marking similar to analyses that ppepgobclasses of verbs based on
their selection properties). It is not clear how these sdimaifects are interpreted and
how the net effect of a V2 complement is (in most cases) theesasthe meaning of a
‘that’-complement.

Upward Epistemicity (Without Factivity)

So what is the generalization holding among the verbs thatval2 complements? As
argued above, an epistemic component is essential. A Jabwiant’, which expresses
pure preference without any implication as to whether tleakpr considers the proposition
expressed in the complement likely or not, does not liceredmplements.

With exception of the verbs of obligation (which will be dissed below), the attitude
verbs that express an epistemic component can be sortedegéhd to an epistemic scale.
This scale ranges from zero belief of a proposition p (ordbelf — p) to complete (100%)
belief of a proposition p. Such scales are well known fromsimantic analysis of eviden-
tials in languages that employ these devices, and have Iseeifar the analysis of modals
(Potts, 2007b). The epistemic component of a given verbesgas not only where on the
scale one is located, but it also gives a direction (simdanbnotonicity): ‘believe p’ ex-
presses a high likelihood of p, but also that the epistegnisitupward”. This is in contrast
to ‘doubt p’, which also ascribes a certain (lower) likelglaldo p, but further expresses the
fact that if anything this likelyhood is going to go down aoding to the speakér.These
observations are depicted graphically in Figure 6.1.

Note that in determining the upward or downward propertiea werb relevant here,
only the epistemic component of meaning is important. Farriason, ‘fear’ can license

“How exactly to capture the semantics of attitude verbs isg hopic far beyond the scope of this thesis.
See (Hintikka, 1969) for an analysis of the meaning of atétwerbs as quantifiers over possible worlds.
Further, e.g. von Fintel (1999a) uses interactions with hfeinsing to pin down the formal semantics of
some attitude verbs suchwaant wish, andglad/sorry. For the purpose of this work, only the (non)existence
of an epistemic component (non-counterfactuality) in tleaning of the attitude verbs will be relevant.
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100%— ‘know’
‘believe’

‘doubt’ I

Figure 6.1: Epistemicity of ‘know’, ‘believe’ and ‘doubt’.

V2 complements just as ‘hope’ can. Although the two verbsogmgosed in direction on
the preference side (if | ‘fear p’, | do not prefer p, wherddshope p’, | do prefer p), they

are both upwards directed in the epistemic component. In tedes, it is implied that the
agent considers p epistemically possible.

(333) Maria hofft, Peter kommt noch heute nach Hause.
Maria hopes, Peter comes still today to  home.
‘Maria hopes that Peter will come home today.

(334) Maria furchtet, Peter kommt noch heute nach Hause.
Maria fears, Peter comes still today to  home.

‘Maria fears that Peter will come home today.’

A final refinement to the generalization drawn here is nee&&ace factive verbs are
excluded, we observe that the epistemic component prowigeide verb’s semantics must
not lead to the top (100%) of the epistemic scale. The gematin is therefore:

(335) Generalization of V2-embedding Verbs:
Verbs that provide an upward-directed epistemic compgmeétitout factivity, can
license V2 complements.

Verbs of Obligation

In the discussion above, | have identified upward epistéyn{gvithout factivity) as the
crucial meaning component for verbs that allow V2 completmierlowever, there is one
class of verbs that does not fit this description exactly:vémbs of obligation. Recall that
verbs like ‘beg’, ‘order’, ‘suggest’ do allow V2 complemeneven though they impose an
additional requirement: the status of the complement asdar onust be explicitly marked
with an overt ‘must’, or in some cases by the imperative form.
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(336) *Maria befiehlt Peter, er geht sofort nach Hause.
Maria orders Peter, he goes immediately to  home.

‘Maria orders Peter that he goes home immediately.’
(337) Maria befiehlt Peter, er soll sofort nach Hause gehen.
Maria orders Peter, he should immediately to  home go.

‘Maria orders Peter he should go home immediately.

Starting from a (matrix) V2 clause, adding ‘I believe’ indies that the commitment is
lower on the epistemic scale.

(338) Petergeht sofort nach Hause.
Peter goes immediately to  home.

‘Peter goes home immediately.’
(339) Ich glaube, Peter geht sofort nach Hause.
|  believe, Peter goes immediately to  home.

‘| believe that Peter goes home immediately.’

One can view the verbs of obligation analogously. Startimogifa basic sentence ex-
pressing an obligation, adding a verb of obligation can erflte the status on the deontic
scale of urgency or authority:

(340) Petersoll sofort nach Hause gehen.
Peter should immediately to home go.
‘Peter should go home immediately.

(341) Ich befehle, Peter soll sofort nach Hause gehen.
|  order, Peter should immediately to home go.

‘| order that Peter should go home immediately.

Thus, the scale in question seems to depend in part on theysartsemantics of the
verb. The proposal might have to be refined to include botlsipesscales. Since epis-
temicity is the expected mode for most assertions, the aateproperty is likely to be
utterability. That is, the contribution by the V2 constioatis that the clause is considered
utterable by some relevant agent (as opposed to the claigedomsidered possible by the
agent).

In the following sections, | will concentrate on the epistercases and leave aside
the deontic examples. | discuss how the identified propeyard epistemicity with-
out factivity, enables the embedding of V2 complements. dahds, | will compare V2-
embeddings to the phenomenon of slifting (Ross, 1973),mitt help identify the proper
semantic analysis.

6.3 Slifting

In the previous section | have identified a class of verbs @hlatvs V2 complements in
German. This section deals with a closely related phenomesiifting (Ross, 1973). In
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fact, much of the syntactic discussion has centered ardundjuestion whether the two
constructions are actually one and the same, or whetheiffey, and whether each con-
struction is a case of real embedding or should be given anffeetecal analysis. In this
section, | will show that the class of verbs that allow diiffifollows the same general-
ization identified above for the verbs that allow V2 complatse In terms of semantic
embedding, however, slifting differs from the V2 complemeanstruction. The major
guestions leading the remainder of the discussion in tHewialg sections are therefore
(i) why the property of upward epistemicity would enablebseto appear in slifting and
V2 embedding constructions, and (ii) what the exact seroaliffierence between the two
constructions is.

Slifting (Ross, 1973) is the construction where an attituell appears interpolated into
the clause that constitutes its semantic complement, asmited in (342) for English, and
(343) for German.

(342) John, I hope, will come tomorrow.
(343) Peter, hoffe ich, kommt noch heute.
Peter, hope I, comes still today.

‘Peter, | hope, will come today.’

Its proper syntactic analysis has been the subject of sosnaskion for several decades.
There are two major contenders for the structure of (343):tl@none hand, the slifted
phrase shows syntactically unintegrated behavior, whassliggested a parenthetical anal-
ysis (Reis, 2002; de Vries, 2007) for the phrasée ich(‘l hope’).

On the other hand, since the matrix clause contributes thrauséc argument of the
slifted phrase, extraction analyses like (Ross, 1973) leen proposed to account for
the similarities to complementation. For example, WagBe04) proposes that slifting is a
subcase of V2 embedding, where an item has been extractedifeoembedded V2 clause.
In this view, it is said that just as extraction from some eddeal ‘that’-clauses is possible
(344), extraction from embedded V2 clauses leads to siiftd45—346).

(344) Was glaubt Peter, dass Maria liest t;?
What believes Peter, that Maria reads t?
‘What does Peter believe that Maria reads?”’
(345) Was glaubt Petert; liest Maria?
What believes Peter t reads Maria?
‘What does Peter believe that Maria reads?”’
(346) Peter hoffe ich t; kommt heute.
Peter hope | t comes today.
‘Peter, | hope, will come today.’

Looking at this example in more detail: (344) shows extmattf a wh-word from an
embeddedlal3clause into the matrix clause. In German, the finite verb imaén clause
raises to the C position, and one element must move to Spec{BR is the position that
was(‘what’) occupies in (344).

112



Sentences (345) and (346) look like they could be analyzediallel fashion. In both
cases, one could assume that given a sentence with V2 compiethe wh-word (345)
or the subject (346) has been extracted into the main claose the complement. In
the following, I will show that this is not the case, and egtran from V2 complements
never happens in German. These cases are actually exarhphesstifting construction,
which I will turn to in more detail in the following section.present the class of verbs that
allow slifting, and discuss similarities and differencedviieen the syntactic and semantic
behavior of slifting vs. V2 embedding.

6.3.1 Slifting Verbs

In German, (essentially) the same class of verbs can be nisétting as in V2 embedding.
Slifting is possible with verbs of saying, belief, imagiiwat, and the preference verbs like
‘hope’ and ‘fear’. Further, verbs of obligation can be usedlifting just in case a modal
like ‘must’ is present. I illustrate each of these optionghwén example below.

(347) Maria, behauptetPeter, ist schwanger.
Maria, claims  Peter, is pregnant.
‘Maria, Peter claims, is pregnant.’
(348) Maria, glaubt Peter, ist schwanger.
Maria, believes Peter, is pregnant.
‘Maria, Peter believes, is pregnant.’
(349) Hansist, stellt er sich vor, der Konig von Sachsen.
Hans is, imagines he self part., the king of Saxony.
‘Hans is, he imagines, the king of Saxony.’
(350) a. Peter,hofft Maria, kommt heute noch.
Peter, hopes Maria, comes today still.
‘Peter, Maria hopes, will come today.’
b. Peter, furchtet Maria, kommt heute noch.
Peter, fears  Maria, comes today still.
‘Peter, Maria fears, will come today.’
(351) a. *Peter befiehlt Maria, geht sofort nach Hause.
Peter, orders Maria, goes immediately to  home.
‘Peter, Maria orders, goes home immediately.’
b. Peter, befiehlt Maria, soll sofort nach Hause gehen.
Peter, orders Maria, should immediately to  home go.
‘Peter, Maria orders, should go home immediately’

Just like in the case of V2 embedding, slifting is ruled outfective and downward
entailing verbs, the verbs ‘wish’ and ‘want’, as well as negeor modalized verbs:

(352) a. *Maria, bereut sie, ist nach Berlin gezogen.
Maria, regrets she, is to  Berlin moved.
‘Maria regrets that she moved to Berlin.’
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+ V2 embedding/slifting — V2 embedding/slifting

verbs of saying factive verbs

verbs of belief downward epistemic verbs (‘doubt’, ‘deny’)
verbs of imagination

‘hope’/'fear’ pure preference verbs ‘wish’, ‘want’

‘it is better® ‘it is possible’

verbs of obligation

Table 6.4: Compatibility of attitude verbs with V2 embedgland slifting.

b. *Peter, weill Maria, kommt heute noch.
Peter, knows Maria, comes today still.
‘Peter, knows Maria, will come today.’
(353) * Peter, bezweifelt Anna, kommt noch heute.
Peter, doubts  Anna, comes still today.
‘Peter, doubts Anna, will come today.’

(354) a. *Peter,{ winschtsich/ will } Maria, kommt heute noch.
Peter, { wishes / wants } Maria, comes today still.
‘Maria wishes/wants that Peter comes today.’
b. *Peter, wollte Maria, kame heute noch.

Peter, wantssuBJ Maria, comesuBJ today still.

‘Maria wants that Peter comes today.’
(355) a. *Peter,glaubt Anna nicht, kommt noch heute.
Peter, believes Anna not, comes still today.
‘Anna doesn’t believe that Peter will come today.’
b. *Peter, will Anna glauben, kommt noch heute.
Peter, wants Anna believe, comes still today.
‘Anna wants to believe that Peter will come today.’

Reis (1996, p. 64) notes that in addition, “preference Velike ‘it is better’ are not
possible in slifting (356). This is in fact not true for allgference verbs (since ‘hope’ is
fine in slifting). Still, it is a notable difference that ‘i better’ allows V2 complements but
not slifting. For now, this fact has to remain an open questio

(356) *Peter, ist es besser,kommt noch heute.
Peter, is it better, comes still today.
‘It is better that Peter comes today.’

We can therefore agree with Reis (1996) that the classeglo$ tieat allow slifting and
V2 embedding are the same; with the notable exception of bieitter’ (Table 6.4).

SFor slifting, using the subjunctiveKonjunktiv Il) with ‘wish’ and ‘want’ does not seem to help. This
mystery must remain for future work at this point.
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6.3.2 Properties of Slifting vs. V2 embedding

Slifting as well as V2 embedding are licensed for verbs withupwards-epistemic compo-
nent (excluding factivity). Despite the fact that the sahass of verbs participates in both
constructions, slifting and V2- embedding have some stglsemantic differences.

First, it can be shown that the slifted phrase is a paremtetinterpolated into the
clause which expresses its semantic complement. In continesattitude verb heads the
main clause in V2 embedding: V2 complements are in fact syictlly and semantically
embedded under the attitude verb. This can be shown by gestw slifting and the V2
embedding construction can be formed into a question. Then&e particledennmust
be licensed locally by a question operator, that is, it iyyqussible in questions. We can
therefore test which of the two clauses in slifting and V2 edding is the matrix clause
by checking which clause allows the partidenn’ As a baseline we can also test regular
embedded that-clauses, for which it is obvious which clasisee matrix one (that can be
guestioned).

(357) Glaubstdu denn, dafl3 er (*denn) gefahren ist?
Believe you PART, that he (* PART) driven is?

‘Do you think that he has left?’
(358) Glaubstdu denn, er ist (*denn) gefahren?
Believe you PART, he is (* PART) driven?

‘Do you think that he has left?’
(359) Ist er denn, glaubst du (* denn), gefahren?
Is he PART, believe you (* PART), driven?

‘Do you think that he has left?’

(357) demonstrates that the question partitdancan only appear in the matrix clause
of questions. The use afennin (358) shows that ‘you believe’ is a proper main clause
here. The V2 clause is syntactically and semantically emé&edjust like the that-clause
is in (357). In contrast, ‘you believe’ is not the main clausehe question in (359). The
particledennis impossible in the slifted phrase, but fine in the clausé ¢bastitutes the
semantic argument of the attitude verb.

Second, slifted phrases are not semantically embeddab&r other operators like ‘be-
cause’, whereas V2 complement clauses are embeddable tinederoperators, just like
sentences with regular ‘that'-complements.

(360) Maria kommt nicht, weil ich denke, dal3 es regnen wird.
Maria comes not, becausel think, that it rain  will.
‘Maria won’t come. The reason is that | think that it will rdin

(361) Maria kommt nicht, weil ich denke, es wird regnen.
Maria comes not, becausel think, it will rain.

‘Maria won't come. The reason is that | think that it will rdin

50nly V2 embedding
"Reis (1996) usedennto argue for a parenthetical analysis of slifting, with blig different examples.
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(362) Maria kommt nicht, weil es, denke ich, regnen wird.
Maria comes not, becauseit, think [,  will rain.

‘Maria won't come. | think the reason is that it will rain.’

In (360), the ‘that’-clause is embedded under ‘becauseindigated in the translation,
the sentence expresses that the entire complex ‘I thinlgdiag to rain’ is the reason
why Maria won't be there. (361) has exactly the same mearshgwing that again, the
complement clause is semantically embedded under thetopdracause’, even when this
complement clause shows V2 word order. In contrast, théngliexample (362) has a
different interpretation. The slifted phrase ‘I think’ i®thsemantically embedded under
‘because’ here, so it is not part of the reason why Maria watténd.

Third, the fact that ‘it is better’ embeds V2 clauses but doatsparticipate in slifting
points to the fact that the two constructions are not one laadame. Under the “Slifting =
Extraction from V2-Complements-analysis, any verb thHegves V2 complements should
also participate in slifting, since slifting is just a cage/@ embedding with extraction of
an initial element. Under this account, any verb that allewisaction from a ‘that’-clause
complement, and also allows V2 complements, would be prediito also allow slifting
(since slifting is in this proposal analyzed as V2 completsenextraction).

(363) Was glaubt Peter, dass Maria liest t;?
What believes Peter, that Maria reads t?

‘What does Peter believe that Maria reads?’
(364) Was glaubt Petert; liest Maria?
What believes Peter t reads Maria?

‘What does Peter believe that Maria reads?’
(365) Was ist es besser,dal3 Maria liest t;?
What is it better, that Maria reads t?
‘It is better that Maria reads what?’
(366) *Was ist es besserliest Maria t;?
What is it better reads Maria t?
‘What is it better that Maria reads?”’

Again, (363) shows an extraction from a ‘that’-clause. (3@4uld be the parallel
analysis given to a case of slifting. Example (365) shows ¢xé&raction from a ‘that’-
complement is possible for ‘it is better’. We already knowttht is better’ can have V2
complements. This would leave the fact that slifting is iregible with ‘it is better’, as
demonstrated by the ungrammaticality of (366), unexpthine

Therefore, the only analysis remaining for (366) is a pdretital one. The impossi-
bility of (366) shows that true extraction from a V2 complerhis impossible in German,
since even the wh-quantifigvas (‘what’) cannot be extracted from the V2-clause. But
since an extraction analysis is impossible even for the age@s in (366), regular slifting
cases can even less be derived in this way.

| conclude that in their compositional semantic behavid,cdmplement clauses act
the same as ‘that’-clauses, whereas slifting is a diffecase. V2 complement clauses are
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a case of proper syntactic and semantic embedding. In gbnsidting cannot be a case of
embedding: The behavior of a sentence remains unchangetievioe not a slifted phrase
is present. A parenthetical analysis therefore is appatgras proposed by Reis (1996).

6.4 Slifting as Evidentials

The syntactic behavior of slifting is expected if sliftedrabes in German are analyzed as
parentheticals, as proposed by Reis (1996). Given thisasyiatstructure, the composi-
tional semantics of slifting remains to be determined. HBeisantics should also explain
why only some verbs are capable of appearing slifted, as agetheir unembeddability.
This is the topic of this section.

6.4.1 Analysis

Potts (2007b) suggests that slifted phrases such as ‘I'thinktion as evidentials. Ac-
cording to his proposal, evidentials affect the epistetmieshold which is associated with
a conversation. This threshold is a context variable thegrdenes whether the speaker is
sufficiently sure of a certain sentence to utter it.

Typical slifted phrases are ‘I hear’, ‘I think’, ‘Peter s&ysslifting is a way of express-
ing evidentiality in a productive way in languages like Ealglor German, that do not have
morphological evidentials. For example, ‘I think’ wouldater the threshold somewhat so
that mere beliefs are assertable. ‘I hear lowers the tlmldstonsiderably, so that even
hearsay evidence is sufficient for the speaker to make lesanite.

This assumes a dynamic theory of discourse where utterareesnly assertable if
the speaker’s certainty exceeds a conversational thiieghdlhis epistemic threshold T
is a context variable which is affected by the formality oé tiscourse, the status of the
participants, and other factors. Its function is in the rienmunicative level of discourse
moves: From the speaker’s perspective, the threshold caadyeas a filter on permissible
utterances, an implementation of the Gricean Maxim of QuélBay only for what you
have good evidence”) (Grice, 1975). Conversationallyptesence of this threshold thus
enables the hearer to draw an inference about the speak&steraic state. The threshold
T provides the evidence based on which the hearer is askeertorm their part of the
discourse move (usually to put the proposition into the camground). The function of
the evidential that affects this epistemic threshold T his tase the slifted phrase, is to
alert the hearer to the fact that the usual inference camnmalrévn. Instead, a different
kind of side comment about the speaker’s epistemic stateisged. Instead of inferring
“the speaker is 90% sure of this” (say, as usual), the preseht think’ leads the hearer
to infer merely “the speaker is 75% sure of this”.

The characterization of slifting verbs as evidentials lyiaeaptures their functional
similarity to morphological evidentials in other languageFurthermore, it explains the
semantic unembeddability of the slifted phrase, sinceithésparenthetical that does not
contribute directly to the assertion of the sentence. Baitleaning of slifting verbs is not
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exhausted by their evidentiality. Slifting is a productivay of expressing evidentiality in

which many verbs with subtle meaning distinctions can be ushe epistemic component
(lowering of the epistemic threshold) is only one part of theaning of these verbs. For
example, consider the slifting verb ‘hope’. On the one hahkdppe’ expresses a certain
degree of epistemic possibility, similar to (although maydwer than) ‘I believe’. On the

other hand, ‘I hope’ has very clear lexical content expregsi preference for the posi-
tive outcome. This component constitutes the differende/éen ‘hope’ and ‘fear’ as in

(367-368).

(367) Peter, | hope, will come today.

= | think maybe Peter will come today; and | prefer him to conaatp
(368) Peter, | fear, will come today.

= | think maybe Peter will come today; and | prefer him not to eciwday.

Based on these considerations, | am now in a position to ge@paompositional se-
mantics for slifting. The meaning | propose for a sentencdtp slifting verb V is two-
dimensional: The main assertion of the utterance is p, #fteepistemic threshold of the
conversation has been lowered (the function of evidentidlse actual content of the slift-
ing verb V is contributed as a side comment in the conventiomaicature dimension (this
distinguishes ‘I hear’ from ‘I hope’).

(369) Assertion: T (p)

Cl: V(p)
(370) Peter, hoffe ich, kommt noch heute.
Peter, hope I, comes still today.

‘Peter, | hope, will come today.’
(371) Assertion: T (Peter will come today)
Cl: hope(l, Peter will come today)

The notation “T” in (369) signifies that the epistemic threshold T of the esttbe
lowered according to the lexical meaning of the embeddimg:véhink’ lowers T less than
‘hear’. The matrix clause “p” is only assertable given tliwéred epistemic threshofd.

6.4.2 Slifting and Verb Classes

Why, though, are only certain verbs able to participateiitirey? This, | argue, is a direct
consequence of the verb’s semantic properties. To show thil discuss the three broad
types of verbs that are ruled out from slifting in turn: vewathout an epistemic component
(‘wish’), downward-epistemic verbs (‘doubt’), and factiverbs (‘know’). Finally, | turn
to negated and modalized verbs.

For the first case, consider the following example with theegareference verb ‘wish’:

8Exploring the properties of [Tin more detail opens up new lines of research into how humamuoo-
nication is organized. This is especially interesting sitite evidentials identified here are not only a few
morphemes, but a large open class of words.

118



(372) *Peter, wiinsche ich, kommt noch heute.
Peter, wish I, comes still today.

‘Peter, | wish, will come today.’

Since verbs like ‘wish’ do not have an epistemic componerth&ir meaning, they
cannot be used in an evidential function, to modify the epnst threshold provided by the
context. The epistemic component of the attitude verb nmeggis necessary so that the
epistemic threshold T can be changed.

There is additional evidence that it is indeed the evidépaa of the meaning of slift-
ing (T|) that is the problem here. This evidence, | argue, comes #&oother kind of
parenthetical constructioas-parentheticals (373).

(373) Peter is coming today, as Mary said.

As-clauses have been analyzed by Potts (2002b) as pareathehiat contribute their
meaning on the conventional implicature dimension. Themmeggof (373) is:

(374) Assertion: Peter is coming today
Cl: Mary said (Peter is coming today)

The CI part of the meaning of slifting arak-parentheticals is the same, only the as-
sertion differs. While inas-parentheticals, the matrix clause is asserted straigytrifally,
slifting contributes the evidential part of the meaning ethtemporarily lowers the epis-
temic threshold before asserting the matrix clause.

Verbs like ‘wish’ or ‘want’ are allowed iras-parentheticals, unlike in slifting. Since
the only difference between the semantics of slifting asgarentheticals is the evidential
contribution of the sliftings, this must be what causes ttigngy sentences with ‘wish’ to
fail, just like explained above.

(375) Peter, (just) as | had wished, made me dinner for miadbery.
(376) Peterkommt noch heute, wie ich es mir winsche.
Peter comes still today, as | it me wish.

‘Peter is coming today, as | wish.’
Second, downward epistemic verbs such as ‘deny’ or ‘doubttaled out in slifting.

(377) * Peter, bezweifle ich, kommt noch heute.
Peter, doubt I, comes still today.
‘Peter, | doubt, will come today.’
(378) Assertion: T Peter is coming today
Cl: 1 doubt (Peter is coming today)

If example (377) was possible, it would contribute the faillog two parts (378): first,
the speaker claims that Peter will come today (relativipeallbwered epistemic threshold),
and second, the speaker conveys his or her doubt that Péteomie today. These two
contributions are contradictory. In fact, this case is lye@entical to Moore’s paradox
(Baldwin, 1993), the fact that one is self-contradictorgmie says “It's raining but | don't
believe that it is.” Both Moore’s example and (377) are rubeitiby the grammar.
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But not all cases with downward epistemic verbs are thisrelaa If the subject of
the slifting verb is not the speaker, the two contributiohthe utterance don’t necessarily
contradict? In fact, under the right circumstances, somebody elsetsetiisf of a fact may
indeed be good positive evidence for this fact. For exampécan imagine a computer
which is programmed to output “false” for true statementd ‘drue” for false statements,
exactly the reverse of the actual facts. Even if | know thgjll cannot utter the following
sentence:

(379) * Peter, bezweifelt der Computer, kommt noch heute.
Peter, doubts  the computer, comes still today.

‘Peter, doubts the computer, will come today.’

It turns out that this is a restriction thas-parentheticals in general share with sliftifg.
It is striking that nonrestrictive relative clauses do navdthis restriction.

(380) *Johnis smart, everybody denied.
(381) *Johnis smart, as everybody has denied.
(382) John is smart which (so far) everybody has denied.

The paradigm above seems to indicate that sliftingasdauses pattern alike, as op-
posed towhich-clauses. In Pott’s (2002a) analysiswafiich andas both types of paren-
theticals contribute conventional implicatures. The dadifference is thaas-parentheticals
modify propositions, whereaghich-clauses modifynominalizedoropositions.

However, this difference in the semantics and structures am readily explain the
paradigm with regard to negation. Potts explains the faateRtractions from islands are
only possible for the individual-typerhichin nonrestrictive relative clauses (since it is a
nominalized proposition) and not for the proposition-typeved operator at play ias
parentheticals. But this explanation does not readilyycaver to negation, according to
Potts.

Finally, the third class of verbs that do not allow sliftimgGerman are factive verbs.

(383) *Peter, weil} jeder, kommt noch heute.
Peter, knows everybody, comes still today.
‘Peter, everybody knows, will come today.’
(384) Assertion: T Peter will come today.
Presupposition: Peter will come today.
Cl: Everybody knows (Peter will come today)

Factive verbs presuppose their complement. Thus the sen(883) would make al-
together three contributions, as shown in (384): the pnessifion that Peter will come

9] thank Kai von Fintel for this observation.
10yt see (Potts, 2002a, p. 75-76) for some examples of negetbs inas-parentheticals.

(i) We don’t have enough of it. Space. Not in the cities. Notloa land, and, as we don't need to tell
you, not in the libraries. (Potts, 20024, ex. (57))

Potts suggests that pragmatic licensing (by contrast Xam@le) may be at play here.
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today, the assertion that Peter will come today (accordirthe epistemic threshold), and
the conventional implicature that the speaker knows thegrRell come today.

In order to pin down exactly what causes the sentence torailyill compare it again
with as-parentheticals.As-parentheticals contribute the same meaning parts asmgsft
but they do not have the evidential function. Téeparenthetical corresponding to (383)
is given below, with its analysis (Potts, 2002b).

(385) Peter, as everybody knows, is the best poker player.
(386) Peterist, wie du weisst, ein sehr guter Skatspieler.
Peter is, as you know, a very good Skat player.
‘Peter is, as you know, a very good Skat player.’
(387) Assertion: Peter will come today.
Presupposition: Peter will come today.
Cl: Everybody knows (Peter will come today)

Even though Assertion and Presupposition are redundansehtence is fine. Thus,
this cannot cause the problem for (383). The only differendke contributions of slifting
and theas-parenthetical is the evidential function of slifting. Nawe function of slifting is
to manipulate the epistemic threshold under which an utteraan be made. But a factive
verb does not actually manipulate the epistemic thressoide the conditions under which
one can utter “Peter will come today” are not changed by api#timow’. Therefore, factive
verbs cannot be used as evidentials in the slifting contstmuc In other words, if p (the
matrix proposition) is already in the common ground (as eexlby the presupposition),
then what is the point of asserting {p), or p modified by an evidential®s-parentheticals
are freely possible with factive verbs, suggesting thas indeed the evidential function
which is impaired by the factivity.

6.4.3 Slifting and Semantic Embedding

The analysis also naturally accounts for the fact thatistjt cannot be semantically em-
bedded. Only the assertion contributed by a clause embeusnsieally under other op-
erators. The conventional implicature is a side commentwhlways associates with the
top level. Since the attitude verb’s lexical meaning is dbated in the CI dimension in
slifting, it cannot be in the scope of other operators, as awelseen above.

Recall example (362), where a slifting construction was etaled syntactically under
weil (‘because’). Only the assertion contributed by the embedtiise is within the scope
of causte. The CI from the slifting construction is unchanged.

(388) a. Maria kommt nicht, weil es, denke ich, regnen wird.
Maria comes not, becauseit, think [,  will rain.
‘Maria won’t come. | think the reason is that it will rain.’
b. Assertion: CAUSE (T it will rain, Maria won’'t come)
ClI: 1 think (it will rain)
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The question example (359) with question partidenn repeated below in (390), is
more difficult. Itis clear that the slifting verglauben(‘believe’) is not part of the question:
only the at issue content (assertion) is questioned, asdaiswnstrated by the syntactic
position of the particle. The contribution in the Cl is momplicated. It appears that in
guestions, some types of side comments receive a meanatgdeiot to the question itself,
but to the answer expected from the listener. For exanhpleestlycommits the listener to
an honest answer if it is part of a question like (389) (P@D€5, ex. (4.152b)).

(389) Honestly, has Ed fled?
~ Provide me with an honest answer to the quedtias Ed fled?
(390) a. Ister denn, glaubst du (* denn), gefahren?
Is he PART, believe you (* PART), driven?
‘Do you think that he has left?’
b. Assertion: Q (T did he leave)
Cl: =~ Provide what you believe is the answer to the quedi@hhe leave?

6.4.4 Summary: Slifting

To summarize this section, | have shown that slifted phras€@erman are syntactic and
semantic parentheticals (as argued in (Reis, 1996)), whiattion as evidentials. | have
proposed a two-dimensional meaning for slifting, with théring of an epistemic context
variable (the epistemic threshold affected by evidentadsthe main contribution, and the
attitude content of the slifting verb contributed as a sio@ment in the conventional impli-
cature dimension. This two-dimensional semantics preditty only upwards-epistemic
(but not factive) verbs can be used in the slifting constamct(i) Only verbs with an epis-
temic component can affect the epistemic threshold (thesrout ‘wish’); (ii) the asserted
content (matrix clause) and non-asserted content (siftedse) must not clash (this guar-
antees upwards epistemicity and rules out ‘doubt’); (hi¢ {point of the evidential is to
manipulate the epistemic threshold—a factive verb doesawar the threshold and thus
the construction does not feel like slifting. Further, tm@lgsis also naturally accounts for
the fact that sliftings cannot be semantically embeddeda &4 contribution, the lexical
meaning of the slifting verbs are scopally outside of othgerators.

6.5 V2 Complement Clauses

In this section, | return to V2 complements of attitude verlBased on the similarities
and differences of the slifting construction and V2 compais, and given the analysis of
slifting as two-dimensional evidentials as proposed ingrevious section, | put forward
a new analysis of V2 complement clauses. | argue that theyediscantribute a two-
dimensional semantics. But the meaning parts, althougbkaire as in the case of slifting,
are distributed differently across the semantic dimerssfonVV2 complements, as can be
shown by the compositional semantic behavior of both canstns.
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6.5.1 Analysis

| have shown above in section 6.3.2 that V2 embeddings aeeslyatactic and semantic
embeddings. It follows that in the assertion dimension, Wibeddings have the same
meaning as regular ‘that’-complements. This is also exqeEbecause overall, V2 embed-
dings and sentences with regular ‘that'-complements angalese in meaning. However,
unlike in ‘that’-clauses, the complement is expressed a2 al®use. | argue that this V2
syntax contributes a second meaning, namely that the pitapop from the complement
clause is assertable given an epistemic threshold T. Thexiical T is affected by the atti-
tude contributed by the matrix verb, parallel to what hagp@nhe evidentials (slifting).
Thus, | propose the following compositional semantics fgeatence with matrix verb V
and V2 complement p:

(391) Assertion: V(p)
Cl: T| (p)

(392) Ich hoffe, Peter kommt noch heute.
I  hope, Peter comes still today.

‘| hope that Peter will come today.’
(393) Assertion: hope(l, Peter will come today)
Cl: T| (Peter will come today)

According to (393), the difference between usintpat-complement clause and a V2-
complement is that the latter contributes an additiona simmment (CI) that the speaker
endorses the embedded proposition to a certain extent. Ziveovd order in the comple-
ment yields this contribution, that the embedded propmsiis assertable given a lowered
epistemic threshold. From this it follows that the speakeutd be somewhat committed
to the content of the embedded V2 clause, whereas the speaket committed to the
content of an embeddélat-clause. This notion has been in the literature for quite éewh
applied to embedded “root’-type clauses in different laagps. For example, Hooper and
Thompson (1973) argue that embedded root phenomena (iisBpgte possible only in
asserted clauses. More recently, it has been claimed fer Grmanic languages that em-
bedded V2 clauses are in fact asserted. Thus, de Haan (208lyxes Frisian sentences
with V2 complement clauses as mere juxtapositions of tworalauses, and Julien (2007)
argues that Norwegian and Swedish embedded V2 clausessarteals in order to explain
their distribution. For German, Schwabe (2006a,b) clainasg teclarative root (i.e., V2)
clauses come with an$sERTOperator.

It can be seen easily that German V2 complement clauseseadychot straightfor-
wardly asserted as a general rule. For example, by utteB®g) (@bove the speaker does
not state that Peter is in fact coming today. Neverthelessgdevel of endorsement of the
embedded proposition is indeed attributed to the speadhisrift also suggested by Truck-
enbrodt (2006)). This endorsement is the assertabilityritrion in the Cl dimension.

In my proposed analysis, the meaning for V2 embeddings isptetely parallel to
the meaning for slifting above, but the semantic pieces etelalited differently over the
semantic dimensions of assertion and conventional implieaas shown in table 6.5.
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slifting V2 embedding
Assertion: T (p) V(p)

Cl: V(p) Tl (p)
Table 6.5: Semantics of slifting vs. V2 embedding.

6.5.2 V2 Complement Clauses and Verb Classes

The closeness in meaning between slifting and V2 embedeéxygains why the same class
of verbs in German participates in both kinds of construngiorhe three main problematic
cases are ruled out for essentially the same reasons as veerghb forward above for
slifting. First, an epistemic component to the verb’s maegns clearly needed to bind the
epistemic indexical T. This is also argued (in differennfigiby Truckenbrodt (2006).

(394) *Maria will, Peter kommt heute noch.
Maria wants, Peter comes today still.

‘Maria wants that Peter comes today.’

A verb like ‘want’ which expresses pure preference withouy apistemic contribution
cannot bind this indexical and the CI contribution of asaatfity given a certain epistemic
index therefore fails.

Second, if the attitude verb contributes a downwards diceepistemicity such as in
the case of ‘doubt’, the two components of meaning in therdsseand conventional
implicature will again clash.

(395) * Ich bezweifle, Peter kommt noch heute.
|  doubt, Peter comes still today.
‘| doubt that Peter will come today.’
(396) Assertion: doubt(l, Peter will come today)
Cl: T| Peter will come today

The assertion states that Peter's coming today is in doubttlze Cl states that Pe-
ter will come today (which is at least as likely as some indgxThis clash in opposing
contributions leads the sentence to fail.

Third, factive verbs are not able to take V2 complements.

(397) * Ich weil3, Peter kommt noch heute.
|  know, Peter comes still today.
‘I know that Peter will come today.’
(398) Assertion: know(l, Peter will come today)
Presupposition: Peter will come today
Cl: T| Peter will come today

By comparing slifting withas-parentheticals, | have determined in section 6.4.2 that it
is the evidential function J which fails for factive verbs. Since this evidential furocti
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is also part of the meaning of V2 complements, they are erpeitt be impossible for
factive verbs as well. An additional factor may be at play ¥@ complements, though.
Since factive verbs already presuppose their complemeanigyery odd to add another
side comment (CI) stating the assertability of p. Cls araluseconvey new information.
The strong antibackgrounding restriction on side commeaitsalso be observed with an
overt example. Trying to tease apart the two contributiots & main assertion and a side
comment overtly is also decidedly strange, as seen in (3983.shows that in addition to
the general inability of factive verbs to bind the epistemaex, the particular configuration
of the meaning parts of V2 complement clauses would maketavdéaeerb especially odd
in this construction.

(399) Sue knows that Maria is pregnant, # which by the wayuis.tr

6.5.3 V2 Complement Clauses and Semantic Embedding

The analysis of V2 complement clauses also accounts foattidtat these clauses do se-
mantically embed. Again, it is the contribution on the assarevel which can be embed-
ded under other operators. In the assertion, sentence¥@itbmplements and sentences
with ‘that’-complements contribute exactly the same megniThus, the embeddability
should not differ.

Let's reconsider the two embedding examples discussedeallo400), the attitude
verb ‘think’ with its V2 complement is embedded under ‘besaiu Further, a side comment
is conveyed that it will rain, given a lowered epistemic gireld.

(400) a. Maria kommt nicht, weil ich denke, es wird regnen.
Maria comes not, becausel think, it will rain.
‘Maria won’t come. The reason is that | think that it will rdin
b. Assertion: caAusg(l think (it will rain), Maria won’t come)
Cl: T] (it will rain)

The V2 complement construction can also be easily embeddkoha question (401a).
The assertion-level part of the semantics is straightfaslyacomputed as the attitude verb
with its complement, embedded under the question operg@hown below.

(401) a. Glaubstdu denn, er ist (*denn) gefahren?
Believe you PART, he is (* PART) driven?
‘Do you think that he has left?’
b. Assertion: Q (do you believe (he left))
Cl: T] (he left)

The proposed analysis also predicts a side comment of teetaissity of “he left”, uttered
at a lowered epistemic threshold. This does not seem to béiwely borne out for the
guestion (401a). Uttering this question does not requieesibeaker to endorse the em-
bedded proposition more than as a mere possibility. In thesquestion (401a) is entirely
parallel to the question with a ‘that’-complement, repdate(402).
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(402) Glaubstdu denn, dal3 er (*denn) gefahren ist?
Believe you PART, that he (* PART) driven is?

‘Do you think that he has left?’

This unexpected fact must be left for further investigatioks | have noted above,
side comments with communicative effects sometimes betii#ezently in questions and
declarative sentences. For example, items ikaestlypbecome addressee-oriented when
they are uttered within a question. A similar effect may bpgeming here, whereby the
assertability of the complement “he left” (at a lowered &msic threshold) is not directly
attributed to the speaker in questions.

6.5.4 Summary: V2 Complement Clauses

We have thus found the explanation for the puzzle that theptgr set out to solve: Why
only a subclass of attitude verbs in German allows V2 complanclauses. The reason
is the fact that the V2 syntax contributes an additional sgimaiece in the conventional
implicature dimension. This semantic part states assbtyatf the complement given the
epistemic threshold provided by the context, which has lpeedified according to the ma-
trix verb. Thus, only matrix verbs that have an upwardsealed epistemic component (but
are not factive) are possible in V2 embedding. In effect, rtteaning of sentences with
V2 embedding is very similar to the meaning of slifting sewtes. In both cases, the same
semantic parts are expressed, but they are distributeztetiffly over the semantic dimen-
sions of assertion and conventional implicature. Thisddadhe different compositional
behavior of the two constructions in German. V2 complemémises are semantically
embeddable under other operators just like ‘that-complets, but unlike sliftings.

6.6 V2 Embedding in Other Germanic Languages

V2 Embedding is also possible in Germanic languages otlagr @erman which show V2
syntax. It has been discussed extensively also for Scaridmdanguages (Norwegian,
Swedish) and West Frisian. This section is a side note to #ia axgument of the chapter
addressing the question of whether the V2 embedding phemamean be analyzed as a
cross-linguistically stable construction.

To do this, | ask (i) Is the class of verbs that allow V2 competnclauses cross-
linguistically stable?, and (ii) Do V2 embeddings behavetagtically and semantically
the same across the different languages? Only if both gqumesstian be answered positively
is there a chance for a common cross-linguistic analysisetonstruction.

This does not turn out to be the case. Instead, | argue thaduglh V2 complement
clauses are properly embedded in German, they don't seemitofrisian and Mainland
Scandinavian. A common analysis is therefore not likelyitit@rmore, although the verb
classes involved do overlap to a large extent, they may naribieely identical, further
undermining the common core of the cross-linguistic carcsion of V2 embedding.
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6.6.1 V2 Embedding Verb Classes Across Germanic

In German, as discussed above (section 6.2), the followasses of verbs allow V2 com-
plement clauses: verbs of saying and belief, verbs of insigin, and certain verbs of
(dis)preference which have an epistemic component (‘hofesir’). Excluded are fac-
tive verbs, negative (‘doubt’) or negated verbs, and pueégpence verbs (‘wish’, ‘want’).
The class of German V2CC verbs can be generalized as verhawiipwards-epistemic
semantic component, without factivity. The core class ofef@edding verbs (verbs of
saying and belief) is the same in Frisian and the Scandindargyuages Faroese, Swedish,
Norwegian, and Icelandic (de Haan, 2001; Bentzen et al.7200

(403) Ik hoopje (*dat) it giet goed my dy. (Frisian)

| hope (*that) it goes well with you.

‘| hope that you’re doing well.’ (de Haan, 2001, (2a))
(404) Skillnad-en ar att om politik eller sex skriv-er vi inte. (Sw)

DifferencebEF is that about politics or  sex write-PRES we not.

‘The difference is that about politics or sex, we do not writ¢Julien, 2007, (3c))
(405) Hansa at han kunne ikke syngei bryllupet. (Norwegian)

He said that he could not sing in wedding-the.

‘He said that he could not sing in the wedding.’ (Bentzen gt24l07, (15a))

However, the classes do not match up exactly: In NorwegianeXample, factive verbs
can sometimes have complement clauses with V2 word ordekéady the verb preced-
ing the negatiotikke (‘not)).

(406) Alltid glemte de at den gutt-en var ikke som andre. (N)
Always forgot they that that boy-def was not like others.
‘They always forgot that that boy was not like the othersuligh, 2007, (23b))
(407) *Sie habenimmer vergessen,dieser Junge war nicht wie die
They have always forgot, that boy was not like the
anderen. (German)
others.
‘They always forgot that that boy was not like the others.’

Further, in Norwegian, double negations have been claimdzbtable to embed V2
clauses, which they cannot do in German:

(408) Jegtviler ikke pa at slike konserter hjelper faktisk mot
|  doubt not on that such concerts help actually against

vold-en. (Norwegian)

violencebEF.

‘But | do not doubt it that concerts like that actually haveediect on the
violence. (Julien, 2007, (19))
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(409) *Ich bezweifle nicht, solche Konzerte haben einen Einflu3 auf die
|  doubt not, such concerts have an  effect on the
Gewalt. (German)
violence.

‘Il don’t doubt that such concerts have an effect on the vicden

6.6.2 Cross-linguistic Properties of V2 Embedding

If V2CCs are instances of the same phenomenon crosslingaligt not only should the
verbs that allow it match up, but semantic properties must be the same. However,
the crucial syntactic and semantic properties of GermaniBegldings do not carry over
to the other languages. | have shown above that in Germamaltx verb taking a V2
complement clause can be embedded under a question op@ra®)r as well as under
other semantic operators.

(410) Glaubstdu denn, sie ist schwanger?(German)
Believe you Q-PART, she is pregnant?
‘Well, do you think she is pregnant?’

This shows that the V2 clause is in fact syntactically andasginally embedded under
the matrix verb (see also Reis, 1997). In West Frisian andhMad Scandinavian, in
contrast, the matrix verb of a V2 complement clause cannajusstioned (411-412).
Thus, out of the studied Germanic languages, only Germaadstverbs properly embed
V2 complements.

(411) *Leaude er dat it skip wie juster fergien? (West Frisian)
Believed he that the ship was yesterday wrecked?
‘Did he believe that the ship was wrecked yesterday?  (dentH2@01, (7¢))
(412) *Tror du att man vet inte vad en san dar kille kan gora?
Think you that one know not what a such there guy can do?

‘Do you think that one doesn’t know what a guy like that can’do?Swedish)
(Julien, 2007, (11b))

For Frisian, already de Haan (2001) argues extensivelythi@ae is no evidence for
true subordination in V2 embedding. He suggests a paratanfilysis made up of two
independent root clauses. However, this leaves the resirgcstill at play in Frisian V2
embedding unclear. For example, why questions are not etlowA slightly different
solution suggests itself from the work in this chapter.

6.6.3 V2 Embedding in Scandinavian and West Frisian

Indeed, if V2 embeddings in Frisian and Mainland Scandaradre not actually an ex-
ample of syntactic and semantic embedding, then what ay& tifnother construction
in which attitude verbs combine more freely with their (sati@ complements has been
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introduced in this chapter as well: slifting. Recall thassiiiting, the matrix verb cannot
be questioned (413), nor can it be semantically embeddedrwitler operators such as
‘because’ (414).

(413) *lIst sie, glaubst du denn, schwanger?(German)
Is she, believe you Q-PART, pregnant?
‘Well, do you think she is pregnant?’

(414) Maria kommt nicht, weil es, denke ich, regnen wird. (German)
Maria comes not, becauseit, think I, rain  will.

‘Maria won't come, because it will rain, | think.’

Thus, slifting is not a case of proper embedding, but ratheulsl receive a parenthet-
ical analysis as proposed above in section 6.4. If this amalyan be carried over to V2
“embeddings” in Frisian and Scandinavian, it also reflelstsfact that these V2 comple-
ments are claimed to be “asserted” (Julien, 2007; but se&zBert al., 2007). In slifting,
it is only the semantic argument of the slifting verb whiclasserted. In contrast, German
V2 complement clauses have been shown to be proper compigmdrose V2 word or-
der contributes an additional side comment of assertalgiiten an epistemic threshold in
section 6.5.

To draw a conclusion from this section, even though the ekasd verbs that allow
V2 complements in German, West Frisian and Mainland Scanéin largely overlap, the
syntactic and semantic properties of V2 embeddings in Geatiféer from the other lan-
guages: German V2 complement clauses are properly embedded the attitude verb,
whereas V2 clauses in Frisian and Scandinavian are not., THeu¥2 complements of atti-
tude verbs cannot receive a common cross-linguisticadlylstanalysis. Instead, | propose
that while German V2 arguments are complement clauses widdditional assertability
contribution (triggered by the V2 word order), V2 complenseim Frisian and Scandina-
vian may be more accurately analyzed as evidentials, similslifting.

6.7 Summary

The main question guiding this chapter was to find the exanasécs of V2 embeddings
in German, and to determine why only some attitude verbs earsed in this construction.
In my discussion, | compared V2 embeddings to the sliftingstauction, because they
are very similar in meaning. Further, the classes of attituerbs that allow slifting and
V2 embedding are essentially the same (except for ‘it iseb@tiin German, as | show in
section 6.3. This leads me to ask why it is that this particciiss of verbs allows for both
uses?

| argue that verbs with the given properties, namely upwepistemicity without fac-
tivity, have some additional freedom when combining witkitltomplement. In particular,
these verbs can be used (1) parenthetically as sliftingsyerith an evidential-like seman-
tics, or (2) as embedders of V2 complements that have theirassertability contribution.
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slifting V2 embedding
Assertion: T (p) V(p)
Cl: V(p) Tl (p)

Table 6.6: Semantic contribution of slifting and V2 embedgconstructions.

dal3(‘that’) V2 embedding slifting as which

Assertion: V(p) V(p) TP) p P
Cl: - T1(p) V(p) V(p) V(™(p))
sagen(‘say’) v v v v v
wissen(‘know’) v — — v v
bezweifelr(‘*doubt’) v — — — v

Table 6.7: Paradigm of attitude verbs’ combinatory options

This has the effect that slifting and V2 embedding conteliie same semantic content,
but they distribute it differently across dimensions (Eabl6).

This difference in the distribution of meaning parts on seticadimensions leads slift-
ing and V2 embedding to behave quite differently syntattiend semantically, as | have
shown contra (Wagner, 2004) in this chapter.

In effect, this means that different types of attitude vestaw a different degree of free-
dom when combining with their arguments. | have briefly désad the greater paradigm
of parenthetical expressions with attitude verbs inclgdisparentheticals and nonrestric-
tive relative clauses witivhich The four constructions show a different amount of “glue”
between the attitude verb and the proposition in its complemThe way that the attitude
verb combines with its semantic argument determines thesges of the construction,
which in turn influences both the (external) compositiomalerties of the utterance (such
as its embeddability) as well as the classes of verbs thattdecto appear in it. The facts
covered in this chapter are summarized in Table 6.7.

The notatiori'?(p) denotes the nominalization of p. According to Potts @0Q7)):

(i) fpe Desys,then™(p) =[P :Vw € p:w < zP]and™(p) € D..
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

In this thesis, | have addressed the multidimensionalitfoaihal semantics in multiple
case studies. The guiding questions behind my researcérat are the semantic pieces
associated with a certain word or construction? How aresteemantic pieces distributed
over the known dimensions of meaning? And what effects deeadividual distribution
of meaning parts over semantic dimensions have for the bbvaeaning, function, and
discourse effects of complex utterances?

7.1 Contributions of This Thesis

This dissertation presented suitable multidimensionammregs for a range of semantic
operators which pose problems for the current semantiataotre because they show
interesting compositional behavior.

The first part of my thesis concentrated on modifiers in theedisions of assertion and
conventional implicature. Building on previous work mgitly Potts (2005), | linked the
semantic and syntactic properties of utterance modifyuiggebials likefrankly. | pro-
posed an alternative anaphoric approach to capture thensemaf these items, which
has advantages for syntactically embedded cases (chaptarchapters 3-5, | developed
parallel analyses for a large range of cases that have sisyitdactic and semantic prop-
erties, includingoecauseif, andalthoughclauses. As part of this paradigm, | proposed
a new semantic analysis dennvs. weil (‘because’), two causal connectives in German,
accounting for their semantic differences and similasifighapter 3). My new account of
relevance conditionals for the first time correctly capsutieeir semantic unembeddabil-
ity, and successfully ties their non-conditional impactheir conditional form, as shown
in chapter 4. These parallel phenomena, as | argued, shdveeghtence adjuncts (this
includes adverbs, as well as certdecause if-, andalthoughclauses) can be utterance
modifiers if they operate on the conventional implicaturaelsion. On the one hand, the
fact that the adjuncts retain their regular lexical mearmiogpunts for small differences be-
tween the constructions. On the other hand, the distributier the semantic dimensions
of assertion and conventional implicature explains thiedéhces in compositional behav-
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ior between two types of uses of the adjuncts: the regulae(tien-level) and utterance
modifying (Cl-level) readings.

In the second part of this thesis, | concentrate on two typesmantic complements. |
analyzed V2 complement clauses and sliftings in Germans& hgo constructions have a
similar meaning and are part of a large paradigm of constmsthrough which an attitude
verb can combine with its semantic argument. Again, | shotkatithe semantic similar-
ity of the two constructions follows from the fact that thersmtic pieces at play are the
same. However, these pieces are distributed differentty the semantic dimensions of
assertion and conventional implicature, which leads tacate differences in the syntactic
and semantic behavior. In the first part of chapter 6, | revibe generalization of atti-
tude verb classes that allow for complements with verb sge@mrd order and the slifting
construction in German. This led to my proposal of a unifiealygsis of verb-second em-
bedding and slifting in German that accounts for their seina&ioseness through common
pieces of meaning and their behavioral differences thrarggtirasting multidimensional
semantics. Verb-second embedding and slifting were shovietpart of a paradigm of
argument-taking for attitude verbs, with small differemdeetween the multidimensional
semantics of each of the constructions.
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