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1 Remarks

Expressiv e content items: what are we going to do with the damn things? Their
cortent is slippery but they signi cantly in uence discourses.Their distribution appears
chaotic, but spealersare quick with judgmerts.

My main claim Expressiwe cortent items provide evidencefor corvertional implica-
tures (Cls) asa classof meaningsdistinct from all others(presuppositions, corversational
implicatures, focus meanings,and at-issueertailments?).

Narro wed gaze The classof expressie cortent items is huge and intersects with
all areasof speed. The factual domain of this talk is limited mostly to two types of
expression:

(1) Expressiv e attributiv e adjectiv es (EAS)
(rst called CI items in Huddleston and Pullum 2002:36)

a. \We bough a new electric clothesdryer, [:::] Nowheredid it say that the
damn thing didn't comewith an electric plug!"?

b. \I remenber practicing for my rst Confessionin the secondgrade and of
courseSister role-played the priest. Trying to do a good job, | told her all
the big sins[: : :] Newver again!!!! For my Penanceshemademe s& the damn
rosary"?

c. Bush says that the bloody Republicans desene federal funds to support
states' rights initiativ es.

1| owe the term at-issueto Bill Ladusaw. The alternativessu er seriousdrawbacks: \what is said"
is easily confusedwith (the phonological form of) the complemen to say. \Semantic cortent” is too
general| presuppositions and Cls are part of the semaric cortent. And \assertion", though close,
should include Cls, which assertnew information, albeit it in a deemphasizedfashion.

2From < http:/fjida vis.net/blog/arc20010325.Hml> .

3From < http://www.n unstories.com/SampleStories/SampleStories.ml > .
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The contribution of damn and bloody :

“The spealer looks with disapproval upon X', where X is the semaric argumert
to the adjective (this neednot be its syntactic argumen); or

“The spealer wishesto impart a senseof solidarity or con dence'.
(2) Epithets
a. Every Demccrat with [a proposalfor reform], claimsthat [the stupid thing];
desenespublic support.

b. [Every kid];'s mother boaststhat [the little snof]; is an angel.

c. Right after [Chuck], agreedto do the job, [the lazy jerk]; boardeda plane
for Tabhiti.

An epithet's contribution derivesfrom the descriptive cortent of the nominal itself.

1.1 Imp ortant initial observations about (1){(2)

(3) Neither at-issue nor presupp osed Expressiecortent modi ers areinvariant
under the full setof presupposition plugs.
IQ test (adapted from Bach 1999) A meaning is at-issuein a sertenceS
if and only if every accurateand completeindirect quotation of S cortains
Bush : \The energycompaniesdesene public support.”

b. Bush says the damn energycompaniesdesene public support.
(the 1Q cortains = the spealer disapprovesof energycompanies)

c. Bush sas the energycompaniesdesene public support.
(doesnot cortain )

By the IQ-test, (b), and (c), is not at-issue in (a).
(4) Not at-issue This cortent is alsoinvariant under the presupposition holes.

(5) No backgrounding requiremen t Theseexpressionsare generallyusedto in-
troduce new information. (Sincethey are independert meanings,if they had to
be badgrounded,they would always be redundart, violating maxims.)

(6) Not conversationally implicated  The cortribution is related to speci c lex-
ical items, and is moreover not cancellable.
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(7) Not tied to focus meanings No singleintonational cortour is ass@iated with
this classof expressions.

(8) Speaker orientation  The cortribution is spealer oriented throughout.

1.2 Conventional implicatures

This does not exhaust the options; (1){(2) satisfy Grice's (1975) de nition
of Cls.

(9) Cls are dened by Grice (1975:44{45) as

a. commitmerts the speaker makes\by virtue of the meaningsof" the words
he chooses;and

b. independert of what is \said (in the favored sense)"| they are separate
from the at-issuemeaning.

(20) yes ) yes
calculable vary under vary under
cancellableg  from the holes the plugs
maxims | (negation,etc.) | (say, etc.)
corversational es es od od
implicatures y y y Y
presuppositions yes in part® no yes
atissue no no es es
entailments y y
Cls no no no no

4This question doesn't arisein the original Gricean theory, in which corversational implicatures are
about relations between utterances. Chierchia (2001) and Sauerland (2001) make a convincing case
that corwversational implicatures arise at the subsenential level.

5The exact cortent of presuppositions is not more corntext-dependert than, say, that of at-issue
ertailments. But their presenceis often calculable. A variation on an old example draws this out:

(i) Ali's brother isn't bald: Ali doesn't have a brother.

The existertial presupposition normally triggered by the de nite Ali's brother is absernt becauseadmit-
ting it resultsin a cortradiction | amaximal violation of the maxim of quality.
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(11) Other expressive modiers that might meet the conditions for Cls:

a. spealer-orierted adverbs (Jackendo 1972x3, Bellert 1977)

discourseparticles (e.g., Germandoch, Danishdog) (Kratzer 1999;von Fintel
and latridou 2002)

c. valuejudgmert determinerslike too many (Keenanand Stavi 1986x1.2)
d. obviative marking (Patrick Davidson, (p.c., 6/02))

e. someusesof diminutives (Polish uniwersytet (Cuniversity'), uniwerek (‘uni-
versity (diminutive)') (Roland Sussex(p.c., 9/02))

2 Essential ingredien ts of a successful Cl analysis
Two dimensions of meaning Karttunen and Peters (1979) got it right: natural
languageexpressionscan translate as pairs of lambda terms, one of them represeting
the CI dimension.

(12) Types:

. € and t? are basicat-issuetypes.
. € and t¢ are basicCl types.

.If and areat-issuetypes,then h ; i is an at-issuetype.

1

2

3

4. If isan at-issuetypeand isaCl type,thenh; i isaCl type.

5. If isan at-issuetypeand isaCl type,thenh i is a product type.
6

. The full setof typesis the union of the at-issue,Cl, and product types.
@3 m* M =AM
A clearly dened factual domain Karttunen and Peters(1979) casttheir net too
widely, essetially relabelling presuppositions corvertional implicatures' and largely giv-
ing up on Grice's (1975) de nitions (van der Sandt 1988:74;Soamesl989:603).While a
two-dimensionalsemartics seemsinappropriate as the basisfor a theory of presupposi-
tions, it excelsin the areaof Cls.

Table (10) uniquely identies Cl meanings.

4




Christopher Potts Expressiwe cortent as cornvertional implicature

Indep endence of truth values The importance of this aspect of Cls is not evidert
with expressie modi ers, sincethey are ertirely about the spealer's attitude. But
appositivesshow that the Cl and at-issuedimensionsare separable(Potts 2002a,b):

(14) Suppose a friend reports
Lance Armstrong, an Arkansan,haswon the 2002 Tour de France!

Armstrong is a Texan;the Cl is false. But | canstill recoser from (14) the information
that Lancewon this year'sTour. | neednot accommalate the Cl proposition. The value
of (14) is (1; 0).

3 Unremark able syntax
The remarkable properties of expressie cortent modi ers are not syntactic. Syntacti-

cally, theseexpressionsare not easily discernedfrom others.

3.1 EA syntax

Huddlestonand Pullum (2002)introducethe term “expressie attributiv e adjective' and
provide a thorough factual overview (p. 553). They show that EAs are syntactically
much like other strictly attributiv e adjectives(e.g., former, premier).

(15) They freely intermingle with other adjectiv es:
a. Sheilasaid that we must look after her (biggest) friggin' brown dog.
b. \What's the Big Friggin' Deal About Sory PlayStation 2?"6

(16) The restriction to prenominal position is sharp:

a. Sheila'sdogis f damn/friggin' g.
b. We considerSheila'sdog f damn/friggin’ g.

(17) EAs bear the same morphological case as other adjectiv es:

a. \Du hast kein verdamntes Wort gesagt.”
you haveno.acc-neut damnacc-neut word said
“You didn't say a damn word.'”

SFrom < http://www.zdnet.com/anc hordesk/stories/0,10738,2645040,00tm| > .
“From SchnapptChili, EImore Leonard, translated by Hans M. Herzog. 2000. Munchen: Wilhelm
Goldmann Verlag (p. 146).
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b. \[:::] dassdie verdamnte Industrie zu geizig ist, [:::]"
[:::] that thenom-fem damnnom-fem industry too miserlyis [:::]
“that the damn industry is too miserly [...]'8

(18) Any determiner can head a nominal containing an EA:
a. The compary sas that every damn pieceof software we usehasto be made
by them!
b. Ed claimsthat no damn idea of his should be ignored!

cf. the frequency adjectiv es of Stump 1981; Zimmermann 2000, whic h
permit only the, a(n), and possessive determiners.

Conclusion  EAs determine the samestructures as attributiv e adjectives. The con-
trasts betweenEAs and other attributiv e adjectivesdon't follow from the syntax.

3.2 Epithet syntax?°®

De nites  Epithets are often argumert nominals. They are morphologically de nite
(a de nite article or demonstrative determiner). In Arabic, they are unique in taking
a seconddemonstrative-like determiner (Aoun and Choueiri 2000), suggestingthat it is
the determinerthat makesa regular nominal into an epithet.

Principle C? Epithets are somewhatsensitive to c-commandingantecedens/binders
(Lasnik 1976:98). But sud con gurations are possible, especially where Principle C
e ects are abser. 1°

(19) a. \In 1654afriend had written him; to askif Pascal could solve the probleme
desparties, or problem of points." !

b. The professorwrote ewvery studert; to askif the lazy bum; could sole the
problem of points.

Conclusion  Syntactically, epithets are much like nominal phrases.

8From < http://mem bers.dello.at/manfred.mayer2/elektronik.ntm> .

°l do not dwell on the syntax of epithets here, sincemy concernis their semariic translation. The
earliest support for the ideathat epithets are sensitive to binding conditions is Jackendo 1972x4.1. It
is picked up by Lasnik (1976:98). Current referencesare provided by Aoun and Choueiri (2000:6).

10sudh examplesoften involve links that span island boundaries; this is apparertly quite prominent
in LebaneseArabic (Aoun et al. 2001).

11From Thomas A. Bass. 1985. The Eudaemonic Pie, p. 117. Boston: Houghton Miin  Compary.
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4 Epithets and EAs with referring expressions

4.1 EAs with referring expressions
(20) damn [(f 2:f37  (f 2 disappro ve-of(the-sp eaker;' f #)]

where' is the kind-denoting function of Chierchia (1984,1998),taking properties
to their individual correlates

2 3
republican 2 M
(21) 4 5
(disappro ve-of(the-s er;' republican ))°
( (¢ R hhn
(f afa)a republican 2
(f 2:disappro ve-of(the-sp eaker;" f 2)° ;¢
|
damn Republi@ans
* + K

fx j X is a Republicarg;
= 1i the spealer disapprovesof Republicans
Why EAs are never predicativ e Sincethey are identity functions on properties,

they are not appropriate argumeris to copular verbs. (And ewen if they were, such
predicationswould be vacuousin the at-issuedimension.)

4.2 Epithets with referring expressions
(22) Right after [Chuck], agreedto do the job, [the lazy jerk]; boarded a plane for

Tahiti.
(23) the (ClI version) [x? f2:f2(x?)]
2 By * +
X2 9(x);
@4y @ B oy .
(lazy (x) ~ jerk (x))° 9(x) 2 lazy]™ and g(x) 2 [ierk J*
x2 (x: lazy (x) ™ jerk (x))2
(f a:fa(xa))c I;C
| T ag
the the lazy jerk

Conclusion  Examplesinvolving referring expressiongposeno special problemsonce
we move to the two-dimensionalframework.
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5 A scope-shifting analysis (unsuccessful)

If successfula quarti er-raising/quan tifying-in (QR/QI) analysiswould assimilateepi-
thets and EAs to at-issuemeanings.

(25) Kaplan's (1989[1971]:555(n. 71) pseudode re:

There is another form of common speet which may be thought to
suggestormalization by quarti cation in. | call this form the pseudode
re. A typical exampleis, \John saysthat the lying S.0.B. who took my
caris honest." It is clearthat John doesnot say, \The lying S.0.B.who
took your car is honest." [...] What justi es this shocking falsi cation
of John's speeti? Nothing! But we do it, and often recognize| or
don't care| whenit is beingdone.

(26) a. Johnsaysthat the lying S.O.B.is honest.

b w zthere is exactly onex : (liar w(x))z :
’ - 9y :liar w(y) » sa W(jcﬁm; w % honest yo(y))
h
. ((((((% ",
f w zthere is exactly onex : (liar w(x))z :
9y :liar w(y) * fu(y)

\ -
the lying SOB John sayst; is honest

z w % say, o(john; w % honest yo(z))

-—....»1s de ned in the actual world @i there is exactly oneliar in @.

-..»istrue in the actual world @i the uniqueliar x in @is such that x is honest
in all of John's belief worlds.

Ob jections

(27) But the lying S.O.B. is basically pronominal!  (26b) wrongly ertails that
there is exactly onelying S.0.B. (26a) doesnot presuppsethis any morethan a
useof he presupposesthat there is exactly one saliert male individual.

(28) Departure from comp ositionalit y We must stipulate that epithets like the
lying S.O.B. always have widest scope, in order to achieve the e ect of their
spealer-oriertation. That is, something must render (26b) ill-formed when em-
beddedunder, e.g., Ed believes

Conclusion The QR/QI accourt treats the epithet like at-issuecortent and in turn
holds it to the samestandards of falsi abilit y as other at-issuecortent. This is one of
its many missteps.
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6 \Reference isn't special™: > Cls under quantiers

| discussmainly epithets, to streamlinethe discussion.The examplesand analysescan
be adaptedto EAs.

6.1 The binding problem into a virtue

(29) It is imp ossible to bind from the at-issue dimension into the CI dimen-
sion.

Generalization (29) is a feature of Karttunen and Peters' (1979) two-dimensionalse-
martics. It is called the “binding problem' by Beaver (1997,2001). It is recognizedby
Karttunen and Peters themseles (p. 53) (seealso Cooper 1983:151{152;Heim 1983;
Krahmer (1998:12,21, 118 )). For epithets and EAs, (29) is a virtue.
(30) An ultimately incorrect analysis *®
The judge told [every dead-teat dad], that [the bum]; must help out.
At-issue: 8x :db-dad (x) ! tell (the-judge x; [D]help (x))
Cl: bum (x)
The occurrenceof x in the Cl meaningis free. This is obviously incorrect. Should we
bind it? No.
(31) A factually more accurate analysis: *
The judge told [every dead-teat dad], that [the bum]; must help out.
At-issue: 8x :db-dad (x) ! tell (the-judge x; [D]help (x))
Cl: Gx:db-dad (x) ! bum (x)

Thereis no binding relationship betweenthe two dimensions.But there is a dependency:

(32) The restriction on the generic quantier in the Cl dimension comes
from the restriction on the at-issue quantier.

12A cue from (Heim 1998x3).

13[D] is the deortic necessiy operator (it is obligatory that').

14] use G for a genericquarti er, which | assumemeanssomething like "All except the weird cases'
(Cooper 1996:82;Chierchia 1998:366and referencestherein).

9
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6.2 Insensitivit y to the higher quantier

Importantly, the Cl for this exampleremainsconstart evenwhenonechangesthe quan-
tier and henceradically alters the at-issuecortribution:

(33) a. The judgetold almost every dead-keat dad that the bum must help out.
b. The judge told no dead-keat dad that the bum must help out.
c. The judgetold ffew/manyg dead-beat dadsthat the bums must help out.
d. The judgetold most dead-beat dad that the bums must help out.

For all examplesin (33), the Cl isidertical to the ClI in (31), namely, Gx : db-dad (x) !
bum (x).1®

Binding from the at-issue dimension to the ClI dimension wrongly predicts
variation of the Cl with variation in the quantier.

6.3 A related generalization

Binding with the 8x in the at-issuedimensionwould court asan exceptionto (34).
(34) Only referring expressions can associate with nonrestrictiv. e modi ers.

a. Everystudert; spokewith apsydiatrist of hers, that welcomesallsat home.

Every studert; spoke with a psydiatrist of hers, who welcomescalls at
home.

c. Sally; spoke with a psydiatrist of hers, who welcomescalls at home.
Epithets are of coursenonrestrictive; (30) is not equivalert to (35).

(35) The judgetold every dead-beat dad who is a bum that he must help out.
6 (30)

The analysis in (31) is consistent with (34).

15This is another point of cortrast with presuppositions, which display a rather complex mix of prop-
erties when in the nuclear scope of a quanti er (Heim 1983;Cooper 1983:152{154;Krahmer 1998x4).

10
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6.4 Quantiers only make it worse for the scope-based account
With exampleslike (36), QR/QI stumbles more seriously

(36) The newscasterassuredevery local politician that the lying S.0.B. was honest.

(37) Essential additions to the analysis

a. thelying S.0.B. must denotea proposition; and
b. the restriction on this proposition must comefrom everylocal politician.

(38) a. though propositional, the origin site of the lying S.O.B. must denotea vari-
able that is bound by everylocal politician ;

b. we needa type shifting rule that conjoins two propositions expressedby
syntactic sister nodes;and

c. we must require that the lying S.O.B. have widest scope; and
(39) The newscasterassuredevery local politician that the lying S.0.B. was honest.
Gx : politician (x) ! lying-sob (x)
8y : politician I assur newscastery; honest
Y p % X PF(HWE X r>r/1 )

(e P
Gx : politiclan (x) !

. 8y : politician I assure(the newscastery; honest
Iymg-sgb (x) v:p (Y)( ( ( ( ?(ﬁ hhhp Y £2
___"Pp (e hhm
the lying SOB f:8y: politici§(n (y)! f(y) assure(the news(cahstﬁrx; honest (x))
h

X (
LS SN N GG

hhp hh i
every local politician

the newsaster assuied t; that t; is honest

But now embed (39) ... If wenot take (39) and enbed it under, say, Ed kelieves
then we will wrongly attribute the cortent of the epithet to Ed. This analysisfails to
capture the spealer orientation of epithets.

Conclusion  There seemsnot to be a satisfactory, compositional way to carry out the
quartifying-in (or quarti er raising) suggestion. The argumert could equally well be
carried out in terms of evaluation indices (Enc 1986;Farkas 1997).

The question How doesoneensurethat the at-issueand ClI quarti ers have the same
restriction?

11
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My answer The dynamic restriction logic of Gawron (1996)canaccomplishthis task.

7 Restriction logic in two dimensions

A state: a set of assignmets of model-theoretic denotations to variables. For
them, | useSy; Sy, etc. | useS? to indicate an at-issuestate; S¢ is a Cl state.

An environmen t: afunction from variablesinto setsof assignmets (into states).
For them, | useEy; E;, etc.

A context : an orderedtriple hE; ; S?; Sii, whereE; is an ervironment and Sf; S¢
are states.

Denotations : formulae denotefunctions from cortexts into cortexts.

7.1 Back to the example

In restriction logic, the represetation of my epithet exampleis as follows:

(40) The judgetold [every dead-keat dad], that [the bum]; must help out.
Environment:  x j db-dad (x)
Meaning: [(8x : tell (the-judge x; [Dlhelp (x)))®  (Gx : bum (x))€]

(41) With © avariable over functions from variablesinto states.

hE; Sg; SSi[x j db-dad (x)[M = rE,;Sg; S§i, where
E;=f 2 Eoj (x) = fgj 9(x) is a dead-teat dadgg

(42) hE,;SE; SSill(8x : tell (the-judge x; [Dlhelp (x)))@  (Gx : bum (x))]IM =

E; (unchanged)

S2=1ff 2S5j8g:dx]f g2 Ei(x))
g(x) wastold by the judge that g(x) must helpg

S¢=ff 2S{j8g:gx]f g2 Ei(x)) 9(x)isabumg

12
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An example in pictures

M = D =fa;b;cg I(db-dad) = fa;bg I(told-to-help )= fag
‘ I (bum) = fa;bg
8 2 8 939
< [x 7! a]=
4x7  [x7'hH, 5;
* Cx T 8 9 8 9,
| 2 <[x7'a= <[x7 a=
x7r XA L7l k7 H [ dddad (O] =
§ x7t o Cx7tc o x7
' X7 [x7'( '

This got rid of the ervironmerts in which X mapsto a set cortaining assignmets in
which g(x) = ¢, resulting in

* M

8 9 8 9,2 3
<[x7'a= <[x7!a-= 8x : told-to-help (x)

ox7H, o x7th, 4 5 =
T x 7t o [x7 Gx : bum (x)

[x 7! a
!

X7 x 70 b
Next, the at-issuedimensionis reducedto null becausethe assignmen [x 7! b is in the
ervironment (becauseb is a dead-teat dad), but b is not a menber of told-to-help .
The CI dimensionremainsunchangedbecauseall the dead-beat dadsare bums.

¥ §[x7I aL]g+
X 7! K;:‘E}] G X7
: X7
13
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8 Epithet denotations under quantiers

The fact remainsthat epithets behave di erently when under quarti ers than they do
when usedas referertial pronominals.
(43) the (CI versionunder quarti ers) [x2 f 2:Gx:f3(x)9
Xa

(44)

(Gx : lousy {x)” bum (x))¢

(C YRR

X

(x: lousy (x) ~ bum (x))?

(f 2:Gx:fa(x)e :S

| KX
the (x: lousy (x))?2 (x: bum (x))2
- C - C
\ \
lousy bum

9 Conclusion

Recall that Kaplan (1989[1971])usesthe term “pseudode re' for, roughly speaking,
epithets. His description suggeststhat he would welcomeEAs under this heading as
well. Soit is worth providing the rest of his footnote:

(45) Kaplan 1989[1971]:555{556n. 71
| do not seethat the existenceof the pseudode re form of report poses
any issuesof theoretical interest to make it worth pursuing.

| hope to have convinced you otherwise.
1. Expressiwe cortent provides evidencefor Cls.
2. Expressiwe corntent also informs the nature of the dynamic system: in order to

properly interpret epithets and EAs under quarti ers, we require a version of
Gawron's (1996) restriction logic.

3. Expressiwe cortent alsoshowsthat the so-calledbinding problem of the Karttunen
and Peters's(1979) approad is actually a virtue in someareas.

4. Moreover, the fundamenal insight behind the two-dimensionalapproad is correct:
the Cl dimensionseemsessetial for properly describingthe facts relating to EAs
and epithets (among many other expressions).

14
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